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ABSTRACT

This study explored the implementation of ‘inclusive’ teaching and learning practices for
the students with mild learning difficulties in the mainstream classroom at public secondary
schools in Cyprus. It explored the experiences and perceptions of coordinators, teachers
and students with mild learning difficulties about the current ‘inclusive’ teaching and
learning practices and their understanding of the notion of inclusive education, which has
informed their perceptions about the inclusive educational approaches.

The objectives of this study are concerned with the basic premise of inclusive education
that the ‘learning needs’ of these students can be met effectively in the mainstream
classroom, since the classroom adaptations needed are no more than good general
teaching practices. Particularly, this study seeks to question the for-granted assumptions
regarding the mainstream classroom practices and adaptations required for the students
with learning difficulties. It also aimed to contribute to a better understanding of how these
assumptions affected the design and the implementation of ‘inclusive’ teaching and

learning practices.

To explore these objectives, an ethnographic case study was conducted at three public
mainstream schools of Cyprus. Eleven teachers of Modern Greek and three coordinators
were questioned and individually interviewed. Twenty-nine students with mild learning
difficulties aged from twelve to fifteen years old, were also interviewed. The participants
were also observed over a series of lessons in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room. This made it possible to identify the effects of the teachers’ assumption
about the need for ‘special’ and ‘distinct’ pedagogy for the students with learning
difficulties, on the consistency of their mainstream classroom adaptations and their
expectations towards the learning of these students. By listening to students, it has
unpicked the effects of the current ‘inclusive’ practices on the students’ learning profile and

it signalized their (further) stigmatization as being less academically able learners.



IMPACT STATEMENT

This study contributes additional material to preceding limited research evidence,
concerning the perceptions of students with mild learning difficulties regarding the
‘inclusive’ teaching and learning mainstream classroom practices. Particularly, this is the
first study to my knowledge exploring the perceptions of students with mild learning
difficulties and of Modern Greek teachers regarding the current ‘inclusive’ educational

approaches in public mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus.

The findings of this study are considered important for the improvement of the inclusive
education policy and practices in public mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus. First,
this study has signalized the Cypriot teachers’ persistent sense that there is an existing
‘distinct and special’ educational pedagogy for the students with learning difficulties. This is
related to the teachers’ taken-for—granted assumption that supporting the learning needs
of these target students in the resource room is more effective than solely in the
mainstream classroom. Second, it has identified these students’ (further) stigmatization as
being less academically able learners, which was encouraged by their labelling and the
partial withdrawal support in the resource room. This has also contributed to a better
understanding of the maladaptive, attributional, motivational and behavioural reactions of
these students in the (mainstream) classroom. Hence, it seems important for the policy-
makers of the Ministry of Education in Cyprus (MOEC) to design inspiring teaching training
programs that focus on deconstructing the labelling and special needs marginalizing
stereotypes and encourage the development of (more) inclusive teachers’ values and
school cultures. The identified learning profile of the participant students can be used
critically by the teachers and in general the educational practitioners, as well as by the
parents. The teachers are in need to self-critique and self-reflect on their attitudes towards
these students, in order to recognize the need for systematic teaching adaptations and to
have higher expectations of these students’ learning. The parents can gain a better
understanding of their children’s learning needs. Finally, this study gives the opportunity for
these students’ voice to be heard; taking into account their favourite classroom
adaptations, further research can be done to generalize how effective they can be for
increasing these students’ active engagement in the learning process of the mainstream
classroom. As a result, these students might become more motivated, strive harder and

become more content.



From a scientific point of view, this study adds to the theoretical framework concerning the
conceptualization and enactment of inclusive education in the mainstream schools.
Considering the objectives of this study, it was important for the analysis to be based on
ideas derived from the models of disabilities, theories of teaching and learning and of
psychology. The outcomes related to the impact of stereotypes on students’ learning
identity and teachers’ practicing profile do support the link between these theoretical
paradigms. The on going problem in the conceptualization of inclusive education are the
stereotypes and prejudices related to the notions of disability. Hence, this study offers
insights for further research, which might suggest how to terminate the legitimization of

discriminatory educational practices and policies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. OVERVIEW

The discussion that follows sets out the rationale, aims and research questions of the
study, and it also explains the principal terminology used. It describes the structure and
context of the Cypriot educational system and the history and policies of ‘special needs’
education in Cyprus. It identifies the political, economic and social events of historical
periods in Cyprus, affecting both the context of the Cypriot educational system and the
development of ‘special needs’ policies. | explain the reasoning behind the policy of
‘withdrawing’ students with ‘mild learning difficulties’ from the mainstream classroom, and,

finally, | set out the structure of the thesis as a whole.

1.2. RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

Inclusive education derives from a concept that recognizes the rights of all learners to have
access to and participate in good quality education (UNESCO, 2015b). Inclusion is an
ethos, process and set of educational goals which help to overcome the barriers which
limit the equal chances of all learners in education (Ibid). Children with ‘learning difficulties’
are, and have long been, among the most marginalized and excluded groups of learners in
educational systems worldwide (World Health Organization, 2011). The education of these
students has historically been located in segregated settings rather than in mainstream
ones. Hence global and local policies have developed across countries, aiming to enable
every learner to participate and achieve in mainstream schools (UNESCO, 2015b;
UNESCO,2017). In the case of Cyprus, children diagnosed as having ‘mild learning
difficulties’ are mainly educated in the mainstream classroom, taking the same mainstream
curriculum and having tests and exams with their peers. At the same time these students
are also required to be partially withdrawn from some lessons in the mainstream
classroom to receive support in the resource room (Official Newspaper of Cypriot
Democracy, 2001). The purpose of partially withdrawing these students from the
mainstream classroom is stated to be the need to meet their learning difficulties so they

can achieve the aims of the mainstream curriculum (ibid).

As a secondary teacher of Greek language and literature at Cypriot schools, | have to

teach students with mild learning difficulties in both the mainstream classroom and the
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resource room. Therefore, this study emerged from my personal interest as an educational
practitioner who has always wondered why the ‘needs’ of the children with learning
difficulties are required to be supported outside mainstream classrooms. This is especially
if the teachers have to teach a mixed-ability group of students in mainstream classrooms.
This study therefore aimed to understand why we tend to ‘partially exclude’ these students
from the mainstream classroom, while there is research evidence which suggests that
‘special class’ placement is not found to be academically and socially stronger for
students with disabilities than the regular classroom (Brunch and Valeo, 1997; Thomas
and Vaugham, 2004; Richmond et al., 2009). If the pedagogical skills needed for inclusive
education are not appreciably different from those needed in general education (Jordan et
al., 2009), and if in any classroom all the students will work at exactly the same academic
level (Idol, 2006). Why are these students still required to be withdrawn from the

mainstream classroom in order to receive additional support in the resource room?

On the other hand, inclusion in the mainstream classroom can be effective, if there are
adequate resources, the teachers are well prepared and the classroom activities are well-
planned (Zigmond and Baker, 1995; Staub et al., 1996; Farrell, 2000). Withdrawal for
‘special’ support can also have an integral place in effective inclusive education, if this is
the best way to address the undeniable right of children to fully and equally participate in
the learning process, and the necessity of professionals to contribute to their learning
within the mainstream classroom (Barton, 1996). Hence, bearing in mind that
implementing inclusion at mainstream schools does not necessarily mean the abolition of
additional support for the students who need it (Corbett, 1996), | also wanted to explore
how the students themselves felt about being withdrawn from their mainstream classroom
to receive support in the resource room. From my teaching at secondary schools, | have
observed that many students with mild learning difficulties do not want to attend the

resource room to receive ‘special tuition’.

Additionally, inclusive education is hard to promote in systems that marginalize some
learners categorized on the basis of who they are and what they can and should learn
(Florian, 2019). Thus, the withdrawal for ‘special support’ should not be the only form of
differentiation or the only inclusive teaching practice used in the mainstream classroom
(Corbett, 2001). In this sense, | wanted to further explore how students with mild learning
difficulties perceived the implemented practice in mainstream Cypriot schools. Assuming
that the learning difficulties of the students can also arise from aspects of the educational

system itself, | wanted to explore how these students believe that their learning needs can
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be (better) met in mainstream classrooms and schools. It has long been my belief that
school communities do their very best to overcome whatever limits the presence,

participation and achievements of all learners in mainstream settings (UNESCO, 2015a).

Bearing in mind the educational innovations which have begun in public mainstream
schools in Cyprus over the last few years (MOEC, 2009), research has been undertaken in
public mainstream primary schools in Cyprus for the improvement of the implemented
‘inclusive’ teaching and learning practices. It mainly explored teachers’ perceptions, but
very rarely student perceptions about the development and improvement of inclusive
education. This is the first study to my knowledge to examine the perceptions of students
with mild learning difficulties in public secondary mainstream schools in Cyprus. This study
aims to listen to the perceptions of both the teachers and students with mild learning
difficulties, because it recognizes that inclusive education is effective when supported by
all parties involved, including teachers, students, parents and the broader community
(Antonak and Livneh, 2000). In this sense, it should always be considered that any child
who wishes to be in a mainstream classroom has the right to be there and the school must
make that a reality, whereas when the child prefers to be somewhere other than in the
mainstream classroom, an alternative kind of support should be available for him/her
(Osgood, 2005). Similarly, the parents should put their child’s interest first rather than their
own and the teachers should decide whether they want to teach these children in their
classroom or not (Booth and Ainscow, 2002).

1.3.AIMS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This research study aims to explore ‘inclusive’ mainstream classroom teaching and
learning practices in Cypriot secondary schools, exploring how teachers tend to support
the needs of students with mild learning difficulties in the mainstream classroom along with
those of their classmates. Previous research suggests that teachers have rarely
implemented inclusive teaching practices in the mainstream classroom. Teachers in public
Cypriot primary schools have not implemented inclusive practices in their classroom, since
there were no available core teaching materials for the whole classroom, with additional
tasks for the ‘able’ and ‘less able’ students (UNESCO, 1997; Papademetriou and
Charalampous, 2019) and because the teachers were inadequately trained regarding the
‘needs’ of the children categorized as having ‘special needs’ (Angelides et al., 2004; Ketse,
2008; Symeonidou, 2017). Similarly, in Greek schools, whose model of inclusive education

has informed that implemented in Cypriot schools, the teachers continued to be in favour
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of children with mild learning difficulties acquiring knowledge in the resource room
(Nirmorakiotaki, 2009; Ntarachani, 2009). The majority of teachers who have implemented
inclusive mainstream classroom practices mainly aimed to boost these students’
confidence by increasing their participation in classroom activities, rather than helping

them to overcome their learning difficulties in the mainstream classroom (ibid).

Aiming to explore ‘inclusive’ teaching and learning classroom practices, | felt it was
necessary to explore teachers’ perceptions and the experience of students with mild
learning difficulties about the withdrawal model of ‘inclusive education’ in Cypriot public
mainstream secondary schools. Exploring the teachers’ perceptions would help to identify
the ethos and beliefs that encourage or hinder the development of inclusive mainstream
classroom practices. There is no single answer as to how the learning difficulties of
students should be met in mainstream schools, since answers vary according to people’s
beliefs and the aims of different educational systems (Antonak and Livneh, 2000). An
influential variable in enhancing or redesigning inclusive classroom practices is for the
teachers to believe in inclusion and in students’ abilities to learn (Antonak and Livneh,
2000; Arnaiz and Castejon, 2001; Kraayenoord et al., 2009; Florian, 2019). Otherwise, as
White (2007) highlights, neither in-service education nor on-site support could change the
thinking of teachers. The labels of ‘special needs’ education have also been identified as
hindering the development of inclusive mainstream classroom practices by teachers
(Vaughn et al., 1993; Ward et al., 1994; Corbett, 1996; Loreman and Deppeler, 2000;
Efstathiou, 2003; Avramidis and Kalyva, 2007).

Furthermore, students with mild learning difficulties are also able to reflect constructively
on their school experience and thus they can also provide invaluable insights for decision
making in educational practice (Prunty et al., 2012). However, students’ ‘voice’ tended to
be ignored by policy-makers in the U.K., either because their answers were considered as
invalid for the research (Farrell, 2000), or they were perceived to be incapable of making
choices for their life and education (Davis and Watson, 2000). As a result, parents used to
have a powerful voice that influenced the policies and the support provided in mainstream
schools for their children (Farrell, 2000). Similarly, in the Cypriot educational system, the
MOEC and the parents used to have powerful voices that influenced the policies and the
support provided in public mainstream schools for the target students (British Council,
1983; Official Newspaper of Cypriot Democracy, 2001). Professionals have persuaded
parents that they are fighting for their children’s benefit, and the parents are happy with the

‘special needs’ provisions and the findings provided for their children (Phtiaka, 1999b).
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With such an ethos, it is not surprising that although the practices used for the inclusion of
students with ‘special needs’ in the mainstream are deemed not to be very effective, there
are no critics against them (ibid). Hence, a central aim of the thesis is to give a prominent

place to the students’ voices.

Finally, aiming to explore ‘inclusive’ teaching and learning classroom practices, | felt it was
also necessary to explore both teacher and student perceptions of how the learning needs
of students with mild learning difficulties might be (better) met within the mainstream
classroom. Listening to teachers’ and students’ voice is even more essential in inclusive
educational policies, if inclusion is about identifying and addressing the barriers to learning
for all (Messiou, 2018) and if the educational policy is to be grounded in reality (Fraser et
al., 2004). Students can identify the teaching practices they like and which they consider to
be helpful for their learning. Teachers’ listening to student views and feedback can plan
(more) effective personalised activities (Rose and Shevlin, 2004; Bourke and Loveridge,
2014; Cook-Sather, 2014). Similarly, from their experience, teachers can help to assess
the effectiveness of the implemented practices and inform how the suggested policies can
be improved (Azorin and Ainscow, 2020). In this sense, it is important to listen to both
teacher and student perspectives, which can provide constructive insights for the
development and improvement of inclusive education in public mainstream secondary

schools in Cyprus.

These reflections on Cypriot mainstream secondary schools led to the development of

three research questions, which are explored in the present thesis:

1. How are the educational needs of students with mild learning difficulties
being supported in the mainstream classroom of public secondary schools

in Cyprus?

2. Can partial withdrawal from the mainstream classroom be considered
‘inclusive’ educational practice, and how is this practice seen in the eyes of

teachers and students?
3. What changes might be necessary in order to best support the

educational needs of students with mild learning difficulties within

mainstream classrooms in Cyprus?
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1.4. TERMINOLOGY

| turn now to explain how | understand the terms that are central to my thesis: special
needs, inclusion, inclusive education and integration. | also explain how they are used and
understood in the context of Cyprus. | recognize that there are many definitions other than
those | have chosen to employ, and ongoing debates about disparate interpretations. |
cannot do justice to these here, but | am striving to make it clear how and why I have
chosen to work with the definitons provided below.

‘Special needs’

‘Special needs’ is a notion used to describe a child with a ‘learning difficulty’ and/or
disability who requires ‘special’ and /or additional support to that which is ordinarily
available to and required by their peers of a similar age (Florian, 2019). In this sense,
these children, who were excluded from mainstream schools, used to be educated in
schools called ‘special schools’ (Armstrong, 2003). In general the term ‘learning difficulty’
refers to the problems some learners face with performing to the same standards as their
peers of the same age (Florian, 2019). Although the classification and inclusion rate of
children who are categorized as having ‘special needs’ is considerably different across the
educational systems of each country, it has been identified as necessary in order to
determine the resources, services and pedagogical adaptations that would facilitate these
students’ learning in mainstream classrooms. This is the reason why even in countries
that aimed to abandon disability categories, some process of classification still remains in
place (ibid).

The term ‘special needs’ according to MOEC policy

The term ‘special needs’ refers to physical, mental, cognitive or emotional needs (Official
Newspaper of Cypriot Democracy, 1999). Recognizing the risk of stigmatization for
children labelled as having special needs, the term ‘children with additional support needs’
has been suggested in the reform of legislation for special needs/ inclusive education in
Cyprus (Koursoumba, 2019). All students with Down syndrome, Asperger's syndrome,
speech problems and mental retardation are identified as having ‘profound learning
difficulties’, while students categorized as having behavioural and emotional problems and
physical impairments are identified as having ‘sensory learning difficulties’. Students

categorised as having learning abilities two or three years lower than the learning abilities
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of the children of their age, are identified as having ‘mild learning difficulties’ (ibid). These
students are identified mainly as having learning difficulties in reading, writing and
mathematics (Statistics of MOEC, 2005).

‘Inclusion’

‘Inclusion’ used to be considered as the struggle to remove all exclusionary pressures
within society and education, in favour of people categorized as having ‘disabilities’
(UNESCO, 1990; Booth,2003; Barton and Armstrong, 2007; UNESCO, 2015a) and it has
gained momentum since the 1990s across different countries (European Council, 2003).
Educating all children together in ‘inclusive’ schools is aimed at facilitating respectful
interpersonal relationships which are the basis for a just and non-discriminatory society
(UNESCO, 1990; Osgood, 2005; Felder, 2018; Ainscow et al., 2019; Florian, 2019;
Krishler et al., 2019). The idea behind promoting ‘inclusive’ schools is that every learner
matters equally and has the right to receive effective educational and lifelong learning
opportunities (UNESCO, 2015a; UN Human Rights’ Statement, 2017).

Similarly, the term ‘inclusive education’ refers to the pedagogical reform project of the
educational systems across countries, which recognises the necessity for the children with
‘special needs’ to have access to an equal and efficient form of provision, flexible teaching
strategies and an appropriate curriculum which is responsive to the needs of all learners
(UNESCO, 1994; Booth and Ainscow, 2004; Armstrong et al., 2000; UNESCO, 2015a;
UNESCO, 2017; UN Human Rights’ Statement, 2017; Felder, 2018). However, central to
the theories regarding inclusive education is the debate regarding how the problematic and
contentious nature of the education of children with ‘special needs’ can be overcome, and
thus how to assert their rights both to being present in mainstream schools and to
participate in the learning process taking place in mainstream classrooms (Booth and
Ainscow, 2004; Armstrong, 2003). This debate is further discussed in the literature review

(see chapter 2).

‘Integration’

‘Integration’ can be defined as the educational arrangements whereby the ‘learning
difficulties’ of children perceived as having ‘special needs’ are met with minimum extra

support and limited cost in mainstream schools (Barton and Tomlinson, 1984; Smith,

1998). This means that children, who are categorized as having ‘special needs’, need to
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be adjusted to the existing structures of mainstream schools, rather than the mainstream
learning process and activities adjusting to the needs of the students (Smith, 1998). Thus,
professionals aimed at providing support which should be provided to children with ‘special
needs’ in order to help them become adjusted to mainstream schooling (Zelaieta, 2004).
Particularly, social integration aims for the children with ‘special needs’ to be adapted to
the social life and activities of the community (DES, 1978,p.3). Locational integration is
achieved by the spatial shifting of students with ‘special needs' in the mainstream school
and it is what inclusion was covertly found to express (Smith, 1998). Considered to be
relevant to the context of this study, is functional integration, according to which children
with ‘special needs’ attend the mainstream classroom and partly attend special units or
resource rooms, in order to be provided with extra or individualized support (DES,
1978,p.3-4).

In the Cypriot educational system, inclusion continues to be seen and understood as
interchangeable with the notion of functional integration. Inclusive education for students
with ‘special needs’ continues to be promoted through a variety of withdrawal support
methods within mainstream schools (Official Newspaper of Cypriot Democracy, 2001). The
difficulty the Cypriot educational system has with abandoning well-established segregated
practices is also obvious in the reform of the special needs/ inclusive education policy
(European Agency for special and inclusive education, 2019). Withdrawal classes are still
suggested by the MOEC and parents in order to meet the ‘additional’ and ‘special’ needs
of the labelled children in mainstream Cypriot schools (Parents’ Association Report, 2019).
In such a vein, it is also obvious that in the educational system of Cyprus, the notion of
inclusion is still discussed in relation to the traditional terms of ‘special needs’ rather than

in terms of human rights.

On the other hand, according to the beliefs and understanding of the researcher, inclusive
education and integration are not synonymous concepts. Inclusive education is not a
matter of place, but a matter of ethos. Educational practitioners should acknowledge that
all learners could learn in their own way and at their own pace and be willing to support
their learning and abilities in the mainstream classroom. The researcher’s understanding of
inclusion/ inclusive education is presented, since it seems that this has also informed the
aims of the study, and it is acknowledged that this might have a greater impact and effect

on the design of this research study and the data analysis.
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1.5. THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM OF CYPRUS

It is important to bear in mind the structure and context of the education system of Cyprus,
because it is the context in which this research project has taken place. The education
system of Cyprus consists of primary education, secondary education (gymnasio) and
lyceum (Likio). Primary education is compulsory and lasts for six years. Children from six
to twelve years old are educated in primary schools, then from twelve to fifteen years old in
secondary school and from fifteen to eighteen years old in the lyceum. Education is
compulsory until the age of fifteen, until the completion of the gymnasium but usually
children continue their education, attending either lyceums or technical and vocational
schools (MOEC, 2003).

The educational system of Cyprus is highly performance and exam oriented. Students in
secondary schools and lyceums are assessed by tests during the year and final exams,
with number grades (from 0-20). Final exams test students on what they have learnt during
the academic year. Students are examined in June and are allowed to resit their exams in
September, but if they fail again, they stay at the same level (Schwatzman, 1990). In
secondary schools, students are examined in mathematics, Modern Greek, history and
physics (ibid). Within such a system, students with learning difficulties, because of their
poor achievements, used to be isolated during the learning process of the mainstream
classroom (Phtiaka, 2003). Teachers tended to spend less time supporting the students

whose achievements would not be academically rewarded (ibid).

The educational system of Cyprus is also highly centralized (British Council, 1983). The
curriculum is prepared by the MOEC and allocated to all schools (Schwartzman, 1990).
The MOEC is also responsible for the allocation of financial resources to each school, the
text-books provided free to students and teacher training (British Council, 1983). Similarly,
all the special schools receive funding from the MOEC, and their function and practices are
evaluated by MOEC inspectors of special needs education (MOEC, 1999). Even the
teaching staff working at private special schools are selected from the list of registered
teachers of the MOEC (ibid; Koumbalidou, 2013). Students with profound learning
difficulties have been solely educated in special schools since 1999. Across the island,
there are only seven public special schools and two private ones: the ‘school for the deaf’
(the children with hearing impairments) and the ‘school for the blind’ (children with visual
impairments) (Koumbalidou, 2013). As a result of the limited teaching and financial

resources allocated by the MOEC for the purpose of ‘special needs’ education, there were
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limits on the training provided to teachers regarding how to design and implement
practices for meeting the learning needs of all students in the mainstream classrooms of

Cypriot schools (Angelides and Michailidou, 2007).

The lack of teacher training also hindered the development of practices to meet the
learning needs of all students in the mainstream classrooms of Cypriot schools (Angelides
and Michailidou, 2007). Secondary teachers have no initial training except for a few
courses in pedagogical theory that they have to attend before joining the secondary
teaching force (Symeonidou and Phtiaka, 2014). In—service training is provided to
teachers, in order for them to become permanent at schools by the seventh year of their
employment and in order to inform them of the current educational issues (Angelides and
Michailidou, 2007). The in-service training in Cyprus has not been developed around
structured practices and the MOEC does not have a stated policy on teacher education in
relation to integration or inclusion (Symeonidou and Phtiaka, 2014). Until 2007, the pre-
service training of secondary teachers consisted of an inclusive education course, which
was provided on an elective basis, to those teachers who were interested and/or were
involved in either teaching or supporting students with learning difficulties in mainstream
schools (ibid; MOEC, 2013). In the following years, a few seminars were organized once a
year (European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2015) and on a
voluntary basis either by the Cyprus Pedagogical Association, the Cyprus Pedagogical
Institution, or the University of Cyprus (Phtiaka, 2003; Karagiorgi and Symeou, 2007;
Bagianou, 2019), which also minimized the opportunity for the majority of teachers to
attend them (Phtiaka, 2003; Epitropi Evropaikon Koinotiton, 2007).

From the above, it can be concluded that training on inclusive education has been reduced
to a few seminars which focus on how to meet the needs of different impaired groups
rather than on developing a good understanding of the nature and aims of inclusive
education (Symeonidou and Phtiaka, 2014). The training seminars do not train teachers
how to differentiate the mainstream classroom teaching materials, the aims of the
mainstream curriculum and how to protect students from being marginalised or stigmatized
(Damianidou, 2015; Bagianou, 2019). The need for better teacher training regarding
inclusive education was also identified in the debate regarding the reform of the legislation
for special needs / inclusive education (Koursoumba, 2019). This is particularly important
for the secondary education sector, where there are no special educational needs

requirements in order to be hired (Koumbalidou, 2013; Symeonidou and Phtiaka, 2014).
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Additionally, it is important to mention that there was little room for reforming the aims of
the mainstream curriculum, in order to address the learning needs of students with ‘special
needs’ (Phtiaka, 2003). It was important for schools to create ‘good Greeks’ because there
are two ethnic communities; the Greek Cypriot and the Turkish Cypriot (Polydorou, 1995).
It was therefore a priority for the Cypriot educational system to develop the Greek ethos
and culture (Persianis, 1978; 1996). Even, after the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 1974, the
main aim of Cypriot education was to develop ‘free thinking and democratic individuals’
(MOEC, 2003), yet the term of democratization still did not refer to respecting the right of

students with special needs to good quality education in mainstream schools.

In the 21% century the aims of the Cypriot educational system have changed to meet
European standards (Statistics of MOEC, 2003). Education is aiming to develop respect
for human rights and provide equal opportunities to all human beings regardless of their
race, gender, age or ability (Tsiakkiros and Pashiardis, 2002). In this sense, a debate has
begun about the changes that should be implemented in the Cypriot educational system
(Ekpedeftiki Metarithmisi, 2009). In 2012, for the first year, an educational programme of
consolidation (‘Empedosis’ in Greek) was piloted. Extra time was allocated to the
curriculum of primary schools, to enable teachers to work on the ‘learning difficulties’ of the
students in the mainstream classroom (MOEC, 2012a). Similarly at the gymnasium, the
teaching hours of lessons were extended. Instead of forty teaching periods of forty
minutes, each subject is provided for, by twenty teaching periods of eighty minutes
(MOEC, 2012b). Thus, it aimed to promote critical thinking and to help students become
independent learners by providing time for teachers to meet the learning difficulties of

students in the mainstream classroom (ibid).

1.6. AN HISTORICAL ACCOUNT OF ‘SPECIAL NEEDS’ EDUCATION IN CYPRUS

The history of ‘special needs’ education in Cyprus consists of four periods: a) the gradual
establishment of special schools, b) unified legislation, c) integration and d) inclusion
(Phtiaka, 2003). ‘Special needs’ education in Cyprus has been influenced by the British
and Greek educational systems (Liasidou, 2008), although by comparison with these
systems and those of other developed countries, ‘special needs’ education developed

slowly and belatedly in Cyprus (Wearmouth, 2001).

The first stage of special needs education in Cyprus (1929-1979), started with the

establishment of a ‘special’ school for children with ‘visual impairments’ (Phtiaka, 2003).
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Before this year, there was no legal framework in Cyprus for ‘special needs’ education
(Gavrielidou, 2011). ‘Special schools’ were gradually established all over the country, but
were funded by family donations (Phtiaka, 2000). During the second stage (1979-1988), all
the established schools followed the same policies and practices (Phtiaka, 2000). It was
the first time that the state had decided to put ‘special education’ under central government
control (Symeonidou, 2009). The students’ needs were assessed by medical and quasi-
medical experiments in order to place them in a suitable educational setting (Cyprus,
1979). According to this unified legislation, children were defined as being ‘maladjusted’,
‘severely retarded’, ‘bodily impaired’ and ‘educationally retarded’ (Phtiaka, 1997; Phtiaka,
2000; Symeonidou, 2009). The third stage (1988-1999), was defined by the declaration of
the MOEC in 1988. Although this recognized the right of children with ‘special needs’ to be
integrated into mainstream schools (Phtiaka, 2000), integrative practices were adopted
informally (Symeonidou, 1998; Koupanou and Phtiaka, 2004). A further step towards
integration was the report of Constandinides (1992). This recognized for the first time the
human rights of children with ‘special needs’ to have an appropriate education and the

rights of parents to be informed about the ‘needs’ of their children (Symeonidou, 1998).

The conflict between the new philosophy of the MOEC in 1995 and the previous legislation
of 1979, as to whether or not students with ‘special needs’ should be educated in
mainstream schools, came to an end with the legislation of 1999 (Official Newspaper of
Cypriot Democracy, 1999). The integration of children with ‘special needs’ into
mainstream schools emerged following integration movements across Europe (Visser and
Upton, 1993) and was forced through by parents, who wanted their children to have the
same educational opportunities as in many other contexts (Phtiaka, 2000). Although the
policy of integration was the backbone of inclusion, it also had an immense influence on
the well embedded belief that students with ‘special needs’ or ‘disabilities’ were considered
to be ‘undesirable’ in mainstream schools in Cyprus and the U.K.; their abilities seemed to
be ‘lower’ than those expected bymarket-oriented societies (Tomlinson, 2001). Hence, this
has also negatively affected the way inclusive education has been internalized and

promoted in the educational system of Cyprus.

The social, political and economic factors that influence the development of

‘special needs’ education in Cyprus

The origins of ‘special education’ in Cyprus have been divided into four major periods: a)
the Turkish occupation (1571-1878), b) the British administration (1878-1959), c) the
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period of independence until the Turkish invasion (1960-1974) and d) the period after the
Turkish invasion (1974) until today (2020).

The attitude of society towards people considered as having ‘special needs’ is shaped by
dominant beliefs and circumstances. According to the beliefs of Ancient Greek society,
people who are today described as having ‘special needs’ were seen as a burden on
society, if they could not fight for their country physically (Persianis, 1996). Referring also
to the well- known Greek philosophy that ‘a healthy mind inhabits a healthy body’, it is
obvious how easily the ‘unhealthy’ or ‘disabled’ body was connected to an ‘unhealthy’ or
disabled mind in Ancient Greek society (Phtiaka, 2003). In the case of Cyprus, the
dominant beliefs of Christianity have influenced the way people understand and behave
towards those with ‘special needs’. According to the principles of Christianity, Cypriots are
used to loving and caring for people ‘with special needs’ in the context of philanthropy and
compassion (Phtiaka, 2003). Philanthropy and compassion formed the cultural values on
which ‘special needs’ education, policies and practices were structured in the context of

Cyprus.

Greek Cypriot mainstream schools aimed to cultivate a strong Greek-Orthodox ethos for
their students, as a result of the enemies, who sought to de-Hellenize the island in order to
ensure their dominance (Gavrielidou, 2011). This was one of the political barriers to the
development of inclusive policies and practices in mainstream Cypriot schools. The Greek-
Cypriot ethnic identity was threatened during the first three periods. During the period of
Turkish occupation, the Greek—Orthodox Church had the responsibility for keeping alive
the Greek ethos, culture and religious identity on the island (Georgiades, 1995). During the
second period (1878-1959), the British administration aimed to rule the island through the
educational system (Gavrielidou, 2011). It built schools and hospitals and formed school
committees made up of Greek-Cypriots and a British supervisor (Kyriakou, 1996). During
the third period (1960-1974), with respect to ethnicity, the emphasis of the educational
system continued to be on the classics and humanities (Persianis, 1996). Cypriot schools
started to follow the same aims of the mainstream curriculum and the same books as
those used by Greek schools (Persianis, 1992). Central to the synthesis of the ethnic
identity of Greek-Cypriots was the development of a uniform curriculum that appraised the
categorisation of students according to their abilities (ibid).In this sense, an educational
system with no acceptance of ‘difference' was created (Phtiaka, 2007), which is still
endemic today (Kofou, 2004; Phtiaka, 2010).
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The involvement of the Greek —Orthodox Church in the educational system resulted in the
needs of people categorized as having special needs being seen in terms of philanthropy
and compassion. During the period of the Turkish occupation of Cyprus, the Greek-
Orthodox Church was responsible for the funding and administration of Cypriot education
(Maratheftis, 1992; Spyridakis, 1974). The students, who would today be considered as
having ‘special needs’, were believed to be ‘uneducable’ and thus their education aimed
only at their treatment and care (Georgiades, 1995). Therefore, the Church sowed the
seeds of a charitable and medical model that directed the development of the future
‘special needs’ education system. These students were regarded with pity and their
‘differences’ with tolerance (Georgiades, 1995). They were perceived to be in need of
‘special’ support provided to them in particularly by the medical experts (Barton and
Armstrong, 1999).

The medicalization of people now categorized as having ‘special needs’ informed and
influenced to a substantial extent the development of segregated ‘special needs’
educational provisions within mainstream schools. During the British administration in the
island, the provision of care for people ‘with special needs’ was provided in hospitals and
separate places rather than in mainstream schools (Georgiades, 1995). The aims of
‘special schools’ were therapeutic rather than educative for the children considered as
having ‘special needs’ (Gavrielidou, 2011). The constitutive element of this segregated
education for children with ‘special needs’ was the powerful role of professionals who
diagnosed what was needed for the students ‘needs’ (Phtiaka,2000). Therefore, this kind
of support resulted in sympathy towards, but prejudice against, these people (Symeonidou,
2002), who were in need of medical care and treatments (Barton and Armstrong, 1999). It
also enforced the idea of ‘others’ (Gavrielidou,2011), for the people categorized as having
‘special needs ’, because their needs were internalised as being different from the ‘norm’
(Phtiaka, 2000). In this sense, the students labelled as having ‘special needs’ tended to be
excluded from mainstream schools, since the developed labels highlighted the ‘difference’

of the students from what was considered to be ‘normal’ (Gavrielidou, 2011).

It is also striking that ‘special needs’, segregated education continued to flourish under the
idea of charity, care and medicalization (Symeonidou, 2009), even in the period after the
Turkish invasion. First, it was difficult for the government to afford to reconstruct schools,
including ‘special’ schools, which were occupied by the Turkish troops, or to build new
ones (Kyriakou,1996; Anastasiades, 1979). Second, the gradual move towards integrative

and inclusive education in Cyprus should also be considered under the charity approach
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(Phtiaka, 2007), because of the unwillingness of the government to implement costly
policies for ‘special needs’ education (Symeonidou, 2009). Financially restricted provisions
were suggested for children with ‘special needs’ in mainstream schools (Symeonidou,
2002; Symeonidou and Phtiaka, 2002). The reason for this was that inclusive education
had been developed as a lower cost system in which students were educated in
mainstream schools rather than in multiple ‘special’ schools (Barton and Tomlinson, 1984;
Ainscow et al., 2019). Additionally, the state tended to organise charity events in order to
share the budget needed for the provisioning and support of people categorized as having
‘special needs’. The ‘Radiomarathonios’ is a well-known, philanthropic fiesta, that is still
organized with the support of the MOEC every year in Cyprus (Phtiaka, 1999a). Arguably,
charity should be considered as a vested factor that influences the roots and development
of ‘special needs’ education in Cyprus, since the idea of charity and care for people with

‘special needs’ was gradually developed in the consciousness of people (Oliver, 1990a).

To conclude, inclusive or ‘special needs’ political frameworks have been imported and
assimilated within the education system of Cyprus, which has intensified with the
internalizations of economic, political and cultural structures among the member states of
the E.U.(Liasidou, 2008). However, the imported policies have failed to adjust to the social,
economic, political and cultural characteristics of the Cypriot education system
(Gavrielidou, 2011), which are fundamental requirements for policy development (Barnes
and Mercer, 2005; Armstrong et al., 2010). The ‘inclusive’ policy was implemented in
mainstream schools in Cyprus, suggesting less costly funding and supplies (Angelides and
Mihailidou, 2007). Thus, the Cypriot educational system has remained resolutely fixed on
traditional teaching methods and classroom practices that do not support the inclusion of
students with ‘learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom (Kofou, 2004; Liasidou,
2008; Angelides and Michailidou, 2007; Gauvrielidou, 2011).

Towards inclusion: “the (partial) withdrawal support policy”

According to the 1999 law, children with ‘special needs’ have been included in their
neighbourhood school, along with their peers (Phtiaka, 2000). The MOEC has developed a
multi-layered placement to meet the children’s individual ‘needs’ in the mainstream
classroom and to help them achieve the aims of the mainstream curriculum (Official

Newspaper of Cypriot Democracy, 2001).
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Firstly children ‘with mild learning difficulties’ are withdrawn from the mainstream
classroom three to five times per week in order to receive support in the resource room.
They are supported by their classroom teacher in groups of four according to their ‘learning
difficulties’ and their age year group. The children are also helped in core classes such as
Modern Greek, history, mathematics and physics, in which they are examined (MOEC,
2013). Teaching in the resource room is based on the core curriculum but it is
differentiated according to the learning ability of each child (ibid). Teaching in the resource
room also emphasizes supporting the students to pass successfully the tests and the final
exams (ibid). This withdrawal support resembles the pattern of remedial interventions such
as the support in special classes, direct instructions in helping the labelled students to
develop basic academic skills and provision of a restricted curriculum, used in UK.
mainstream schools for a decade or so in the 1980s-1990s (Dyson et al.,, 1994). The
terminology of ‘(partial) withdrawal support’ is the literal translation of the Greek term that
has been used in the official legislation informing the MOEC policy in 1999 (MOEC, 1999).
This contradictory tendency of policy terminology is indicative of the attempt to resolve
dilemmas created by the need to educate students 'with special needs' in mainstream

classrooms.

Secondly, children with ‘sensory learning difficulties’ are withdrawn from the mainstream
classroom three to five times per week in order to receive individualized support. In
secondary schools, the children are mainly supported by their classroom teachers,
whereas in primary schools they are supported by a ‘special needs’ educator. The children
receive support in the core classes in which they are examined at the end of the year.
Teachers differentiate the teaching material of the classroom, but further facilities are
provided to children in response to their impairment. The majority of children mentioned in
this category at mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus are those with visual or auditory
impairment. To these children, ‘special’ resources and extra time are also provided during
tests and exams (MOEC, 2013), and teaching assistants are hired in order to ensure and

facilitate their participation in mainstream school and classroom activities (MOEC, 2014).

Thirdly, children ‘with profound learning difficulties’ attend ‘special units’ within mainstream
schools. These students are supported socially and psychologically and are helped to
develop practical skills for their daily life (Official Newspaper of Cypriot Democracy, 1999).
The teaching programme in ‘special units’ focuses on additional language and numeric
tuition (European-Agency, 2007). The children are evaluated and examined in the same

way as their classmates, however, with regards to the aims of their personal programme
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(Official Newspaper of Cypriot Democracy, 1999). The children attend the program of the
mainstream classroom only for optional courses such as music, gymnastics, art, and ICT
(MOEC, 2013). After the enactment of the 1999 law, it was identified that most students
with profound learning difficulties have chosen to be educated in special units rather than
in special schools (European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education, 2012).
According to the new law reform regulations, children with profound learning difficulties
should mainly receive support in ‘special units’ within the mainstream schools
(Koursoumba, 2019). The special schools would become ‘Educational Support Centres’,
which would aim to facilitate the inclusion of their students in mainstream schools, by
providing additional specialized (medical) support (ibid; European Agency for Special

Needs and Inclusive Education, 2019).

In 2017, the MOEC initiated a debate about the reform of the 1999 law. In the proposal of
the reform of this law, a multi-layered placement has been suggested that aims to meet the
‘needs’ of students with ‘additional support needs’ in mainstream classrooms and schools
(European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2019). Additional to the
existing layered support, there is proposed as first a) the general support which is provided
directly to every student, whenever there is a need for support as part of their daily school
life and learning process. There is no need for a formal decision ordiagnosis for a special
needs statement. This kind of support refers to targeted intervention, co-teaching or to
differentiated teaching and learning methods and educational materials (ibid); b) the
support provided to students with mild learning difficulties is now called ‘enhanced support’
c) the support for the students with sensory and profound learning difficulties is now called
‘specialized support’. Particularly, ‘enhanced support’ is provided upon the evaluation of
the in-school coordination group and the regional committee, whereas ‘specialized support’
is provided by the evaluation and decision of the Assessment and Support Team of special
needs professionals (ibid; MOEC,2014). The support of students with mild learning
difficulties refers to similar methods such as general support, but with increased intensity
and multiple and/ or concurrent interventions, provided on the basis of a defined child
education programme (European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education,
2019). Support for students with sensory and profound learning difficulties is still provided

in special units and on the basis of a defined child education programme (ibid).
The current practices in mainstream schools in Cyprus are still defined by the regulations

of the 1999 law. In line with current practices, if a child is deemed likely to have learning

difficulties, either the parents or any member of the teaching staff have to inform the
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Provisional Commission without delay (MOEC, 2008). Within two weeks, the commission
has to decide about the composition of the primary multi-disciplinary team which will
evaluate the child. The multi-disciplinary team consists of a ‘special needs’ educator, a
psychologist, a pathologist and a social worker. Each member of the team evaluates the
child separately, considering the history and the portfolio of the child provided to them by
the committee. When the assessment process is completed, the committee informs the
parents about its reasoned decision and what is required in order to meet the ‘learning
difficulties’ of the child. The parents have the right to agree or disagree with the
committee’s decision (MOEC, 2013). The progress of the children is continuously recorded
by the teachers and the school submits their annual progress to the regional committee at
the end of each academic year. Before the transition of the children from primary to
secondary school, the Provisional Commission discusses with the parents the to-date
progress of their children and whether it is required to continue receiving support for their
learning difficulties in the secondary school. The support continues to be provided to the

children at secondary school if they wish and their parents agree (ibid).

Children are examined and evaluated in the same way as their peers, but more facilities
are provided for them during the test and exams. Children are allowed to have more time
during the examinations and breaks if it is required according to their ‘special needs’
statements. Tests are differentiated in order to be accessible for them (Official Newspaper
of Cypriot Democracy, 2001). The questions of the final exam papers are orally clarified
and explained to them. For this reason, these students are examined in a separate class
than that of their classmates. There are two supervisors in their class. The one is merely
observing the process and the other is their teacher who clarifies and explains what is
difficult for them. In the examination of Modern Greek language, in which the children are
also examined and evaluated for their spelling, grammar and syntax, these mistakes are

ignored during the marking of their paper (MOEC, 2013).

A timetable for the support in the resource room and the groups is organized at the
beginning of each term and communicated to the regional committee of ‘special needs’
education of the MOEC. Any change regarding the timetable for support should always be
communicated to the regional committee. The students should not withdraw from the core
subjects that are examined. The students are usually withdrawn from the class of French,
Ancient Greek and Ancient Greek literature (MOEC, 2013). Very rarely can the children be
withdrawn from other optional classes if there are problems in the distribution of the

teaching periods of the classroom teacher. However, it is required to be withdrawn from a
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lesson which the ‘special needs’ advisory team of the school suggested and with which the
parents agreed.

There is a strict policy for not losing the teaching time in the resource room, unless it is for
joining school activities. If the lesson is lost for any other reason, the teacher has to
compensate for the teaching hour. When the students attend the resource room for a
replacement lesson, they have to be informed about the lesson, the learning material and
the homework they missed in the mainstream classroom. When a class in the resource
room is postponed, the student has to stay in the mainstream classroom, attending the
lesson that he/she is usually withdrawn from but he/she attends this class as a ‘listener’,
without being assessed (ibid). There is also a strict policy regarding the students’ absence
from the resource room classes. If a student has many absences, or he/she continually
denies attending the resource room support, the principal informs the parents and the
‘special needs’ advisor of the school (MOEC, 2013).

There is an assistant head who is the coordinator of withdrawal support. The teachers
working in withdrawal support should be the same as those who would teach the students
in the mainstream classroom and the resource room. Both the coordinators and the
teachers should be sensitive to the ‘needs’ of the students, be interested in the field of
‘special needs’/ inclusive education and be trained and experienced in teaching students
with ‘mild learning difficulties’ (MOEC, 2013). Particularly, the coordinator is responsible for
the organization and evaluation of the withdrawal support programme. The coordinator
observes and advises the teachers about their teaching and learning practices which are
applied through the withdrawal support policy (ibid). On the other hand, teachers in the
resource room are responsible for the differentiated material allocated to students (ibid).
They are also responsible for recording the progress of the students during the terms and
at the end of the year, keeping students’ portfolios and being informed by, and
collaborating with, the educational psychologist and special needs’ advisory committee of
the school (ibid). After the mainstream curriculum reform in 2010, all teachers are
encouraged and expected to personalize their teaching activities according to the level and
readiness of each student and to use different models of student evaluation in both the
mainstream classroom and the resource room (Analytika Programmata gia ta Dimosia
Sxolia tis Kipriakis Dimokratias, 2010; MOEC, 2013).
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1.7. THE STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

In this first chapter | explained the rationale and aims of the thesis, presented the research
questions, and introduced and explained the principal terminology. Finally, | described the
Cypriot educational system, as well as the history and policies of special needs and

inclusive education in Cyprus.

The second chapter, the literature review, discusses the notions of inclusion, impairment
and disability, as well as the labels of special needs education in relation to the teaching
and learning practices which have developed in mainstream classrooms to promote
inclusion. It also explores the literature on the perceptions of mainstream teachers and
students with learning difficulties regarding these practices. It highlights the importance of
listening to teachers’ and students’ ‘voice’ regarding the reform of inclusive educational

policies and it presents research evidence from Cyprus, where this case study took place.

The third chapter, the methodology, discusses the research approach and design of this
study, explaining how the schools were selected, the sample chosen, and the data
collection and analysis carried out. Finally, it discusses the ethical considerations and the

limitations of this research approach.

The fourth chapter, the data presentation, presents the findings which are organised under
four themes: 1) the social attitudes and conceptions 2) the impact of withdrawal support 3)
the teaching and learning process in the mainstream classroom and the resource room

and 4) the students’ engagement in learning.

The fifth chapter,the data analysis and discussion, presents the analysis of the findings ,
which are discussed under the four themes introduced in chapter 4:Data presentation. The
analysis of these themes is based on a range of theoretical resources, including
psychological and ‘disability’ theories, as well as pedagogical models of teaching and

learning.

The final and concluding chapter considers the original contributions of this study to
knowledge. It appraises the value of the multidisciplinary theoretical framework used to
interpret the results of the study. It raises the implications for policy and practice, sets out
directions for future research in this context and the field of inclusive education and lastly

presents the limitations of this study.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. OVERVIEW

In this chapter, notions of inclusion, impairments and disability as well as the labels of
special needs education are discussed in relation to teaching and learning practices which
have developed in mainstream classrooms to promote inclusion. Research evidence from
Cyprus, where this case study took place, is also presented. All these aspects can inform
the perceptions of mainstream teachers and students with learning difficulties about
inclusion, and can influence the implementation of inclusive education in mainstream

schools.

First, | explore how the notion of inclusion is perceived in society and in formal education,
and how it is interpreted in policy and practice. How the meanings, aims and values of
inclusion are understood and applied vary according to different contexts and geographical
places. Second, | explore concepts of disability, special needs and impairment, to examine
not only how these concepts are elaborated in medical and social models of disabilities,
but also how these models inform conceptualizations of inclusion. Third, | discuss how the
labels which categorized students as having learning difficulties inform teachers’
understanding of their students’ learning needs and the practices used in mainstream
classrooms to promote inclusive education. The labels used to describe the learning
difficulties of students, often serve to encourage a perception of difference between these
students and their peers. As a result, this language of difference which is commonly used
in mainstream schools has a tendency to encourage teacher attitudes and practices that
promote expectations of students with learning difficulties that are lower or more modest
than the abilities of the students themselves. International examples and evidence from
Cypriot culture and policies are presented which show how this group of students are
labelled and otherwise referred to in their schools and the education system of Cyprus.
Examples illustrate that while the language of difference may be used to show empathy
and compassion towards students with learning difficulties, it can also form similarly low

expectations amongst teachers towards this group of students.
Fourth, | looked critically at debates surrounding pedagogical practices which are specially

designed for students with learning difficulties and contrast these with other pedagogical

practices designed to encourage inclusive education in mainstream classrooms. | explore
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how these pedagogical considerations inform teachers’ understanding of inclusion and the
aims and the design of their teaching and learning practices. | present examples of
practices which support passive participation in mainstream classrooms and those aimed
at enhancing the active patrticipation of these students in the learning process. Fifth, |
consider evidence of the perceptions of students with learning difficulties, and of their
teachers regarding teaching and learning practices in mainstream schools. | also present
evidence regarding the necessity of listening to students’ and teachers’ voice regarding the
reform and implementation of inclusive teaching and learning practices. Students’ and
teachers’ perceptions provide invaluable evidence of the development of inclusive
education in mainstreaming, since there is not only one set of practices designed to
promote inclusion. The chapter ends with a summary of research evidence from Cyprus
showing how inclusion has been conceptualized and employed in mainstream schooling. |
sum up important findings of previous research in Cyprus and in so doing highlight

considerable gaps within this field of local literature, which this thesis begins to address.

Literature review methodology

There are numerous literature reviews on inclusive education, and associated teaching
and learning practices. This thesis provided only a limited space in discussing issues
related with the debate concerning the philosophy and the rhetoric of promoting inclusive
education in the mainstream schools. It may not reflect the breadth of available evidence
on this subject area, but the selected literature evidence helps in developing a quality
review that supports the conceptual and contextual framework of this study. The broad
body of selected evidence was searched and categorized under the following headings:
inclusive education, special needs, disabilities, teaching and learning practices for special
needs and inclusive education, labels of special needs, differentiation, classroom
adaptations, teachers and students’ attitudes and perceptions regarding inclusion and

inclusive education.

In line with the purpose of this study, | report on available evidence put forward for the
understandings of ‘normality’/ ‘normalisation’ and of disability and how these have
informed the design and the implementation of inclusive educational policies, and the
support and services of students with learning difficulties in mainstream schools .l used
evidence highlighting both the positive and negative contributions regarding the rights and
needs of individuals labelled as having impairments and disabilities in society and learning

difficulties in the field of education. Particularly, | explore evidence which is more related to
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the education of students with mild learning difficulties, since the majority of students
diagnosed as having learning difficulties in mainstream schools in Cyprus, are categorized
as having mild learning difficulties.

Additionally, | report on recent and important empirical evidence which refers to the
teachers’ and students’ understanding of inclusive education and their attitudes towards
the inclusive educational approaches in the mainstream classroom. | selected and
presented examples of inclusive educational practices from countries drawing on a long
standing and broad research on inclusive education and which were found to have
similarities with the case of Cyprus. | also used the most relevant available empirical
evidence related to the local context of inclusive education in Cyprus, from 2001, the year

of its implementation, up to the present day.

2.2. INCLUSION’: A BRIEF CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW

The meaning of inclusion varies according to the culture and society in which it is
promoted. Inclusion has also several dimensions. The idea of inclusion has been related to
the need of individuals to participate in society and to be educated and employable
(Clough and Corbett, 2000). Alternatively, the idea of inclusion can be related to the rights
of people who suffer discrimination, whether on the grounds of age, gender, ability,
motivation, social background, sex orientation, colour or economic status (Wilson, 2000). A
third view of inclusion relates to the financial resources available to individuals and the
societal levels that determine what is required to participate in social, educational and
political activity. In each of these three cases, the group of people either included or
excluded is a product of how people consider the rights and needs of others; how
countries recognize rights of inclusion and promote these rights in their social, health and
education systems (Clough and Corbett, 2000) and also of what a society deems as is
necessary for individuals to be able to engage in valued forms of living (Wilson, 2000).
This research focuses on how inclusion has been conceptualized and treated in education
and in particular, how this applies to students categorized as having mild learning

difficulties.
The principles and practices of inclusion are often justified in terms of human rights and

their role in promoting social justice (Barton, 2012). Groups of individuals both formerly

and currently are discriminated against because of their perceived strange appearance, or
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behaviour (Barton and Armstrong, 1999). Slee (2008) adds that such groups of people
were stigmatized as having special needs and socially disadvantaged since they were
isolated from everyday life. Therefore, for these socially excluded groups of people, the
idea of inclusion meant the promotion of equity, fairness, compassion, participation and
respect for their human rights (Clough and Corbett, 2000). Human rights refer to
recognition of the right to welfare of all citizens in society (ibid). Justice refers among other
factors to free access in areas such as mainstream schools and to the equitable
distribution of socially valued resources and the opportunities to use them (Armstrong et
al., 2010).

A wider international and particularly European interest in promoting inclusive education
arose in the early 1990s (Lunt and Norwich, 1999). The idea was to teach people how to
live with one another in a wider non-discriminatory society (Barton, 2003), to defend the
right of all children to gain access to the system of provision (Barton and Oliver, 1997) and
to basic education in mainstream schools (Allan, 2003). The use of special schools for
children categorized as having special needs was found to discriminate against the
abilities of the target group of children and to be a discriminatory use of funds (Slee,
2011).The inclusive education commitment was initiated in the World Declaration of
Education for all (UNESCO, 1990) and the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994).
These enactments, were aimed at promoting equity, participation, community, compassion
and respect for ‘diversity’ (Ainscow et al., 2006), as well as ensuring a good quality of
education and care for children with ‘special needs’ in their local mainstream schools
(Booth and Ainscow, 2004; Carrington and EIlkins, 2005). This vision of a worldwide
movement for education for all was also reiterated in the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilites (UNCRPD, 2006), which aimed to promote and
guarantee the rights of people with disabilities to full participation in an inclusive
educational system at all levels and lifelong learning. Similar to the UNESCO international
Conference in 2008 (Ainscow et al., 2019), to the International Forum co-organised by
UNESCO and the Ministry of Education of Columbia in September 2019 (Ainscow, 2020)
and in the agenda of the Education 2030 Framework for Action (UNESCO, 2015a) there is
still a need for a universal and collective commitment of all governments, stakeholders and
schools to ensure that: “Every learner matters equally and deserves a good quality of
education”. For the same reason, in the U.K. the Children and Families Act 2014 (Norwich,
2019) and the SEN Code of Practice (DFE, 2011) highlighted the need to plan for

provisions and adaptations to promote inclusive education in mainstream schools.
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Inclusive education in mainstream schools was also supported on the basis of its
perceived educational and socio-emotional benefits for all students (Ruijs and Peetsma,
2009). First, inclusive schools form the basis for a just and non-discriminatory society
(Ainscow et al., 2019). All students in inclusive settings can benefit by improving their self-
esteem and developing friendships and their understanding of, and empathy for, difference
(Jones, 2007; Naraian, 2008). Second, all children can benefit academically when
mainstream schools plan teaching practices that respond to their students’ ‘individual
differences’ (Ainscow et al., 2019). Students with diverse learning needs can benefit from
adaptive practices in terms of communication, social skills and behaviour in inclusive
settings (Fisher et al., 2002; Loreman et al., 2010). The peers of the target students also
benefit academically when helping them through peer tutoring in mainstream classrooms
(Loreman et al., 2010). The teachers could also benefit from working in an inclusive
system, by developing appropriate skills and practices (ibid). Third, the target students
were directed towards being educated in mainstream classrooms since it reduced the cost
of maintaining both mainstream and special needs schools (Boyle and Topping, 2012;
Ainscow et al., 2019). Overall, it seemed credible for these students to be educated in
mainstream schools despite research evidence which suggested that students benefitted
only socially (Farrell, 2000), or when special and mainstream placements appeared to be
equally academically effective for students with or without learning difficulties (Boyle and
Topping, 2012).

The problem with the implementation of inclusive education in mainstream schools, across
countries such as the U.K., Greece and Cyprus is that it is promoted in the form of
programmatic regularities (Strogilos and Avramidis, 2017), rather than in the form of
redistribution of students’ access to, and participation in, quality opportunities to learn and
in terms of recognizing and valuing all students’ differences in teaching and learning
approaches (Waitoller and Artiles, 2013, p.322). Under this spectrum, the enactment of
inclusive education seems to range from the mere placement of students with learning
difficulties in mainstream schools to the implementation of mainstream classroom teaching
and learning adaptations. Initially, inclusive education was meant to be the integration of
labelled students into the physical spaces of mainstream schools (Waitoler and Subini,
2017; Strogilos and Avramidis, 2017). Inclusive learning environments tended to be
interpreted as giving access to students with ‘additional’ educational needs compared to
their peers (Finkelstein et al., 2019), within the existing school facilities (Zelaieta, 2004;
Smyth et al., 2014). Hence, schools mainly focused on including them socially (Barton and

Oliver, 1997; Thomas and Glenny, 2002 ; Zelaieta, 2004), rather than on increasing the
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students’ participation within the culture and curriculum of the mainstream school (Barton
and Oliver, 1997; Mara and Mara, 2012 ; Strogilos and Avramidis, 2017). This was due to
several reasons which suggested that mainstream schools were unprepared to meet the
children’s needs (Boyle and Topping, 2012). The focus of inclusive education shifted on
the academic standards and how to increase the students’ academic outcomes
(McLaughlin and Jordan, 2005), whilst it was less clear whether the academic outcomes of
students were better in mainstream or in special schools (Farrell, 2000). Less money was
spent on teacher training for students with learning difficulties who were characterized as
‘troublesome’ and thought to detract from teaching towards high levels of achievement
among mainstream students (Barton and Tomlinson, 1984). At the same time, mainstream
teachers seemed unwilling to change their practices to more inclusive ones, meeting the
needs of those students, whose performance was considered to be weak (Ainscow et al.,
2012). Teaching and learning in special schools was perceived to be better designed to
address the learners’ medically diagnosed shortcomings (Makoelle, 2014) and thus
teachers were led to believe that the learning difficulties of these students were better

addressed in special schools (Clough and Corbett, 2000).

It is apparent that promoting inclusive education on the basis of social justice, participation
and equal outcomes for students with learning difficulties, can not be easily achieved. The
teaching methods used in mainstream classrooms are easily affected by ignorance of, and
prejudice against, special needs education (McDonnell, 1992) and thus the implementation
of inclusive education internationally is strongly related to cultural interpretations of
disability (Stangvik, 2010). These interpretations negatively emphasize individual students’
differences and especially their lower academic abilities (Arnesen et al., 2007). Although
there was a broad agreement at the international level about what an inclusive learning
environment should look like, it was difficult for this to be achieved in national and local
school communities (Smyth et al., 2014). The enactment of inclusive educational practices
appeared to be restricted by teachers’ assumption that it is not always possible to meet the
learning needs both of those considered to have ‘learning difficulties’ and of the majority of
students in mainstream classrooms (Campbell, 2002). Under this spectrum, the idea of
inclusion was originally achieved by transferring the students with ‘special’ learning
difficulties to, and from, special and mainstream schools for support (Ainscow, 2000;
Zelaieta,2004), or by having them attend special classes within mainstream schools
(Armstrong et al., 2000). Consequently, these students tended to be included by only
being physically present in mainstream classrooms (Zelaieta, 2004; Goéransson and
Nilholm, 2014).
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As the inclusive education debate moved on from discussions about the special location to
discussions about the mainstream classroom adaptations (Waitoler and Subini, 2017),
teachers tended to adopt practices which were used in special schools, in order to support
these students’ learning difficulties (Armstrong et al., 2000). However, in that way the
teachers continued to assimilate these students into a normative way of schooling
(Slee,2005) and to place the aims of inclusive educational practices within a special
educational needs discourse (Géransson and Nilholm, 2014). For example, in France, the
students were integrated either on an individual basis into mainstream classrooms with
professionally trained teachers, or supported as a separate group of students in special
classes in mainstream schools (Armstrong et al., 2000). Similarly, in other countries such
as Sweden, Greece and Cyprus these students were filtered out and supported in small
special needs groups which ran parallel to the teaching and learning in the mainstream
classrooms (Pearson,2000; Vlachou, 2006). In the same pattern, in the Republic of
Ireland, teachers allocated these students to homogeneous groups in terms of abilities
(Norwich and Kelly, 2005) and students’ personal deficits or impairments (McDonnell,
1992).

Moreover, reflecting on the beliefs and values according to which inclusive education has
been developed in mainstream schools, it helps to understand how the notion of inclusion
is conceptualized in practice (Ainscow, 2004). The inclusive values of equity and
participation defined in the United Nation’s global agenda (UNESCO, 1990;1994) were set
out in national policies in order to be contextualized in each country (Booth, 1995).
However, the practices suggested by the inclusive educational policies were more affected
by the dominant politico-economic factors of the global market economy (Ball, 1994) and
the local demands of each society (Armstrong et al., 2000), rather than by these inclusive
values. For economic reasons, the notion of inclusion is conceptualized in terms of space
and place in mainstream schools (Hemmingway and Armstrong, 2014). The notion of
space refers to the social activities happening within the particular settings in which
individuals or groups are placed, whilst pedagogical places tended to be developed within
spaces designed specifically for ‘able’ or ‘disabled’ students (D’Alessio, 2014,p.44).
Therefore, the needs of the labelled students have been supported in ‘special’ classes
within mainstream schools by special needs professionals, who worked in mainstream
schools (Slee, 2011),since these mechanics seemed to cost less, by fixing quickly the
perceived ‘deficit’ of students (Slee, 1996; Corbett and Slee, 2000).
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The dualities of ‘normal’ and ‘special’ operate as a major barrier and constraint regarding
inclusion, since people are taught to act negatively towards imagined ‘special’ differences
from norms. This contributes to why interpretations of the idea of inclusion lack clarity and
lead to confusion regarding the aims of inclusive education (Campbell, 2002; Armstrong et
al., 2010; Krischler et al., 2019). Although, ‘normal’, is distinctively defined by the norms
and the culture of each society (ibid), the inclusive policies across countries resulted in
being developed as part of the debates as to whether learning difficulties were the result of
students’ deficit or the educational context and type and quality of teaching received (Boyle
and Topping, 2012). This is how the right of students with learning difficulties to participate
in inclusive learning environments has often been narrowly interpreted to mean having
access to existing facilities, rather than to school environments that aim to meet the
learning and social needs of all the students (Smyth et al., 2014). This is also the reason
why it appeared to be difficult for inclusive educational policies to persuade teachers to
develop inclusive teaching practices, that would have facilitated and increased the
participation of students with learning difficulties in the mainstream curriculum (Booth and
Ainscow, 2002). Consequently, teachers did not differentiate their teaching and learning
practices, because these policies failed, also persuading them that inclusive teaching
practices can be beneficial for all learners in mainstream classrooms (Boyle and Topping,
2012). Additionally, inclusive policies largely failed to acknowledge these students’ rights to
be heard and actively involved in the decision and policy making process (McDonnell,
1992; Campbell, 2002; Ainscow and Messiou, 2018; Messiou and Ainscow, 2020).

To sum up, there was rhetorically implemented the persistent thesis of inclusive education
that no child is uneducable and that every child deserves good quality education
(Armstrong and Barton,2000), even if the teachers have to deal with various ‘dilemmas’
concerning the notions of ‘normal’ and ‘special’ when they are planning inclusive teaching
and learning practices. The conceptions of ‘normal’ underpin dilemmas whether the
teachers in mainstream schools should use common teaching styles and a general
curriculum or follow a differentiated curriculum and adopt particularly ‘different’, but similar
practices to those used at special schools (Armstrong, 2003; Norwich, 2008). Similarly,
teachers tend to wonder how curriculum requirements can be fulfilled, at the same time as
meeting the individual needs of all students (Minow, 1990). The conceptions of ‘special’
suggest dilemmas whether the ‘needs’ of students with learning difficulties should be met
in common learning opportunities in mainstream classrooms (Thomas and Loxley, 2001),
or if these students should be supported individually or in groups outside mainstream

classrooms (Norwich, 2008) and to what extent their participation in mainstream
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classrooms may affect the learning of their peers (ibid). Another important dilemma
concerns whether parents, educational practitioners and professionals or the target
students themselves should choose what is to be learned (ibid).

Overall, teachers and professionals, within educational systems where inclusive education
is implemented, have to deal with the dilemma of how they should treat ‘others’ and
specifically those students perceived as having learning difficulties and avoid excluding
them from mainstream classrooms (Minow, 1990). Aimed at meeting the ‘special’ and
‘additional’ learning needs of a particular group of students against those of the majority of
students in mainstream classrooms, this creates possible tensions between equality vs
equity, choice vs equity and participation vs stigmatization (Norwich, 2019). For
example,the common curriculum, that aims to promote equal provision and opportunities,
is often unfair to ‘vulnerable’ groups of students since it does not meet their needs.
Alternatively, a differentiated curriculum that follows student interests can be unfair if it is
insufficiently challenging and lacks breadth and balance (Judge, 1981). In line with this, the
general examinations seem to be unfair to the students with learning difficulties, if it is
difficult to succeed in them, though differentiating the exams in favour of these students
can be seen as unfair to the rest of mainstream students (ibid). Therefore, it is insufficient
merely to place students with learning difficulties or disabilities in the same classrooms as
their ‘non-disabled’ peers, in mainstream schools (Barton and Oliver, 1997). This is
especially true if there would always be possible dilemmas regarding the design and
implementation of inclusive teaching and learning practices, for a mixed-ability group of

students in mainstream classrooms.

Fundamental to the understanding of inclusive education, is the language used when
referring to the target group of students (Armstrong and Moore, 2004). A language of
difference which consists of labels that emphasize ‘different’ and ‘special’ negatively
(Corbett, 1996), were found to be used in school policies and practices regarding inclusion
(Armstrong and Moore, 2004). Such terms when used in relation to students considered to
be ‘different’, ‘vulnerable or at risk’ were found to affect the everyday interactions of
teachers and students in mainstream schools (ibid). How the language of ‘difference’ has
been formed and how it affects the development of inclusive education in mainstream

schools is discussed in the following sections.
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2.3. DEFINING DISABILITIES AND IMPAIRMENTS

The way in which the different characteristics of individuals are conceptualized and
understood, defines the particular structures and practices of any society (Barton and
Armstrong, 1999). Labels are used to present these different features as concerns (ibid).
They are produced by society, teachers, professionals, schools and doctors, in the process
of identifying the support and resources required to facilitate access by a child or adult to a
mainstream school or social service (Macintyre, 2008). This labelling tends to describe the
perceived needs of a child or adult, in term of their impairments or disabilities (Slee, 1996).
Impairments are defined according to the pathological and physical deficiencies of
individuals (ibid),while ‘disabilities’ is a socially and contextually constructed term that
tends to define the inability of an individual to do what the ‘normal’ can do in a specific

context (Barton and Armstrong, 1999).

The World Health Organization (1980) published the international classification of
impairments, disabilities and handicaps (ICIDH). According to the ICIDH, impairment is
defined as any temporary or permanent psychological, physiological or anatomical
structure of function that is considered to be an abnormality. From this perspective
disability is defined as any restriction or inability of a child or an adult to do something in a
manner considered as ‘normal’. Handicap is defined as the disadvantageous result, role or
participation for a child or individual due to their impairment or disability in a specific
environment. Thus, an individual can be disadvantaged in a social and cultural
environment in which impairment resulted in being perceived as disability, because the
individual is expected to participate in an activity within the range of perceived ‘normality’.
A competing definition of impairment and disability was published in 1981 according to
what was initially proposed by the Union of the Physically Impaired against Segregation
(UPIAS). According to UPIAS (1976, pp.3-4)‘Impairment is the functional limitation within
an individual caused by physical, mental or sensory impairment. Disability is the loss or
limitation of opportunities to take part in ‘normal’ life of the community on an equal level
with others due to physical and social barriers’. The UPIAS’ notion of ‘disability’ is parallel
to the ICIDH idea of handicap and that of UPIAS’ notion of ‘impairment’ is parallel to the
ICIDH view of ‘disability’ (Bickerbach et al., 1999). Both ‘disability’ and ‘impairment’ are
considered as limitations to the full participation of labelled individuals in society (ibid).
According to both the ICIDH's and UPIAS’ definitions, it is evident that ‘impairments’ and

‘disability’ can be differently defined and interpreted. This implies that contradictions may

41



arise in the implementation of labelling as well as in the various interpretations of their

implementers.

In the field of education, children’s difficulty in learning is considered the result of their
‘impairment’ which used to be classified interchangeably as their ‘learning disability’. The
term learning disabilities refers to children’s difficulty in the development of one or more of
the processes of speaking, reading, writing, or arithmetic operation or more general
difficulty with other subjects of the school curriculum (Hammill et al., 1981). Multiple
definitions of learning disabilities have been developed, recognizing the connection
between individual functioning disorders and children’s underachievement at school, or
that students’ learning disabilities can coexist with other handicapping conditions (ibid). For
example, Kirk’s (1962) definition suggested that learning disabilities resulted from mental
retardation or emotional and behavioural disorders. The National Advisory Committee on
Handicapped Children (NACHC, 1968) centered the problem of children’s disabilities on
psychological factors excluding disabilities resulting from hearing, visual, or motor
handicaps and mental retardation or emotional disorders and environmental
disadvantages. The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC, 1967) defined learning
disabilities as resulting from nervous system dysfunction. Similarly, the United States
Office of Education (USOE, 1976), agreed that learning disabilities may result due to
severe cerebral dysfunction that leads children to underachieve. Contrary to these
definitions, the National Joint Committee of Learning Disability Definitions (NJCLD, 1988)
and the Interagency Committee on Learning Disabilities, 1987) argued that learning

disabilities can be caused by a heterogeneous group of disorders.

The main limitation of such definitions of learning disabilities’ is their lack of clarity
concerning the nature and the conditions of the learning disabilities, as well as the criteria
of labelling (Kavale and Forness, 2000). The lack of clarity regarding the disorders in
definitions leads to the assumption that learning disabilities can be referred to as cognitive
deficits. The confusion means that problems with basic academic skills may also be
attributed to disability among children with no pathological or genetic deficits (ibid). This
situation resulted in increased numbers of students classified as having learning
disabilities (Silver, 1990). Kass and Myklebust (1969) also reported that in schools the use
of the term ‘learning disabilities’ resulted in students being considered as in need of special
educational teaching for rehabilitation. Additionally, the need for diagnostic procedures has

increased, especially if these definitions did not recognize that students’ learning
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disabilities may be resulting from cultural difference, or insufficient and inappropriate

instruction at schools (Hammill et al., 1981).

Recognizing that disability results equally from individual impairment, limitations to activity
and participation restrictions (World Health Organization, 1997) and according to the self-
advocacy movement of those groups classified as having learning disabilities, the term of
learning difficulty was introduced (People First, 2015). This term was selected by the target
population in order to highlight the need for constant change in the learning support
provision for labelled children at mainstream schools (ibid). The term people with learning
difficulties highlights that ‘people want to learn and to be taught how to do things’ (Sutcliffe
and Simons, 1993,p.23). However, these two terms, learning disabilities and people with
learning difficulties were found often to be used interchangeably, describing the ability or
inability of a child to learn in mainstream schools (Barton and Armstrong, 1999).
Consequently, labelling the children as having learning difficulties tends to attribute mainly
negative meanings to their ‘needs’ (Shakespeare, 1996). Hence, in promoting inclusive
education, the role of language is complex and requires more than simply removing

offensive labels.

The definitions of disability and impairments are also formed and influenced by physical,
medical, socio-cultural and political factors. Disability is socially constructed; categories
regarding the needs and abilities of individuals, who are perceived to be inferior due to
their physical and cognitive characteristics, are created by non-impaired individuals and
groups (Thomas, 2004). In this case when disability is defined according to individuals’
biological body deficits (Nicholls and Gibson, 2010), this creates categories of people who
are perceived to be unable to work, similar to people who are perceived by society as
‘normal’ but also as unable to act for themselves. Thus, these people are perceived as
“objects of pity” and “welfare recipients” (Grue, 2016). It is also for this reason that the
International Classfication of Functioning, Disability and Health (World Health
Organization, 2001) focused on people’s abilities, rather than their medically defined
disability, in order to ensure their rights in the workforce. On the other hand, by labelling
the needs of disabled people, this enables them to participate in places and groups, where
their needs are not perceived as negatively different from those defined by the dominant
values and behaviours of particular cultures and societies (Shakespeare, 1996; Amstrong,
2003). In this sense, the medical and social models of disability are subsequently explored,

to give examples of how the needs of people came to be perceived negatively as ‘special’.
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The Medical Model of Disability

The medical model of disability has been dominant for over a hundred years, especially
since the publication of the International Classification of Impairments, Disabilities and
Handicaps schema (World Health Organization, 1980), which was reviewed two decades
later (World Health Organization, 2001). A constitutive element of the medical model was
its reliance on eugenics and genetics to define impairments (Armstrong, 2003) which result
primarily or solely on individual disability (Oliver, 1990b; Shakespeare, 1996). Disability,
when seen as restrictions in performance of an activity as it is expected by human
normality alongside the bodily and mental deficits of individuals, was seen as abnormality
(Shakespeare, 1996; Foucalt, 1997; Tremain, 2001; Terzi, 2004). From this perspective,
individuals have been isolated from their communities (Swain et al., 1993) and the need for
‘dividing practices’ arose (Foucault, 1997). These practices which aimed at defining and
scientifically classifying the individuals’ impairments enabled manipulation of individuals in
society (ibid). ‘Technologies of normalization’ such as medical interventions or
rehabilitation (ibid; Slee, 2011) were used, aiming to cure individuals or adjust their

behaviour to enable social inclusion (World Health Organization, 2001).

Being ‘normal’ was also a dominant criterion for the employment of individuals with
disabilities in industrial and capitalist societies (Filkenstein, 1980). For example, in
agricultural or small-scale industrial societies people considered as disabled were not
excluded even if unable to participate fully in the production process; it was only in the late
19" and 20™ centuries that these individuals were excluded from industrialized production
(Ryan and Thomas, 1980). Terms such as ‘able-bodied’ and ‘able-minded’ were
constructed in order that individuals were adjusted to employment in the highly restrictive
capitalist economies (Oliver, 1990b). Medical professionals created systems of knowledge
to define the extent of individuals’ pathology and their limits to work productively (ibid).
Individuals falsely believed that by defining their impairments as a variation to patterns of
normality would enable them to enter the workplace (Filkenstein, 1980). However,
individuals defined as having more serious impairment resulted in being regarded as really
disabled and to be seen as passive citizens who were mere recipients of charities and

humanitarian aid or caring policies (ibid.; Ryan and Thomas, 1980).
It is important to acknowledge that the medical model recognized the need for better

medical care for these individuals which encouraged health care policy reform (World

Health Organization, 2001). It encouraged the effective detection and treatment of people
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with physical disabilities and helped in the development of medical training, facilities and
specialities (Eliot and Armstrong, 2019). The medical model also resulted in recognizing
the rights of children with impairments to a good quality of education, aimed not only at
vocational training (Barton and Armstrong, 2007). Despite these positive aspects, the
medical model has been criticized for its failure to stop the oppression of individuals by
medicalization and the doctrine of specialist professionals at mainstream schools. First,
individuals were oppressed by the medicalization of their disabilities that aimed to control
effectively the allocation of resources for their social inclusion (Manning and Oliver, 1985).
In practical terms, medical labels marginalized individuals through their segregation in
institutions and hospitals which were controlled by a range of specialist professionals
(Oliver, 1990e). Those with disabilities, due to medicalization, were made to see
themselves as pitiful and ‘unfortunate’ individuals to whom disability occurred randomly
and constituted a ‘personal tragedy (Oliver, 1990d). As a result, the medicalized
techniques of control that continued to be imposed on individuals meant that they failed to
challenge their internalized oppression which resulted in social prejudice and
discrimination (Shakespeare, 1996). The medically labelled individuals continued to be
socialized into thinking of themselves as ‘inferior’ compared to those perceived as ‘normal’,
blaming themselves for their disabilities and feeling responsible for their ‘bad’ social and

personal condition (ibid).

Secondly, the medical model of disability has also been widely criticized for its over
reliance on professionals’ diagnosis which failed to enable the social inclusion of
individuals with disabilities. According to the medical model, medically labelled individuals
were expected to adjust to fit the ‘norms’ of society and mainstream schools rather than
change these environments to meet the needs of the target group of individuals (Oliver,
1990d; Pfeiffer, 2000). In the 1970s there was a tendency towards over medicalization
(Conrand, 1992). According to medicalization, individuals’ impairments were defined by
medical terms, using medical language and medical interventions to effect cure or
treatment (ibid). However, this over medicalization meant that interventions were used to
cure disabilities that were not definitely caused by iliness. Current recognition that disability
may not always have been caused by or resulted from, illness highlights the
inappropriateness of some interventions and the oppression faced by individuals (Oliver,
1990b). Additionally, by awarding greater validity to the opinion of doctors and other
medical professionals regarding the ‘needs’ of those categorized as disabled (Brisenden,
1986), led to the imposition of medical, social and educational control over the disabled
individuals (Oliver, 1990b).
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In educational systems, the pervasiveness of the medical model resulted in students with
disabilities being associated with ‘needs’ requiring control and compensation. This was the
result of the negative images and cultural representation of individuals with disabilities,
which reinforced segregated education (Shakespeare, 1996). These students were
channelled into segregated education in order to be provided with services deemed
appropriate to their specific impairments (Conrad, 1992). Under such circumstances, the
notion of disability continued in mainstream schools to be regarded as a deviation from
‘normality’ (Oliver, 1990d). Even, in the twentieth century, when these students started to
be educated in mainstream schools, doctors continued to be involved in the diagnosis,
cure, rehabilitation and therapy of their disabilities, as well as in the process of defining the
special education provisions and approving the necessary financial resources (Oliver,
1990d). The notion of disability in mainstream education also contributed to individual
students being held responsible for their own poor achievement. Furthermore, ‘disability’
was regarded as an excuse for the resistance of teachers to adopt inclusive practices
(Corbett, 1996). Subsequently students with learning difficulties in mainstream schools
continued to be conceptualized in the same way as their learning disabilities, especially
with regards to those who had been previously labelled as having mental impairments
(Aspis, 2010). Support in mainstream schools continued to be provided for them on the
basis of their medicalized needs within the framework of the ubiquitous medical model
(Conrand, 1992; Goodley, 1998). The medical model, however, was not without detractors
as shown by the growth of the social model of disability.

The Social Model of Disability

The social model of disability was conceptualized by ‘disabled’ people themselves and
developed and supported by the ‘Union of the Physically Impaired against Segregation’
(UPIAS, 1976) and academic research (Shakespeare and Watson, 2001). In this context
the term ‘disabled people’ was preferred to ‘people with disabilities’ (ibid). The social model
of disability considered the limits and the conditions of oppression experienced by
‘disabled’ people within the structure of society (Oliver, 1990e). It recognized the
responsibility of society to remove the functional barriers found in places, buildings,
transportation and other forms of services (Shakespeare, 2013). At the same time, the
model also aimed to address the social issues of marginalization, oppression and
discrimination constructed by cultural ideas of disability (Terzi, 2004). For this reason, the
social model aimed to provide appropriate services that supported and ensured that the

‘needs’ of those categorized as ‘disabled’ were fully taken into account (Oliver, 1990e).

46



The social model helped to set out a clear agenda of what was necessary in order to

enable those people considered as disabled to be socially included (Shakespeare, 2013).

The social model also changed the perception of how people were categorized as disabled
by society and helped disabled people to improve their self-esteem (Shakespeare, 2013).
These disabled people were encouraged to stop feeling sorry for themselves because of
the stigma experienced from being ‘different’ and ‘inferior’ to the norms (Shakespeare,
1996). Disabled people were empowered to fight for their rights (Shakespeare and
Watson, 2001), when realizing that their social marginalization was not the result of their
failure, neither was it caused by their incapacity or their impairments (Shakespeare, 1996).
In the same way, the social model challenged non-disabled people to accept that the in-
capacity of those labelled as disabled was based on restrictions placed by the dominant
order of society, and thus, it also encouraged them to recognize their own responsibility to

fight against these restrictions (ibid; Berghs et al., 2019).

The social model brought new insights to understandings of disability, though the model
was not without criticism. The biggest criticism of the social model was that it overlooked
how the nature of impairments had the capacity to disable people by marginalizing and
excluding them (Abberley, 1987; Pinder, 1995). Impairments cause some restrictions to
individuals’ activities, which would remain whatever social arrangements are made
(Thomas, 2004). A debate began between the proponents of the medical views of disability
within the social model and those who supported the social origins of disability. Abberley
(1987), Williams (1999), Bury (2000) and Shakespeare and Watson (2001), are the leading
writers who recognized that impairment and illness have direct dis-abling effects and
limitations on the social activities of people. In opposition, notable writers such as Oliver
(1996¢), Filkenstein (2001) and Thomas (1999) clearly associated disability with the social
causes of restrictions. Both Oliver and Thomas additionally acknowledged that impairment
and illness can impose restrictions on people’s functioning, however, they rejected that
non-socially imposed restrictions can disable people in terms of participating in social
activities. Similarly, it is important to recognize that a significant contribution to this debate
came from the feminist critique of the social model in particular, how the effects of
impairments on the disabled people’s life tended to be underplayed in order to build a
strong argument that the disabled people are pressurized by socially constructed
restrictions (Morris, 1996). By doing this, they tended to neglect the social relational nature
of impairments and illness (Owens, 2014). Impairments and illness may become a

disability, when the individuals experiencing instructional oppression, are perceived to be
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‘inferior’ to non-impaired individuals and their needs to be negatively ‘different’ from what
the sociocultural stereotypes suggest to be ‘normality’(ibid). Hence, disabled people
continued to be discriminated against as a result of receiving personal assistance and
resources. The fact that these provisions continued to be required in order to enable them
to be included in a specific social context, has confirmed in peoples’ consciousness that
the disabled people are unable to act for themselves (Abberley, 1987). Particularly, it was
difficult for the social model to deconstruct the oppression experienced by disabled people
who were in need of personalized support, because their restrictions on participating in

social activities were underpinned by their individual impairments (ibid).

Besides the restrictions imposed by over socializing the disabling effects of impairments,
the social model of disability was also blamed for focusing on the barriers used to
discriminate against the expense of providing the extra and personalized resources
required for the inclusion and participation of disabled people in every form of life (Thomas
and Glenny, 2002). The social model purposely refused to define oneself by ‘impairment’
or ‘disability’, as it was argued that by retaining many forms of impairment, disabled people
would still feel oppressed (Shakespeare and Watson, 2001). Identifying the personal
impairments of disabled people seemed to have even more negative implications for their
personal identity and psychological well-being (ibid). However, by denying engagement
with the embodied experience of physically impaired individuals, this seems to have
negatively affected the disabled people’s identity (Owens, 2014). The consequences of the
socially imposed restrictions on people with cognitive and physical impairments remained
unacknowledged and undifferentiated (ibid). The differences between people with physical
impairments and those with learning difficulties were ignored in order to be avoided
reinforcing the oppression caused by the medicalized definitions of people's disabilities
(Shakespeare and Watson, 2001; Owens, 2014). Additionally, labelling the individual
impairments was avoided because it was maintained that, even if all social barriers were
dismantled, there would always be some people who would experience some limitations
because of their individual ‘impairments’ (French, 1993). These critiques of the social
model underlined the reality that disabled people continued to be oppressed, while being
expected to overcome socially constructed barriers in order to have access to services that

were designed for the needs of ‘normality’.
The disabling effects of students’ impairments tended to be invisible in the social model

which emphasized the socially constructed limits of disability (Shakespeare, 1996; Barton

and Oliver, 1997). The social model of disability was also open to criticism for arguing that
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an individual’s impairment should be normalized, to the extent that the concept of providing
personalizing support was rejected. This argument was based on the view that disabled
people who wished to be treated as ‘normal’ in the sense of average social functioning
activities, tried hard to keep their impairments invisible (Davis, 2005). Subsequently
disabled people were oppressed when they tried to keep quiet their need for assistance as
well as when they tried to convince others of their need for more personalized and
specialized treatment and support (ibid). This complex situation describes the case of
disabled students attending mainstream schools. While the education of disabled students
in mainstream schools, attracted support resources, these were not necessarily allocated
to them according to their personal impairments (Terzi, 2005). Furthermore, it can be
argued that these students who were allocated and used the resources which sought to
adjust their impairments were also oppressed since the existing school organizations into
which they entered widely shared and recognized only their own internalized version of

‘normality’ (Tremain, 2005).

As far as it concerns the students with learning difficulties, it was found that their needs
continued to be neglected by the social modelists (Chappell et al., 2001). In mainstream
schools, the support services continued to be allocated to them in accordance with what
their labels of special needs education suggested as necessary for their presumed
‘deficiencies’ (Dumbleton, 1998). Similarly, the support provided to these students
continued to be based on the ‘paternalized’ notion of empowerment, according to which
others should help, care for and act on behalf of these students (Goodley, 1998).
Consequently, the mainstream teachers continued to believe that these students were in-
capable of acting for themselves, since their needs continued to be perceived as similar to
those with physical and sensory impairments (Chappell et al., 2001). In this sense the
supporters of self-advocacy and of the social model failed to transform the existing
mechanics of support to be more effective in meeting the needs and difficulties for learning

of this particular group of students (ibid).

To summarize, both the medical and social models of disability aimed at promoting the
rights of people with disabilities, namely to access society and schools, though they tended
to do so in different ways. The medical model aimed to provide access to disabled people
by focusing on expert diagnosises which aim to provide remedial treatment to fix’ the
individuals’ deficits (Eliot and Armstrong, 2019). On the other hand, the social model
focused on dismantling the environmental restrictions and breaking down the sociocultural

stereotypes, prejudices and discrimination against the disabled people (Thomas, 2004). It
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is obvious that there is a tendency within the social model of disability to deny that
disability has resulted from individuals’ physical impairments and to insist that restrictions
are entirely socially created (ibid). While acknowledging that both models aim to support
the needs of disabled people, it is my argument that both models fail to remove the very
barriers of oppression faced by disabled people. Within the medical model, the people with
disabilities are perceived to be the ‘objects’ of experts’ diagnoses. Doctors look for
symptoms and signs of illness and how they can resolve the ‘abnormalities’ that these
cause disabled individuals (Siebers, 2019).The body tends to be perceived as an ‘object’
that is regulated by the political, normative and discussive regimes imposed on it by the
more powerful and non-impaired individuals (Shilling, 2012). The social model on the other
hand tended to consider the ‘body’ as discrete and separate from the self. It therefore
continues to objectify disabled people, when it focuses on dismantling environmental
restrictions for the non- able bodied (Thomas, 2004). The reason for this is that the social
model continues to objectify their needs by seeing them solely as welfare recipients, rather
than as able subjects with "different” needs who also have rights to access and participate

in society.

Moreover, these models of disability also failed to remove the very barriers of oppression
faced by students labelled as having learning difficulties in mainstream schools.
Particularly, the labelled students continue to be oppressed as a result of the two major
pedagogical implications that have been informed by the models of disability and that
seem to promote inclusive education. The first, underpinned by the medical model, is the
use of medical professionals, such as psychologists and special needs educators, who are
perceived to be ‘experts’ in meeting the educational needs of the labelled students. The
labels, which highlight the medical deficits of the students, make the teachers wary about
teaching these students and to make them perceive these students as being in need of
segregation from their peers in mainstream schooling in order to receive specialized’
support. The second, underpinned by the social model, is a dependency on the allocation
of specialized resources to schools. The school’s interest in raising standards increases
the labelling of students’ learning difficulties by medical professionals. However, the labels
focus mainly on the resources needed to fix’ the medical deficits of the labelled students,
rather than on how the teaching and learning practices can be reformed to meet the
students’ needs. Consequently, the labelled students are perceived as being ‘unable’ to
learn, and their needs are perceived negatively as ‘special’ within the teachers’ and non-
disabled students’ consciousness. In view of these shortcomings, | argue that both models

of disability fail to deconstruct the stereotypes of special needs education. Although the
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social model tends to be more sensitive to the needs of disabled people, it also fails to
deconstruct all the environmental restrictions that oppress them in mainstream schools. In
this sense, both models should be seen as being composed of culturally constructed
values that contribute to the learning difficulties of students who are perceived negatively

as ‘special’ by the policy- makers of inclusive education and by mainstream teachers.

Culturally, the norms and ideas of human function, intelligence and competence have been
internalized within the notions of impairments and disability (Shakespeare, 1994). Thus, it
is not enough to understand the social embodiment of disabled people in terms of
materialistic barriers (providing ‘extra’ services/ resources for their needs, or ensuring their
access to physical and institutional structures; it is more about changing the marginalizing
attitudes and perceptions against them (Berghs et al., 2019). From recent evidence, there
is still apparent need to support the rights of disabled people against the cutting,
marketization and privatization of services, which has tended to happen during the periods
of economic crisis in the welfare societies of developing countries (ibid). This illustrates
that the removal of barriers and the additional change towards disability is not only a
matter of medical and social modelling, but more a matter of justice, equality and respect
for human rights, which should be established as equitable norms in societies (Berghs et
al., 2017). However, the socio-cultural notions of ‘normality’ and ‘otherness’ are those
which have materialized in policies and school practices that argue for the inclusion of
disabled people/students. The following sections present how teachers’ understanding of
the ‘needs’ of their labelled students has been informed by culture and the policies of

special needs or inclusive education.

Culture and Disability

Social research studies show that health, well-being and ability are conceptualized
conspicuously differently among cultures (Barnes and Mercer, 2005). A higher level of
impairment is often reported in wealthier countries (ibid), where impairments and
disabilities are presented within the dominant discourses of subjection and incapacity to
learn and produce (Miles, 1995). Labels such as ‘cripple, lame, dumb, mad, feeble, idiot,
imbecile and moron’, that were used in Western societies during the 19" and early 20™
centuries (ibid), were indicative of the cultural stereotypes of ‘otherness’, that formed
prejudices regarding disabled people (Shakespeare and Watson, 2001) and which resulted

in these people being excluded from places, services and sources (Shakespeare, 1994).
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In Judeo Christian societies, the roots of understanding disabilities were also grounded in
Biblical references (Clapton, 1996). In Western Judeo-Christian society, bodily disability
was considered a sign of ‘witchcraft’ or God’s displeasure, or as angelic figures bringing
blessings for others (ibid). Thus the dominant cultural bases and responses to those
contemporarily described as disabled in Western societies were linked to notions of sin,
impurity, unwholeness, undesirability, weakness, care, compassion, healing and burden
(ibid). Parents used to feel guilt and shame about their disabled children who lived in
isolation, hidden away or oppressed, within families (Miles, 1995). Similarly, in pre-
industrial Eastern nomadic and agrarian societies not only were the disabled people
perceived as ‘monsters’, but some were ostracized or exposed to exorcisms and purging
rituals(ibid).

Obsession with the excluded and marginal disabled people led to the creation of major
characters in a large number of books, such as in Greek and Victorian novels, which
climax in the region of ancient times or the Middle Ages (Kelpis, 2006). For the purpose of
this thesis, especially interesting are those examples referenced from Ancient and modern
Greek literature. In ancient Greek literature the notion of disability was reinforced as a form
of punishment. A well- known example tells of the ancient Spartans who Kkilled or
abandoned every child that was born with ‘impairment’ at Keadas (Kelpis, 2006). An
exception to this cultural response of disability was found in the ancient city of Thiva,
where the ‘disabled’ instead of being abandoned, were sold for slaves (ibid). In the ancient
tragedy by Sophocles, the ‘visual impairment’ of Oedipus was evaluated as a punishment
for his bad actions. Consequently, disability was also used as a punishment to restore evil
(Semertzidou, 2010).

In the literature there are also examples portraying the people considered as ‘disabled’ as
superheroes. Regarding Ancient Greek mythology and poetry, disabled people have a
strong metaphysical element (Kelpis, 2006). Homer in his works used the people’s ‘visual
problem’ as a prophet who had the special abilities of prophecy due to their impairment
(ibid). According to other examples of heroes with disabilities that can be seen in Greek
literature, those disabled people are used as a source of social recreation and amusement
for the public (ibid). It is unsurprising that disabled people in Ancient Greek novels were
laughed at and presented as musicians, singers, dancers or clowns for the amusement of
the public. A great example of this can be considered in the case of poet Tyrtaios (ibid). In
modern Greek literature, the most distinctive character with disability is the Beggar by

Andreas Karkavitsa, who self- harms to cause himself his disability and his exploits to earn
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his living, but he is mocked by his fate (Semertzidou, 2010). Also in Karagiozis shadow
theatre in Greece, in the late 19" century, the individuals with disabilities were mocked in a
perpetual and permanent way (Skanda, 1980).

To conclude, these portrayals of people labelled as disabled in literature are arguably
representations of the cultural context and stereotypes. The fact that these portrayals
presented people with disabilities either as pathetic victims or superheroes highlighted the
prejudice and oppression against them, formulated the notions of exclusion and
‘otherness’ regarding these students and attached the stigma of ‘special’ to their needs in
mainstream schools. These cultural images of disability are rendered stereotypes in
societies that are influenced mainly negatively. In the case of Cyprus, although a lack of
respect towards disabled people was still apparent and they were laughed at, there never
seems to have been a period when disabled people were tortured (Gavrielidou, 2011).
However, prejudice and inappropriate language as a result of the cultural representation of
special needs in Cypriot society are still obvious, when the terminology is used by some
referring to the needs of these people or standing next to disabled people, not knowing

how to behave, being afraid of impairment and ignorant of disability (Symeonidou, 2002).

Disability and the Policies of Special Needs and Inclusive Education

Policies lay the foundations for the ideological climate within which the language of
‘difference’ and oppression is created, services are provided and professional practices
are carried out in schools and in society (Oliver, 1990b). Notions of both impairment and
disability have tended to be used interchangeably in policy documents since the 20th
century. In such policy documents the students’ incapacities have tended to be highlighted
and thus they were found to create dependency for the students considered to have

learning difficulties (Oliver, 1990e).

Dependency is created when the policies consider the ‘needs’ of people under the
spectrum of ‘care’ and ‘looking after’ them (Oliver, 1990e). For example, the Educational
Acts of 1944 and 1981 constructed the language of ‘difference’ enforced by the labels of
special needs education. These labels were used to define the ‘different’ provisions
required for the special needs of the children at U.K. schools. Similarly, the education law
of 1979 in Cyprus, legitimized the labels of special needs education according to which it
defined what was needed for the children categorized as having learning difficulties, to

enable their placement in a suitable educational setting (Government of Cyprus, 1979).
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The way the needs of the labelled people were portrayed in policies resulted in the
support, that aimed to be enforced, to be seen as a ‘different’ type of care for the labelled
people (Gavrielidou, 2011) and thus there was highlighted the need for these students to
be initially educated in special rather than in mainstream schools.

Policies failed to empower the participation of target students at mainstream schools, since
the implemented policies have been mainly geared to do things for, and on behalf of, the
people perceived as having special needs (Oliver, 1990e). Services at U.K. schools are
delivered in similar ways, enriching the role of the professionals as the only ones who
know how to deal with the ‘needs’ of these students (ibid). The language used by the
Cypriot policy documents, the professionals and the Cypriot parents in their attempt to
ensure the rights of their children through the legitimized process, conveyed that the
children with learning difficulties are the passive recipients of ‘care’ and in need of ‘special’
support and protection (Symeonidou, 2009). Therefore, in Cyprus, the labelled people
were also dependent on the professionals and their rights for equality and participation in
mainstream schools which were entombed in the role of the professionals (Gavrielidou,
2011). In the policy-making process, the right of these students to express their opinion on
a legal framework was infringed (ibid). The services and provisions for these students’
needs were allocated to schools on the premise that the problem to be addressed was
within the child. The child’s deficits were required to be ‘normalized’ in order to meet the
standards of the mainstream learning curriculum (Armstrong, 2007). This is evidence of
the ongoing influence of a medical model of disability on the implemented policies that

aimed to ensure the participation of these students in mainstream schools.

Under this spectrum, the policies of special needs/ inclusive education and the language
used in international policy documents during the 20™ century, aimed at being reformed, in
order to empower and assure the participation and inclusion of these students in
mainstream schools (Oliver, 1990e). In the European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (Council of Europe, 1998) the right of all
children to be educated was identified and it also recognized the rights of parents to
ensure the education of their children according to their religion and philosophical
convictions. In accordance with this, the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO,1994) and the
UN Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities (2006) highlighted the right of
children to be educated in mainstream schools and the states’ responsibility to ensure and
facilitate their full and equal participation in mainstreaming. In spite of adopting less

offensive language towards the ‘needs’ and disabilities of these students in policy
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documents, it was difficult to deconstruct the cultural stereotypes according to which these
students’ learning needs have been internalized. The language used in these policies did
not guarantee the acknowledgement of these students’ right to inclusive education in
mainstream schools. These students’ needs were still practically regarded as being subject
to the decision-making regimes of professionals (Rioux, 2002) and the students as being in
need of remedial, special needs educational provision (Corbett, 1996).

During the 21 century, policies developed in the U.K., for example, the Index for Inclusion
(CSIE, 2000), the Green Paper (cited in Dyson and Milward, 2000,p.2) and Excellence for
All Children (DFEE, 1997, cited in Lorenz, 2002,p.4), recognized the right of students with
learning difficulties to be educated in mainstream classrooms. Additionally, international
policy documents such as the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(UNCRPD, 2016), the UN Human Rights Statement (2017) and the Agenda of Education
2030 Framework for Action (UNESCO, 2015a), they recognized the need for the structures
of schooling, the context and the teaching method approaches to be changed in order to
respond to the needs of these students. Although there are still challenges to be overcome
at the local and national level in the transformation of educational systems into more
inclusive learning environments, it is obvious that the policies are now informed by the
social model of disability. In developing policies it is recognized that the students’
difficulties arise from aspects of the educational systems. Therefore, policies aimed to
empower the participation of these students in mainstream schools by focusing on
changing the form of teaching, the learning environments and the ways in which the
students’ progress is supported and evaluated in mainstream schools and classrooms
(UNESCO, 2015b).

2.4. THE LANGUAGE OF ‘DIFFERENCE’ IN MAINSTREAM SCHOOLS

One of the principal aims of education is to address the problem of poverty and social
exclusion (Barnes and Mercer, 2005) of a group of people such as the students with
learning difficulties. However, the language of ‘difference’ used in the field of education to
define their learning needs affected negatively the implications of educational equity and
quality in mainstream schools (Boyle, 2007). In Foucault's (1988) and Liggett's (1978)
thinking, language is used to categorize individuals according to their abilities in the
hierarchical dominance of social life, however, these produced definitions which may lead
to the exclusion of those with the lower abilities from the systems of social life. In this

respect, the language of ‘difference’ which is also constructed according to a plethora of
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interconnected social, cultural, medical and political dynamics involved in ‘normalizing’
society, played a dominant role in defining the labels and the expectations of the others at
mainstream schools towards students with learning difficulties (Riddick, 2000). For this
reason, it is not surprising that the rights of the labelled students have been oppressed,
when they have been initially included in mainstream schools, since their learning needs
were not addressed by the dominant teaching and learning practices (Foucault, 1988).

Furthermore, it is important to highlight, that labelling the needs of the students is neither
inherently good nor bad, but depends on how these labels are used and of the power of
those who used them (Leyens et al., 1994). According to the deficit mode of thinking,
labels determine certain biological traits of children which differ from those of the ‘norm’
(Green et al., 2005). In this respect, labelling may produce stereotyping, which is the
judgement that the individual ‘differences’ are negative and undesirable characteristics
compared to what the society considers as ‘normal’ (Becker, 1963; Green et al., 2005;
Sowards, 2015). Consequently, labelling the students as having learning disability,
suggests that these students do not have the ability to learn (Gold and Richards, 2012)
and thus their right to access the mainstream curriculum has been restricted. In terms of
inclusive education, labelling is the process under which individuals are classified in to
specified groups which are considered to have the same ‘biological differences’ (Artiles,
2011), for instructional purposes (Thomson, 2012). It is argued that by labelling the
students as having learning disabilities would allow personalized teaching practices to be
developed (Gold and Richards, 2012) and targeted educational provisions to be allocated

(Lauchlan and Boyle, 2007) to address their educational needs in mainstream classrooms.

One of the main positive implications of labelling the students as having special needs is
that it allows for diagnosis and appropriate treatment which is helpful for the teachers in
order to know how to adapt their teaching practices (Riddick, 2000). Labels increase the
teachers’ awareness and understanding towards their students’ learning needs (Gus,
2000) and provide comfort to children and families by explaining their learning difficulties
(Duhaney and Salend, 2010). According to a qualitative study undertaken in USA, it found
that labelling helped these students to make sense of their academic difficulties and to
explain to others the nature of their difficulties by using their official labels, without being
stigmatised (Barga, 1996). This study also identified that even the students with profound
learning difficulties, by using their official labels to inform their teachers and classmates,
the more they informed them, the more positive view of their ‘difficulties’, their teachers

and classmates used to have (ibid). Secondly, students can receive extra support that
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aimed to help them succeed academically in schools (Blum and Bakken, 2010).
Particularly, an Individual Educational Plan (IEP) can be developed to target their
‘specialized needs’ (Kauffman, 1999), students can receive additional specialised support
to ‘a learning support room’/resource room and they have access to assistive technological
resources (Blum and Bakken, 2010). For the students who have visual or auditory
impairment, or learn more slowly than others (Clements, 2001) they can receive assisting
services that would not be possible without being labelled (Duhaney and Salend, 2010).
Therefore, the labelling process can be used in promoting inclusive education, if labels are
used in respect to the students’ learning needs and aimed at supporting them as equal to
their peers (UNESCO, 1994).

On the other hand, the labelling was found to have a more deleterious effect on students,
when their learning needs are negatively stereotyped. The ‘needs’ of the students with
learning difficulties are negatively stereotyped, when labels were, and are still, used as the
mechanics for maintaining the boundaries between what is considered as ‘normal’, as
‘abnormal’ or as deviant in mainstream schools (Corbett, 1996). As a result, these students
can be considered as in need of ‘experts’ of special needs education to teach them in
mainstream schools (ibid). In such a spectrum, as Clements (2001) argued, students with
learning difficulties were set in segregated special schools or they were, and are still, set
apart from their peers in mainstreaming in order to receive ‘specialised’ support.
Considering the learning needs of these students in terms of disability, their labels were,
and are still used to define the resources required to fix’, or ‘ameliorate’ the ‘deficit’ of the
labelled students according to the norms in mainstream schools (Armstrong, 2003).
Considering the learning needs of these students as ‘special’, their needs were, and are
still, used to be in need of being adapted to meet the aims of the mainstream curriculum,
rather than as necessary for the teaching and learning practices and the mainstream
curriculum to be reformed (Allan, 2003). As a result, the mainstream teachers can be
made to feel insecure dealing with the learning difficulties of their students (Corbett, 1996)
and to believe that ‘special’ training is an important variable in order to promote inclusive

classroom practices (Vaughn et al, 1993; Loreman and Deppeler, 2000; Richards, 2010).

More specifically, labelling the students in terms of impairments or learning disability can
result in the teachers believing these students as being less able than the ‘normal’
(Bernberg et al., 2006). Additionally, labelling can make the teachers reluctant to explore
further the students’ abilities (Boyle, 2014), especially if they have failed to acknowledge

that the students with the same labels can be different from one another (Kelly and
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Norwich, 2004; Lauchlan and Boyle, 2014; 2020). In line with this, many teachers identified
to have lower expectations from these students in most subjects in the mainstream
curriculum (Macintyre, 2008) and to be unwilling to differentiate their teaching practices in
the mainstream classrooms (Loreman and Depeler, 2000). Many teachers tended to give
them more inferior classroom tasks than to their classmates and to less encourage and
support their learning compared to those perceived as the ‘smart ones’ (Agbenyega and
Klibthong, 2014). As far as it concerns the students with learning difficulties, this resulted in
having lower self-esteem and their peers to be negatively affected towards them (Dillon,
2001; Riddick, 2000). The students with lower self-esteem often demonstrate withdrawal
problems and other mood behaviours that affect their participation in school activities
(Arishi et al., 2017,p.11).The classmates of these students, who perceived themselves as
higher achievers tended to ridicule and tease these students who have internalized
themselves as being underachievers (ibid). Finally, a label may induce stigma when the
focus is on the label (Kelly and Norwich, 2004), rather than on the individual ‘learning
needs’ of the students (Boyle, 2007). As a result of their stigmatization, students can
experience status loss and discrimination (Green et al.,, 2005); For example, by
withdrawing the students from the mainstream classroom to receive additional support, this
can lead their classmates to perceive them as being inferior or less able than themselves
(Arishi,et al., 2017). As a result of their labelled identity, the students can be marginalized
or rejected by others in the mainstream schools (Goffman, 1963).

In accordance with the above considerations, it is important to highlight that the students
with learning difficulties can be easily stigmatised due to their poor performance, or
because they lagged behind, even if their learning difficulties are not officially labelled
(Riddick, 2000).The reason for this is that stigmatization can take place in the absence of
formal labels or it can precede labelling (ibid). However, the students with learning
difficulties are commonly stigmatized in mainstream schools, when the ‘special needs’
labels are attached to them automatically and unquestionably (O’Brien and Dennis, 2001).
Students tended to be easily and generally labelled as in need of special needs education
in order for a large amount of special needs resources to be allocated to their schools to
help them increase their attainments (O’Brien and Dennis, 2001; Boyle, 2007). This
labelling process tended also to be encouraged by the parents who wanted to ensure at
any cost the funding and extra help for their children to do and understand their homework
(Archer and Green, 1996; Gillman et al., 2010; Boyle, 2007). Consequently, the learning

difficulties of students continued to be ranked negatively as ‘speciall and defined
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negatively as ‘different’ according to the stereotypes constructed on the basis of individual

pathology.

Interrogating the theoretical concepts related to the ‘Language of Difference’

Labelling tended to reproduce negative stereotypes regarding the learning difficulties of
these students in mainstreaming and affected both the way the students saw themselves
and the teachers saw their students’ difficulties. These consequences of stereotyping were
identified as being linked with various psychological theories, such as the theory of stigma,

of academic self-concept and academic self-efficacy and of academic self-esteem.

‘Stigma’ is an attribute that is deeply discrediting and that reduces the bearer from a whole
and usual person to a tainted, discounted one’ (Goffman, 1963, p.3). Stafford and Scott
(1986) propose that ‘stigma’ is a characteristic of a person that separates him/her from
other people. Crocker et al. (1998) suggest that individuals are stigmatized due to some
characteristics that devalue them in a particular social context, whereas Jones et al.(1984)
defined stigma as the relationship between an undesirable characteristic and a stereotype.
According to Link and Phelan (2001) stigma arises when labelling, stereotyping,
separation, status loss and discrimination are experienced all together in a powerful
situation that allows these elements of stigma to unfold. Goffman (1963) also recognized
that the people stigmatized result in a ‘spoiled identity’ fear of failing or being rejected by
the normal. However, for the purpose of this study, the framework proposed by Link and
Phelan (2001) is chosen, because it focuses on both the concepts of stigma and

discrimination and their effects on stigmatized people.

According to Link and Phelan (2001), the concept of stigma resulted from four
components: firstly people are distinguished and labelled for their human ‘differences’ and
labels are used to describe the social selection of human ‘differences’. Labels varied in
time and place and are determined by cultural values. Secondly, the labelled people are
linked with negative stereotypes due to the dominant cultural beliefs. Stereotypes are the
socially undesirable characteristics that may be presented automatically and precociously
and these become the rationale for believing the labelled people are ‘different’ from those
considered as ‘normal’. Thirdly, the labelled people who are seen as ‘different’ resulted in
being separated by, and from, the ‘normal ones’. Fourthly, this also became the rationale
for the labelled people to experience direct and indirect forms of discrimination. By direct

forms of discrimination the labelled people resulted in experiencing rejection, separation
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and exclusion. Indirect discrimination arises when the people experience a status loss.
Individuals’ placement in a status hierarchy is lowered when they are both negatively
stereotyped and labelled. On the one hand the people who do not carry the stigma (the
stigmatizers) have resulted in having lower expectations from those who are stigmatized
because their status has been reduced in the eyes of the stigmatizers. In this sense, it is
important to highlight that the extent of stigma experienced by the people varied according
to the power and the position of the stigmatizers. On the other hand, the lower status itself
becomes the basis for the people’s discrimination. The people who carry the stigma have
internalized the cultural stereotype regarding their difficulties and accept their lower
placement in the status hierarchy. They acknowledged the devaluation of the people with
the same undesirable characteristics as them and thus they resulted in expecting to be
personally rejected. Steele and Aronson (1995) introduced the concept of ‘stereotype
threat’, which is also suggesting that a person can be stigmatized either because he/she is
valued according to a specific stereotype or he/she who has already internalized the
negative stereotype tend to confirm it through his/her own behavior. This resulted in them
being afraid of challenging the structural forms of discrimination (Link and Phelan, 2001),
such as being withdrawn from the lessons they liked in order to receive support in the

resource room.

The notion of self-concept refers to how individuals construct themselves, what skills they
believe that they have and are capable of, what they believe that others expect from them,
how they evaluate their abilities in comparison to others and how they judge they are
viewed by others (Bong and Skaalvik, 2003). Self-efficacy refers to what the individuals
believe they can succeed in, despite what skills and abilities they may actually have
(Bandura, 1986). Skaalvik (1997) identified that individuals determine their self-concept
identity by comparing themselves with the others in society. Both Skaalvik (1997) and
Bandura(1986) identified that self-concept and self-efficacy beliefs are affected by the
individuals’ prior success and failures, their mastery in particular domains and the positive
evaluative feedback of the significant others. Individuals’ self-concept beliefs are also
affected by their pre-existing high self-esteem regarding what they can do (Skaalvik,
1997). Particularly, the terms of academic self-concept and academic self —efficacy are
used to define the individuals’ beliefs regarding their competence in academic domains.
Academic self-concept refers to what the students’ know and how they feel about
themselves in achievement situations (Wingfield and Karpathian, 1991). Academic self-
efficacy refers to the individuals’ conviction that they can successfully achieve their
academic tasks (Schunk, 1991).
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What is important to be noted is that academic self-concept and academic self-efficacy
beliefs might not be easily separable, despite the few differences they have (Bong and
Skaalvik, 2003). Especially, the cognitive academic self-concept factors are identified as
difficult to distinguish from those of self-efficacy factors (Skaalvik and Rankin, 1996).
According to Bong and Skaalvik (2003) the main differences of these two concepts are:
Academic self-concept is a staple perception regarding the students capabilities that is
past oriented, whereas academic self-efficacy is related to specific tasks and focuses on
the future oriented students’ expectations towards their academic outcomes. Academic
self-concept better predicts affective reactions such as anxiety, whereas self-efficacy
better predicts cognitive capabilities and academic performance. Positive academic self-
concept motivates students’ engagement in learning (ibid), while students with negative
academic self-concept tend to be easily demotivated (Wingfield and Karpathian, 1991).
Academic self-concept is mainly affected by the teachers’ evaluations (Skaalvik and
Rankin, 1996), whereas self-efficacy is a more self-regulated evaluation (Wolters and
Pintrich, 1998) and is affected by the students’ persistence and performance (Bandura,et
al., 1999). Both academic self-concept and academic self-efficacy beliefs are strengthened
through the students’ comparison of their evaluations of academic capabilities with those
of their classmates and with their own in different academic domains (Bong and Skaalvik,
2003).

Having in mind that positive academic self-concept gives rise to affective/motivational
students’ reactions, it is important to be noted that the students have stronger motivational
reactions when they are compared with similar others (Festinger, 1954). Similarly, as
Marsh (1987) noted, students can be affected evaluating themselves as less capable in
comparison to the higher achieving students. As far as it concerns the students with
learning difficulties, it was identified that they tended to have negative academic self-
concept and being less motivated to learn (Nufez et al., 2005). They also resulted in
having low achievement expectations and low persistence at school tasks (Nufez et al.,
1995). They tended also to misbehave in the classroom to conceal their learning difficulties
from the others (Convington, 1998). By hiding their difficulties from the others they aimed
at improving the chances of being socially accepted and received favourable feedback
from their teachers and classmates (Nufiez et al., 2005). Students also resulted in
experiencing a strong sense of learned helplessness (Chapman, 1988), due to their
unrealistic assessment of their abilities (Montague and Van Garderen, 2003; Stone and
May, 2002);Considering themselves of being less able than the ‘normal ones’, they feel

that they would fail, despite how much they would try (Smiley and Dweck, 1994). It is for
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this reason that the students with learning difficulties tended to relate their success to
external variables such as luck or the others’ help (Nufiez et al., 2005), rather than to their
abilities and to their effort (Smiley and Dweck, 1994). Additionally, it was also found that
this maladaptive attributional profile tended to be enforced on the students with learning
difficulties, due to their teachers’ instructional adaptations (Schuh, 2003), which are still
produced on the premise of students’ labels and deficits rather than their potential (Florian
and Black-Hawkins, 2011).

According to Rosenberg et al. (1995), the term of self-esteem refers to an individual's
positive or negative attitude towards the self. This form of individual’s attitude is named as
the global self-esteem, which is related to an individual's psychological well —-being and it is
peripherally related to the feelings of self-worth. Academic self-esteem refers to affective
and cognitive components of self-attitudes that are related to specific behaviour or
performance. Therefore the educators have to improve first the students’ academic self-
esteem in order to help them improve their school performance (ibid). However, having in
mind that academic self-esteem is informed and influenced by the students’ academic self-
concept, the teachers have first to enhance higher beliefs of their students regarding what
they can do (Marsh and Martin, 2011). Higher academic achievements can increase the
students’ academic self-esteem, but focusing on increasing solely the students’
achievements without fostering their self-beliefs in their abilities/capabilities, can lead to
temporary higher students’ academic self-esteem (ibid). The students, who have lower
academic self-esteem but higher global self-esteem, are ready for more academically
oriented interventions, whereas students who have also lower global self-esteem require
interventions in groups or individually to foster as well higher self-worth beliefs (Elbaum
and Vaughn, 2003).

It is also important to be noted that there is evidence which demonstrates that the special
educational placement can reinforce the aforementioned maladaptive attributional
students’ learning profile in the mainstream classroom (Bakker and Bosman, 2003). At the
same time it can help these students to improve or to have more positive academic self —
esteem, compared to these students who do not receive any sufficient remedial support in
the mainstream classroom (Morvitz and Motta, 1992). Teachers can increase their
students’ academic self-esteem and motivate them for learning by teaching them
systematically strategies that would help them to master and succeed in specific tasks
(Elbaum and Vaughn, 2003). Teachers can help their students by giving them extra

information and prompts how to correct their mistakes, by explaining to them the process
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to reach the correct answers and the reason why this is the correct answer , by praising
them for their correct answers and by avoiding comparing their performance with those of
their classmates. It is more effective for the teachers to compare students’ current

performances with their previous ones (Margolis and McCabe, 2006).

These theoretical ideas along with the models of disabilities, which are discussed under
section 2.3 and the pedagogical approaches, which tend to promote the aims of inclusive
education (see section 2.5) are selected for the purpose of my data analysis. This range of
multi-disciplinary theoretical concepts and models are purposefully chosen, despite such a
range opening me up to charges of eclecticism. In explanation, my research questions and
objectives were intentionally broad and my aim was to provide a holistic description, to
achieve a better understanding of the consequences of the labelling and stereotyping
process on the learning attributional profile of the labelled students, their beliefs in their
self-worth and the others’ beliefs about their learning ‘capabilities’ as well as on the
teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards mainstream classroom adaptations. Therefore,
by using multiple theoretical perspectives to analyse the data, this allows deeper
exploration of the knowledge made possible by one approach and thus contribute to
promoting quality in research (Flick, 2009). However, being aware of combining different
methods and theories (Fielding and Fielding, 2004, in Flick, 2004,p.181), | chose
theoretical concepts and models that share an understanding of the consequences of
‘normality’/ ‘normalisation’ process and the stereotypes regarding disability on the design

and the implementation of inclusive educational approaches in mainstream schools.

2.5.PEDAGOGY FOR INCLUSION

In terms of inclusive education which presupposes the participation of all learners in the
learning process of mainstream classrooms, a debate has emerged as to whether a
‘different’” pedagogy is required to be developed in mainstream classrooms by
encompassing the philosophy of special needs education or if the common teaching
practices have to become more intensive and explicit. In such considerations it is important
to clearly define the term of pedagogy. Pedagogy refers to what is necessary for one to
know, the curriculum and what skills are required in the teaching and learning process
(Alexander, 2004). The aims and the objectives of a curriculum are concrete elements set
up by the stakeholders of each educational system (Lewis and Norwich, 2005). Decisions
and actions taken in classroom settings in order to achieve learning are the variable

elements encompassed by pedagogy (ibid). Therefore, the interpretation of pedagogy is
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more important to mainly focus on the teachers’ decisions about how learning should be
motivated, assessed and planned and how the knowledge that constitutes the curriculum
should be explored and understood (Alexander, 2004). It is also important to acknowledge
that these pedagogical decisions are referred to and defined according to the children’s

characteristics of development and learning (ibid).

In brief, common pedagogical decisions about learning are mainly informed by the
cognitive and social constructivist theories. Cognitive theory suggests teacher-centred
methods. Students learn by reproducing the knowledge transmitted to them by their
teachers (Pritchard, 2009), which is very common in traditional educational systems such
as in Cyprus. Teacher-centred methods offer learners less choice over their learning
materials, because the teachers are, or are usually considered to be more knowledgeable
than the learners (Makoelle, 2014). A contrasting process of developing knowledge is the
learner-centred methods, which are suggested by social constructivist theory. Teachers
aim to facilitate students to produce their own learning. They facilitate their students to
pass from the cognitive comfort zone to the zone of proximal development. This is the
zone where the students build new learning by using their prior learning experiences and
applying them to learning activities and problems that are slightly more difficult than what
they are used to and have done before (Armstrong and Tsokova, 2019). Learners are not
passive recipients of knowledge; teachers aim to help students scaffold new knowledge
(ibid). The scaffolding process suggests that learning may occur in three stages: (a)
receiving new knowledge, (b) giving meaning to this knowledge and (c) rebuilding it
through interactions with others (Makoelle, 2014). Constructing knowledge means that the
students aim to solve a problem through questioning, hypothesizing and grouping ideas
together through their prior experiences and active participation (Pritchard, 2009;
Armstrong and Tsokova, 2019). Students are active participate in learning in different
ways, such as by seeing, listening and doing things, by working collaboratively, or by
studying alone (Pitchard, 2009). Contrary to cognitive theory, the basic principles of social
constructivism are that the teachers guide rather than instruct the learners’ reception of
knowledge, and that students’ progress is measured rather than their performance
(Greenham, 2019). However, it is particularly important to mention that mainstream
teachers tend to interpret the pedagogical needs of students with learning difficulties very
differently compared to those of their peers. The peculiarity in pedagogical decisions
concerning these students is how these decisions are formed either in favour of, or against
their ‘needs’(Norwich, 1996). The pedagogical needs of these students can be identified as

specific and distinct for a group of learners, or unique to individual learners (ibid). In the
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first instance the specific needs of these students are detected as being ‘different’ from the
common needs and the teacher assumes them to be negative, since it is required that they
be prioritized in the classroom along with their peers’ needs. In the second instance,
teachers acknowledge that the needs of all learners are ‘unique’ and they tend to equally
prioritize the common and the individual needs by designing sufficiently flexible practices
(ibid).

On a pedagogical level, various typologies are formed according to what extent the
pedagogic needs of students with learning difficulties have informed the pedagogic aims at
mainstream schools. The pedagogies for inclusion, connective pedagogy and pedagogy
for special needs stem from this parameter. Pedagogy for inclusion aims at making
learning available to all students and involves them in the activities of mainstream
classrooms (Florian, 2010). Inclusive pedagogy is a process through which the learners
are actively and constantly engaged in learning (Nilholom and Alm, 2010). It is also defined
as the teacher’s skills, specialist knowledge and commitment to responding to the
individual learning needs of all the students in mainstream classrooms (Florian and Black —
Hawkins, 2011; Ahmed, 2012; Florian,2014; Florian, 2019). Yet, for this to be so, the aims
of the mainstream curriculum should be that enriched and differentiated classroom
activities should be available in order to enable all students to meet and exceed their
potential (Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Greenham, 2019). However, these differentiated
practices should not be based on categories of learning and especially not on those
negatively defined by the labelling of special needs, otherwise these students will be
negatively stigmatized regarding what they can and should learn and what they can
potentially achieve (Florian, 2014; Florian, 2019).

Connective pedagogy is a synonymous term of the pedagogy for inclusion, which was
suggested by Corbett (2001). This terminology also highlights the necessity for students
with learning difficulties to follow the mainstream curriculum and at the same time to be
taught in the mainstream classroom, along with their non-labelled peers (Corbett and
Norwich, 1999). Teachers can draw from different sources of teaching practices, either
explicit or distinct that seem suitable to make the learning experience meaningful for all
learners (Corbett, 1996). Teachers aim for students’ active participation in mainstream
classrooms, by recognizing the variation in students’ learning styles and creating flexible
activities associated with as many learning styles as possible (Liasidou, 2012). Therefore

to implement the connective or pedagogy for inclusion in mainstream schools, there is
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required a long term and strategic planning of funding and teacher training should be
developed (Corbett, 2001).

Conversely, pedagogy for special needs education has been promoted according to the
deficit position which suggests that the ‘fault’ is within the learner rather than within the
pedagogical settings (Makoelle, 2014). In this sense, the needs of students with special
needs or disabilities seem to be negatively ‘different’ from those of the average learners in
mainstream classrooms (Florian, 2009). This premise is based on the notion that schooling
systems are ordinarily designed to meet the needs of most learners, and consequently the
few learners categorized as being at the tail end of the normal distribution are perceived to
be in need of ‘additional’ and uniquely tailored practices (Florian, 2019). It is also
suggested that distinct provisions are required to be provided to these students not only in
terms of classroom practices, but also in relation to the aims of the curriculum, the setting
for learning such as remedial teaching in the resource room and time availability (Lewis
and Norwich, 2005).

As was expected, the general aim of mainstream schools, to promote high academic
outcomes in order to be positioned highly in the ranking list, has also affected the design of
the aforementioned typologies of pedagogy. This is in parallel to their aim to safeguard the
inclusion of students with learning difficulties in mainstream schools (Black-Hawkins et al.,
2007). Recognizing that the practices of special needs education were found to be
successful or potentially effective in improving the academic outcomes of these students
(Kavale, 2007), the approaches of these practices tended to be reproduced in those
developed by the pedagogy for inclusion (Norwich, 2008). Even the differentiated practices
of the mainstream curriculum tended to reproduce the marginalization of students with
learning difficulties (ibid). This was when the differentiated practices tended to be assumed
to be ‘different’ or ‘additional’ to the classroom practices (Florian, 2010) and when they
were necessarily taught in a setting outside the mainstream classroom (Corbett and
Norwich, 1999).

Summing up, it is important to highlight that research suggests there is no evidence of the
use of a diverse repertoire of teaching approaches and learning strategies for students
considered to have learning difficulties or disabilities (Corbett and Norwich, 1999; Lewis
and Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2010; Liasidou, 2012). The lack of such empirical evidence
can lead to doubts about whether a separate, distinct pedagogy for these students actually

exists, or whether mainstream teachers erroneously believe such a pedagogy to be
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necessary for effectively promoting the learning of these students, whose ‘needs’ are
internalized as ‘special’ educational needs, in mainstream classrooms (ibid). This can be
assumed to be the result of the persistent sense that special education means ‘special’
pedagogy (Lewis and Norwich, 2005).

The teaching and learning environment

As Loreman and Deppeler (2000) argued, students with learning difficulties also need
educational support beyond that offered by the programme of a mainstream school,
namely, they need educational assistance offered by a special teacher or a member of
school personnel (e.g. an educational psychologist or a speech and language therapist)
trained to offer them specialized support. Such specialized educational assistance should
be offered by teachers to students with learning difficulties, in addition to the teaching of
students with learning difficulties in mainstream classrooms (ibid). However, it is critical
how teachers conceptualize the educational needs of students with learning difficulties, as
this results in how they address issues of inclusion in mainstream classrooms (Florian and
Black-Hawkins, 2011). In cases where mainstream teachers continue to perceive the
learning difficulties of their students as special and in need of a pedagogy for special
needs, they continue to work with what exists and can work for most learners alongside
them, providing something ‘additional’ or ‘differentiated’ for those learners who are
identified as having learning difficulties (ibid). By contrast, teachers who are in favour of a
pedagogy for inclusion, aim to extend what is available for learning and to provide
sufficient learning resources and opportunities for everyone to be involved in learning in
mainstream classrooms (ibid). From these perspectives, it is apparent that such teaching
practices have been developed to ensure the placement of students with learning
difficulties in mainstream classrooms and to encourage their active participation in the
learning process of their classrooms. However, in the first instance, the participation of
these students is understood to have merely occurred by ensuring the physical placement

of these students in mainstream classrooms.

As Boyle and Topping (2012) argued, it was difficult for teachers to develop inclusive
teaching and learning practices in the mainstream classroom, if they had assumed that it
was more difficult to adjust the aims of the curriculum to the needs of the students with
learning difficulties. In this sense, individualized support aimed to be allocated to students
diagnosed as having learning difficulties in the resource room, to hide the difficulty for

teachers to reconcile the individual goals of students to the aims of the general curriculum
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(Goodman and Bond, 1993). Individual educational plans (IEPs) were developed for the
remedial teaching of these students in the resource room, since they were found to be
effective in meeting the students’ individual needs (Isaksson et al., 2007) and in helping
them improve their academic performance in mainstream classrooms (Pawley and
Tennant, 2008). Additionally, in the large-size classes of primary and secondary state
schools, teachers assume that they do not have the time for individualized support and
extra tasks for the students with learning difficulties (Avramidis et al, 2000; Westwood and
Graham, 2003). It is also assumed that these students learn more slowly than their peers
and that they need more time for practice and repetition in order to consolidate learning
and to do the assessment tasks required by the curriculum (Lewis and Norwich,
2005).Therefore it is assumed that by supporting the needs of these students in
mainstream classrooms, these students would receive an inferior quality of education than
their peers, would be negatively stigmatised and their self-esteem would be possibly
damaged (Loreman et al., 2010).Teachers also maintain that the learning of their
classmates would be also negatively influenced (Gallagher and Lambert, 2006;
Kalambouka et al., 2007). Teachers assumed that the teaching and learning process
would be continuously disrupted by these students who would probably misbehave in

order to hide their learning difficulties (Barton and Armstrong, 1999).

The practices which were suggested either by the pedagogy of inclusion or connective
pedagogy, seem impractical and as a source of frustration for most teachers (Liasidou,
2012). However, there is also evidence which suggests that with such pedagogical
strategies the individualised educational goals for these students can be both targeted in
the course of teaching related to the mainstream curriculum (Loreman et al., 2010) and
achieved effectively in mainstream classrooms (Jung, 2007).Teachers can consider the
individual learning goals of students with learning difficulties, at the same time as they are
planning the working material and activities of their classroom (Loreman et al., 2010).
Assuming that teachers may not have enough time due to their heavy teaching
responsibilities, it is not necessary to plan differentiated activities for these students in
every lesson in the unit where they taught (ibid).It is also identified that the learning and
the outcomes of the student peers cannot be affected negatively, when teachers use
different practices, technologies and resources that aim to help all students to learn
(Gallagher and Lambert, 2006; Dyson and Kaplan, 2007). In such cases, the peer learning
of the students with learning difficulties cannot be affected negatively, even when their
teachers have to spend more time in supporting the targeted students (Richards and
Armstrong, 2011).
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At other times the teachers’ beliefs in the possible disturbing behaviour of the target
students seem to have been founded on myths (Loreman et al., 2010). Research evidence
suggests that disruptive students have more time to disrupt and delay the beginning of the
lesson during, and due to, the transitions from mainstream classrooms to the resource
room and vice versa (Mitchell, 2014). Teachers’ understanding of the learning difficulties of
their target students is formed and affected according to the preconceived social and
cultural attitudes related to the labelling of these students in terms of special educational
needs and their difficulties in learning as disturbing in mainstream classrooms (Barton and
Armstrong, 1999). Therefore, teachers have been made to feel anxious to teach these
students and unqualified to manage their possibly disturbing behaviour in mainstream

classrooms (ibid).

To sum up, providing withdrawal specialized assistance or remedial teaching for the
students with learning difficulties is one of the many options available to ensure the
inclusion of these students in mainstream classrooms. However, it is important to note that
this should not be the only practice available in mainstreaming since then it would become
restrictive towards the process of promoting teaching and learning practices according to
the unigueness of every student and their pre-existing knowledge (Richards and
Armstrong, 2011).Other practices, which take place within the mainstream classrooms,
have been also developed to support the placement and the participation of these students

in the learning process of mainstream classrooms and they are subsequently discussed.

Curriculum and inclusion

The pedagogical strategies developed to promote inclusive education in mainstream
classrooms rest also on the recognition of the needs of the students with learning
difficulties, like every student, to access the aims and objectives of the mainstream
curriculum (Richards and Armstrong, 2011).The access of students with learning
difficulties in the mainstream curriculum has been restricted due to the preconceived
understanding of their needs as in need of a distinct special pedagogy (Barton and
Armstrong, 1999). However, acknowledging that the learning difficulties of these students
may also arise or be exacerbated due to the inflexible teaching practices of the curriculum
(ibid),there were formed adaptations and modifications of the mainstream curriculum to

meet the difficulties in mainstream classrooms (Tennant, 2007).
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An immediate and easy response of many educational systems towards the adaptations of
the mainstream curriculum was the employment of support staff or differently of teaching
assistants (TAs) (Cremin et al., 2005). However, the case of TAs is not an over-wide used
practice, but can often be found within the mainstream schools of England (McVittie,
2005).The implementation of TAs in mainstream schools of England resulted from the
Bullock Report and Warnock reports which recommended more in class support for the
students categorised as having learning difficulties (Lorenz, 1996). TAs initially were used
in order to enable all the learners and especially the students with learning difficulties to
achieve the standards suggested by the mainstream curriculum (Arnaiz and Castejon,
2001; Lloyd, 2008). TAs are noted for their high level of job satisfaction and they are
important as classroom auxiliaries (Anderson and Finney, 2008), however, they are mainly
criticised for their presence in the classroom alongside the target students (Cremin et al.,
2005).

TAs can be useful in developing inclusive classroom practices within mainstream
classrooms by ensuring active participation in the lesson not only of the students
considered as having learning difficulties (Ainscow, 2000), but also of all students (Forlin,
2001).The quality of teaching in the mainstream classroom can improve when the teachers
provide clear guidance to the TAs and involve them in their teaching planning (Richards
and Armstrong, 2011). Rose (2000) identified that the classroom teacher can have the
overall responsibility for the whole class learning by switching roles with the TAs during a
session. Therefore, the TAs can be both involved in supporting all the students deemed to
have learning difficulties and the classroom teachers can be more involved with the
individual needs of their target students in mainstream classrooms (ibid). However, TAs
are criticized because their presence in mainstream classrooms alongside these students,
is negatively stigmatising their learning difficulties (O’ Rouke and Haughton,2008;
Blatchford et al, 2009). TAs were also criticised for isolating these students from their
classmates and their teachers. This culminated in these students working only with their
TAs in the mainstream classroom and their classroom teachers usually delegating their
responsibility to the TAs (ibid). TAs are also criticized for helping these students to improve
their achievements but they do not teach them how to learn (Papageorgiou et al., 2008).
They do not promote understanding and improvement in the skills of their target students

because they merely give them the answers (Blatchford et al., 2009).

Overall, TAs were used in order to merely ensure the physical participation of the students

with learning difficulties in mainstream classrooms. However, in inclusive classrooms, the
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students with learning difficulties should participate in the same activities as their
classmates but which also incorporate their participation in the learning process. To do so,
there can be developed activities that incorporate the personal interest of these students
and examples from everyday life; activities that aim for the students to be involved in
critical and problem solving tasks and to learn to use self- monitoring and self- correcting
practices (Loreman et al., 2010). This would promote and construct knowledge that would
be delivered to a wider range of learners in the classroom and the teaching materials and

activities suggested by the curriculum are required to be differentiated (Mitchell, 2014).

Teaching and learning methods

This section discusses the instructional strategies and differentiated teaching and learning
methods that can be used in mainstream classrooms to enhance the active participation of
all the students in learning and which allow the teachers to support the students with
learning difficulties to achieve their individual learning goals and the aims of the

mainstream curriculum (Briggs, 2004).

Differentiation is used to help the students become independent learners and at the same
time is considered as essential in a mixed ability-classroom since it saves time for the
teacher in order to assist all the students in mainstream classrooms (Rapp and Arndt,
2012). The teaching materials can be differentiated in context, in the level of difficulty, in
quantity and at the level of the outcomes (ibid). When teachers promote differentiated
activities, they can use equally auditory, visual and kinaesthetic mechanisms in order to
promote learning for the students with learning difficulties (Briggs, 2004). Research found
that in such lessons the students with learning difficulties can achieve more and there are
lower incidences of disruptive behaviour (ibid).When they are planning a differentiated
lesson, teachers can use various sources relevant to their teaching subject and they
should consider their students’ likes-dislikes, their strengths and challenges in learning and
their behaviour (Rapp and Arndt, 2012).

Nevertheless by differentiating activities for the students with learning difficulties, there is a
risk of these students being marginalised and negatively stigmatised within mainstream
classrooms, if they are always placed to work in equal ability, rather than, mixed-ability
based groups (Corbett, 2001; Mitchell, 2014). Differentiation is a demanding process
requiring careful consideration of the individual differences in learning styles and careful

planning of classroom activities (Moran and Abbott, 2006). Differentiated material can
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easily go in the wrong direction from planning (Rapp and Arndt, 2012), because when the
staff is not experienced and committed to the differentiation process, it is unlikely they will
promote good quality differentiated activities (ibid).For these reasons differentiation is
considered by many teachers as an extremely intimidating process (ibid).The
misunderstanding about the process of differentiation is that teachers are recommended to
have many variations of a lesson, but it is not required to have as many variations as the
students’ number in the classroom (Corbett, 2001; Rapp and Arndt, 2012). It is also
misunderstood that by withdrawing one or more students from the mainstream classroom
in order to engage them in a different learning activity, this constitutes a form of
segregation rather than of inclusion. Withdrawal support can be seen as inclusive if it is
used as an alternative and additional to the inclusive teaching classroom practices
(Corbett, 2001).

Giving direct instructions in the mainstream classroom, teachers aim for the active
participation of the students in learning resulting also in fewer students with learning
difficulties being withdrawn from a lesson and thus fewer students being stigmatized by
their peers (Briggs, 2004). It was identified that the students with mild learning difficulties
can learn more effectively when their teachers use direct instructions in the classroom
(King and Sear, 1997). Giving direct instructions involves the teachers introducing the
lesson and describing the strategies they use by giving additional demonstrations and
using a step by step approach to promote the students’ learning and understanding
(Loreman et al., 2010). Instructions can also be addressed by asking frequent questions of
different levels of complexity (ibid). However, there is a tendency to use didactic directed
instructions, according to which teachers guide students to identify only the important
information that should be based on their knowledge about the topic. Didactic directed
instructions are used in the traditionally based educational systems whereas teachers
focus on promoting high achievements for their students and also since these were
identified as working effectively for large groups of students in mainstream classrooms
(Vlachou, 2006).

Direct instructions can be effective, if they are given systematically, at a brisk pace, not
very slow, not very fast, and they are explicit (Mitchell, 2014). Teachers can use objects
and symbols that help their students to understand easily the topic (Briggs, 2004) and they
can often repeat the key elements and provide clues in order to facilitate the students’
response (Loreman et al., 2010). It is also important for teachers to allow sufficient time for

students to actively respond to these instructions and also time to review and practise what
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they have taught (Mitchell, 2014). Usually, teachers wait less than a second for the
students’ response and immediately after their answers, they ask the next question (ibid).
The frequency of questioning, the length and the correction of the students’ responses
have resulted in no response from the students with learning difficulties or the ‘| do not
know’ answers (ibid). It is important for the teaching and learning time to be organised in
order to give sufficient and balanced individual and whole group instructions in mainstream
classrooms (Loreman et al., 2010). Time can be saved if the teaching material is well
prepared in advance of the lesson, if there is a limited transition time between lessons or

activities and if there are established routines.

Organising teaching and learning for inclusion

In the teaching process of an inclusive classroom, it is important to keep a positive and
motivating classroom environment with high and reasonable expectations for all students
(Mitchell, 2014). It is important for teachers to promote the self-esteem of their students
with learning difficulties by emphasising the areas they perform at a higher level (Norwich
and Kelly, 2005), by giving them continual positive feedback, rewards and praise (Loreman
et al., 2010) and by encouraging their students to finish what they started working
collaboratively with their classmates (Briggs, 2004).

It was found that when the students work in groups or in pairs in mainstream classrooms,
their self-esteem can be improved and all students despite their learning difficulties are
encouraged to promote a positive attitude towards academic tasks (Loreman et al., 2010).
As far as it concerns the students with mild learning difficulties, the participation of these
students can increase particularly when they work in pairs or in small groups(Briggs,
2004); the students can participate more actively if they become more active listeners and
they learn how to paraphrase other’s ideas (Loreman et al., 2010); they have the chance to
receive immediate support, feedback and encouragement from their classmates (ibid).It is
also extremely beneficial for these students to work in mixed-ability groups rather than in
identical ability groups (Briggs, 2004). In a mixed-ability group, the students with learning
difficulties are challenged to develop their speaking, listening and thinking skills while their
peers benefit from understanding what they learn and they become able to explain it in a

simpler way to the others (ibid).

It was also identified that the ways of organising how the students are seated is also

important for promoting an inclusive classroom environment but also to promote the
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learning and the active participation of all the students. Students with learning difficulties
are considered as better to be seated close to a good role model and away from
distractions and desks should be free from extraneous materials (Mohir, 1995).
Traditionally students are seated in rows of tables or desks, facing the teacher who
provides the instructions and this seat organisation is more common in the secondary
school classroom (ibid). The advantage of this seating plan is that all students face the
teacher and the teachers are able to check that all the students are engaged in learning
(McNamara and Waugh, 1993). However, students seating in this way can easily become
passive recipients of knowledge (Woolfolk, 2001). A classroom which is set up in a
traditional seating model, is especially a disadvantage for the students with various
learning difficulties (ibid).These students are usually restricted to sit at the front, since it is
assumed that under the continuous watchful gaze of the teacher, these students are more
focused on learning, but at the same time students are isolated from the group of their
peers. Students can interact only with the students sitting directly next to them, for
socializing and support during the learning process of mainstream classrooms (ibid). The
seat rows selected by the teachers contradicted to these students’ selection. The students
with learning difficulties commonly selected to sit on the back-row because they have
lower academic self-esteem, they are disinterested and demotivated in participating in
classroom activities .Therefore, students preferred sitting on the back rows because they

can disengage without being detected by their teachers (Burda and Brooks, 1996).

Students’ and teachers’ perceptions of teaching and learning practices

By acknowledging that there are different types of learners, teachers are required to make
constant and multiple decisions and adaptations about how to engage the students in
learning and how to respond to their learning styles and learning difficulties each time that
they appeared (Florian, 2008). It also recognised that the teachers’ inclusive values can
illuminate their practices as inclusive (Black-Hawkins and Florian, 2012). According to a
research undertaken in two Scottish primary schools in 2009, exploring the inclusive
practices of classroom teachers, it was found that a teaching strategy was conceptualised
as inclusive according to how it was used rather than by the nature of the strategy itself
(ibid). Where there was research evidence on the design and the use of pedagogical
approaches for inclusive education, a trend was also found which highlighted that teachers
can work towards inclusive education in their own classroom and despite the restrictive
structures of schooling, the constraints of the curriculum and the systems of assessment

(Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011, p.207). Teachers, who believe that all learners can
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learn, can strategically plan their teaching practices to meet the difficulties their students
will encounter in learning, without pre-determining the extent to which the students can
engage in the lesson (Florian, 2014). It may be concluded that in the process of promoting
inclusive teaching and learning practices, it is important to listen and acknowledge the
voice and the experience of the teachers and the students with learning difficulties. For this
reason, this section discusses the understanding of mainstream teachers and students
with learning difficulties about inclusion and their experience of the teaching and learning
process in mainstream classrooms. The students’ voice in research regarding their
educational experiences is virtually absent, even if they are well aware of the teaching
practices and can describe them sensitively and consistently (Weinstein, 2004). For this

reason, students’ perceptions are presented first.

Research findings identified how the students’ perceptions can be varied according to their
experience of inclusive education, their understanding of their learning difficulties and their
teachers’ expectations for their learning. Briggs (2004) reported that students feel included
in the mainstream classroom when their teachers are friendly with them, they spend time
for them and they give them advice and demonstrate that they like them. It was also found
that students generally like their teachers to have high expectations for their learning
(Weinstein, 2004). However, in case of students with learning difficulties, research
evidence suggested that these students felt they were treated differently by their teachers
compared to the high achievers (ibid). Some students said that high achievers were more
favoured by their teachers and they have more often positive feedback, while some others
rejected that their teachers worked with the ‘smart’ students in the mainstream classroom,
since they assumed that the ‘smart’ ones could work by themselves (ibid). A research
about students with mild learning difficulties suggested that these students could identify
their difficulties in learning subjects in mainstream classrooms and that they had either
positive, negative or neutral/‘not bothered’ feelings about their learning difficulties (Norwich
and Kelly, 2005).It was not surprising that some students expressed negative or mixed
feelings about receiving specialised help in their classroom, considering the stigma that
was attached to it (ibid).

Research undertaken by the Technical Assistance Alliance for Parent Centers (Alliance
Action, 2006) reported the perceptions of students with learning difficulties about the
teachers’ practices and adaptations in mainstream classrooms. This research presented
the results of twenty studies conducted in the U.S. regarding the opinions of more than

4600 students with learning difficulties, aged from kindergarten to grade year twelve and
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which covers a period of twenty two years (ibid). In this research, students highlighted that
they felt included when their teachers encouraged and supported their active participation
in the learning process of mainstream classrooms. For this reason the findings showed
that the majority of students liked teachers to make adaptations in order to help them in
mainstream classrooms, though they noted that their teachers applied infrequently such
adaptations. They found adaptations extremely helpful if they were done to help them
understand what was difficult in their textbooks and additionally when their teachers give
them organised directions for their assignments. At the same time it is interesting how
these students have internalised the low expectations of their teachers and thus they are

made to believe that they are in need of distinctive teaching practices.

Accordingly to these research findings, students recognised that not every child can learn
in the same way or at the same speed. Consequently, they underlined that they were really
in favour when teachers explained the concept and assignments clearly, or taught the
same material in different ways and slowed down instructions for them. They expected to
have extra time for classroom activities in order to finish them in mainstream classrooms.
They really enjoyed having a choice about their assignments and they expected the
activities to be creative and easy, allowing them to be involved actively. By contrast to the
previously noted research of Norwich and Kelly (2005), these students did not bother
about their learning difficulties being identified in the classroom, thus they did not have any
hesitation in asking for help either from their teachers or classmates or both and they were
not bothered about working in pairs, in groups, alone or as a whole class. However, having
in mind their low self-esteem, it was not surprising that these students preferred their
teachers to put them in groups and especially in small groups. Finally, mainstream
schools’ expectations for high achievements made students see grades as a proof of their
achievements. Thus they would like to be evaluated not only for their attainment but also
for their effort to complete their assignments. To achieve in their assignments, they asked
to know beforehand the grade criteria, the aims they have to achieve and the time for
completion. To achieve in their homework exercises, they mentioned that they like their
teachers to give them small amounts of homework and to give their homework exercises at
the beginning of the lesson. They also preferred their teachers to help them starting
homework exercises from the classroom, by giving them examples and explanations and

feedback about their answers.

There is little accompanying research evidence regarding student perceptions about the

educational practices of the resource room, since students with learning difficulties were
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required to be educated in mainstream classrooms and with the mainstream curriculum.
Klinger et al. (1998) reported the findings of a research taking place in U.S. regarding the
perceptions of students with learning difficulties about teaching and learning in mainstream
classrooms and the resource room. It was found that these students mainly preferred to be
supported individually in the resource room because their exercises were easier and they
could do activities which were impossible in mainstream classrooms and thus they had
more free time (ibid). Students, who left their class to attend the resource room, missed the
contents of the curriculum. Consequently it was found that these students when they return
to their classroom after the resource room tuition, felt frustrated because they did not know
what to do (ibid). On the other hand, there were students who found the activities in the
resource room boring and they highlighted how important it was for them to be included in
mainstream classrooms; they believed that they could learn more in mainstream
classrooms, even if they had to try harder and they expected their teachers to help them
doing their classroom activities (ibid).These research findings reveal the anxiety of
students with learning difficulties to avoid being stigmatised because of their learning
difficulties which continued to be perceived in terms of disability to learn. In the same way,
it can be argued that the students’ desire to be educated in mainstream classrooms is
based on their endeavour for their learning needs to be perceived as close to the

stereotypes of ‘normality’.

Research was also conducted comparing students’ achievements, behaviours and
expectations in mainstream classrooms and the resource room. Weinstein (2004) found
that when these students were being educated solely in mainstream classrooms, they
were better accepted by their peers and their teachers rated fewer behavioural problems
than those students whose difficulties were supported in the resource room. However,
what is noteworthy is that there was no clear evidence suggesting that these students
were isolated in mainstream classrooms because they attended the resource room (ibid).
Additional evidence suggested that these students had higher self-esteem and were better
accepted by their classmates in mainstream classrooms only if their classroom teachers
believe in inclusion and for the need to adjust teaching practices to be inclusive (Jordan
and Stanovich, 2001). Regarding the students’ achievements, there was no evidence
suggesting that these students academically benefited either in mainstream classrooms or
the resource room (Weinstein, 2004). For these reasons, if students can equally benefit or
be at risk of discrimination against them in both the resource room and in mainstream
classrooms, it was suggested as beneficial to have a combination of practices used in both

forms of support (ibid). According to this empirical evidence, it also revealed the low
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expectations of teachers in mainstream schools of the labelled students and the concept of
overlooking the learning needs of these students in order to promote social inclusion or

higher achievements in mainstream schools.

Teachers’ beliefs and attitudes towards the adaptations and the pedagogical approaches
that they can use to meet the learning difficulties of all the students in mainstream
classrooms were formed by their schools’ attitude towards inclusion (Rapp and Arndt,
2012). At schools which believed that all students can learn, teachers are encouraged and
supported to promote inclusive practices (ibid). At schools which believed that some if not
all the students can learn, then the mainstream classroom practices remain unchanged
and integrative special needs oriented support practices are encouraged and cultivated in
order to meet the needs of students with learning difficulties and to help them access the
mainstream curriculum (ibid). Additionally, teachers’ attitudes and preparation towards
inclusion are also affected by their inclusive values (ibid). For example, those teachers and
practitioners who do not believe in inclusion, suggest that these students should receive
support in the resource room, since it is difficult for their teachers to support them more
than two or three hours inside the classroom every week (Arnaiz and Castejon, 2001).
Teachers believe that such support helped the students to achieve higher grades and they
were facilitated to pass their school examinations (Papageorgiou et al., 2008). Conversely,
those teachers who are in favour of inclusion consider the withdrawal support in the
resource room as a short term solution, since it tends only to improve students’
achievements rather than meeting their learning difficulties (Sanchez and Mejia, 2008).
They believe that withdrawal support is less effective than the support provided in the
classroom, especially when the support teachers are less experienced than the classroom
teachers (ibid).Students could be stigmatized because withdrawal support tends to
highlight the students’ learning difficulties in relation to the aims of the mainstream

curriculum (Giles, 2005).

The implementation of the practices usually used in mainstream classrooms, is affected by
the teachers’ interpretations of the notion of learning difficulties (Florian and Black-
Hawkins, 2011). When learning difficulties are conceptualised negatively, focusing on the
deficit of these students, teachers emphasise what they could or could not do for them,
due to their lack of specialised training (ibid). Recognising the learning difficulties of these
students in mainstream classrooms and the need for facilitating their learning, there are
teachers who support the use of TAs in mainstream classrooms, whereas other teachers

believe that these students could work on easier exercises in the resource room, without
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being negatively stigmatised (O’ Rourke and Haughton, 2006). Teachers believe on
withdrawing these children from mainstream classrooms, since students are not missing
out important classes or their favourite subjects (Vlachou, 2006) and because teachers are
unaware how to differentiate the teaching and learning methods in mainstream classrooms
(Loreman and Deppeler, 2000). In such a vein, teachers suggest that they do not have
time for differentiations (Pearce and Forlin, 2005), since teachers are under pressure to
cover the context materials required by the curriculum and needed for the students’
examinations (Westwood and Graham, 2003). Furthermore, the subject teachers were
found to be unwilling to differentiate their classroom activities (Tennant, 2007), unless they
had greater access to already differentiated activities of the curriculum (Konza, 2008). The
main reason could be attributed to teachers who considered is not worth spending extra
time planning activities for students whose achievements would not be rewarded for all
their efforts (ibid). Consequently, in the case of students with mild learning difficulties the
teachers’ time and effort usually remain on the level of instructional tolerance (ibid).
Secondly, teachers’ willingness was found to be based on the difficulty in balancing in
mainstream classrooms, managing challenging behaviours and addressing the individual

educational needs of these students (ibid).

Synopsizing research evidence,there are highlighted the barriers of promoting inclusive
education in mainstream schools and more specifically teaching and learning practices
that encourage the participation of students with learning difficulties in the learning process
of mainstream classrooms. Barriers were constructed according to the negative
stereotypes of the labelling of students with learning difficulties and the way or their ability
to learn. These stereotypes have affected inclusive ethos in mainstream schools and the
inclusive values of students and teachers. In such terms, the aims of inclusive education
culminated in being the social inclusion of students with learning difficulties in mainstream
classrooms and the increase of students’ achievements in mainstream schools. Aligned
with the above considerations, the following section discussed how the aforementioned
stereotypes have formed the development of inclusive education for students with learning
difficulties in mainstream schools of Cyprus and the implementation of pedagogical

practices for inclusion.
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Students’and teachers’voice regarding the implementation of inclusive education

According to the educational policies, inclusive thinking can be promoted by establishing
the equal right of every learner to education. Inclusive teaching practices can be
developed by building a common understanding among stakeholders, teachers and
students of how inclusive and equitable systems work. In this sense, teachers are
responsible for guiding and facilitating the learning of their students and for encouraging
their students’ active participation in lessons (UNESCO, 2015a). Accepting that inclusion is
about identifying and addressing the barriers to learning, this also underlines the
importance of listening to the students’ and teachers’ voice (Messiou, 2018). The term of
‘voice’ refers to the teachers’ perspectives and opinions, as well as the students’ thoughts
and emotions, which need to be legitimized in order to ensure their active role in the
promotion of inclusive education (Cook-Sather, 2007; Messiou, 2019). The need to listen
to ‘voices’ in relation to inclusive education has been gaining ground over the last few
years (Vlachou, 1997; Ainscow et al., 1999; Alan, 1999; Penrose et al., 2001; Rose and
Shevlin, 2004). This is why the idea of engaging with the ‘voice’of students and teachers
has tended to be missing from many important policy documents such as the international
Salamanca Statement (Messiou, 2019). Nevertheless, it should be highlighted that there is
still a lot to be done to move beyond rhetoric, and to take action to apply what the teachers
and students have suggested (Messiou, 2018).

Historically, teachers, school leaders, curriculum developers and policy makers used to
have the more powerful voices (Bourke, 2016), while students used to have the most
unfamiliar ‘voice’ in the field of education (Messiou, 2018). It took time to acknowledge
that students are competent social actors in their own right (Gallacher and Gallagher,
2008; Nelson, 2015; Mayes, 2016a; 2016b). Students are able to speak about their
education, since their perspectives are derived from their particular experiences as
students, which no adult can have (Rudduck et al., 1996; Pollard and Triggs, 2000; Flutter
and Rudduck, 2004). First, students were seen as incapable of voicing their opinions,
because they were assumed as ‘vulnerable’, incomplete beings and as in need of adults to
protect them (Hargreaves, 1996; Mannion, 2007) and to decide on their behalf (Mannion,
2007). This is also the reason why many student voice initiatives are flawed at the outset in
their constructions of childhood, either considering the students as young people who have
nothing to contribute or as unable to sufficiently understand the educational reforms
(Pearce and Wood, 2019). Secondly many student voice initiatives are flawed at the outset

in their constructions of sustaining power relations that tended to privilege teachers' rather
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than students’ voice (Leach and Crisp, 2016). Teachers exert coercive power through the
educational institutions, because they are expected to exert an expert and authoritative
voice regarding the educative discourse of the school (Bragg, 2007; Lundy, 2007,
Robinson, 2011; Anderson, 2015). Therefore, students need their teachers to relinquish
power in order for their voice to be heard in the educational decision-making process
(Mitra, 2008).

Student voice can be useful for effective school improvement and reform (Bragg, 2007;
Anderson, 2015; Nelson, 2015). Students’ voice can help to assess the effectiveness of
teaching at schools (Fielding, 2001; MacBeath et al., 2001; Rudduck and Fielding, 2006;
Rudduck, 2007). Students’ views and feedback can help teachers to plan effective
personalized activities (Rose and Shevlin, 2004; Bourke and Loveridge, 2014; Cook-
Sather, 2014). The students’ voice has been construed as a form of expertise that can
develop teachers’ teaching skills (Rudduck, 2006; Flutter, 2007; Cook-Satler, 2011). By
listening to students’ voice, teachers could improve things in their practices that would
have remained unnoticed (Messiou, 2019). Additionally, student feedback can help
teachers to recover some of their vocational and professional beliefs and values regarding
students who used to be marginalized in mainstream schools (Chua, 2009). Students’
views can help teachers to develop more student-centred classroom activities
(Hargreaves, 2004; Messiou, 2018). Involving students in the designing of classroom
activities, motivates the students’ participation in the lessons, as well as raising their
attainments (Rose et al., 1999; Czernawski and Kidd, 2011; Messiou et al., 2014). It can
improve student behaviour in the lesson and encourage closer student-teacher
relationships (Rose et al., 1999). Finally, students can also inform the decision—making
regarding the reform of the educational policies (Cook-Sather, 2010; Mitra and Serriere,
2012). Particularly, a European project took place in schools in England, Portugal and
Spain from 2011-2014, exploring strategies for teachers’ development, and a second one
took place in schools in Austria, Denmark, England, Portugal and Spain from 2017-2020,
exploring the inclusive responses to students’ diversity, highlighting how student voice can
help in the reform of school practices to become more inclusive (Messiou, 2019).
Increasing the sense of inclusion, increases the participation of students with learning
difficulties in lessons and improves their skills of cooperation and their academic
confidence (Keddie, 2015).

Teachers’ voice continues to be neglected both in literature and in policy-making, though

they are still more powerful than the marginalized voice of students (Gozali et al., 2017).

81



However, the voice of researchers and policy-makers continues to be the most dominant
(Hargreaves, 1996; Ingersoll, 2007), despite teachers’ voice being able to influence the
students’ learning outcomes and the process of teaching and learning (Hanushek, 2011;
Gyurko, 2012). Defining the term teacher voice as the teachers' views and experience on
educational policy and practice (Frost, 2008) and as the role they play in school
restructuring and reform (Hargreaves, 1996), it is obvious that their professional
knowledge is important for particular contextualized learning situations in the classrooms
(Navarro, 1992). Teachers have the professional knowledge to respond in problem solving
efforts related to issues of pedagogy and curriculum, lesson plans and units of study,
student progress, assessment and achievement, classroom management, professional

development and administrative concerns (Gyurko, 2012).

Moreover, teachers’ voice appears to be the successful key for policy formation and
implementation (Frost, 2008; Binder, 2012; Lefstein and Perath, 2014). Teachers can
suggest what works in practice, connecting their practices with existing knowledge and
with what is suggested by policy (Azorin and Ainscow, 2020). This is also the reason why
teachers’ development should primarily take place in the classroom, where teaching
practices are developed. Teachers can help to develop a common language of practice
which will allow them to reflect on their practices, thinking and actions and how to improve
the plan for inclusion in their school settings (ibid). By involving teachers in the policy-
making process, they also become better implementers of policy, since this increases their
sense of ownership and responsibility for the outcomes (Heneveld, 2007; Bangs and Frost,
2012). Being involved in decision making erodes their resistance,increases their trust in
policy-makers (Hargreaves and Shirley, 2011) and creates a stronger overall inclusive
school climate (Kahlenberg and Potter, 2015). Teachers’ experiences can also inform their
training regarding how they can respond effectively to the learning needs of their students
with learning difficulties (Messiou and Ainscow, 2015). Higher levels of teachers’ voice
have been associated with increased student achievement, as well as fewer reports of
student misbehaviour (Ingersoll, 2007;Gyurko, 2012; Kahlenberg and Potter, 2015).

As far as it concerns the students’ voice, there are some concerns regarding how students’
voices fail to enhance the status and positioning of students in schooling power relations
(Mayes et al., 2017; Nelson, 2017). Students tend to be seen as a source of data (Fielding,
2012), which aims to control the quality of the teaching practices (Herriot, 2013). In this
sense, students are the assessors of teaching effectiveness (Keddie, 2015; Lingard et al.,

2017; Charteris and Smardon, 2019), providing information for the improvement of school
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practices without being actively engaged in a dialogue with those participating in decision-
making (Fielding, 2004; Lodge, 2005). It is very rare for students to be invited as partners
in policy, governance and curriculum decision-making (Charteris and Smardon, 2019).
They are mainly passive informants and consumers, providing feedback on the quality of
provisions and services at the school (ibid). However, if it is needed to personalise
pedagogy, curriculum and assessment to students’ needs, it is important to acknowledge
them as ‘experts’ in their own learning, and thus as authoritative decision makers (ibid).
This means that teachers should enable their students to make pedagogical and
governance decisions, by giving space for their voice to be heard, and they should be

prepared to reflect upon and honour the choices of their students (ibid).

Bearing in mind that schools, which are market oriented, tend to perceive their students as
‘consumers’ of knowledge, they seem to be more interested in asking their students if they
are satisfied with the school services and provisions. Students are rarely asked about
pedagogical reforms (Thomson, 2011). For the same reason, students’ views concerning
the improvement of school practices are mainly related to student performance (Smyth,
2012; Brasof, 2015). In many contexts, teachers are under pressure to raise their students’
results in standardized assessments (Ball, 2003), while teachers are significantly less
tolerant of students with particular learning or behavioural needs (Rustique-Forester,
2005). These reinforced existing categories of ‘problematic’ students who must take
individual responsibility for lowering the standardised assessments of their schooling
(Braggs, 2007). Thus, in practice the voice of the low performing students are further
marginalised in the decision making process (Rustique-Forester, 2005; Rudduck, 2006;
Nelson, 2015). Additionally, it is easier to silence the students’ voice who are challenging
the status quo of schools (MacBeath, 2006, Taylor and Robinson, 2009; Cook-Sather,
2014; Ainscow and Messiou, 2018; Messiou and Ainscow, 2020), or contradicting to the
teachers’ granted assumptions (Messiou, 2019). Students, who are less privileged, less
confident and less engaged in lessons, tend to be less talkative, since they feared the
repercussions of threatening their teachers’ authority (Pearce and Wood, 2019). At the
same time, teachers tend to tokenize these students’ views against those who are
perceived as ‘good, gifted and talented’ (Rudduck, 2007; Arnot and Reay, 2007; Thomson,
2011). Finally, it is also observed that there is little follow up to the student voice
(Thomson, 2011), since it takes time for teachers to respond effectively to students’
suggestions (Messiou, 2019). Teachers tended to be involved in a period of discomfort,

especially when they aim to combine their traditional teacher-centred practices with what
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the students have suggested as being effective for meeting their diverse learning needs in

the mainstream classroom (ibid).

The case of Cyprus

After the implementation of the law of 1999 by MOEC, various researches about the
development of inclusive education have taken place at public mainstream primary and
secondary schools in Cyprus (Phtiaka, 2003; Angelides et al.,2009; Symeonidou, 2002;
2018; Charalampous and Papademetriou, 2018). The empirical evidence pointed out how
the needs of the students with learning difficulties were understood by the mainstream
teachers and it highlighted the barriers of developing pedagogical practices which promote
the learning of all the students despite their difficulties in mainstream classrooms.

Firstly, it identified that the needs of the students labelled as having special needs and
disabilities were considered with empathy and compassion by the teachers in mainstream
primary schools of Cyprus (Symeonidou, 2002). The learning difficulties of these students,
considered as in need of special resources were defined according to the diagnosis of the
medical model and they are allocated to schools by MOEC and supported by the funding
from the Radiomarathon, the biggest annual charity that is organized in Cyprus (Phtiaka,
2003; Symeonidou, 2018). However, Phtiaka (1999b) reported that although the aim of
Radiomarathon was to support financially the people with disabilities and special needs in
schools, it also resulted in raising the social conscience to offer money for them. The idea
of inclusive education was delayed from development at mainstream schools due to the
priority of the Cypriot educational system to promote the Greek identity of being Cypriot
through the Greek Orthodox church and Greek history and civilization, that arose after the
Turkish invasion of the island in 1974 (Liasidou, 2008). In such a vein, Liasidou (2008) also
pointed out that even though inclusive education was implemented at mainstream schooals,
the Cypriot educational system failed initially to acknowledge the human rights of the
people with special needs and disabilities to equality and participation in mainstreaming.
This might also be a reason why the philosophy of inclusive education is not reflected
adequately in the mainstream curriculum. The rights of disabled people are usually omitted
or silenced when designing the aims of the mainstream curriculum. There are only
incidental references regarding how teachers can help disabled people to meet the aims of
the curriculum (Symeonidou and Mavrou, 2014). Additionally, the current policies on

inclusion mainly focus on the traditional mechanisms of identifying the ‘special needs’ of
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students, rather than on supporting them to meet the aims of the curriculum (Strogilos et
al., 2017). In this way, the needs of students with special needs are seen as ‘surplus’ and
against those of their non-disabled peers (ibid).

Secondly, in the process of promoting inclusive education in Cypriot mainstream schools,
there was also identified the dominant position of the professionals of special needs
education, who also made the parents and students accept unquestionably the negative
labels of special needs (Liasidou, 2006; Angelides et al., 2009). What is also interesting is
that the ‘specialist’ professionals were found to claim permanency and favourable
conditions for their career advancement in mainstream schools, even though they are
considered as inhibiting the restructuring of education towards inclusion (Liasidou, 2006).
The special needs professionals were found to persuade teachers to be afraid of the labels
of special needs education and were made to believe that they were required to have
‘specialist’ training in order to teach these students (Avramidis and Norwich, 2002;
Angelides and Michailidou, 2007; Symeonidou, 2017). Additionally, the labels of special
needs education made teachers internalize the idea that the labelled students were less
academically able, and this inevitably impeded the development of mainstream classroom
adaptations (Mamas, 2013) and also eliminated the participation of these students in the

learning process of mainstream classrooms (Mamas, 2012).

Thirdly, the research findings from the Cypriot primary schools suggested that initially
teachers believed it difficult to develop teaching and learning practices for inclusive
education, due to the fact that all the textbooks and the resources are delivered to schools
by the MOEC (Angelides, 2004). Similarly, the teachers at the Cypriot mainstream
secondary schools were also found to believe it as restrictive to promote inclusive teaching
and learning strategies in mainstream classrooms due to the inflexibility of the traditional
textbooks and the inflexibility of the curriculum (Kofou, 2004). Additionally, it was found
that teachers are mainly focused on promoting the social inclusion of the children labelled
as having special needs, due to the lack of specialised training (Kofou, 2004; Koutrouba et
al, 2006). More specifically, the majority of teachers in Cyprus were found to believe that
they were inadequately trained to teach these students (Angelides et al., 2004) and they
highlighted the need to be provided with, and to participate in, an appropriate training and
professional course on special needs education (Koutrouba et al., 2006; Nicolaidou et al.,
2006). In line with this, teachers also criticised as inadequate the compulsory module
which was added to their initial training and which aims to make them more effective in

teaching these students in the mainstream classroom (Symeonidou, 2002). It also
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identified that a limited number of seminars regarding special needs and inclusive
education are organised in Cyprus and thus it was found that the majority of mainstream
teachers have never attended any of these (Angelides et al., 2004). Teachers also lacked
training regarding how to adapt more student-centre practices, such as how to incorporate
differentiated materials (Strogilos et al., 2017) and ICT in relation to an inclusive education
(Mavrou, 2012). This was also the reason why Greek primary teachers assumed that they
lacked training in co-teaching and collaborating with teaching assistants in mainstream

classrooms (Strogilos et al., 2017).

Finally, it was established that the teachers in Cypriot mainstream primary schools did not
differentiate their teaching materials, since they considered them as an additional burden
and that these practices are extremely difficult to develop and hard to be implemented in
mainstreaming schools (Vlachou, 1997; Angelides et al., 2004). The participant teachers
confessed that they hesitated to adapt their teaching practices because they believe that
the academic performance of others in the classroom would be lowered because of the
attention that teachers would pay to the children with learning difficulties (Angelides et al.,
2004). Teachers also tended to consider it difficult to differentiate their teaching practices
due to the large number of students in the classroom and the pressure to cover the
materials required by the curriculum (Strogilos et al., 2017). Additionally, from the research
undertaken in Cypriot primary schools, it was also identified that the development of
differentiated instructions in the mainstream classroom was hindered by the institutional
framework related to the provision of special education in Cyprus (Charalampous and
Papademetriou, 2018). Students with special needs tended to be withdrawn from their
classes in order to receive support (Mamas, 2013). By contrast, in the limited cases where
teachers differentiated their practices, they did so according to their personal experience
and their practices which aimed for students with learning difficulties to be socializing in the
classroom (Angelides and Michailidou, 2007). Few teachers appeared to understand
differentiation as a context-oriented approach, which would have facilitated these students
in accessing the mainstream curriculum (Angelides and Michailidou, 2007; Strogilos et al.,
2017). Angelides et al. (2004) reported that, in general, little support was provided to either
able or less able students in mainstream classrooms, since there was no differentiated
material available to the teachers. In accordance with this, from research undertaken in a
primary school, almost half of the participant teachers confirmed that they could not
effectively teach the target students in the mainstream classroom because of the lack of

resources (Koutrouba et al., 2006).
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To sum up, most research in the field of inclusive education has taken place in mainstream
primary schools in Cyprus. Limited research was found which involved students with
learning difficulties and especially those with mild learning difficulties or their classmates.
In cases where students with learning difficulties participated in the research, they were
asked about socializing in the mainstream school and their relationships with their
classmates and teachers. Their classmates, when interviewed, explained what they
believe about the learning difficulties of these students and whether they had developed
friendships with them (Koutrouba et al., 2006; Nicolaidou et al., 2006). Particularly, in
research undertaken in Cypriot primary schools by Mamas (2013), it was found that these
students felt marginalized as a result of their withdrawal support, though their teachers
tended to describe this practice as being inclusive. Students with learning difficulties were
rarely asked about their experience of the teaching and learning process in the
mainstream classroom and the resource room, and what they liked their teachers to do in
order to meet their needs and to involve them in the learning process of the mainstream
classroom. A research undertaken in Cypriot primary schools (Papademetriou and
Charalampous, 2019) indicated that differentiated teaching was minimal. Pupils tended to
ask their teachers to write down the worksheet responses so that all the students would
have time to complete their exercises, without feeling stressed, because they found it
difficult. Pupils also suggested that they liked to have extra resources in the classroom with
the basic elements of the theory and grammar rules which had to be taught in each lesson.
Mainstream teachers were not or were rarely asked what they believed about various
practices identified in the literature as being ideal for promoting the learning of all students
in the mainstream classroom. They were not asked to propose practices that they already
used or may use in future to promote inclusive education in their classrooms. Therefore,
these are some of the issues that this current research study aims to contribute to the field

of inclusive education in Cyprus.

2.6.SUMMARY

In this literature review | explored the complexity of promoting and developing inclusive
education at mainstream schools. Even though, inclusive education theoretically has been
developed to assure the equity and participation of students with learning difficulties in
mainstreaming, in practice it has resulted in meaning the integration of the target
population in mainstream schools (Florian, 2019). Teachers in the majority did not change
their teaching and learning practices to meet the needs of all students in the learning

process of the mainstream classroom, since the learning difficulties of the students
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continued to be defined in terms of what these students are able or disabled to do
(Waitoler and Subini, 2017). Therefore, the educational difficulties of these students
continued to be perceived by the practitioners as ‘special’ or as ‘additional’ in mainstream
schools (Finkelstein et al., 2019). In contrasting cases where the teachers have changed
their practices to be more inclusive, there was identified a tendency among the teachers to
simply reproduce the practices of segregated special needs education (Smyth et al.,2014).
Even in those cases, the pedagogical strategies for inclusion tend to be perceived as
additional to the common classroom practices and thus, teachers were found not to use

adaptations systematically (Florian, 2008).

Teachers tend to see ‘dilemmas’ in the implementation of such teaching and learning
methods for inclusion (Norwich, 2008; 2019). ‘Dilemmas which are found, can vary
according to the teachers’ inclusive values and their beliefs in the learning of these
students (Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011). Despite the teachers’ dilemmas, | have
presented empirical evidence, which claims that the teaching and learning methods used
to meet the learning needs of all students in mainstream classrooms are not significantly
different from traditional ones (Florian and Black- Hawkins, 2011; Florian, 2014). It also
found that teachers can meet the learning difficulties of students in mainstream
classrooms, regardless of the often restrictive structures of schooling (O’Hanlon, 2003;
Hart et al, 2004; Skidmore, 2004; Ainscow et al., 2006; Black-Hawkins et al, 2007,
Finkelstein et al., 2019). Research reveals that mainstream teachers are free to implement
teaching and learning methods for inclusion in their classroom, and students are able to
evaluate and express what they want for their learning (Florian and Black- Hawkins, 2011,
Greenham, 2019).

| have also pointed out that labelling, which tends to reproduce negative stereotypes
regarding the learning difficulties of these students in mainstream schooling, affects both
the way the students see themselves and the way teachers perceive their students’
difficulties (Link and Phelan, 2001; Bong and Skaalvik, 2003). Particularly, maladaptive
attributional profiles tend to be forced on students with learning difficulties because of their
teachers’ institutional adaptations (Schuh, 2003), which are still produced on the premise
of students’ labels and deficits rather than their potentials (Florian and Black-Hawkins,
2011; Florian, 2019). From these analytical points, there can be identified the
presumptions associated with the implementation of inclusive educational policies in
mainstream schools and the teaching and learning practices for all learners in mainstream

classrooms. These positions are qualified in this research case study, which has been
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developed to explore how the educational needs of students with mild learning difficulties
are and could be (better), supported in the mainstream classroom of public Cypriot
secondary schools.

From the review so far, it is obvious that in the international literature and specifically,in the
context of Cyprus, there is only limited research evidence regarding what constitutes an
‘inclusive pedagogy’. Considering that an ‘inclusive’ pedagogy is associated with
encompassing beliefs and conceptions about what constitutes inclusive teaching and
learning (Florian, 2019), this highlights the need for more intense and focused exploration
of the teaching and learning processes in mainstream classrooms. To achieve this, it is
important to explore the practices which are perceived to be as ‘inclusive’ by mainstream
teachers and students with learning difficulties. However, it is worth noting that there is
limited evidence regarding teacher and student perceptions about ‘inclusive’ teaching and
learning practices in mainstream classrooms. In the Cypriot context, there is no equivalent
research evidence that informs both the perceptions of teachers of Modern Greek
language and of students with mild learning difficulties about the teaching and learning
practices in the mainstream classroom and the resource room at public secondary

schools.

Moreover, the evidence derived from other recent studies in the field of inclusive education
highlighted the difficulties that teachers have to overcome in order to implement ‘inclusive’
teaching and learning practices or the reasons that seem to have restricted mainstream
classroom adaptations. The labels and culturally constructed stereotypes of special needs
education are among the reasons why the promotion of inclusive teaching and learning
practices has been restricted in mainstream schools. Similarly, teachers’ inclusive values
and beliefs have affected their attitudes towards these students’ learning needs. As far as
concerns the case of Cyprus, there is some limited evidence regarding how the labels and
culturally constructed stereotypes of special needs education have restricted the promotion
of inclusive teaching and learning practices, and the difficulties that primary teachers have
to overcome in mainstream classrooms. To add to this debate, regarding the dilemmas of
promoting inclusive mainstream classroom adaptations, it is also important to further
explore the difficulties that Cypriot secondary teachers have to overcome and to identify
the restrictions imposed by their presumptions about the learning needs of students
labelled as having learning difficulties. The methodology of the study is further discussed in

the following chapter.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. OVERVIEW

Inclusive education was primarily developed, to support learning for all students with
learning difficulties and this is thought to require their inclusion and active participation in
the teaching and learning process of mainstream classrooms (Barton and Armstrong,
1999). This implies that the students should have been able to choose the resources to
direct their own learning and the teachers should have designed learning activities that
support the students’ participation in the mainstream classroom (Booth and Ainscow,
2002). At the same time, it highlighted that the policy-makers should have been listening to
the ‘voice’ of students and teachers during the design of inclusive educational policies in
mainstream schools (Barton and Armstrong, 1999). However, in most countries including
the U.K and Cyprus, the practical knowledge of teachers (Pollard et al., 2000) and the
students’ experience and understanding, often tended to be ignored (Rodgers, 2006),
although they were included among the diverse policy actors, who were involved in the

enactment of inclusive education policy in schools (Braun et al., 2010).

More specifically, teachers were expected to make changes to improve the education for
all, though they were not actively engaged in the decision making process (Heneveld,
2007). They tended to be the object of the educational reforms (Hargreaves and Shirley,
2011), since the stake holders considered them as being the cause of the problems facing
the schools in recent times (Ingersoll, 2007). However, it is important to mention that
policies are not generic methods that teachers can be trained to follow religiously (Navarro,
1992). Change will not happen by telling teachers what to do in their classroom (ibid).
Additionally, by devaluing the teachers’ voice in policy making, this resulted in the teachers
becoming increasingly suspicious and resistant towards the education reforms which were
made for them (Binder, 2012). In this sense, it is important to invite the teachers’
experiences and knowledge in the decision making and the implementation of policies at
schools, since they can best relate what works well for teaching and learning, as opposed
to, supplementing at least, what is found in theoretical journals and policy oriented reports,
rather than what is implied theoretically to be the goals and aims of the curriculum
(Rodgers, 2006). Similarly, labelling the students as having learning difficulties prevents
others from listening to their experiences and knowledge (Veck, 2009). However, the
students individually and collectively are able to speak up about their education; students

see schools as no adult does or can and thus their experiences are particularly important
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to suggest what works well for their teaching and learning ( Rudduck et al., 1996; Pollard
and Triggs, 2000; Flutter and Rudduck, 2004). Therefore, bearing in mind that ignoring the
‘voice’ of teachers and students was problematic for the successful implementation of the
inclusive educational policies, this study pays special attention to the experiences and
insights of teachers and students.

The objectives and the research questions are essential in the choice of the methodology
and the methods of this research (Corbin and Strauss, 2008). As discussed below, this
research study called for an ethnographic case study within the interpretive qualitative

paradigm.

This research study aims to explore ‘inclusive’ mainstream classroom teaching and

learning practices in Cypriot secondary schools. Thus the objectives of the study are:

1. To explore teachers’ perceptions and the experiences of students with mild
learning difficulties about the withdrawal model of ‘inclusive education’ in
mainstream Cypriot public secondary schools.

2. To indicate teachers’ and students’ perceptions of how the learning needs of
students with learning difficulties might be better met within the mainstream

classroom.

My three research questions are:

1. How are the educational needs of students with mild learning difficulties
being supported in the mainstream classroom of public secondary schools
of Cyprus?

2. Can partial withdrawal from the mainstream classroom be considered
‘inclusive’ educational practice, and how is this practice seen in the eyes of
teachers and students?

3. What changes might be necessary in order to best support the educational
needs of students with mild learning difficulties within the mainstream

classroom in Cyprus?

In the following sections, | discuss my research approach and research design, explaining

how the schools were selected, the sample chosen, and how the data collection and
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analysis were carried out. The final sections include a discussion of the ethical

considerations and the limitations of my approach.

3.2. RESEARCH APPROACH

An interpretive paradigm

This thesis follows an interpretive paradigm (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow, 2012; Sheppard,
2012; Rubin and Babbie, 2013). | do not have space to do justice to this large and
complicated subject, but, for my purposes, | will assume that, under this paradigm, all the
observations and claims of the researcher amount to an interpretation of what is seen or
claimed; that there is no interpretation-free observation or claim. Working within an
interpretive paradigm requires the researcher to undertake a detailed exploration of the
beliefs and understanding of participants (Cohen et al., 2018), regarding the events and
practices which take place in particular contexts (Wellington, 1996), along with those
events and practices that are acknowledged by participants as important (Schwartz-Shea
and Yanow, 2012). This is necessary if the researcher is to aim at explaining their ‘social

world from their point of view’ (Bryman, 2016,p.26).

Accepting their ‘multiple realities’ leads to a more comprehensive understanding of the
situation under study (Morehouse, 2011). The researcher needs to identify and to
acknowledge their subjective meanings, to understand and reconstruct them without
distorting them (Goldkuhl, 2012). Therefore, | follow Bryman in offering three levels of
interpretation: first, ‘participants’ interpretations of the world’; second, the researcher’s
interpretation of the others’ interpretations; and, third, the researcher’s interpretations are
then ‘further interpreted in terms of concepts, theories, and literature of a discipline’
(ibid:28). At the same time, the researcher’s impact on data interpretation seems to be
unavoidable, considering that the empirical data generation is a process of subjective
meanings, being socially constructed by the researcher and the participants (Walsham,
1995). Therefore, it is important to clearly explain the process used for the data
interpretation (Willis, 2013); The researcher’s influence on the data interpretation is further
discussed (see section 3.8: Reflexivity, p.120). Interpretivism relies on qualitative research,
which also focuses on exploring and understanding the participants’ perceptions attributed
to a social ‘problem’ (Creswell,2013). The qualitative study focuses on understanding the
meanings that the participants attach to the topic under study (ibid).This contrasts with

gquantitative research which focuses on conceptualizing reality in terms of variables and it
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studies the relations between these variables by testing them and by analyzing them in
forms of numbers (ibid). Hence, a qualitative framework is appropriate for this study that
seeks understandings and experiences of a particular group of students and teachers.
Qualitative research takes place at the sites where the participants experience the issues
under study and it allows the researcher to generate data by talking directly to people and
seeing them act within their context (ibid). Therefore, this study was conducted in
mainstream and resource room classrooms where the students with mild learning
difficulties are taught and received support. Additionally, this research framework enables
the provision of sufficient evidence to explain and understand the complexity of a situation
(Perecman and Curran, 2006; Creswell, 2018), because it allows an exploration of how the
participants behave within particular environments (Merriam and Associates, 2002;
Creswell, 2018) and an understanding of how this environment has affected their
perspectives (Creswell, 2018). | aimed to explore how participants’ views regarding the
mainstream classroom teaching and learning adaptations, are informed by their
experiences of the students being partially withdrawn to receive support in the resource
room. My qualitative approach puts emphasis on the ‘voice’ of participants (Creswell,
2013), highlighting their perceptions and understanding of the topic under investigation
(Merriam and Associates, 2002; Creswell, 2014). | sought to acknowledge the meanings
given by the participants to their ‘multiple realities’ and to be prepared to acknowledge all
of them, and not pre-judge their merits or otherwise (Creswell, 2014).

3.3. RESEARCH DESIGN

An Ethnographic case study

A research design is the logical plan that connects the set of research questions to their
conclusions (Yin, 2018). To answer the research questions of this study is needed to
collect data which describe both the context within which the inclusive education took
place and explore both the teachers’ and students’ understanding and perspectives of how
inclusive education is implemented. Accordingly, an ethnographic case study design was
selected, which allows an in-depth exploration of a particular project or programme,
aspiring to understand the ‘case’ in relation to a theory or theories of culture in its socio-
cultural context (Simons, 2009,p.13). This design enables the researcher to select the
most appropriate methods that give space to the participants to define freely what they
believe and how they experience and understand the ‘emic issues’ of the ‘case’ under

study (Algozzine and Hancock, 2006; Cohen et al., 2018). It also allows the participant’s
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presuppositions and prejudice to be determined and discussed (Langdridge, 2007; Maso,
2001, in Atkinson et al., 2001), the researcher’s familiarity with the ‘case’ and the context’s
values which have informed their interpretations of the ‘case’ they have experienced (Le

Compte and Schensul, 2013; Perecman and Curran, 2006).

An ethnographic case study focuses on a specific project or programme, which can be
investigated in different research sites and in different timescales and uses qualitative
methods, but draws on a wider range of methods than in classic ethnography (Simons,
2009, p.13). As in classic ethnography, it enables the researcher to describe the unique
behaviour and belief of the participants which are common to the schools involved in the
‘case’ (Hammersley, 1992; 2006) and to discern the patterns that explain the specific
characteristics of the culture, represented by the population of the study (Angrosino, 2011;
Walford, 2007). However, unlike traditional ethnography, an ethnographic case study can
explore at first-hand what people say and do in a particular context, without spending an
extensive time observing the participants (Atkins and Wallace, 2012). As in classic case
studies, it allows an in-depth understanding of the issues of the ‘case’ (Yin, 2018;
Flyvbjerg, 2006), the ‘case’ patterns of complexity and of how these are related to each
other (Yin, 2012). But an ethnographic case study design allows the researcher to focus on
different fieldwork sites within the single case rather than conceive of these as cases-
within-the-case or embedded units of analysis (Yin, 2014) as in classic case studies.
Therefore, an ethnographic case study has been selected because it allows the
exploration of both the implementation of inclusive education at schools in a single case,
but also focuses on describing the belief and behaviours of teachers and students which
have restricted the development of (more) inclusive teaching practices within this socio-
cultural context, more often associated with ethnography. In this study, following Gary
Thomas (2011), the subject of the study will be the case itself, that is the ‘inclusive’
practice model enacted in one large Cypriot city, while the object of the study is the wider

theory and discourse around Inclusive Education.

Exploring the interactions of the ‘object’ and the ‘subject’ of the study allows an in-depth
exploration of those events and human relationships, which are specifically grounded in a
discrete and unique, organizational environment such as a school (Gillham, 2000). It
allows unfolding and explaining the complexities of a given situation (Meyer, 2001; Yin,
2003). It also enables exploring and understanding how these environments operate, the
ways in which they control the context of a case and what needs to be done to change

things in the under study settings (Gillham, 2000). Thus for the purpose of this study, it
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seems central to explore the coordinators’ and teachers’ perspectives and the students’
experience of the partial withdrawal support. This would reveal the impact of the
withdrawal support on the coordinators’ and teachers’ inclusive ethos and the students’
understanding of their learning needs and how these beliefs affected the development of

inclusive mainstream classroom teaching practices.

Ethnographic case studies similar to classic case studies can be criticized for being
generalizable only in the particular context they explore and not to other populations or
universes (Gillham, 2000; Yin, 2018). However, Flyvbjerg (2006) suggested that it is
possible for a researcher to generalise based on a single case, if the chosen ‘case’ is
representative of the larger population. Therefore, a case can be used as a supplement or
alternative to other methods to the development of generalisations. It also highlights that
the knowledge produced in a ‘case’ can be transferable to other cases, even when its
results are not formally generalizable to the larger population, which is under study (ibid).
In this sense, case studies can also enable analytical generalizations (Yin, 2013). The
findings of a case study can be transferable to other similar cases and generalizable to
cases with similar theoretical conditions (ibid). Having these in mind, it acknowledges the
possibility of this research study drawing contextual generalizations from Cypriot

participant schools, sharing similar characteristics with the instance studied.

Defining my ethnographic case study

This ethnographic case study has been conducted in the third largest city in population in
Cyprus, because it has a high number of schools and its schools are considered
representatives of the average Cypriot public mainstream secondary schools. Three public
mainstream secondary school sites were selected (see section 3.4,p.96), which were
coded as Aristotelio, Protagorio and Thalio, for ethical reasons, in order not to be
identified.

‘Inclusive education’ has been implemented in mainstream schools of Cyprus under the
prism of the MOEC Policy that was implemented in Cypriot schools in 2001. The Cypriot
schools are highly controlled by MOEC (British Council,1983; Schwartzman,1990;
Angelides and Michailidou,2007), thus it was expected that the suggested MOEC Policy
would be implemented in a standard way across all Cypriot schools. Particularly, the

chosen schools are both ‘good examples’ and ‘classic exemplars’ of the MOEC Policy and
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what are deemed inclusive practices. Each of the three schools had participated in a
MOEC innovative curriculum pilot study and are similarly ‘representative’ in the way the
MOEC policy is implemented. Similar to the average Cypriot state schools, the three
schools are all mixed-sex schools with students aged twelve to fiftteen years, with an equal
balance of genders and are receiving the same resources from the MOEC. The students
with mild learning difficulties are withdrawn from the same lessons in the mainstream
classroom, five times per week to receive support in the resource room. The teachers who
teach in the resource room are also those who teach these students in mainstream
classrooms. Students were provided with the same curriculum of thirty- five hours per
week. Despite that, the teaching periods were divided differently within the day in the three
schools, but they did not exceed or fall behind the teaching hours required in any of the
average Cypriot state secondary mainstream schools. In Aristotelio students were taught
eight periods of forty minutes every day, while in Protagorio and Thalio students were only
taught eight periods every Monday and Thursday and seven periods per day during the

rest of the week.

The chosen schools are the three biggest in the city centre. This meant that access would
be easily gained to a larger number of students with mild learning difficulties. At Cypriot
schools, only a limited number of students are officially registered as having mild learning
difficulties and it is not always possible to access all of them in one school. Conducting this
study in more than one school also enabled access to teachers with a wider range of
experience and training in ‘special needs’ education. The experience of the coordinators,
the teachers and the students with mild learning difficulties regarding the withdrawal
support and their understanding of the notion of inclusive education are believed to have a
great impact on how inclusive education is implemented in Cypriot mainstream schools.
Therefore, this study is aimed to illuminate how each group (a) the coordinators and
teachers, (b) the students has understood and realized the implementation of inclusive
education, as well as to identify both similar and different perspectives among the two

participant groups.

3.4. SAMPLING AND SAMPLE

In this study a purposeful sample was used, because it allows selecting detailed
information relevant to the ‘case’ under study and especially regarding issues of central
importance to answer the research questions of the study (Patton,2015). This sample

strategy is more common in qualitative case study research (Kumar,2011) and especially
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for those with a limited group of population (Check and Schutt,2012) such as the students
with mild learning difficulties. A purposive sample is one selected according to the
researcher’s judgments, in order to select participants with those particular characteristics
that best satisfy the requirements for the study (Robson, 2002; Cohen et al., 2018).
According to Rubin and Rubin (1995), the criterion for this sampling strategy is to select
informants’ knowledge about the situation, who are willing to talk. Therefore, for this study
the purposeful typical case sampling strategy followed, because it allows a normal
distribution of characteristics from which to identify ‘average’ examples. These cases can
be selected from a demographic analysis of ‘averages’ and with the cooperation of the

program staff (Patton, 2015).

Sample

For the final decision about the school selection, it helped to establish the number of
students officially registered as having mild learning difficulties and withdrawn for support
in the resource room. Schools of the same district were chosen due to time constraints,
distance factors and expenses. The study was conducted at state schools rather than at
private ones because private schools are atypical in Cypriot education, where the private
sector is small (OECD, 1997). The same criteria were followed for the selection of all
schools (see appendix:A.13,p.364). To access the schools, it helped that at one of them |
had previously done some supply teaching, whereas at the other two schools | had a

teacher friend who could introduce me.

The ‘knowledgeable participants’ that could provide relevant information were both the
teachers and the students, since the same issues were explored from their different
perspective angles. The coordinators, the teachers and the students were asked to be
voluntarily involved in the study. The invited teachers had to be experienced in teaching
the students with mild learning difficulties in the mainstream classroom and to be those
who support them in the resource room. Additionally, special attention was paid in order to
ensure those characteristics of the sample that determine what is typical for the teachers’
sample (Check and Shutt, 2012). It was checked that the participant teachers represent
the most common training in the field of ‘special needs’/ inclusive education; Seven
teachers are highly experienced, two are very experienced and two are adequately
experienced at teaching students with mild learning difficulties. The students had to have
been officially diagnosed as having mild learning difficulties. Students were selected from

the teachers’ group list, but again their participation in the study was voluntary. It was
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aimed to select students with the most common mild learning difficulties that can be seen
in mainstream secondary classrooms and the behaviour and interests represent the
average of Cypriot student characteristics at secondary mainstream schools. The students
with profound learning difficulties were not invited to participate in the study because these
students are taught in a ‘special unit’ within the mainstream school and follow a more
‘specialized’ and distinct curriculum, considering their ‘needs’ rather than the mainstream
curriculum. Additionally access to them, was even more difficult due to the teachers’ and

parents’ fear of further stigmatization.

The gqualitative sampling designs specify minimum samples, which allow an in-depth
understanding of the particular situation (Check and Shutt, 2012; Hancock and Algozzine,
2006). For this reason, the focus of the sample selection process in qualitative studies is
on those selected to be able to best answer the research questions rather than how large
is the size of the sample (Kumar, 2011; Patton, 1990a). Especially, small samples can be
met in case studies, whose focus is on a particular group of people confronting specific
problems and their number can be from their nature very limited (Schratz, 1993). At
Cypriot schools, there are only a few students officially diagnosed as having mild learning
difficulties in each classroom and consequently few teachers are required to support them
in the resource room. Therefore, the sample size of this study has been already defined as

limited by its nature.

Table 2: The teachers participating in the study

School Participants Age || Years of || Years at Lesson in the
(pseudonym) teaching this resource room
school
1. Evriklia 56 26 3 Coordinators
2. Aristotelio || Andromache 58 26 2 History
3 Roxani 50 22 6 Greek
4. Alkmini 55 21 3 Greek
5. Zinovia 32 5 2 Greek
6. Meropi 63 36 3 Coordinators
7. Protagorio |[| Tireas 55 23 7 Greek and History
8. Pandora 45 14 2 History
9. Semeli 45 12 4 Greek and History
10. Evdoxia 35 10 5 Greek
11. Aiolos 60 33 3 Coordinators
12. || Thalio Mikini 55 24 1 Greek
13. Ely 45 20 2 Greek and History
14. Charidemos 45 13 3 History-using
Technology
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Twelve teachers of Modern Greek, both men and women, who worked in withdrawal
support, agreed to participate in the study. The aim was to interview at least four teachers
and a curriculum coordinator in each school. However, there participated eleven teachers
and three curriculum coordinators. At Thalio, only three teachers participated instead of
four. During the data collection (in January 2013), it was announced that there would be
redundancy at schools due to the economic crisis and so the oldest Thalio’s participant
teacher decided to retire earlier and her rights to withdraw from the study were recognized
and respected. Since this teacher withdrew from the study, the observation series with the
group of her students could not be continued. The supply teacher who came to cover her
position at school was young and less experienced in teaching students with mild learning
difficulties, so it was decided not to involve him in the study, neither his student group.
Both the selected teachers and coordinators were teachers of Modern Greek because, as
the researcher, | am a teacher of Greek, thus | was more familiar with their topic, their
practices, and | have intrinsic interest in the field. Even if the coordinators did not teach
these students, they are a pertinent sample for this study. They were responsible for the
support material, the resources and the activities of the withdrawal classes in the resource

room.

The selected students were required to be accustomed to the secondary school system, to
the withdrawal model through which inclusive education is applied and to the inclusive
teaching and learning practices used in the mainstream classroom. Twenty-nine students
agreed to participate: eight students attending the first year of gymnasium, nine of the
second and ten of the third year (see appendix: Table B.1a,p.365). This was the maximum
number of students who could be accessed and they were all included. Accessing the
highest possible number of students was pivotal for the study that aimed to give
prominence to the students’ voice. The first year students were also invited to participate,
though they were not totally accustomed to the secondary school system during the data
collection process in mid November-December 2012. However, they believed that they
were also accustomed to the inclusive practices adopted in the mainstream schools,
because they are used to being withdrawn for support from their time at primary school.
Additionally, students from Thalio were invited to participate, during the data collection,
because the parents of some of the students from the first two schools did not consent to

participate in this study.
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Table 3: The participant students

School Participant Students Age Group Teacher Year level at school
(Pseudonyms)

Maximus 13 Mrs. Alkmini 17
L Aristotelio
2. Menelaus 13 Mrs. Alkmini 1
3. Giota 12 Mrs. Alkmini 1st
4. Marianthi 12 Mrs. Alkmini 1st
5. Christodoulos 14 Mrs. Zinovia 2nd
6. Makes 13 Mrs. Zinovia 2nd
7. Gregoris 14 Mrs. Roxani +Andromache 3"
8. Xenia 14 Mrs. Roxani +Andromache 3"
9. Aphrodite 14 Mrs. Roxani +Andromache 3rd
10. Minas 12 Mrs. Pandora 1
11. Antonakis 13 Mrs. Semeli 2™
12. Protagorio Demosthenes 13 Mrs. Semeli 2™
13. Giorgula 13 Mrs.Evdoxia 2™
14. Marinos 13 Mrs.Evdoxia 2nd
15. Kostakis 13 Mrs. Semeli 2™
16. Katerina 13 Mrs. Semeli 2™
17. Nektaria 13 Mrs. Semeli 2™
18. Niki 14 Mrs. Semeli 2
19. Solonas 14 Mr. Tireas 3"
20. Charilaos 14 Mr. Tireas 3"
21. Efstathios 14 Mr. Tireas 3"
22. Giagkos 12.6 Mr. Charidemos 1
23. Anna 13 Mr. Charidemos 1*
24, Mary 12.6 Mr. Charidemos 1st
25. Thalio Demos 14 Mrs. Mikini+Ely 3¢
26. Chara 15 Mrs. Ely 3¢
27. Charalabos 15 Mrs.Mikini +Ely 3"
28. Chrysanthi 15 Mrs. Ely 3"
29. Zoitsa 15 Mrs. Ely 3¢

One of the weaknesses of this study sample selection could be that fewer male teachers
participated (three male and eight women teachers), as well as more boys than girls
(sixteen boys and thirteen girls). Ideally, an equal number of men and women teachers
and boys and girls were sought, since a wider diversity of sample was desired. What else
could be construed as a weakness of this sample is that an equal number of students from
the different year levels at school did not participate. Considering the already limited
number of students with mild learning difficulties, of men teachers and of girl students at
the three schools (see appendix: Table B.1a and Table B.1c,pp.365-366), it is obvious that
there could not be control over the gender of the participant teachers and students, nor
even over the number of students participating from each year level. Those male teachers
and girl students, who were available in each school and fulfilled the criteria of the sample
selection, were all selected. On the other hand, since this case study does not aim to make
generalizations or suggest how the gender or the year level of the participants have

affected their beliefs and understanding of inclusive education, it was considered to be
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reasonably strong and reliable to have only a few male teachers and girl students to
participate in the study (Kumar, 2011; Patton, 2015). Overall, having a small sample
allowed a more in-depth exploration of those values, which seemed to affect or influence
their perceptions and behaviours of the participants in the study (Check and Schutt, 2012).

3.5. METHODS OF DATA GENERATION

Multiple data collection methods were used in this study such as observations of Modern
Greek and of History lessons in the mainstream classroom and the resource room and
semi-structured interviews with the teachers and the students. Reflections regarding the
participating schools and the participants’ answers and behaviour were also documented
in my research diary and they were presented additionally in the groups of data sets,
whenever it was necessary to enrich or further support the data. Considering that an
ethnographic case study allows a wider range of data collection methods to be used than
in classic ethnography (Simons, 2009), teachers’ and coordinators’ questionnaires were
used to complement the semi-structured interviews and classroom observations. The
gquestionnaires were used to explore initially the inclusive ethos and understanding of
inclusive education of the teachers and coordinators. In the following section, each method
of data collection is discussed. It also presents the protocols for each method and the

difficulties arising from the use of these methods.

Questionnaires

A fifteen minute questionnaire was prepared for the participant teachers and coordinators
in each participating school. The option of conversational interviews was initially rejected
owing to the teaching responsibilities of the participants and the lack of time during their
school days. Questionnaires were chosen since they offer the prospect of gaining
information from many people very quickly, and it is possible for the respondents to answer
the questions when it suits them and wherever they want (Gillham, 2008). Questionnaires
were distributed to the teachers and the coordinators on the first day of fielwork in their
schools. Teachers were given the time and space to think and answer their questionnaires
individually. Their questionnaires were subsequently collected on the same day since their

data were used as the basis of the observation grids and the ensuing teacher interviews.

The questionnaires mainly consisted of ten closed questions regarding their training, their

understanding of inclusion policies, the withdrawal support policy for the students with mild
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learning difficulties and the teaching practices. Closed questions were used to ensure a
short completion time of the questionnaires. Considering the overall more qualitative
nature of the study the questions were developed using a Likert scaling: strongly agree,
agree, strongly disagree, disagree, not sure (Sapsford, 2007), in order for the participants
to be able to choose freely the statements that express or represent more closely their
beliefs and understanding. Likert scaling questions were constructed using both positive
and negative statements and equally, more than five statements for every question were
provided to the respondents in order to avoid acquiescence and positional bias (Sapsford,
2007). These statements and the answers provided were further discussed during one- to-
one interviews (discussed below). Additionally, the questionnaires were translated into
Greek because this research was conducted in Greek- Cypriot mainstream secondary
schools. The questionnaires were piloted in order for the questions to be phrased in a way
that matches the definitions used in English and in order to clarify if the questions were
clear and unambiguous for the respondents (Munn and Drever, 1995). Questionnaires
were also piloted to ensure the brevity needed for the questions to be answered (ibid).
Piloting was also useful to check the participants’ responses and select the relevancy of
the statements to the aims of the research study and to decide what to add or which
statement to discard (ibid).

On the other hand, there was acknowledged the risk of the participants agreeing with a
statement or working down a response column and giving the same answer to every item
(Sapsford, 2007). This was more obvious when the teachers were asked to rate the
practices they considered to be most helpful to be developed for the support of the
students’ learning difficulties in mainstream classrooms. Similarly, by using a questionnaire
there is always the risk of the participants answering what they think is the correct answer
or the socially desired one (Gillham, 2008) and this was more obvious when the teachers
were asked to rate the aims of their teaching practices. For this reason, a few simple open
questions were asked in order to clarify the reason for agreement with, or for, their rating of
a statement. However, dealing with the aforementioned possible bias of the
gquestionnaires, extra time was provided during the individual face-to-face interviews with
the teachers to discuss those questions which seemed to have been misunderstood,

omitted or biased.
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Classroom observation

Participant observations of Greek lessons (and sometimes of History classes) took place
both in mainstream classrooms and the resource room, to capture the holistic picture of
the learning process taking place in both classroom environments. Semi-structured
observations focused on the behaviour of teachers and students as a response to the
implemented policy. They were used to provide an additional insight into the interviews,

revealing what was difficult to be stated (Elliot,1991).

In ethnographic research, the researcher adopts different roles of participation, while
observing what actually happened in the field and this data collection method is termed
participant observation (Angrosino, 2011). The reason for this, is that the researcher is
being exposed or involved in a routine of participant activities in the research setting (Le
Compte and Shensul, 1999). Particularly a researcher can adopt a complete observer role,
which means that he/she becomes a member of the organisation or group which is being
studied and does not reveal his / her purpose to the group members but continues to do
the research at work. A researcher can also act as a participant-observer, which means
that he/she is more fully integrated into the life of the group under study and is more
engaged with the people, though his / her activities as a researcher are still acknowledged
(Angrosino, 2011). To borrow the term of Angrosino (2011), | acted as ‘an observer —
participant’ who conducts observations for brief periods, whose role is known and
recognized by the ‘subjects’, but relates to them solely as a researcher. The reason for this
decision was that it is not easy to erase the researcher’s presence completely, neither to
be fully detached from the setting under study. Acknowledging that the presence of the
researcher can influence the routine of the classroom and the teachers’ and students’
behaviour, | aimed to be as unobtrusive as possible in order to enhance the chances of the
people being observed to behave as close to normal as possible (Bell, 2005). Thus, |
chose to sit at the back of the classroom and far away from the students’ rows of seats,
trying to remain unnoticed and endeavouring to distance my self from the teacher-student

interactions.

The classroom observations started in mid-November 2012. Teachers voluntarily invited
me to observe their classrooms. Bearing in mind that this study investigates issues around
inclusion, imposing my presence in their classrooms did not seem at all inclusive.
Nonetheless, what was important for the success of the study was that a discussion took

place with the participants about the selection of the classrooms. It was clear both to the
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heads and the teachers that classrooms had to be selected based on the presence of the
students with mild learning difficulties, who followed support outside the mainstream
classrooms and who have also accepted to be interviewed. Consideration had to be made
that people are more sceptical when they have to be involved in observations and they feel
more vulnerable being observed than being questioned or interviewed. This may happen
because the focus of the observations is not always described as fully as possible and the
observation schedule is not clearly presented to the participants (Simpson and Tuson,
1995), in order to avoid the final results being affected (BERA, 2011). To address such
feelings of vulnerability and to encourage teachers and students to agree to being
observed, the main intentions of this study were clarified to them. Before entering their
classroom for the observations, teachers were reassured that they were able to read
individually the anonymous transcript of the observations by the end of the session, and
that they were given the chance to change anything which may have been misinterpreted.
They were also reassured that nothing would be reported to the MOEC and the head of
the schools without being first negotiated and discussed with them (Simpson and Tuson,
1995).

Specifically, | decided that Greek and History lessons would be observed because as a
teacher of Modern Greek language, who also teaches history, | was more familiar with the
field being observed and because of the assumptions that these classes were considered
as important knowledge for the students. There were thirty-one observations focused on
Greek class lessons and twelve focused on History. Due to the limited time, only two
observations in the resource room and two observations in the mainstream classroom
were conducted with each participant, rather than four in each classroom environment as
initially planned. The observed sessions took place from the beginning to the end of each
session and lasted for forty-five minutes. Observations took place in parallel only in the first
two mainstream secondary schools. To ensure the highest number of participant students,
Thalio was invited to participate only a little before the school holidays for Christmas and
thus the observations had to take place after the school holidays. Observations at Thalio
followed those at the first two schools and thus they were used to further explore some
issues identified previously regarding the teachers and student behaviour responding to

the teaching and learning process.
Observations were aimed at the teaching practices, the engagement of students ‘with

learning difficulties’ in the learning process and the interactions between teachers and

these students in each classroom environment. Conducting an ethnographic case study,
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the focus was on observing the behaviours of the participants in each classroom
environment and the interactions of the target students with their teachers and classmates
in order to highlight their beliefs about inclusive teaching and learning practices. | was an
observer participant with clear focus on the aims of the study. Even though | did not play
an active role in the activities taking place in the classroom, | was participating with my
exposure in the routine activities of the teaching and learning practices (Le Compte and
Schensul, 1999). As a former student and an educational practitioner at mainstream
schools of Cyprus, | was immediately accustomed to the classroom teaching practices,
used in Cypriot schools. However, at the same time the fact that what | initially observed
seemed very natural to me, made it difficult to see and understand what was going beyond
these traditional practices. It is for this reason that more observations should have been

conducted but there was no more time (see section 3.8, p.117).

It is important that observations are recorded in a way that facilitates information retrieval.
The researcher can choose to record his/her observational materials by using highly
structured checklists, grids, tables, and field notes (Angrosino, 2011). Considering also the
gualitative nature of the study, field notes were initially believed to be a very good way of
data collection format, which can show all kinds of incidents in teaching and learning
process and give many details, more than other records (Macintyre, 2000). However,
having never before conducted an observation, it was a significant challenge for me to take
notice of all the things taking place in the classroom. As a novice researcher, | also needed
time to learn the discipline of accurately and methodically recording my observations. For
these reasons, structured observation schedules were finally selected, which allow both a
considerable amount of and specific information to be collected (ibid), encouraging the
researcher to stay constantly concentrated on the aims of the study. For the design of the
grid of the observation series, it was also important to consider the focus of the
observation process. | consulted a list of factors that might happen during the classroom
observations in order to be more aware of them. The familiarity of the events that happen
in a mainstream classroom made it more useful to design the observation grid. Particularly,
the field note schedules were defined into specific categories on which to concentrate such
as the teaching practices and materials delivered during the sessions, the teacher-student
interactions, the student support from their classmates and the students’ engagement in

lessons (see appendices:A.11a-A.12b,pp.353-363).
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Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were selected as being the main tool of the data collection.
Ideally, interviews aim to collect information about what people believe, prefer and explore
in depth their motivations, experiences and reasoning (Drever, 2003). Especially with
semi-structured interviews, people are encouraged to talk at some length and express
what they want and believe (ibid). Even though interviews are a very time-consuming
process, particularly in transcription and data analysis, they are important because they
help us to understand how the participants understand different meanings and they
empower the ‘voice’ of the participants (Taylor, 2005; Low, 2007). In-depth interviews give
the participants more power and control over what and how they want to talk (ibid).
Therefore, using semi-structured interviews enabled the participants to discuss not only
the topics intended, but also those ideas that were digressions and raised by the
participants (Elliot, 1991). | was particularly interested in discussing what they believe and
how they approach the different meaning, policies and practices regarding inclusion in

everyday life, rather than giving a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response in relation to them.

Five semi-structured interviews were conducted one- to- one, with the teachers and the
curriculum coordinator at each of the first two schools and four of them at the third
school.The interviews took place after the observations and these were mutually agreed,
S0 as not to disturb either the lessons or the regular operation of the school. The interview
location was the work place such as the teachers’ room or the school library and with the
curriculum coordinators, their offices were preferred. The room, in which the interviews
were conducted, was only accessible to the researcher and the interviewee teachers and
the time of the interviews was respected and guaranteed undisturbed by the heads. The
interview process was interrupted a few times since | requested and negotiated with the
head of each school that those teachers, who agreed voluntarily to be interviewed, should
be exempted from any additional educational and administrative responsibilities during the
time of the interviews. Interviews took place immediately after the observations, in order to
elicit and accumulate the data collected by classroom observations and the
questionnaires. Initially, the plan was to discuss in a focus group those incidents observed
in the classroom and about which more clarification was needed, but for ethical reasons
this did not go ahead. | did not want the participants to feel pressured or that they were
being evaluated or criticized about their teaching practices. Especially, | did not want them

to consider me as a ministry inspector but as a colleague and a researcher.
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The key interview questions put to the teachers were concerned with their views on the
policy which determined how the students with learning difficulties are withdrawn from
certain classes to obtain individual support; the labelling of students as having learning
difficulties; if and how these labels have influenced their perceptions towards inclusion and
what practices have been implemented in their classroom. For curriculum coordinators,
key issues covered their thoughts about the application of current policy at schools and the
practices related to the policy, as well as the inclusive classroom practices which have
been, or should be developed. Curriculum coordinators were selected for interview
because they can provide a high quality of knowledge and they can assist in a better
understanding of how policy works at Cypriot mainstream schools, since they can provide
information, which is withheld by others, and they can facilitate the research process with
teachers and students (Gillham, 2000). The initial aim was to tape-record the interviews,
but the participants refused, thus notes were taken during the interview process (see
appendices: A.8a-A.9b,pp.340-347).

Semi-structured one-to-one interviews with the students were also chosen. Considering
that the students who participated in the study were considered as having learning
difficulties, it was a challenge to decide which method should be used in order to elicit and
collect original information and to obtain as much information as the students could give.
Initially, the intention was to ask the students to fill out a questionnaire, since research
(McConkey and Mezza, 2001; Emerson et al., 2005) has identified examples of people
with learning difficulties, who managed to complete effectively their questionnaires alone or
with the help of their support workers. The reasons why at first questionnaires were
considered as appropriate, were that students would be able to answer what they believe
with no influence from others’ opinion and they would have the time to think and correct

their answers if necessary thus gaining greater anonymity and confidentiality.

To give space to students’ voice and aiming to consider how students understand different
notions, and how policy and school practices are related to inclusion, interviews were
preferred overall because these allow flexibility and the student experiences to be fully
explored. Accordingly, one-to-one semi-structured interviews were used, rather than focus
group interviews. In one-to-one interviews, the students’ voice and opinions are valued
greatly (Cohen et al., 2018). Another reason why the focus group interviews were not
chosen is that it would be more difficult to organize them. Key issues to be discussed with
the students were what they thought about the policy which suggested that their learning

difficulties should be supported outside the mainstream classrooms and what they like

107



their teachers to do, in order to meet their needs in mainstream classrooms (see
appendices:A.10a-A.10b,pp.348-352).

Special consideration of the student interviews

The student data collection methods depend among others on the age, competence and
the experience of the participants (Punch, 2002).The methods adopted in this study are
similar to those used for younger students. Nevertheless, these methods apply to these
participant students as they have learning difficulties and are considered to be ‘vulnerable’.
First, it was important to make children trust me as the interviewer and feel confident to
talk about their problems (Cohen et al., 2018). The research setting for interviewing needs
to be chosen with care, awareness and sensitivity (Punch,2002).The resource room is one
of the school places preferred for the children’s interviews (Goodenough et al., 2003),
since it is ‘in-between the formal and the informal world of the school’ (Malet et al.,2010,
p.6).Interviews took place after the classroom observations, so students had enough time
to grow accustomed to my presence and understand my role as a researcher. Moreover,
the fact that | am also a teacher and that the interviews were planned to take place in the
resource room, where the students were used to having tuition, contributed to making

children feel comfortable and non —threatened.

Second, it was important to develop rapport and build a trust relationship both with the
children and also with the adult gatekeepers (Morrow, 1999). Special attention was given
to students being interviewed before the end of the session in the resource room, due to
the restrictions placed most of the time by the heads of the school. Restrictions were
enforced to ensure that the students would not be stigmatized if they participated in the
study. It was always planned for their interviews to be finished before the school breaks. It
was agreed with their teachers that one student at a time, who had agreed to be
interviewed, was to be exempted once from the session in the resource room in the last
twenty minutes. | used to sit with the student at the back of the classroom, at a quiet corner
table, where usually the supply materials are stored and undertook the interview. In the
cases where the resource room was small, student interviews could not be undertaken in
that classroom and in order to avoid noise and distractions, it was arranged for students to

be interviewed in the school library but again during the resource room sessions.

Another potential issue faced is that interviews had to be interesting and enjoyable for the

children (Hill, 1997). Thus, the questions were piloted to be easy for them to understand
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and to be concise. Time was spent talking with them at the beginning and the end of the
interview about their experiences and interests in relation to school. This was necessary to
create a rapport, in order for them to feel comfortable, unthreatened and safe to provide all
the prerequisite data to the researcher (Costley, 2000,p.166).This was also necessary to
facilitate the dialogue with the students and increase the students’ openness and
engagement (Christensen, 2004). Considering the learning difficulties of the children,
gentle probes were used to help students understand the questions and clarify their
answers, in order to ensure that their responses represented what they actually believe
and feel rather than what the researcher expects them to say. Prompts are widely used in

interviews with children to stimulate their responses (Clark, 2005).

From my personal experience as a teacher, | was aware that these students usually have
‘difficulties’ in expressing themselves. Having also been mindful of the challenges
identified by Booth and Booth (1996) such as their inarticulateness that is connected to
their lower self-esteem, their unresponsiveness in open questioning and the difficulty of
generalizing from their experience, for their interviews, the questions that were developed
were more structurally organized than those for the teachers. The highly structured design
of the interviewing questions was used, acknowledging the limitation for the voice of the
participant students. However, acknowledging that accessing the views of these children
can never be achieved perfectly, this mode of questions was developed as an endeavour

for their views to be heard and reflected as authentically as possible (Lewis, 2002).

Following Lewis’ (2004) position, questions and answer formats were developed with more
constraints rather than narratives or use of statements, since they were found to be more
helpful for the target students. A high level of support seems to be required in order to
enable the students to give their views during the interviews (Lewis et al., 2008). However,
careful consideration regarding the nature and the phrasing of the interviewee questions
was required in order to avoid their views being tokenism or misrepresented (ibid). One
approach, which has been developed to address this, is a tabular mode of response. A list
of cues and ideas was designed as an option to each question and when students were
struggling with their answers, they were prompted to use the list of choices in order to think
and address their answers (see appendix A.10a,p.348). A tabular mode of response was
available to students both when asked to give details about themselves (q4&6, see
appendix Al0a,p.348) and when having to explain what they do or do not like regarding
the teaching and learning process in mainstream classrooms and the resource room (q7-

12,see appendix AlOa,pp.348-349). Students were asked to rank in order of importance
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(Clark, 2005) what they like their teachers to do to support their needs in mainstream
classrooms. A list of teaching practices, informed by the literature review, was provided to
students and they were asked to evaluate them as: very important, important, of little
importance, or not important at all (q13,see appendix A10a,p.349). An open question was
given to students to conclude and freely express what they favour of their teachers’
practices and what they expect their teachers to do for them. This follow up question was
necessary to ensure that the students were not guessing (Malet et al.,2010). As expected,
only a few students were found to be willing to comment on that question. Although the
researcher reassured them many times that there were not ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ answers
(Punch,2002), the students seemed to be concerned about answering incorrectly, due to

the fear cultivated in them when they were asked in mainstream classrooms.

Acknowledging the fact that this interviewing is of students with mild learning difficulties
and that there might be some kinds of questions that they might not be able to answer
(Sigelman et al., 1982), | was prepared to facilitate the students by giving them time to
think about their answers and always ready to rephrase these questions. Special attention
was paid to the language which was used and the conduct of the interview. As with people
who are not talkative, | was prepared to be more attentive to the short answers given by
the participant students (ibid). | was also prepared that it might be necessary to move to
another question without irritation, even in the case they might not want to answer the
question (Booth and Booth, 1996; Clarke and Moss, 2001; Cohen et al., 2018).

Interviewing the students was a considerably more difficult and time-consuming process
than that of the teachers. The students’ parents were suspicious of their interviews being
recorded, thus three interviews with the students were recorded and transcribed, while for
the other twenty-six interviews with the students, notes were taken. Parents, like the
stakeholders, considered these children as ‘vulnerable’ and more at risk of being
stigmatized. Acknowledging that these students are less talkative and that they are less
confident to support their arguments (Punch, 2002), more time was required in order to
clarify what | quoted was exactly what they reported and that it was actually, what the

children wanted to say.

Research diary

A few teacher and student interviews were audio-recorded, at the end of each day at

school, so for this reason notes were taken in my diary of the informal discussions with the
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teachers and students. Gradually, | took consistent notes of what | had observed and what
classroom incidents shocked or surprised me, as well as making notes of initial
perceptions and understanding about the school climate and culture (Thomas, 2013). By
the end of the research, this diary was an extremely useful tool that helped an in-depth
understanding of the teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards inclusion, as well as
recognizing those insights that influenced their attitudes and of which | had not been aware
before entering the field work for the data collection.

3.6. METHODS OF ANALYSIS

The first stage prior to analysis is the preparation of data (Harris, 1995). The field notes
were arranged and entered into a Microsoft office Word file. Notes were kept on each of
the respondents and saved in files according to the data source and the school at which
they were obtained. Data from each of the three schools were collected and stored
separately, to minimize the risk of losing data and to avoid any doubt as to the data
source. All the transcripts of interviews and the observational notes were first typed and
saved in Greek, before being translated into English. During the phase of the data
manipulation (Harris, 1995), data were entered into N-Vivo. For each school, the data were
organized more systematically into sub-groups of participants and data subsets. The
words that were frequently mentioned in the participants’ responses were used for the
coding of the questionnaire data (Boyatzis, 1998). Conceptual codes were used for the
coding of the interview data, in order to identify the domains of the study phenomenon
(Vaismoradi et al., 2016). The same process of storage and coding was also followed with

the series of classroom observations (see appendix:C1,p.367).

The process of identifying themes and reducing data occurred at the same time; each
database was examined, seeking to explore and understand any relationships between the
data held in each. Themes were explored and discussed with reference to the relevant
literature. Since it was important to explore the connection between teacher and student
beliefs on inclusive education and their inclusive teaching and learning practices, |
explored relevant themes found in the sub-folders for teachers and students in each
school. | drew on evidence from my observational notes and aimed at conclusions that
drew on evidence from data derived from both teachers and students in each school.
Thus, the participants’ answers were easily summarised under specific codes, which
initially seemed to arise constantly in each school and which later were collated across the

schools. The interpretation of that coding resulted in the data analysis themes.
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To ensure a more in—depth review of the collected data and to further redefine and name
the theme codes, | used a subsample of the data set from each participant group, the
same sample according to which the theme codes were initially based and developed
(Boyatzis, 1998). | selected the two most experienced participant teachers of those
teaching the participant students and from their students, the two most communicative.
The summaries of the participant answers in the two subsamples were compared and
those answers with the same meaning were also coded together. To generalise the
themes, the produced subsample codes were compared and contrasted across the
collected data (ibid). Additionally, each theme was enriched by presenting and interpreting
those extracts of participants’ quotes, which were judged to be the most representative
(Braun and Clarke, 2006).

A process of inductive thematic analysis was preferred, since it allowed identifying themes
which emerged directly from raw data (Boyatzis, 1998). The data do not need to fit into a
pre-existing coding frame, neither to the researcher’s analytical pre-conceptions (Braun
and Clarke, 2006). Nevertheless, the majority of questions addressed to the participants
were informed according to the key literature review evidence in the field of inclusive
education and during the analysis | aimed to determine themes with a semantic approach
(Boyatzis, 1998).This analytic process describes how the data are organized into patterns
of semantic content and summarized in order to be interpreted (ibid), theorizing their
significance, their broader meanings and implications (Patton, 1990b), in relation to
previous literature (Frith and Gleeson, 2004). Therefore, this form of analysis has been
chosen because it allows the production of detailed and complex accounts of findings that
emerge from data (Roustlon, 2001). It is also well suited to enabling the researcher to
identify patterns in the data that are relevant to the research questions (Braun and Clarke,
2006). In this sense, this form of analysis was chosen, in view of this study aim to explore
the interactions between the ‘subject’ and the ‘object’ of the study, following Thomas
(2011). This allows an in depth exploration of the complex of issues around the events,
human relationships and local cultural practices taking place in organizational
environment, such as a school (Gillham, 2000). Finally, the preferred form of analysis was
also chosen in view of the principal methodological aim of the study, to give priority to the
voice of participant teachers and students. Inductive thematic analysis gives space to the

voices of respondents, which might otherwise go unheard (Boyatzis, 1998).

Inductive thematic analysis is often critiqued for the process of coding and identifying

themes and is generally likely to be affected by the assumptions and experiences of the
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researcher. Therefore, it is important to discuss how trustworthiness can be assessed by a
range of techniques (Thomas, 2003). In the present case, any findings were compared
with similar findings presented in previous published research. All draft findings were
subject to the process of triangulation. All interviewees were asked to identify any errors or
misinterpretation in transcripts and those whose testimony was included in the final
analysis were also asked to comment on its accuracy and faithfulness.

3.7. ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Accessing the schools

By the end of 2011, an information letter to the MOEC of Cyprus was sent, in order to gain
access to secondary schools. Since this study was carried out among participating
students who are considered as ‘vulnerable’, | complied with all the mandatory legal
requirements. Prior to the research an updated copy of a clear criminal record was
obtained from the Ministry of Justice and the Police Department of Cyprus and a clear
criminal record certificate from the Criminal Records Bureau of the United Kingdom was
also obtained because | also visited some schools in U.K. before my case schools in
Cyprus. The reason for this was that there are no schools in Cyprus at which children with
mild learning difficulties are supported solely in the mainstream classroom. The visit to
U.K. schools helped to broaden my understanding about inclusive education and inclusive
practices. This study has also been ethically approved by the MOEC and the IOE,
University College London and permission was requested and granted from the MOEC to

access schools.

Having the permission from the MOEC, it became easier to arrange meetings with the
school heads with whom meetings were arranged, always having the help of ‘gatekeeper’
teachers. The heads and the coordinators were informed about the study and the research
process giving them time to consider whether they want their school to participate in the
study. With their permission, a meeting with the teachers was arranged. With the help of
teachers previously contacted and the students and parents, a face-to-face meeting with

the students was arranged and their parents were contacted with letters.
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Field Relations

One of the most important tasks of the researcher is to explain the ethics of the study. The
researcher needs to constantly ensure the participants about good ethical practice and the
commitment to this until the end of the process. The BERA (2011) guidelines were

followed at every step to ensure the anonymity, confidentiality and validity of the research.

It is essential to ensure that the participants know the aims and the purpose of the
research. Both teachers and students were fully informed about the study and their
contribution to this, particularly being mindful of the participation of students with mild
learning difficulties. Consent forms were allocated to the students with mild learning
difficulties in the resource room in order to avoid any possible further stigmatisation.
Although the students are sufficiently competent to understand the ethics and act on their
consent (Fraser et al., 2004), fully informed consent is required, because they are young
and they are classed as ‘vulnerable’ due to their mild learning difficulties (BERA, 2011).
Looking to listen to the students’ voice, more attention was given in order that these
students were informed about every detail of the process in which they had been engaged,
and they were facilitated in providing their fully informed consent. With the teachers’
contribution 1 met the students in the resource room, during one of their meetings for
tutorials. | explained to them my position and role, the reason for this research topic and
what | expected them to do regarding their contribution in the study. Information letters with
consent forms were allocated to them. These forms were read together and their rights to
anonymity, confidentiality and withdrawal at any stage of the research were highlighted.
Time was given to ask questions about anything they did not understand regarding the

topic and their rights in the research.

Consent forms were required to be signed both by them and their parents (BERA, 2011)
and children participated only if their parents had agreed (see appendices:A.3a-A.4b,
pp.319-322). Those students and their parents who had signed the consent forms, agreed
to the children participating in one —to- one interviews and in a series of observations
aimed in the mainstream classroom and the resource room. The consent forms were
collected from each student by the school staff before the research commencement.
Teachers helped considerably in collecting the children’s consent forms. Even though
sufficient time was allowed to receive the duly signed consent forms, there were also
cases where children did not return their consent forms. In such cases, | had to investigate

if parents had not agreed to their children participating in the study or if parents had not

114



been informed by their children. Although oral consent was not accepted, in the cases
where the consent form had not been returned due to the child’s negligence, their parents
were contacted by phone. Detailed explanations were provided, but they could not allay all
the fears; there were parents whose children had accepted but they felt insecure or
threatened if their children were to be interviewed. In that case, the children’s rights not to
participate were recognized and | withdrew the consent of these children. Because some
parents refused permission for their child to participate in the research process, some of
the participant teachers encouraged more of their target students to participate in the

study.

The process of signing the teachers’ informed consents was much easier than that of the
students. Teachers were asked to consent to being observed in the mainstream classroom
and the resource room and the aim was to make teachers know me before the research
process and to invite me voluntarily to observe their classrooms. Time was spent visiting
the resource rooms and the staff rooms in order to become acquainted with the dynamics
and the subcultures of the school. | attended some of the teachers’ meetings not only to
explain the aims and the process of this study but also to increase familiarity with the
people working in the school and the role they occupied. Particularly, the teachers who
agreed to be interviewed and observed were provided with all the clarifications needed to
ensure that they understood the research purposes and why they had been asked to
participate. The fact that | am a younger and less experienced teacher than others made it
easier for them to trust me and consider me more as a teacher who needs their guidance
and their experience rather than as a threat. Duly signed consent forms by each teacher
were collected prior to the research process (see appendices:A.5a-A.5b,pp.323-324).

During the school meetings, teachers were also informed about my institute of study, the
ethics process and the doctoral studies following, that they could withdraw from the study
at any stage of the procedure and that they would be informed about the transcript of their
response and would have the right to withdraw any statement that they do not agree with. |
was committed to the ethical guidelines we agreed (see section 3.5), in order to maintain
the positive relationship with my participating teachers. Three of Thalio’s participant
teachers asked to read my observational notes and they were allowed to do so by the end
of the observation series in their classrooms. Their wish for me to avoid referring in my
analysis to insights of their students’ misbehaviour was respected. Additionally these did
not seem to be valuable for the aims of this study. My empathetic attitude facilitated the

observation process and the teachers did not seem to feel embarrassed or uneasy. This
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was also the reason why information regarding the observations were supplied on a ‘need
to know’ basis. The teachers, the parents and the students were told that the teaching and
learning pedagogies in the classrooms would be observed, without providing more detail,
in consideration of recognized difficulties that could arise when research participants
change their behaviour because they know they are being studied (BSA Guidelines,
2017,p.5). The relationship between the participants and the researcher was based
entirely on trust and friendship. Teachers, who were initially restrained and rather sparing
in their statements, gradually became more than willing to discuss their students by the
end of each session where they had been observed. For some, observation sessions

helped them to notice problems in their classroom, which might affect their students.

Before the interviews, teachers were also asked to consent to being interviewed and to
being tape-recorded in their interviews. At the first two schools, the main data collection
period took place close to the test period. However, teachers agreed to be interviewed
during their free non-teaching period. The friendly and trusting relationship established with
the teachers and the heads’ commitment to exempt teachers from extra educational and
administrative responsibilities facilitated the interview meetings with the teachers.
Teachers agreed to be interviewed, but were reluctant for their interviews to be tape-
recorded, even though it was explained to them that recording will be used only to help me
tracking fully and authentically their responses. Acknowledging and respecting the
teachers’ right for their responses to be off record whenever they asked, notes were taken
of the teachers’ responses during their interviews. Even in the case of three teachers who
initially agreed to their answers being recorded, when it was perceived that they felt

discomfort, the audio recording was immediately switched off.

Anonymity and confidentiality were safeguarded by using pseudonyms for the schools and
avoiding naming the town in which the schools were located. Participants were assured
that everything quoted in the research report was anonymized and both students and
teachers were asked to pick their pseudonyms. Teachers picked their pseudonyms from a
list of ancient Greek names, which a teacher, who also taught drama to the students, had
suggested and the others were excited with the idea. | suggested picking a name that
started with their initials just to assist me while | was writing the transcript of their
interviews and they agreed. Students picked their pseudonyms, again by choosing a name
starting from their initial. Teachers’ concerns were about the report, which was needed to
be submitted to the MOEC, but they were assured that they could have access to it before

the submission and that nothing, which was not agreed with them, would be reported.
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They were equally reassured about the confidentiality of the process and about the fact
that the transcripts would only be read by them and the researcher who would evaluate
them solely for the purpose of the research study. The transcripts and the recordings
would be stored safely until the successful submission of this PhD thesis and then they
would be destroyed (BERA, 2011). In the case of the students, they were informed that
neither their parents nor their teachers could read their answers. | read their draft of
answers only to them to make sure that they were happy with what they had said. To
assure the confidentiality of the students and to avoid the risk of further stigmatizing them,
their interviews were always planned to be conducted in the resource room and to finish

some minutes earlier than the end of the resource room sessions.

Being interested in empowering those who participated in this study, | was concerned
about the language which was used. | considered carefully the language being used not
only in order to be accessible to the students with mild learning difficulties and to avoid
further stigmatization of their ‘needs’, but also | considered carefully the translation of the
participants’ responses into English. This study was conducted in Greek, with Greek-
Cypriot teachers, students and the researcher, also a native Cypriot Greek speaker, so in
order to avoid the risk of ‘tokenism’ in their voices, another native Greek speaker, a
teacher of English Language, was asked to check the translation of the data collected by
the participants from Greek to English.

3.8. MANAGING SOURCE OF BIAS

This section will explain how the credibility and reflexivity of the study are achieved and it
will discuss the overall study limitations. Considering that the qualitative researcher’s
selections are involved at every stage of the study design such as the sampling and
interpretation of the data (Walker, 1980), it is necessary to explain how the researcher has
to enhance those elements that ensure the quality or the trustworthiness of the study
(Baxter and Jack,2008).

Credibility
Credibility refers to the extent to which the researcher manages to ensure that the
participants have the chance to validate their responses (Scott and Usher, 1999).The

following procedures contributed to credibility: To ensure the credibility of the data

collected from interviews, which were not tape-recorded, immediately by the end of the
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discussion, a complete record of teachers’ and students’ answers was presented to them
and they were asked to read them and to change or add what they wanted. For this
reason, a longer time was needed and sometimes an extra meeting was arranged with the
participants if they did not have the time after the end of the interview. To avoid forgetting
what had been heard from the participants, extra notes were taken in my diary after the
interviews or after any informal conversation with them and the interview notes were
transcribed immediately on return from schools when the memory was stronger and more

reliable.

As for the credibility of the data analysis, the researcher may wish to share his/her
interpretation with the participants of the study, aiming to clarify his/her interpretations and
contributing additional perspectives to the issues of the study (Krefting, 1991). Even when
the teachers were kindly requested to check the transcript of the analysis, teachers were
not willing to do so either because they seemed to trust me and/or because they lacked
time. The majority declined by answering that enough clarification had been given during
the planned discussion. | asked more persistently those whose quotations | had used in
the analysis context and five of them agreed to discuss by phone some of the points they
had made and how they had been interpreted. The most difficult was to find the students in
order to validate my interpretations of their responses. Many of the students, who were in
the third class during the research process, were at different schools both at lyceum or
vocational school and due to the school policy of protecting the students’ personal data. |
could not gain access to their phones. | even wanted to visit them in their new schools but |
was unable to, since it was time-consuming to request permission to access their schools.
| did not persist in searching for them for ethical reasons, because | did not want to
marginalize them, if they had possibly stopped attending the resource room for support. As
for the younger students, | did not ask to see them because | was afraid that their parents

and their teachers may see me suspiciously and deny access to them.

To overcome the limitations caused by the non-checking of the interviews’ analysis, |
triangulated their answers with those given by other participants, which offered informal
validity (Ball, 1984,p.833). | also checked the consistency, otherwise the internal validity
(Shell, 1992) of their answers at the interviews by comparing what they answered about
their beliefs about inclusive education and practices. This was done by comparing these
statements with the relevant evidence of teachers and student behaviour and interactions
recorded while | was observing them in both the mainstream and resource classrooms. |

also chose to follow the double coding suggested by Krefting (1991). After a period, I firstly
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coded my data, then coded the same data set again and compared the results. The same
themes were also identified, even though | had to reconsider and reorganize some of the
data sets coding under the theme of ‘special needs’ labelling and the teacher beliefs about

the support of students within the mainstream classroom.

As for the observations, | noted down all | observed during the lessons and sometimes in
my research diary any incidents happening outside the classroom and it seemed to be
explanatory such as how the students felt about the ‘special needs’ labelling. | did not ask
teachers and students to validate the observational data, because as already mentioned,
both teachers and students used to talk with me, after the observation session, explaining
why they behaved or acted in such a manner. Students especially used to apologize
themselves when they understood that they had misbehaved in the lesson. There were
cases when teachers asked me to read my notes, or where students unexpectedly tried to
read from my observational grids and so the observational notes were also validated whilst

recording them in their classroom.

Validating the data translation

Special attention should also be paid to the validity pursued by the translation of the data. |
translated both my method tools of data collection from English to Greek and the data
collected from schools had to be translated from Greek to English. The translation was
done by me and not by an experienced translator. | attempted word-to-word translation but

it was not easy, especially in idiomatic expressions.

Translating the tools of data collection in Greek, it was easier for me as a native speaker of
Greek language, who knows the cultural and the social background of the people
participating in the study (Filep, 2009) and the structure of the educational system of
Cyprus as a student and as a teacher. However, great care was taken about translating
the meaning of the research questions into Greek (Esposito, 2001). To translate accurately
the terms used in the questions, | consulted the policy documents and other colleagues
working together. The tools were piloted, especially those that referred to the students

such as the interview questions, in order to be easily understood by them.
Regarding the translation of the collected data from Greek to English, I initially translated

them but | also asked help from a native English academy teacher to edit my translation.

Thus they would be easily read and grammatically and syntactically correct (Esposito,
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2001). Then | asked another Greek teacher of English language, who is detached from the
research, to validate my translation, especially validating the translation of the quotations
presented in the analysis.

Reflexivity

Qualitative studies are not aiming to ensure the possibility of replication but rather aim to
confirm whether the researcher has followed the most appropriate procedures, made the
most rational connections and drawn the most sensible conclusions in consideration of the

circumstances found in the field (Guba and Lincoln, 1992).

For this reason the study refers to reflexivity, considering the ways the researcher
accessed the field and developed particular interpretations (Schwandt, 2007). Towards this
end, great efforts were made when writing this chapter, to present a detailed and explicit
documentation of the procedures followed and of the development of a case study
database. To warrant reflexivity, the research design and methods of data collection and
analysis were carefully chosen to answer the research questions (Baxter and Jack, 2008).
A variety of methods was employed for the data collection, namely interviews, observation
and questionnaires, in order to acquire as many perceptions on the issues under study.
The data collected from various sources were also compared during the analysis and so

findings were confirmed from multiple perspectives (Knafl and Breitmayer, 1989).

Reflexivity refers also to the researcher’s subjective values, according to which he/she
considers and engages with the topic under study and makes sense of the data (Schwartz-
Shea and Yanow, 2012). These personal beliefs, interests and experience that may impact
on the research question, data collection,analysis and writing up of the study, are called
‘personal reflexivity’ (Willing, 2001). According to Reinharz (1997), the researcher can
present several different ‘selves’ in the field of research. Especially Reinharz (ibid)
identified approximately twenty different ‘selves’ that are categorized under three major
groups: the ‘researcher self, the ‘brought self’ that is affected by social, historical and

personal values and the ‘situational created selves’ that are created in the field.

As far as this case study is concerned, there were many cases in the data analysis where |
needed to negotiate and challenge my ‘brought self’ with those of the ‘researcher self’. As
a researcher, | was influenced by the global agenda regarding inclusive education and by

the inclusive educational practices developed in other countries, such as in the U.K.
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According to these influences and my experience, as a practitioner at Cypriot schools (the
experience of students complained about the fact that they were ‘withdrawn’ from their
mainstream classroom to receive support), | was motivated to undertake this case study.
However, as a student and as a teacher in Cypriot mainstream schools, | was familiar and
accustomed to the Cypriot educational system, the historical, and the socioeconomic
factors, which have already been explained in the background of the study. | was also
aware of the negative stereotypes of special needs labelling that affected and stigmatized
the development of inclusive/special needs education in Cyprus. As a result of this impact,
| was friendly and empathetic with my participants in the field, even in cases where their
beliefs contradict the inclusive ones of mine. In terms of ethical research that respects the
participants, the researcher has to critically evaluate his/ her values, understanding and
engage in the topic under study (King and Horrocks, 2010). For this reason, | constantly
reflected on, and carefully documented, every step of the procedures followed for the data

analysis.

The lack of time

A prolonged or intense exposure to the phenomenon can result in a deeper understanding
of the case under study (Krefting, 1991). While | was designing the study, | thought that
spending almost a month every day at schools would be enough, since | was familiar with
the educational system of Cyprus. Though considerable time was spent to be acclimatized
at schools and to create a friendly rapport with participants, nevertheless, | should have

stayed longer at the participant schools. The fact that | am working full-time hindered this.

The lack of time mainly influenced the observation process at schools. | should have spent
more time observing the students and the teachers in mainstream classrooms and the
resource room. Observation series were restricted to two sessions in the mainstream
classroom and in the resource room, due to the heavily time-constrained program of the
participant teachers. There was not sufficient time to repeat an observation in such cases
where students seemed slightly affected by my presence. Even though | attempted to keep
a professional distance with the children and teachers while observing, this was not always
possible. Some students stared at me during the first observation in their classroom or
sometimes teachers used me as a motive to make children behave obediently and

participate in the learning process.
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As a student and as an educational practitioner in Cypriot schools, it was difficult to avoid
considering myself as part of the culture under study and as an ‘insider’ researcher
(Asselin, 2003). Thus, it was initially very difficult to recognize the differences of what
happened not only because of the fact that | was accustomed to the classroom but also
due to my preconceptions. An ‘insider’ researcher shares the same identity, language and
experiences with the participants (ibid), while an ‘outsider researcher’ aimed to obtain an
overview by reading the main literature on the research topic (Dwyer and Buckle, 2009).
However, the qualitative researcher is difficult to be a ‘true outsider’ or a ‘complete insider’
researcher. To have an in-depth understanding of the context under study, the qualitative
researcher needs to familiarize his/herself with the participants’ perceptions and the
environment of the study, while his/her perspectives are unavoidably affected by what

he/she reads in the main literature on the research topic (ibid).

At the first two schools, observation took place close to the Christmas holidays and test
periods, due to the time limit. Recognizing that different moments and periods of school life
affect what happens at school in various ways, | felt that | should have spent more time
observing the students and the teachers. Student behaviour and interest in learning vary
from Monday to Friday, or while holidays and test periods are approaching. However,
trying to overcome such time restrictions, it should be noted that in the first two schools
observations were generally of early class sessions in the day and that observations in the
third school took place in mid-January - the beginning of February 2013, when holidays

and tests were over.

Data Translation

Translating data from Greek to English would seem to be the other limitation for the study
that aims to listen to teacher and student perceptions. However, every effort was made in
the processed translation to keep the actual content of the participants’ perspectives
(Rothkegel, 2006, in Filep, 2009,p.67). Even in the case where the reported idiomatic
expressions were paraphrased in order to follow the terminology and grammatical and
syntactical structure of the English language (Filep, 2009), this was scrupulously done to

ensure the accuracy of the processed translation.

Problems in translation were found in the questionnaire design despite the questions being
piloted and having been double-checked to ensure the translation adequacy. Problems in

translation related only to question seven (see appendices:A.6a,A.7a,pp.325, 333). It was
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considered one of the main questions that aimed to capture the understanding of
participant teachers and coordinators regarding inclusion and the withdrawal support. At
this question were provided statements with contradictory notions of inclusive education
and withdrawal support, which aimed to conclude on the inclusive ethos of each
participant. There were teachers who misunderstood the statements and agreed with ideas
that were found to be not in favour when they were interviewed. For this reason, to avoid
any possible biases of the questionnaire design, time was available during the individual
face-to-face interviews, to discuss with the teachers those issues, which seemed to need
further explanation or those questions, which seemed to have been misunderstood or

omitted.

Interview tape-recording

During the interviews with both the teachers and the students, notes were taken to record
their answers. This is one of the main limitations of the process, since it is preferable for
the interviewee responses to be tape-recorded. By tape recording their responses, it is
easier to claim their authenticity, credibility and trustworthiness. Although it had been
explained that recording was used only for facilitating the process of data collection and
that nobody would listen to the recordings apart from the researcher, only three students
and their parents agreed for their answers to be tape-recorded, whereas none of the
participant teachers allowed the tape recording of their responses. Both the teachers and
the parents did not allow tape-recording, because they considered that in such a way
anonymity and confidentiality are threatened. That is why the headmistress in Aristotelio
prohibited the use of audio recording for both student and teacher interviews and so for
ethical reasons | had to comply with the school policy. Taking into account the highly
centralized education system of Cyprus, teachers seemed to be afraid of being identified in
case they expressed something against the MOEC policies and practices. Parents did not
allow the tape recording of their children’s responses, due to the fear or risk of their

children being (further) stigmatized.

Under such circumstances, the researcher took notes and it was helpful that teachers were
willing to repeat their answers and to spend time, during the interviews, discussing
individual drafts in order to ensure the recording was as accurate as possible of their
beliefs. Notes were also taken of the student responses and attention was paid to clarifying
the children’s answers and noting down what actually the children wanted to say. This was

a difficult task because sometimes the children were impatient and other children were
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easily distracted. Understanding the children’s desire to finish the interview quickly and in
order to not make them feel anxious about their answers and that they were being tested,
they were not constantly asked to repeat themselves but at key junctures they were
requested to sum up their preceding points (King and Horrocks, 2010).

3.9.Summary

In this chapter, | presented the rationale, which underpins all the methodological decisions
undertaken for this study. The most important decision was that of carrying out an
ethnographic case study. The main challenges methodologically seemed to be the
interviews with students who are diagnosed as having mild learning difficulties and the
observation series, which took place both in the mainstream and the resource room
classrooms for over a limited of time. Other challenges have to do with the fact that the
tape-recording of the interviewee responses was not allowed and that it was necessary to
translate the data from Greek to English. The next chapter, which is about presenting the
findings, shows how these methodological decisions were put into practice and how these
challenges were encountered in order to allow for an in-depth exploration and

understanding of the participants’ perceptions and for their ‘voice’ to be illuminated.
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4. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

4.1. OVERVIEW

This chapter presents the findings derived from my fieldwork, specifically, the semi-
structured interviews with the participant groups of students and of coordinators and
teachers, the observations from the mainstream classroom and the resource room and the
coordinator and teacher questionnaires. The coordinators and teachers were grouped
together because they were identified as having largely similar perceptions regarding
inclusive education, the way it is or should be implemented and the classroom adaptations.
The findings are presented across the three participant schools and they are organised
under the themes, which will be discussed in the analysis chapter. First, the profile of each
school is presented in order to understand their inclusive ethos. Second, the data patterns
are presented, which have been coded into four main themes:

1. The social attitudes and conceptions discuss whether the students are
stigmatized or/and discriminated against as a result of their withdrawal support in
the resource room. It also explores the possible effects of the stigmatization

process on the participant students.

2. The impact of withdrawal support presents the effects of teaching in the

resource room on the students’ learning identity and teachers’ practicing profile.

3. The teaching and learning process in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room presents the current teaching practices, used in mainstream
Cypriot secondary schools and indicates those teaching adaptations that the

participants like /dislike.

4. The students’ engagement in learning focuses on the students’ active
participation and explores the reasons for students’ disengagement. It also
suggests how the interest in learning of these students could be (further)

encouraged.

The final section summarizes the key findings which are further analyzed and discussed in

chapter 5. It is important to note that there were some sub-themes which were derived only

125



from the answers of the students and teachers who were more involved with students with
learning difficulties than the coordinators. These findings are also indicated and further
discussed in the following analysis chapter, aiming to further illuminate how the experience
of students and teachers in Cypriot mainstream schools has affected their perceptions

about inclusive education.

School Profiles

All public mainstream Cypriot secondary schools follow the same architectural design and
classroom layout, including the required specialized rooms such as science laboratories,
libraries, IT rooms and playgrounds, according to the MOEC guidelines. Curriculum
textbooks are provided by the MOEC and there are photocopying facilities for staff.
According to the MOEC records, the case study schools were neither underprivileged nor
poor . From my visits, | was struck by the creative school atmosphere shown by the
displays of student work on the corridor walls and in the classrooms. Teachers were busy
with their workload of marking or photocopying, even in their free teaching time. The
selected schools are also ‘classic exemplars’ of average Cypriot schools, since most of

their students are from middle class families and are of similar socio-economic status.

The Aristotelio school was established in 1993. It is a clean, well-equipped and well-
maintained school, reputed for its student discipline and academic success. The students
are taught eight periods of forty-five minutes every day. Four out of six teachers of Modern
Greek language, who taught in the resource room, voluntarily participated in the study.
There were only women who were teachers of the withdrawal support program. Ms.
Evriklia was not well trained in special needs/inclusive education and it was her first year
leading as the school coordinator of withdrawal support. Ms. Andromache was observed
teaching History both in the mainstream classroom and in the resource room. Ms. Alkmini
was also experienced in teaching students with profound learning difficulties in a special
unit within a mainstream secondary school. The headmistress put many restrictions on the
ethics of the research process (see section 3.8:interview tape recording). The school also
accepts students with profound learning difficulties such as ‘hearing impairments’ and
‘mobility disabilities’. Nine students participated in the withdrawal support program. Most
students who were labelled as having mild learning difficulties, were diagnosed as having

dyslexia, ADHD or a combination of both.
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The second school, Protagorio, was established in 1995 and is a clean and well-equipped
school. During the data collection period, it was in the process of modernization and
refurbishment. There was insufficient space for its student population and Portakabin
classrooms were used on a permanent basis. Among the three participant schools, this
was the largest in terms of student population. There is a permanently established
resource room, though it is not always available for the withdrawal support of the target
students since it is mainly used for the support of students with profound learning
difficulties. It is a school reputed for their student results in national academic competitions.
The students are taught eight periods of forty-five minutes every Monday and Thursday.
Four teachers of Modern Greek language taught these students in the resource room. Ms.
Semeli and Mr. Tireas were observed teaching History to these students. Ms. Meropi had
been working for three years in this school, though it was her first year leading the program
and she was not well trained regarding inclusive/special needs education. Ms.Semeli had
previously worked in a ‘special’ school. The other teachers had attended a seminar about
profound learning difficulties, but. they mainly adapted their classroom practices using their
teaching experience. There was also a teacher ‘with mobility impairments’, who was in a
wheel chair and | saw students pushing his wheel chair during their breaks. There were
twelve students, who were officially diagnosed as having ‘mild learning difficulties’ and
virtually all of them participated in the study. Students were diagnosed as having either

dyslexia, or ADHD. There were also students ‘with hearing and vision impairments’.

The third school, Thalio, was established in 2002. It is clean, well-equipped, modern and
eco-friendly school, which is reputed for its modern building facilities. From my visits, | was
struck by the obviously happy and less stressful working environment and, the creative
atmosphere shown by the colourful classroom arrangements and the students’ graffiti
painting on the corridor walls. Seventy percent of the student population are not native
Greek students and thus the school is participating in both the MOEC’s innovative
curriculum study and additionally the MOEC’s ‘educational priority zone’ support program,
which aims to prevent the early leaving or dropping out of students from education. In
particular, the school participated in the second aforementioned program in order to deal
with undisciplined student behaviour. Mr. Aiolos was not well trained regarding special
needs/inclusive education; it was his first year running the withdrawal support and his last
school year before his retirement. The teaching staff of the program consisted of two
women and two men, all teachers of Modern Greek and History. Mr.Charidemos taught
History, while Ms. Ely taught both Modern Greek and History. From this school only three

teachers from the program participated. The fourth teacher did not ask to participate
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because he was a supply teacher with only one year of teaching experience. Eight out of
ten students, who were officially registered as having mild learning difficulties, agreed to
voluntarily participate in the research. Most of the participant students had either ADHD or
dyslexia. At this school, there were also students with profound learning difficulties such as

hearing impairments.

4.2.1. SOCIAL ATTITUDES AND CONCEPTIONS

This theme mainly articulates the understandings of participants regarding inclusive
educational approaches, such as withdrawal support in the resource room. As was
expected, their conceptions have been informed by what is culturally perceived as ‘normal’
or ‘special’. Reflecting on the cultural stereotypes concerning the labels of ‘special needs’/
‘learning disabilities’ informs the attitudes of teachers and peers of students with mild
learning difficulties towards them. At the same time, these stereotypes inform the way
these students perceive themselves and how they internalize their teachers’ and peers’

attitudes towards them.

Students’ stigmatization

This section will discuss the risk to students of being stigmatized as a result of how their
‘learning needs’ have been stereotyped, leading to them being separated from their

classmates in order to receive additional support in the resource room.

The students across the three schools, acknowledged their learning difficulties and did not
challenge the fact that they were labelled as having learning difficulties. Aligned with the
official labels of their learning difficulties, students emphasized the academic skills they
lacked and the aims of the mainstream curriculum, which they considered difficult to
achieve. Considering the nature of the lessons observed both in the resource room and in
the mainstream classroom the Modern Greek and Greek History lessons, students
highlighted that they lacked academic writing skills, reading comprehension skills and the
knowledge of the rules of Modern Greek language grammar and syntax. It was difficult for

them to write summaries, essays and assignments and to avoid spelling mistakes.
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Aristotelio

Protagorio

Table B.2: Students’ Withdrawal Support In The Resource Room

Teacher

Mrs Alkmini

Ms. Zinovia

Ms. Roxani +
Ms. Andromache

Ms. Pandora

Ms. Semeli

Ms. Evdoxia

Mr. Tireas

Mr.Charidemos

Ms. Mikini+
Ms. Ely

Lesson In
The
Resource
Room

Greek
+

History

History

Greek+
History

Greek
+History

History

Greek
+

History

Participant
Student

Marianthi

Maximus

Menelaus

Giota

Christodoul
os

Makes

Aphrodite

Gregoris

Xenia

Minas

Antonakis
Katerina

Kostakis

Demosthen
es

Niki

Nektaria

Giorgula

Marinos

Charilaos

Efstathios

Solonas

Giangkos
Anna

Mary

Demos

Charalamb
os
Chrysanthi
Zoitsa
Chara

Times Of
Withdrawal

Student’s Learning
Difficulties

Essays

Writing assignments

Reading
Writing
Vocabulary
Reading
Writing
Vocabulary
Reading
Writing
Vocabulary
Vocabulary
Essays
Reading
Vocabulary
Reading
Essays
Essays
Writing
Vocabulary
Vocabulary
Essays
Reading
Understanding the
guestions
Essays
Vocabulary
Essays
Vocabulary
Reading
Vocabulary
Essays
Vocabulary
Essays
Vocabulary
Forget instructions
Vocabulary
Understanding the
guestions
Vocabulary
Maths
Vocabulary
Reading
Vocabulary
Reading
Essays
Vocabulary
Reading
Essays
Grammar
Vocabulary
Maths
Essays
Summary
Vocabulary
Essays
Vocabulary
Summary
Reading
Comprehension
Vocabulary
Essays
Essays
Summary
Summary

Students were afraid of being stigmatized vis-a-vis their classmates

Years Of Support

Primary+Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

1% year in Gymnasium

2" year in Gymnasium
Primary+Gymnasium

3" year in Gymnasium
3" year in Gymnasium

3" year in Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

2" year in Gymnasium
Primary+Gymnasium
2" year in Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

2" year in Gymnasium

1% year in Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

2" year in Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium
Primary+Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

2" year in Gymnasium

Primary+Gymnasium

3" year in Gymnasium
2" year in Gymnasium
3" year in Gymnasium

. The students felt

stigmatized when their classmates commented negatively about them being withdrawn

from the mainstream classroom to receive support in the resource room. In Aristotelio and
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Thalio, it was natural for these students to be withdrawn for support in the resource room
and thus their classmates did not comment negatively about it. The first year students such
as Giota (Aristotelio) emphasized that:

‘Nobody comments about us leaving the classroom, although they know that we are going

to the resource room for support’.

Aristotelio’s first year students, such as Aphrodite, Maximus and Menelaus, were very
relieved to know that their classmates did not comment about them because they did not
care about it. In Protagorio, eight out of the twelve students confirmed that their
classmates were used to, or still asked them, about their withdrawal support, though they
were less threatened since their classmates did not comment about them negatively.
Solonas emphasized that:

‘My classmates know that | am going to the resource room classes but they don’t comment
negatively. The first time | was attending the program they asked me about the resource

room classes and | told them that | was learning more. Now they don’t ask about it'.

It is also interesting that the classmates of Gregoris (Aristotelio), Antonakis (Protagorio),
Chara and Zoitsa (Thalio) explained that their classmates were actually jealous of them
being supported in the resource room, because they would get better grades. Gregoris’
and Antonakis’ classmates commented about this only when they succeeded in tests and
exams. For Minas’ and Nektaria’s (Protagorio) classmates, it was important to attend the

resource room with them, just to miss the lesson in the mainstream classroom.

These students, who internalized that they were being withdrawn from the mainstream
classroom to receive ‘specialised’ support, felt threatened by revaling to their classmates
what they were taught in the resource room, because they were afraid of being stigmatized
as ‘less able’. Hence, Katerina (Protagorio) felt it necessary to confirm to her classmates
that they did the same activiies as in the mainstream classroom.
Charalambos (Thalio) avoided telling them about it, while other students responded
defensively or even aggressively to their classmates when asked about their withdrawal
support. Kostakis (Protagorio) made his classmates angry by not telling them what they

did in the resource room. Niki (Protagorio) also avoided it, by telling them that:
‘it is not your business and | don’t pay attention to what the others say’.
Mary (Thalio), who felt less afraid of being stigmatized, highlighted that:

‘because they are my friends, those who asked about what we are doing in the resource

room, | explained to them’.
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Interestingly  the  third year  students such as Gregoris (Aristotelio),
Charilaos (Protagorio) and Chrysanthi (Thalio) highlighted that their classmates were
more curious when they initially began receiving the resource room tuition, but later they
stopped asking them. The classmates of these students in Protagorio and Thalio were
more curious than in Aristotelio. Solonas underlined that his classmates:

‘... are curious to learn why | am attending the program because they consider me a good

student’.

Considering that the case of Solonas was not the only one, it is noteworthy that the
classmates of these students actually perceived them as being ‘less academically

endowed’, because they were withdrawn for support in the resource room.

The third year students in the three schools were sceptical about continuing their
withdrawal support in the Lyceum, in order to avoid being further stigmatized as ‘less able’.
Gregoris (Aristotelio) explained that he would prefer to quit school than endure further
stigmatization in the Lyceum, by continuing to be withdrawn for support in the resource
room. It is revealing that even these students, who had been identified by their teachers as
being in need of support in the resource room, were themselves also sceptical about
continuing their withdrawal support in the Lyceum. Demos and Charalambos (Thalio)
would have preferred to attend a vocational school in the next year because they believed
that the lessons would be easier and less challenging for their learning difficulties and thus
it might be less necessary for them to be withdrawn for support (informal conversation:
research diary, 6 November 2012). Only in Thalio, were the girls from Ms. Ely’s group,
such as Chara, more positive about continuing their withdrawal support in the Lyceum. Her
teacher probably influenced her positively towards this idea and she did not care what her
classmates in the Lyceum would believe about her, if she could continue to be together

with and supported by her friends Zoitsa and Chrysanthi in the resource room.

In contrast to student perceptions, the coordinators and teachers were in agreement that
these students were in need of being withdrawn for support in the resource room.
However, most teachers disagreed that the students were stigmatized when they attended
the resource room for support. Only Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) was not sure, while
Ms.Roxani (Aristotelio), Ms. Pandora and Ms.Evdoxia (Protagorio) agreed that these
students were stigmatized when their needs were supported in the resource room. Ms.
Roxani’s fourteen and fifteen year old students, did not choose to continue to attend the
resource room in the Lyceum, in order to conceal their learning difficulties from their

classmates. Almost all of Thalio’s teachers pointed out that students are not stigmatized
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whether their learning difficulties are supported in the mainstream classroom or in the

resource room. In other schools, most teachers emphasized that the students with learning

difficulties were stigmatized when their ‘needs’ were supported in the mainstream

classroom.

Table C. 6: Coordinators’ And Teachers’ Perceptions Regarding The Students’

Stigmatization

Participants

Students With Learning Difficulties Are
Stigmatized When They Are Supported In
The Mainstream Classroom

Students With Learning Difficulties Are
Stigmatized When They Are Supported In
The Resource Room

Aristotelio

Ms. Evriklia

disagree

disagree

Ms.
Andromache

agree

not sure

Ms. Roxani

not sure

agree

Ms. Alkmini

agree

disagree

Ms. Zinovia

strongly disagree

disagree

Protagorio

Ms. Meropi

agree

strongly disagree

Ms. Semeli

agree

disagree

Ms. Evdoxia

agree

agree

Mr. Tireas

disagree

disagree

Ms.Pandora

agree

agree

Thalio

Mr. Aiolos

disagree

disagree

Mr. Charidemos

disagree

strongly disagree

Ms. Ely

not sure

disagree

Ms. Mikini

agree

disagree

Total

7114 agree or
strongly agree

10/14 disagree or
strongly disagree

From the coordinators’ and teachers’ questionnaires, it is apparent that the teachers

mainly agreed that the students were not stigmatized by being withdrawn for support in the

resource room. Exploring their responses further, it could be argued that they probably

believe this as they wanted to defend the MOEC Withdrawal Support Policy and their own

practices. Ms. Meropi (Protagorio) emphatically argued that:

‘The school tries to deal with such cases with confidentiality, the teachers of these students

are informed and many times they attend relevant seminars in order to avoid stigmatizing

them’.

Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) also highlighted that the teachers tended to protect their students

from being stigmatized by explaining to them that:
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‘... they are not different from the others and that they should not be ashamed about being

in need of help’.

However, Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) only theoretically denied that these students are

stigmatized, while in her interview, she admitted that:
‘Personally, | would feel embarrassed to be withdrawn from the mainstream classroom’.

Therefore, it was obvious that Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) was the only one who personally
believed that these students were not stigmatized as a result of their withdrawal support

and she strongly emphasized that:
‘If 1 were them, | would not feel uncomfortable. In fact if | had a close relation with my
teacher and | saw that | could learn more, | would attend the classes in the resource room

without feeling bad’.

From the coordinator and teacher interview responses, it is evident that they largely
assumed that their students with mild learning difficulties were not stigmatized by being
withdrawn for support in the resource room, particularly as these students had rarely asked
to leave their withdrawal support in the resource room. However, Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio)
stated that:

‘There are some students who stopped attending the ‘classes’ because their classmates
mocked them, | had a case in the past. We tried to advise and persuade the students not to
leave the resource room support. Of course, at the end they left the classes. That's why |
believe that the aim of the resource room support should be the emotional support of the

students’.
Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) argued that:

‘Probably two out of ten of their students, may feel bad to attend the resource room for
support’.
Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) and Ms. Mikini (Thalio) acknowledged that only a few students,
who are ‘consciously aware’, might feel embarrassed attending the resource room. Ms.
Mikini had a student, who asked to leave the resource room group because he found the
other students ‘less able than him’ and thus risked being stigmatized as a student of a

lower academic level.
Even in cases, where the students asked to leave the resource room, Ms.

Pandora (Protagorio) identified the pressure for the teachers to persuade them to stay.

She explained that:
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‘...with the discussion, his fear of being mocked by others diminished and he felt good to

come to the resource room and he did not care what the others commented about this’.

Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) along with Solonas’ parents managed to persuade him to continue
to attend the resource room. Similarly, Ms. Roxani_(Aristotelio) and Ms.
Evdoxia_(Protagorio) underlined that only once had parents agreed that their child could
stop attending the resource room, because the student .did not want to go. Ms.Evdoxia
emphatically explained that:

‘...Although we discussed it, finally he remained continually in the classroom and |
supported him in the class and helped him for the test and exams, but he also tried and was

very interested in the classes’.
Mr. Aiolos also indicated that:

‘... Parents want their children to participate in the programs because (they consider that)

their children are helped’.
Interestingly, Mr. Tireas identified that:

‘... In the cases where parents insist on their children continuing and students do not want
to, then students find different excuses in order to avoid coming to the resource room class.

One of the usual student excuses is that they cannot go to the gym lesson’.

Secondly, teachers supported the idea that their students should continue attending the
resource room, because they believed that their students were benefiting, rather than
being stigmatized. Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) underlined that her students felt happy that
they could achieve their tasks. Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) also explained that:

‘The class is simplified, and they come to the resource room for embedding and to be
emotionally supported. The resource room classes are done to help students feel good, to
have an idea of what they are going to be taught in the mainstream class and so as not to
be mocked by their classmates about their ‘learning difficulties. In addition these students

are already very good students’.
Ms. Ely (Thalio) also suggested that:

‘they do revise the classroom teaching material and thus they remember more of what they

have learnt and they get help with their homework’.

Ms. Mikini and Mr. Tireas (Thalio) also focus attention on the fact that the students
themselves wanted to be withdrawn for support. For them the students seemed to have
benefitted, even if the true motivation of these students was the ‘clemency’ of being helped
to get better grades in classroom tests and final exams. The importance of this ‘clemency’

was indicated by Mr.Tireas, who underlined that:
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‘they are also students who want to be included in the resource room support, because they

believe that they would also be helped with their grades’.

However, Ms.Mikini (Thalio) was also disappointed, upon discovering the true reason that

some students attended the resource room:

‘The boys you have seen are glad to come to the resource room because they believe that

it is time to relax’.

Thirdly, the teachers suggested that these students are not stigmatized when they attend
the resource room, since they are not isolated in the mainstream classroom. Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio) explained that the classmates of these students are pleasant to
them and do not marginalize them. Ms. Evdoxia's (Protagorio) students complained that
they did not understand the lesson in their classroom, rather than being socially excluded.

Mr. Tireas also highlighted that:

‘In the previous and this school year, the students in the resource room are close friends.
Usually the students of this target group are friends also with other children of their age.
They are not isolated by their peers; maybe they feel more comfortable to be mostly with

the children of the resource room group’.

Similarly, Ms. Ely (Thalio) confirmed that her resource room students, Chrysanthi, Chara
and Zoitsa, chose to be closer friends because they were shy. Ms.
Alkmini (Aristotelio) firmly supported the idea that her students were happy attending the

resource room because:
‘.... there is a prevailing climate of love, trust and acceptance in the resource room’

As far as her twin students, Marianthi and Giota, are concerned, Ms.Alkmini acknowledged
that they had problems socializing with their classroom group of students due to their

selfish behaviour and thus she tended to advise them on how to make friendships.

Finally, it is interesting that Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio), who has been affected by her
previous work experience in special schools and ‘special units’ within mainstream Cypriot
schools, suggested the withdrawal support was even more effective for these students’

socialization and academic support :

‘...to have a ‘special’ class with children of the same level being together all the time. | don’t
understand why we keep the same process (students leaving the mainstream classroom to
attend the resource room and vice versa).The children in ‘special’ classes would have
simplified books for the same course list of the mainstream curriculum and so children
would have higher self-esteem. Now these students are ‘different’ in the mainstream

classroom because they are made to feel aware of their ‘learning difficulties.(In the ‘special’
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classroom) the students would not be stigmatized and their teachers would pay more
attention to their needs. It would also be easier for the teachers to work with students of the

same level'.

An issue that emerges from these findings is that both groups have internalized the idea
that the resource room is the place for educational support for the less academically able
students. However, only the students believed that they were stigmatized or at risk of
being stigmatized as a result of their withdrawal support in the resource room. For the
coordinators and teachers, it was natural for these students to be withdrawn from the
mainstream classroom to receive support in the resource room and thus for them,

withdrawal support was not a factor in explaining these students’ stigmatization.

Students’ discrimination

One common effect of stigmatization was direct or indirect forms of discrimination. The
majority of the students in the mainstream classroom were directly discriminated against
by their classmates, who laughed at or teased them for the help these students receive
from their teachers with answering their exercises or tests. Their classmates tended to
laugh at them because they considered themselves to be ‘more able’ academically.

Gregoris (Aristotelio) pointed out:
‘(They) teased me as | will easily have good grades because | go to the resource room’.

The boys in their resource room group laughed at Giorgula and Niki (Protagorio), when
they answered incorrectly and could not complete their exercises. Giagkos’
(Thalio) classmates laughed at him, because he had not found the correct answers alone.
Gregoris (Aristotelio) and Katerina (Protagorio) preferred to ask their questions in the
resource room in order to avoid their classmates laughing at them and
Katerina (Protagorio) preferred to ask her questions to her parents at home, rather than in
the mainstream classroom. However, it is significant to note that in Aristotelio and Thalio,
there were a few students, who were not laughed at by their classmates. The girl sitting
next to Giagkos (Thalio), helped him with their classroom activities, and thus he was
confident to raise his hand and answer questions in the mainstream classroom. The
students in Ms. Alkmini’s (Aristotelio) class used to work collaboratively in order to
answer their exercise sheets and they listened with respect to the responses from those
labelled as having learning difficulties. They were regularly more inclusive, since they
agreed to lend their notes to those who were withdrawn for support. The classmates of

Nektaria and Minas (Thalio) wished they could also attend the resource room with them
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in order to miss the lesson in the mainstream classroom. It can possibly be inferred that
the lessons in the mainstream classroom were perceived as being boring or difficult for

them too.

| observed that the students were afraid of being isolated in the mainstream classroom and
thus of being indirectly discriminated against by their classmates. These students
attempted to be constantly part of their classroom peer group, even when they were
distracted or misbehaved during the lesson in the mainstream classroom.
Gregoris (Aristotelio) continued to misbehave, though his teacher remarked on his good
behaviour, since his classmates paid attention to him as the ‘clown of the classroom’
(reflection on fieldwork: research diary, 4 December 2012). Xenia (Aristotelio) also
laughed and talked with the others about a mischievous incident, which happened during
the teaching and learning process in the mainstream classroom (fieldnotes, 4 December
2012). Demos’ (Thalio) classmates laughed when Ms. Mikini made remarks to him about
his behaviour, though they kept calling to him in class and joking with him about his
behaviour towards their teacher. All the students enjoyed talking with their classmates and
participated in their jokes, while a few students were irritated by these students’ distracting
behaviour. Some boys from Ms. Andromache’s (Aristotelio) and Ms.
Semeli’'s (Protagorio) classes were irritated respectively with Gregoris’ and Antonakis’
distracting behaviour. Christodoulos (Aristotelio) was also annoyed when a girl was
misbehaving in the resource room. He ignored her gestures and even though he did not
report her to their teachers, he laughed at her when the teacher criticized her behaviour.
Solonas (Protagorio) was angry with Efstathios and Charilaos, because they distracted
his attention from the lesson when they were sitting all together. He was only annoyed
when other resource room students teased him, probably because they had a close
friendship and he was not afraid of losing it (reflection on fieldwork:research diary: 6
December 2012).

Among the students, there was a sense of being discriminated against by their teachers.
This sense emerged for two discrete reasons. Firstly, the students assumed that their
teachers did not have time for their needs and their queries in the mainstream classrooms.
The majority of students, who believed this, were from Aristotelio and Protagorio. Niki,
Charilaos and Efstathios (Protagorio) identified that they were receiving more attention
from their teachers in the resource room. Charilaos, who was used that his teacher asked

all students in turn around the resource room to participate in lesson, complained that:

137



‘....in class | am not treated fairly because only a few times does the teacher ask me to
answer. | am not raising my hand to answer because | am not sure about my answer,
because | forget easily what they asked us to do and (so) | don’t want to be mocked if |

make a mistake’.

Christodoulos (Aristotelio) mentioned that his teacher encouraged all the students in her
group to ask their various questions in the resource room. Similarly, Demosthenes and
Chrysanthi (Thalio) complained that there was insufficient time to answer their questions
in the mainstream classroom, while Efstathios (Thalio) argued that their teachers lacked
time since they were more students in the mainstream classroom.
Demosthenes (Protagorio) emphasized that his teacher encouraged him to keep notes of
his queries to ask later in the resource room. Secondly, these students hesitated to ask
their questions in the mainstream classroom because they themselves and their
classmates internalized their teachers’ assumption that their queries were delaying the
teaching and learning process. This assumption was mainly internalized by the students of
Aristotelio. Therefore, Marianthi (Aristotelio) complained that her teacher did not seem

willing to answer her questions in the mainstream classroom, because:
‘....the others move to another exercise’.

Similarly, | observed that the classmates of Christodoulos and Gregoris complained about
their repeatedly asking questions. Giota’s and Aphrodite’s classmates took advantage of

the time spent by their teachers answering their questions to make noise or misbehave.

Students also felt discriminated against, when their teachers got easily annoyed with them,
when they were distracted or misbehaved in the mainstream classroom. For example,

Gregoris pointed out that:

‘In the classroom | don’t like it when teachers get mad with me because | misbehave.

Everybody is naughty but usually they blame me for the noise...".

Maximus (Aristotelio) and Minas (Protagorio) also complained that their teachers
seemed to be ‘unfair’ towards them. Their teachers always blamed them for any
misbehaviour, because they had stereotyped them as the ‘misbehavers’ in the mainstream
classroom. Similarly, Charalambos (Thalio) and the majority of students in Protagorio,
such as Solonas (Protagorio) took it for granted that their teachers would show the same
equal tolerance with them as in the resource room, because they already knew about their

learning difficulties. In particular, Charalambos complained that:

‘| don'’t like it in the history class that the teacher gets angry with me and she makes

remarks about my behaviour’.
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However, some of the students tended to be more easily negative about the teachers, who
they suspected were strict with them or less supportive of their learning needs. Antonakis
explained that:

‘| like the class of ‘Odyssey’ (Ancient Greek literature), but | do not feel sorry for missing it

because | do not like that teacher’.

Similarly, Giorgula was sorry to miss the Ancient Greek class but not to miss the lesson
with the French teacher.

Discrimination of some sort against students with learning difficulties was also reported by
a few teachers. For example Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) and Ms.
Pandora (Protagorio) implied that some of their teacher colleagues tended to discriminate
against their students with learning difficulties, since they lowered their expectations of
their learning. Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) indicated that:

‘There are also teachers who underestimate students because they are going to the

resource room’.
Ms. Akmini (Aristotelio) also indicated that:

‘Others refused to go to the resource room tuition in order not to be stigmatized and the
teachers do not ‘push them’, but they are indulgent with them in the (mainstream)

classroom’.

Nevertheless, it is worth noting that Ms. Alkmini, who has worked in special schools
before, and Ms. Pandora, who is a priest's wife, were even more sensitive with their
students with learning difficulties (informal conversation: research diary, 15 November
2012). The other teachers and especially those in Thalio argued that the teachers
protected their students from being/feeling discriminated against by supporting them

emotionally in the resource room. Indicatively, Mr. Aiolos explained that:

‘The school directs the students (to behave properly to each other).Teachers give them
love, and (by supporting them in the resource room) there is more chance for the students
to participate in the classroom without being insulted (because they did not know the

answers to the mainstream classroom activities)'.

In Aristotelio and Protagorio, teachers acknowledged the risk of these students being
discriminated against, due to their withdrawal support in the resource room. However, they
tended to underestimate this risk by arguing that it no longer exists. For example,

Ms.Andromache (Aristotelio) totally denied that her students were discriminated against:
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‘| don’t think that students are influenced negatively. They are included at school without
any problem and their classmates are sensitive to them, even the students in wheel chairs,

you see them push them’.

Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) indicated that:
‘Students are influenced negatively but this is the case only on the first days of school.
With the help of their teacher, who loves them, the exclusion (discrimination) is overcome’.
Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) recounted that she used to have only one student who was
discriminated against because:
‘They understood erroneously that the resource room classes were for children ‘with
serious problems’ or for ‘stupid’ children. | have never noticed any case like this at any

other school’.

It is also interesting that a small number of teachers tended to underestimate the risk of
these students being discriminated against because teachers supported them in the
resource room to improve their academic self-esteem. Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) aimed to
support her students emotionally in the resource room, because:

..... students enjoy being in the resource room because we talk about different topics of
their interest which are considered to be a problem for them and | encourage and support
them. With my previous students, | was closer to them and we could talk more about their
personal affairs. This year we cannot yet because these students argue with each other
when we talk about such things. | asked their mainstream classroom peers to avoid

ridiculing them’.

Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio), who tended to protect her students from such a risk, underlined
that:

‘It has not caught my eye that their classmates make fun of them because they go to the
resource room... Even though there is confidentiality about the children going to the
resource room, the course timetable is posted on the teachers’ desk and there may be a
fear of these students of being stigmatized. For this reason | explained to them that it is
their responsibility to attend the lessons in the resource room without being summoned and

I gave them the timetable and the place to come alone’.

Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) concurred with what Ms. Roxani had identified and thus she felt
relieved that:

‘.. now the children know their timetable and they don’t have to look at it’.

Ms. Alkmini acknowledged that her students were protected from being stigmatized by

their classmates, if they did not know when they had to leave the mainstream classroom to
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receive support in the resource room. She also acknowledged that the classmates of these
students perceived them to be less academically able, because they attended the resource
room for support.

Overall, what emerged from these findings is that the classmates of these students and
their teachers have internalized the idea that they are less academically able. It is also
striking that these students themselves internalized that they were less academically able
compared to their peers. On the basis of this, both their classmates and their teachers
tended to discriminate against these students for their academic performance.
Interestingly, these students tended to act in ways they believed would increase the
acceptance of their teacher and classmate and, to an extent, minimize the risk of being

discriminated against by others.

Students’ lower academic self-concept and efficacy beliefs

The students appear to have lower academic self-esteem as a result of their labelling and
stigmatization. | observed that these students usually chose to sit at the back row tables
and tried respectively to hide away in the mainstream classroom. Seventeen students
choose to sit at the back or the second back table and just seven at the first table of each
row. Students sat alone or with a friend who was a ‘good’ student, but even more

interesting was the fact that the majority of them sat close to their friends from the resource

room group.

Table C.7a: Students’ Seats In The Mainstream Classroom

Lesson Participant

Class Student

Teacher

Marianthi
Maximus
Menelaus
Giota
Mrs Alkmini
Christodoulos
Ms. Zinovia

°
T
2
<)
2
12}
=
<

Makes
Aphrodite
Ms. Roxani + Greek

Ms. +
Andromache History

Gregoris
Xenia
Ms. Pandora History Minas
Antonakis

Katerina

Protagorio

Kostakis

Students’ Seat In the First Classroom
Observation

last table of the third row

first table of the first row with another
student

alone behind Giota’s table

alone at the second to back table of the
first row
alone at the last table of the second row

at the first table of the first row with a good
student

at the first table of the first row with a good
student

at the first table of the third row with
another student

alone at the third table of the third row

at the last table of the second row with
another student

at the first table of the second row

at the second table of the first row
third table of the second row
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Students’ Seat In The Second
Classroom Observation

last table of the third row
first table of the first row with
another student

alone behind Giota’s table

alone at the second to back
table of the first row

alone at the last table of the
second row

at the first table of the first row
with a good student

at the first table of the first row
with a good student

at the first table of the third row
with another student

alone at the third table of the
third row

at the last table of the second
row with another student

at the first table of the second
row

at the second table of the first
row with Niki

third table of the second row




Ms. Semeli

Ms. Evdoxia

Mr. Tireas

Mr.Charidemos

Ms. Mikini+
Ms. Ely

Demosthenes

Niki

Nektaria

Giorgula

Marinos

Charilaos
Efstathios
Solonas

Giangkos

Anna

Mary

Demos

Charalambos

Chrysanthi

Zoitsa

Chara

last table of the third row with another
student
second table of the first row

last table of the first row

alone at the last table of the fourth row
last table of the first row
absent

with Solonas at the second to backl table
of the third row

with Efstathios at the second to back table
of the third row

with Mary at the last table of the second
row.

first table next to the teacher’s
headquarter

with Giagkos at the last table of the
second row
last table of the first row with another boy

first table of the first row/ delayed

with Zoitsa at the last table of the first row

with Chrysanthi at the last table of the first
row

at the second to back table of the first row
with another ‘naughty’ girl

last table of the third row with
another student

absent

second table of the second row
with another student

alone at the last table of the
fourth row

last table of the first row

is sitting at the third table of the
fourth row

absent

with Charilaos at the second to
back table of the third row

with Mary at the last table of the
second row

first table next to the teacher’s
deskr

alone at the last table of the
second row

delayed/ last table of the middle
row

first table of the first row

with Zoitsa at the last table of the
first row

with Chrysanthi at the last table
of the first row

Second to back table of the first
row with another ‘naughty’ girl

Students were more confident in their academic abilities in the resource room, since they
chose to sit at the front tables and in many cases they sat opposite or next to their
teacher’s desk. They sat close to each other, while Mr. Tireas and Ms. Evdoxia tended to
encourage them to sit closer together because there were fewer students. Students also
chose to sit with a friend or alone. Interestingly, Mr. Tirea’s (Protagorio) students always
sat alone but close to other tables. The reason for this was what Ms. Alkmini stated, that
the students were not afraid to express their views or to answer incorrectly in the resource
room, because they acknowledged that they were all at the same academic level
(fieldnotes,10 December 2012-9 January 2013).

Table C.7b : Students’ Seats In The Resource Room

Students’ Seat In The
Second Classroom
Observation

Students’ Seat In the First
Classroom Observation

Lesson In The
Resource Participant

Teacher Class Room Student

with her twins sister at the with her twins sister at the
Marianthi second table behind the boys second table behind the
of the group boys of the group
with Menelaus at the front with Menelaus at the front
table of the second row table of the second row
with Maximus at the front with Maximus at the front
table of the second row table of the second row
with her twin sister at the with her twins sister at the
Giota second table behind the boys second table behind the
of the group boys of the group
alone at the first table of the alone at the first table of the
third row in front of the third row in front of the
teacher’s headquarter teacher’s desk
alone at the front table of the alone at the front table of
second row the second row

Maximus

Menelaus

Mrs Alkmini 1*

Aristotelio

Christodoul
0s

Ms. Zinovia 2n Greek

Makes
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Ms. Roxani +
Ms.
Andromache

Ms. Pandora

Ms. Semeli

Protagorio

Ms. Evdoxia

Mr. Tireas

Mr.Charidem
os

Ms. Mikini+
Ms. Ely

Greek+
History

Greek
+History

Aphrodite
Gregoris
Xenia
Minas
Antonakis
Katerina

Kostakis

Demosthen
es

Niki
Nektaria

Giorgula

Marinos

Charilaos

Efstathios

Solonas

Giangkos

Anna

Mary
Demos

Charalamb
0s

Chrysanthi

Zoitsa

alone at the front table of the
first row

with Xenia at the front table of
the second row

with Aphrodite behind to
Gregory

alone at the first table

alone behind the girl of the
group

with Niki at the front table of
the second row

alone at the front table of the
first row

behind to Kostakis’ table

with Katerina at the front table
of the second row

alone

next to the teacher’s
headquarter

alone at the first table opposite
to Giorgula’s table

t round table

round table

round table

alone at the front table of the
first row

with Mary at the middle row in
front table opposite to the
teacher’s desk

with Anna opposite to the
teacher’s desk

behind to Charalambos’ table

alone at the first table of the
middle row

next to the teacher’s desk
with Chara at the first table
opposite to the teacher’s desk

with Zoitsa at the front table ,
opposite to the teacher’s desk

with Xenia at the front table
of the first row

absent

absent

alone at the first table

alone at the pre-final table
of the second row

with Niki at the front table of
the second row

alone at the front table of
the first row

behind to Kostakis’ table

with Katerina at the front
table of the second row
alone

with Marinos( teacher
encouraged them to sit
together/closed)

with Giorgula( teacher
encouraged them to sit
together/closed)

round table(teacher
encouraged them to sit
together)

round table(teacher
encouraged them to sit
together)

round table(teacher
encouraged them to sit
ogether)

alone at the front table of
the first row

alone next to the teacher’s
desk

alone at the first table of the
first row
first table of the third row

alone at the first table of the
second row

next to the teacher’s desk
with Chara at the first table
opposite to the teacher’s
desk

with Zoitsa at the front table,
opposite to the teacher’s
desk

These students were less confident in working autonomously in the mainstream

classroom, because they were used to being constantly supported by their teachers in the

resource room. Twelve students valued as very important to having access to dictionaries,

cards and CDs in the mainstream classroom in order to be helped with their activities,

although they confessed that they actually preferred their teachers to give them the

answers. Only Charalambos aimed at finding the answers by himself, along with his

teacher’s help. Additionally, these students appeared to be less confident in working on

lessons which they had internalized as being difficult for them. Thus, they did not bother
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about being withdrawn from Ancient Greek and Ancient Greek literature classes. Aphrodite
and Giota (Aristotelio) stated that:

‘No, I' m not sorry that | miss these classes because the lessons in the mainstream

classroom are difficult, while in the resource room classes are easier’.
Similarly, Minas (Protagorio) stated that:

‘1 did Ancient Greek at the beginning of the school and | didn’t understand it because it was

difficult (for me)’.

Although Niki (Protagorio) understood a few things in the Ancient Greek lessons, she was
also happy to be exempted from these course tests. Additionally, Menelaus (Aristotelio)

mentioned that:
‘....I do not mind that | miss them because | learn more useful things’.

Antonakis, Solonas, Kostakis and Demosthenes (Protagorio) disliked or considered
boring the classes from which they had to be withdrawn. Gregoris and
Christodoulos (Aristotelio) preferred to be withdrawn from French only, because they
considered this class to be boring and difficult. Anna (Thalio) was sometimes sad about
missing both Ancient Greek and French, while Mairy (Thalio) was sad about missing the
French classes. Only a few students were worried about being withdrawn from exam
lessons. These lessons continued to be difficult for them, although they considered
themselves as needing to attend them in both classroom environments. Makes explained

that he was worried because:

‘... I’ m missing the teaching materials of the classroom and I’ m falling behind in (I can’t

understand) the lesson of the (mainstream) classroom’.
Charilaos was less worried than Makes because :

...... I’'m losing the teaching of the exam materials. My teacher consults me to take the
notes from my classmates and write them in my exercise book. I’'m collaborating with one of

my friends who gives me his exercise book but | have to copy them at the weekend'.

It is quite intriguing that the first year students were curious about doing Ancient Greek,
though they did not dare to challenge being withdrawn from this lesson.

Marianthi (Aristotelio) said :

| don’t feel sad missing the French and the Odyssey classes because | don'’t like them. | am
sorry that | miss the class of Ancient Greek because | like it. | have been excused from this
class but sometimes when the program changed, | stayed in the Ancient Greek class, and
when the teacher explained it, | understood it. | have not done any class of Ancient Greek

before’.
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Maximus (Aristotelio), who did not question why it was obligatory to miss this class, stated
that:

‘| feel sorry missing Ancient Greek, because it is the first time to have this class. Once, the

program of the withdrawal support in the resource room changed, | stayed in the class’.

However, the third year students recognized that it was obligatory for all of them to leave
these particular classes. Efstathios (Protagorio) highlighted that:

‘Usually | leave from Ancient Greek and French classes and sometimes from Ancient Greek
literature. Teachers decided that it is better to leave from the mainstream classes while we

have these lessons’.

Charalambos (Thalio) not only stopped bothering but he also wished to be withdrawn
from English, which was not his favourite lesson. It is obvious that the third year students
internalized themselves as being less academically able and they stopped challenging the
fact that they were being withdrawn from certain lessons in the mainstream classroom.
Actually, they wanted to take advantage of this in order to miss other classes which they
perceived as difficult or boring.

4.2.2. THE IMPACT OF WITHDRAWAL SUPPORT

The impact of withdrawal support will be discussed in two sections. The first section
examines the impact on students’ learning identity and the second section discusses the

impact on the teachers’ practicing profile.

Students’ reliance on the resource room support

Students were identified through this research as being reliant on the teaching and
learning practices of the resource room, as a result of their lower academic self—concept
and efficacy beliefs. Additionally, |1 would suggest that the grade oriented educational
system of Cyprus and the lack of constant mainstream classroom teaching adaptations,
have also encouraged the students’ reliance on the teaching practices of the resource
room. More specifically, students were reliant on the teaching of the resource room,
because they believed they benefited academically. Participating in the learning process of
the mainstream classroom is understood by the students as their ability to answer their
teachers’ questions. Anna, Mary (Thalio), Marianthi and Gregoris (Aristotelio) felt happy
answering their teachers’ questions, because they were representative of what the

students knew, understood and could do. Marianthi said:

145



‘| understand and participate (more) in the lesson so I'm glad when | know the answer in

the (mainstream) classes’.

Additionally, Katerina (Protagorio) felt happy knowing the correct answers to the
classroom activities, which were pre-taught them in the resource room, since this helped
her to avoid being ridiculed by her classmates. Only Minas and Efstathios (Protagorio)
were disappointed, because their resource room support scarcely helped their participation
either in the resource room or in the mainstream classroom (reflections on

fieldwork: research diary, 20 December 2012).

Students perceived themselves as being in need of ‘special’ or simpler teaching, which
was mainly provided to them in the resource room and thus they could benefit
academically. Seven students argued that they learnt ‘something new’ in the resource
room, eight that they had learnt ‘something more’, two that they could cover their ‘learning
gaps’ and three liked that their teachers advised them ‘on how to improve’. Anna felt happy
because she said: ‘| have improved a little academically’, three students were happy
because they could ‘learn what they had been unable to do in the mainstream classroom’
and six students because ‘they could listen to the lesson twice’ both in the resource room

and in the mainstream classroom. Indicatively, Chara and Zoitsa (Thalio) liked that:

‘....the rhythm of teaching is slower. | understand better the Modern Greek and Math

classes in the resource room’.
Nektaria (Protagorio) also highlighted that:

‘Sometimes, | understand the lesson from the class but | want to come to the resource
room because they explain the lesson more simply, so we can understand what we couldn’t

from the classes’.

Similarly, Niki (Protagorio), who had the same learning difficulties to overcome during the
learning process in both the resource room and the mainstream classroom, underlined
that:

‘...l can understand the lesson more easily. My problem is that | forget (easily) what | have

learnt’.

Students perceived it to be less discriminatory to ask their questions in the resource room.
Chara (Thalio) who was shy, preferred to ask her questions only in the resource room,
while Charilaos (Protagorio), Maximus and Makes (Aristotelio), were shy about asking
their questions even in the resource room. Students tried to hide their difficulties from the
others in the mainstream classroom, and thus Katerina (Protagorio) waited for the bell to

ring in order to address her queries only to her teacher. Giorgula also preferred to ask only
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her teacher since she was the only one who could give her the correct answers.
Marianthi (Aristotelio) and Solonas (Protagorio) were more confident about asking their
teachers questions in the mainstream classroom since they acknowledged that their
classmates also have queries. Christodoulos, Marianthi (Aristotelio) and
Chrysanthi (Thalio) preferred to ask their questions in the resource room, because their
teachers spent more time answering them. Only, Mary (Thalio) indicated that:

‘| try to find the answer alone... Sometimes when | don’t ask | made myself read in order to

find the answer’.

Exam questions were pre-taught to these students in the resource room and thus they
believed that they could only achieve better grades, if they attended the resource room. It
is interesting that the classmates of these students were also keen to attend the resource
room in order to benefit from the perceived advantage of getting better grades. All the
students, except for Demos (Thalio), agreed that they wanted their teachers to support
them to become independent learners, though they valued the fact that their teachers
explained how to organize their study time and revise for tests and exams. Mary, Zoitsa
and Charalambos (Thalio) appreciated that their teachers had already explained how they
should study for tests. Similarly, Giorgula (Protagorio) was used to her teacher revising
the exam materials beforehand for both her and Marinos during the resource room tuition.
For this reason, she was observed to apologize to her teacher for not writing the answers
or studying independently for the test and she asked her teacher to ensure that they would

revise them in the resource room (fieldnotes, 13 December 2012).

Most of the time, the learning needs of these students tended to be ignored by their
teachers in the mainstream classroom. Solonas (Protagorio), who complained about his

teacher’s lack of individual attention in the mainstream classroom, stated that:

‘I do not like to do exercises all the time (during the class). Teachers sit at their desk and
they don't care if | do not understand something. They explain to me and because | do not

understand, | am bored in the (mainstream) classroon’.

As a result of their teachers’ lack of sustained attention towards their learning needs,
Giagkos (Thalio), Gregoris and Maximus (Aristotelio) were reluctant to address any
questions to their teachers in the mainstream classroom. Katerina (Protagorio) also

explained that:
‘| feel ashamed to ask my teacher all the time’.

For this reason in the interviews, the students, who were of a conscientious character and

keen to learn, stated that when they had difficulty with their exercises, they asked for help
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from the students sitting next to them or near them in the mainstream classroom.
Makes (Aristotelio), Chara, Mary and Zoitsa (Thalio) stated that they always asked for
help, while Aphrodite and Christodoulos (Aristotelio) said that they only sometimes asked
for help from their classmates. Aphrodite and Efstathios (Protagorio) aimed to ask the
students they trusted, who would tell them the correct answers.
Minas (Protagorio) trusted only his resource room friend Nektaria, though she did not
always know the answers. Only Menelaus (Aristotelio) complained that:

‘When | don’t know something in the classroom, | ask my classmates to help me but they

don’t tell me or some of them tell the teacher that | am bothering them (I distracted them)'.

However, some students from Protagorio and Thalio, who had more learning difficulties,
acknowledged that they also lacked their teachers’ sustained individual attention in the

resource room. Giorgula highlighted that:

‘| prefer to be supported individually because | argue with Marinos in the resource room and

if there was only me, | would have more attention from my teacher’.

Charilaos (Protagorio) preferred to be supported in a smaller group of four students, while
Charalambos (Thalio) preferred individual support in order to have greater concentration

and more time spend on answering his queries.

On the other hand, students acknowledged that their teachers in the resource room
constantly supported their learning needs and they highlighted which of the resource room
teaching practices they enjoyed the most. Anna (Thalio), Aphrodite and
Gregoris (Aristotelio) enjoyed the student counselling and emotional support that they
had in the resource room, because they could discuss their daily routines and experiences.
Most of the students liked the various ways that their teachers tended to differentiate their
classroom activities. For example, Chara (Thalio), Giota and Menelaus (Aristotelio) liked
how their teachers used examples from their daily routine to make their lesson more
pleasant and easier for them to understand. Efstathios (Protagorio), Giota and
Maximus (Aristotelio) liked that their teacher explained their classroom activities in many
different and easier ways. Gregoris (Aristotelio) appreciated his teacher using additional
resource materials, while Solonas (Protagorio) liked that more examples and instructions
were given to help them understand complex ideas and, to a greater extent, the lesson.
Niki and Minas (Protagorio) appreciated that their teachers summarized the lesson many
times. Katerina liked that her teacher waited for them to answer their exercises first orally
and then to write them down. Only Marianthi emphasized that her teacher ‘treated them

equally well both in the mainstream classroom and the resource room’. Her teacher always
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used many examples to help them understand the lesson and she was excited that her
teacher motivated her to learn. Therefore, it is obvious that the students liked the support
they received in the resource room, because they noticed the lack of consistent teacher
support in the mainstream classroom and because they internalized themselves as being

in need of ‘additional’ support in order to succeed academically.

Coordinators’ and teachers’ reliance on the teaching of the resource room

| found that the reliance of coordinators and teachers on the resource room support
stemmed from their moderately inclusive ethos. To explore the inclusive ethos of the
coordinators and teachers, in their questionnaires, | asked them to state if they agree or
disagreed with the idea that the students were required to be withdrawn from the
mainstream classroom in order to receive support. Nine out of the twelve participants
agreed that all the students, regardless of whether they had mild or profound learning
difficulties should be withdrawn from some mainstream classes to receive individualized
support in the resource room. Only, Ms.Meropi_(Protagorio)_was not sure, highlighting
that:

‘It depends on the individual and his/her capacities’.

Except for Ms.Alkmini (Aristotelio), all the others agreed that the ‘learning difficulties’ of
the students should be supported in the resource room because teaching is concerned
with identifying the ‘strengths’ of students and their potentials for building their learning
development. Except for Ms.Roxani and Ms.Zinovia (Aristotelio), all the others agreed
that these students should be supported in the resource room, because teaching aims to
supporting them to achieve the goals of the mainstream curriculum_(see_appendix:Table
C.8,p. 376).

Additionally, when the coordinators and teachers were questioned about whether some
students, such as those with mild learning difficulties, should be withdrawn from the
mainstream classroom, ten out of the twelve participants strongly agreed. The only
exception was Ms.Alkmini (Aristotelio), who just agreed and
Ms.Semeli (Protagorio) who was not sure about this statement. The participants did not
believe that these student needs could be supported exclusively in the mainstream
classroom. Mr. Aiolos argued that these students ‘are naughty’ and thus the teachers
could not focus adequately on their learning needs in the mainstream classroom. Four

participants from Aristotelio and Protagorio respectively and two from Thalio argued that
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in the mainstream classroom these students wanted to work on the same activities as
like their classmates. Four participants in Aristotelio, all in Protagorio and three in Thalio
supported that the teachers lacked time due to the teachers’ pressure to cover the
curriculum materials needed for the exams. Except for Ms.Roxani (Aristotelio), who
disagreed, the teachers explained that they lacked time due to the large number of
students in the mainstream classroom. This result is somewhat counterintuitive,
considering that in Aristotelio and in Protagorio three out of five agreed that they could
meet the learning difficulties of the students in the mainstream classroom by
differentiating the classroom activities according to their educational possibilities. These
teachers also believed that helping a student to deal with his/her learning difficulties
could be helpful for the learning process of other students. Surprisingly, in Thalio three
out of four did not believe that differentiation is an effective practice to meet the learning
needs of these students, and they were not sure if they could differentiate their
mainstream classroom activities effectively (see appendix: Table C.8, p. 376). Issues
related to the individual inclusive ethos of the teachers were particularly prominent in the
interview data. Mainly the Aristotelio and Protagorio teachers highlighted that teaching
these students in the resource room, they became more sensitive to their needs.
Ms.Alkmini (Aristotelio) stated that:

‘...for resource room tuition, there should be chosen teachers who love, empathize and are

sensitive to the ‘learning difficulties’ of the children’.
Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) also said:

‘You see these students with more sympathy and you are emotionally connected with them
because you teach them in the mainstream classroom and the resource room. In the past, |
have become emotionally connected with all the resource room students except for one,
who was a very cheeky student. This year | do not yet feel connected with these students. |
encourage them to talk with me about the problems they have at school and at home in

order to help them’.

Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) and Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) also alluded to how teaching these
students in the resource room made them more willing to meet these students’ needs in
the mainstream classroom. Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) explained that she always saw
herself as a ‘second mother’ to them. In contrast to those teaching in the resource room,

Ms.Roxani pinpointed that:

‘the others do not understand their ‘difficulties’. They just labelled them as ‘less able
children’. What they problematize is what grades they should give them. | don’t know if it is

correct to mark them according to the results in tests or in a different way’.
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It is also for this reason that she personally tried to be both sensitive and objective towards

her students’ needs, though she indicated that:

‘I don’t take school problems home, so | am not personally influenced, neither feel

‘compassion’ about them’.

Furthermore, the coordinators and teachers tended to be reliant on the teaching of the
resource room due to their common belief that these students had improved academically
from their withdrawal support. Indicatively, Mr. Aiolos (Thalio) said that their students’
academic improvement was obvious in their term evaluation records. Ms.
Ely (Thalio) explained that her students in the resource room had been helped
academically by listening ‘twice’ to what they had been taught in the mainstream
classroom, revising for tests and receiving help with their homework. Mr.
Charidemos (Thalio) mentioned that these students improved in the resource room
because the teaching materials are oversimplified for them. He said:

‘| considered that nothing is easy for the students, so | give them more explanations. For
example, last year, | did the Odyssey and for the whole year, | referred to the ‘pretenders’ of
Penelope. | presumed this word was known to the students because we still use it today but

at the end of the year to my surprise, a student asked me what it means’.

On the other hand, a few of the teachers questioned whether the resource room support
benefited these students academically. Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) and
Ms.Zinovia (Aristotelio) agreed that the teaching of the resource room is academically
beneficial only for the students of a lower academic level. More specifically, Ms.Zinovia
said:
‘It depends on the ‘learning difficulties’ of each student. | used to have students of B or C
grade. The fact that they leave their classroom to have support in the resource room has
influenced their learning negatively because they missed their classes and they did not
understand the curriculum materials. For the students of D and E grades, | do not think that

it makes any difference whether or not they are in the mainstream classroom because they

have already many learning difficulties or gaps from the previous class levels’.
Similarly, Ms. Ely admitted that:

‘For the boys you have already observed, the resource room program is a waste of money
because they are indifferent. In this program there should be other students who want it and

are in need of support’.

It is also particularly important to note that there were teachers, such as Ms.

Andromache (Aristotelio), who encouraged their students to continue attending the
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resource room, even if they had not greatly improved and their learning difficulties had not
been overcome. These teachers did not believe that the needs of these students could be
supported solely in the mainstream classroom. According to Ms.Roxani (Aristotelio), the
teaching in the mainstream classroom was effective in identifying her students’ ‘difficulties’,
which  she aimed to support in the resource room. Additionally,
Ms.Evdoxia (Protagorio) underlined that the ‘needs’ of a few of these students can be
supported solely in the mainstream classroom and only be withdrawn if
‘necessary’,because the parents do not want their children to be withdrawn from their

classroom.

A common view among the coordinators and teachers was that the teachers could better
support their students to meet the aims of the mainstream curriculum in the resource room.
Teachers aimed for their students to understand the symbolism and difficult terms in their
literature texts and to make comparisons with the suggested parallel texts to those on their
curriculum syllabus. To help her students consolidate how to develop their arguments in
their assignments, Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) encouraged them to express their ideas and
justify their arguments first orally and then in writing. To help students to consolidate the
grammatical and syntactical phenomena of Modern Greek language, Ms.
Zinovia (Aristotelio) explained to her students how to recognize the form of verbs in
sentences. Mr. Tireas, Ms. Semeli and Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) reminded their students
about the grammar and vocabulary rules by identifying the students’ mistakes and
challenging them to correct the mistakes by themselves. The teachers believed that there
was no time for this in the mainstream classroom because it was difficult for them to
manage these students’ misbehaviour, inattentiveness and rule infractions. Mr.

Charidemos (Thalio) explained that:

‘These students are those who usually misbehave in the classroom, thus the close
relationship that is building between us during the resource room teaching, helps these
students not to be naughty in the classroom’.

Similarly, Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) pinpointed that:

‘When these students misbehave in the mainstream classroom, annoying the other
students, | get stressed. | am also stressed because when you devote much time to these

students’ difficulties, you lose the flow of the class’.

A surprising finding is the clear link between aspects of support provided in the resource
room and students’ success in tests and exams. The teachers were reliant on the resource
room support, since they believed that they could help their students to increase their

academic grades. Therefore, Ms. Roxani (Arisotelio) allowed her students to have their
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notebooks in order for them to revise more easily for their test at home. For those who did
not teach in the mainstream classroom, she used to ask the teachers about the test, in
order to help the students prepared (fieldnotes, 26 November 2012).To virtually guarantee
her students’ success, she asked her students to write their term essays in the resource
room before attending the mainstream classroom and she spent time giving them
feedback. She used to work individually with each student, not only correcting their
paragraphs to be grammatically and structurally correct but also helping them to restate
more strongly their arguments. Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) prepared her students in the
resource room to do an additional test, in order to help them improve the grade they
received for the test in their mainstream classroom. Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) pre-taught
her students the exam comprehension text and helped them to answer the questions,
allowing them to have their notes with them during the test in the mainstream classroom.
She read the correct answers to her students, explaining what they had done wrong and
how they should prepare for the final exams, teaching them strategies on how to memorize
things easily. Ms. Ely (Thalio) constantly helped her students to answer their homework
questions orally and then she asked them to copy the answers from the board, which she
had written for them, using simple sentences. She constantly aimed to give them examples

of how they should answer similar types of questions in tests.

Some other teachers identified that these students have benefitted in the resource room,
not only because they were supported to succeed in their tests and exams, but also
because the teachers had ‘extra’ (more) time to support these students emotionally to
increase their academic self-esteem and to individually address their learning needs. Mr.
Aiolos (Thalio) highlighted that the teachers had to spend more time managing their
students’ misbehaviour rather than  supporting them  emotionally. Ms.
Evriklia (Aristotelio) indicated that:

‘Students coming to the resource room need to be able to discuss their personal issues and
be supported. For example, | had a student whose family has economic problems and he
did not have enough to eat which was more important than supporting him academically. |
want these students to be emotionally strong because they would also overcome the fear of

failing in the mainstream classroom’.
Ms. Meropi also highlighted that:

‘The focus is on students to have high self-esteem because they will benefit if they feel
confident enough to ask questions in the mainstream classroom without being

embarrassed’.
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In this line, all the Aristotelio teachers and Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) reported that, in the
resource room, students had their ‘teachers’ exclusive attention’ and ‘exclusive’ time to
express their views. Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) supported the idea that there was more
time for the students to ask their questions and for the teachers to explain the answers to
them individually. Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) felt that her students are ‘unfairly treated’ since
she did not have the time to individually support her resource room group in the
mainstream classroom. Mr. Tireas (Protagorio), despite his year of experience, also
pointed out that he could only give limited attention to these students and only when the
other students in the mainstream classroom were working individually or doing writing

exercises.

It is important to note that almost all the participants, such as Ms.

Semeli (Protagorio) took for granted that:

‘There was more time in the resource room to explain to these students what they have not
understood in the mainstream classroom. There was more time, even if the number of
students making up the resource room groups has increased due to the economic crisis
and even if they grouped together students of different academic levels, as in the mixed

ability classroom’.

Additionally, teachers also took for granted that these students benefitted from the extra
time they had to be supported in the resource room. Ms. Meropi (Protagorio) highlighted
that:

‘In the resource room, students feel closer to the teacher, thus they can freely express their
queries and the teacher can better explain to them (because there is more time). Students
concentrate more because they know that the teachers refer to them individually rather than

in general to all the children in the mainstream classroom.

She also underlined that she spent this ‘extra time’ working on her students’ difficulties,
which she had identified by observing their engagement in the learning process of the

mainstream classroom. Ms. Mikini (Thalio) was the only one who attested that:

‘Even though fewer students attend the resource room, than in the mainstream classrooms,
teachers may not always have the time to give them individual attention, especially if these
students continued to misbehave during the teaching and learning process in the resource

room’.

Ms. Mikini tended to believe this, because she had to support a ‘difficult’ group of students

in the resource room.
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Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) supported the idea that teaching is ‘simplified’ for students in the
resource room, considering that teachers have limited time to prepare ‘different’ and
‘simplified’” exercises during the learning process in the mainstream classroom. Ms.
Pandora (Protagorio) also identified the difficulty of planning activities for a mixed-ability
group, indicating that:

‘There are more students in the mainstream classroom and students with different levels
and also students from other countries who also need support. Thus teachers need more
time to be prepared, to simplify the teaching materials and tests. It is impossible for

teachers to support the students’ difficulties only in the mainstream classroom’.

In agreement with her, Ms. Ely (Thalio) underlined that planning teaching activities for all
the students in the mainstream classroom is both stressful and time consuming, because
time is needed to research extra teaching materials and it requires teachers to be
continually informed and trained about their teaching courses. Only Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio) mentioned that:

‘..because of my experience, | do not need extra time to prepare for them (the students with
learning difficulties). | like History and | read other historical books than those suggested by

the curriculum syllabus, so | can easily find extra teaching materials’.

Despite their years of teaching experience, the teachers believed that it was difficult for
them to meet these student needs in the mainstream classroom, because they had not
been sufficiently trained. Ms. Semeli, who was the most professionally trained, highlighted
that:

‘I have a second diploma as a social worker and | have done psychology classes.
Definitely, you have to be trained in order to communicate with them, to know how to deal

with their ‘difficulties’ but also with their behavioural problems’.

Except for Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio), Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) and
Mr.Charidemos (Thalio), who had no professional training, the others had only once
attended a seminar organized by the MOEC. Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) attended a seminar
for autistic children, Ms. Pandora, Ms. Meropi and Mr.Tireas (Protagorio) for the teaching
of students with ‘hearing impairments’ and Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) for the teaching of
students diagnosed as having dyslexia. Ms. Alkmini and Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) had
attended a seminar about student learning difficulties and the differentiation and
simplification of the literature text in order to help these students achieve positive self-
esteem. Interestingly, Mr. Charidemos indicated the lack of consistency in in-service

training for inclusive education by saying that:
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‘| am teaching the students in the resource room from the first year | was hired but | didn’t
have the chance to attend any seminars. Each academic year, | am responsible for other
things in the school community such as the school journal so | have not been available to

attend any in-service training. Therefore | support students more from my experience’.

However, all the participants asked to be trained in how to differentiate their mainstream

classroom activities for a mixed-ability student group. Ms.Semeli identified that:

‘Students are supported outside the mainstream classroom because there are many levels
of students in mixed ability classrooms. The level of these children is much lower than the
level of the other students in class....There are also many children who have difficulties in

learning and their parents didn’t want them to go to the resource room for support’.
Ms. Mikini (Thalio) also highlighted that:

‘In the mixed-ability classroom you work with the middle level of students, which is
inappropriate for the low ability or excellent students. We work with the middle level
students and this happened because of the pressure of time. Even though the level of
students in my school in general is low, again it is difficult to support the learning difficulties
of the students in the mainstream classroom because there are both international students

and students with learning difficulties’.

Though they lacked training, all the teachers, tended to design practices from their
experience and according to what they had observed as being helpful for supporting the
learning needs of these students in the resource room. Ms. Alkmini, Ms.
Evriklia (Aristotelio), Ms. Pandora and Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) perceived the teaching of
their students both in the resource room and in the mainstream classroom as a good
motivation for them to be continually self-training and self-informing about the teaching
practices they could use to support their students’ needs. However, differentiating their
teaching activities purely from their experience was stressful for some teachers. Ms. Mikini
(Thalio) explained that the teachers tended to feel uncertain about whether they were
doing their ‘job correctly’. Other teachers such as Ms. Ely (Thalio) managed their stress
about differentiation by attributing the ineffectiveness of their practices to the students’

difficulties. More specifically, she underlined that:

‘From my experience, | had always taught in the resource room the students with mild
learning difficulties; | want to help the students but this depends on the cases of students, if

they are interested or not'.

These results suggest that the coordinators and teachers were reliant on the teaching of

the resource room because they believed that these students benefitted academically from
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it and because they tended to focus on what they could not do for these student learning

needs in the mainstream classroom.

Teachers’ lower expectations

The coordinators and teachers, who had internalized these students as being less
academically able, consequently had lower expectations of their learning. Pointedly, Ms.

Roxani (Aristotelio) said:

‘.... children should be aware of their ‘difficulties’ so they will not be disappointed. | try to
help them with their difficulties mainly in the resource room, since | communicate with them
better. | help them to have a real insight into their ‘difficulties’ and to understand why they
have to go to the resource room, but | also encourage them with their abilities (gifts) such
as using computers. In this way, | help them not to be disappointed when they do not
achieve in the test in their classroom. In the (resource room) classroom due to my

experience | adapt the lesson to their abilities in order to be easier’.

Ms. Roxani’s attitude reflects a common behaviour among the teachers who tend to have
lower expectations of students they believe to be less academically able. They tend to
relate the students’ abilities to their success and they are usually less willing to spend extra
time supporting students whose achievements will not be academically rewarded.
Similarly, Ms. Ely_(Thalio) observed that some teachers used to have lower expectations
of these students’ learning, since they considered the resource room tuition as a time to

relax, rather than as supporting these students’ needs. Thus she commented that:

‘...Now the pressure of bureaucracy has increased regarding the program of support for
students in the resource room. Things are stricter now for those working on the resource

room program because maybe in previous years there was not a good job’.
Similarly, Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) indicated that:

‘ The teachers, who support these students in the resource room should respect the
children’s needs, rather than considering the resource room tuition as a time to relax’. The

teachers should go to the students’ level in order to give them knowledge’

Teachers seemed to have lower expectations ofthese students, even when they aimed to

differentiate their teaching practices. Ms. Ely (Thalio) specified that:

‘| encourage them (these students) to participate in the learning process even if they don'’t
raise their hand. My teaching is adapted as it suits the level (of the students). It is usual to

adapt the exercises; | also use difficult and simple questions’.
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Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) also said that:

‘I have worked in a ‘special’ school and in a ‘special unit’ within the mainstream school and |
have always encouraged my students to learn despite their difficulties. | encouraged my
students with profound learning difficulties to participate in school plays and to learn poems,
which the ‘normal’ students could also learn. | also taught them everyday life skills for
example, how to cut potatoes, how to flavour them, how to cook them. Students need to be
encouraged to learn and we should give them global skills. | have been observed by step
inspectors and they liked the way | worked with these students in the special unit’

(informal conversation: research diary, 17 December 2012).

The teachers continued to believe that these students’ needs could not be solely
supported in the mainstream classroom, because they attributed the difficulties in learning
to the child rather than to their less supportive teaching practices. Mr.
Tireas (Protagorio) and Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) argued that these students could
not follow the learning process in the mainstream classroom because they were
respectively identified as having more ‘learning gaps’ than their classmates and

concentrating less on the lesson. Similarly, Ms. Ely (Thalio) emphasized that:

‘I don’t believe that it is difficult but because these students are usually naughty, their
support is unfinished (either in the resource room or in the mainstream classroom).
Teachers will always have to teach mixed-ability groups. It is difficult for all the children to
be entirely good or bad students. You don’t make discriminations in a mixed-ability

classroom. They all have to be helped including the less able students’.
On the other hand, Ms. Roxani indicated that:

‘These students are ‘lost’ in the mainstream classroom. From the teaching in the
(mainstream) classroom, | can understand where they have difficulties and | can help them
to improve. These students could be supported in the mainstream classroom only if
teachers had a different kind of support such as the teaching assistants who are used
abroad and help children while working in the classroom and if technology was used. The
class would be more pleasant with technology. By using computers, the resource room
lessons would be more pleasant and the children would be helped more. If | knew how to

use technology, | could differentiate the exercise sheets more’.

Additionally, Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) suggested that:

‘You cannot leave the other children in the classroom to just pay attention to two or three
children. All these children should be in ‘a special’ (homogeneous) class in the compulsory
lessons and be divided into mixed ability groups for the selective ones, so children would

learn more and they would socialize because they would meet with children from other
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class groups. If their ‘learning difficulties’ improve, the next year, they could be back in their
mainstream classroom (their mixed ability group). However, there are classes such as
Physics, at which students are divided in smaller groups and so their ‘learning difficulties’

can be supported in their mainstream classroom’.

These results suggest that the coordinators and teachers who had a moderately inclusive
ethos and who had internalized the idea that these students were less academically able
believed that these students benefited academically when they were withdrawn from the
mainstream classroom to receive support. Having internalized these students as being
less academically able, they tended to have lower expectations of their learning in the
mainstream classroom, while a few of the teachers also continued to have lower

expectations of their learning in the resource room.

4.2.3. THE TEACHING AND LEARNING PRACTICES OF THE MAINSTREAM
CLASSROOM AND THE RESOURCE ROOM

First, the teaching and learning practices which are used in the mainstream classroom and
the resource room are presented. Second, the students’, coordinators’ and teachers’
attitudes towards the classroom adaptations related to homework, tests and student
evaluation are discussed, as well their attitudes towards the differentiation of the
classroom activities and worksheets. Third, the coordinators’ and teachers’ attitudes
towards the use of teaching assistants and audiovisual materials and technology in the

mainstream classrooms are discussed.

Comparing the teaching and learning practices in the mainstream classroom
and the resource room

In the resource room and the mainstream classroom, teachers asked guided questions
both to help students revise what they had learnt and to identify the key points of the
lesson. Teachers used their students’ experiences and gave examples from their everyday
life to help them understand key ideas and to introduce the topic of the new sessions. They
linked the new sessions with what they already expected the students to know, and they
always summarized the main points on the board. However, in the mainstream classroom,
the innovative mainstream curriculum required the students to develop individual critical
thinking. Thus, teachers encouraged their students to use their imagination to answer

questions and to make comparisons with parallel literature texts to those in their Modern
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Greek literature curriculum textbooks. In History sessions, teachers more often used
diagrams, pictures and sometimes maps to help students understand the historical
context. Mainstream classroom sessions always began with teachers listening to the
students’ answers to their homework and revising them by adding whatever needed to be
included in their answers. The lesson always finished with teachers giving homework to
the students and explanations and examples of how to answer the questions. Especially in
the resource room, teachers asked guided questions to help the students find the answers
to their classroom exercises. Teachers repeated the main points of the lesson more times,
and they were observed explaining to their students the terms and new vocabulary in the
mainstream books. Teachers individually guided the students with their homework and

tests (see appendix: Table C.11, p.382).

These practices should be considered the main teaching practices required by the MOEC.
Though only a small sample of teachers was observed, these practices would have been
used by all the teachers, regardless of the age group they taught and the location of the
school. The only difference between the resource room and the mainstream classroom
was the smaller number of students in a group. A mixed-ability group of students was
educated in the resource room, similar to the group of students in the mainstream
classroom, since in the resource room there were also students who seemed to need more
help and guidance than others. Nevertheless, despite teachers believing that they had
more time in the resource room to support the learning difficulties of these students,
considerable time was lost during the transition of these students from the mainstream
classroom to the resource room, or vice versa. There was almost always five to fifteen
minutes’ delay to the sessions taking place in the resource room. This was mainly because
the students arrived in the classroom late, or sometimes because it was necessary due to
difficulties concerning the curriculum delivery plan for the students to attend withdrawal
support in different classrooms than the one used as the resource room. Often, some of
the students who attended the resource room were absent and missed their support.
Additionally, it is important to say that the students were partly withdrawn to the resource
room, which meant that they had fewer hours per week to practice what they had learnt in
the resource room compared to the hours they were taught in the mainstream classroom.
For example, the students had a one-hour History class in the resource room, but they had
a History lesson twice a week in the mainstream classroom. Similarly, students had two
hours of Modern Greek classes in the resource room, but they had Modern Greek lessons
five times per week in the mainstream classroom (reflections on fieldwork :research diary,
9 January 2013).
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Students’, coordinators’and teachers’ attitudes towards the teaching and

learning practices of the mainstream classroom

In their interviews, students were asked to indicate which of their teachers’ classroom
adaptations were helpful, easy or difficult for them. The students’ attitudes towards their
teachers’ mainstream classroom adaptations appeared to be formed from the way they
had internalized their difficulties with learning subjects in the mainstream classroom. As a
result, doing their homework exercises helped them to learn their lessons better, and at the
same time to demonstrate to their teachers what they already knew. Niki (Protagorio) and
Giagkos (Thalio) wanted to do all their homework exercises, though in general they
wished they had no homework. Students such as Charilaos (Protagorio) considered it
important for their teachers to give them a choice in the classroom activities and
homework. It is indicative of how important this practice was for the students, considering
that Charilaos agreed that it was important, though he used to forget to do his homework.
Giota and Marianthi (Aristotelio) argued that it would be easier for them to succeed
academically if they could choose only the exercises that were appealing to them. Other
students, such as Nektaria (Aristotelio), wished they had no homework because they had
difficulties doing it autonomously. Minas had a teacher at home to help him. Only Solonas
was sceptical about this practice, suggesting that:

‘it is better if we are given obligatory exercises and only one option because students will

choose the easy ones’.

Half of the students agreed that it was (very) important for their teachers to use mini
projects or mini evaluative tasks to get them to demonstrate what they had learnt and what
they needed to improve. Demosthenes (Protagorio), who usually did not study, valued this
practice as important and helpful for him in answering the exam questions.
Chara (Thalio) liked having such tasks, while Demos (Thalio) did not, since he did not
like to study. He was bored in the classroom and constantly distracted. The other half of
the students, such as Zoitsa (Thalio) considered the projects difficult, while Charalambos
and Chrysanthi (Thalio) considered them to be stressful. Chrysanthi (Thalio) preferred to
only have to study her favourite lessons at home. Additionally, most of the students
considered it important to be valued according to what they could do, because they
believed that their teachers would give them higher grades. Only some students, such as
Anna (Thalio) and four students from Aristotelio, indicated that it was more important for

them to achieve good marks autonomously. Characteristically, Giota (Aristotelio) said:

‘Everyone should have the grades they deserve without favours’.
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Charalambos (Thalio), who believed that it was hard for him to improve, despite how hard
he was trying, said:
‘| want to be helped a little to have good marks but also to be evaluated according to what |

can do’.

Antonakis (Protagorio) claimed that they could understand the lesson better by listening
to their teachers’ examples. Aphrodite and Gregoris (Aristotelio) though this was of little
importance, because they still had difficulties in understanding the lessons. Charilaos and
Niki (Protagorio) defined the need for their teachers to give them more instructions on
how to study for tests. Niki wanted to have more guidance from the teachers because as
she stated:

‘| study many hours but | am not doing well at written tests’.

Mary was satisfied with the guidance, she received from her teachers on how to study for
tests,despite that she did not perform well on tests, while Demos (Thalio) was observed
as being always disengaged from lessons. Efstathios and Giorgula (Protagorio) were
already happy revising for the tests with their teachers in the resource room. However,
Giorgula expected to revise only the possible questions for the test (informal
conversations: research diary, 17 December 2012). The students, except for
Giorgula (Protagorio), agreed that it was pivotal for their teachers to give them feedback.
Menelaus (Aristotelio) recognized that the teachers’ feedback indicated how to improve
their learning, whereas for Antonakis (Protagorio) and Chara (Thalio) it taught them how
to avoid making the same mistakes. Similarly, Anna (Thalio), who wanted to get good
grades and was willing to try harder, suggested that she needed more consistent
feedback. Mary (Thalio) asked for more explicit feedback which was also specific to her

learning difficulties because, as she said:

‘They (my teachers) always indicate our mistakes but they do not give us many comments so |

understand little of what | did wrong’.

Zoitsa also highlighted the need for the teachers to find an effective way to explain to

students how to avoid repeating errors, since she said that:
‘Sometimes | forget and | make the same mistakes’.

The coordinators and teachers were also asked to indicate which classroom adaptations
they used or preferred using in their lessons. In their questionnaires, they agreed on the
importance of giving direct instructions and extra explanations to students who needed
them to complete their work. Only Ms. Ely (Thalio) was not sure whether there was time

for this in the mainstream classroom. Accordingly, all the coordinators, when interviewed,
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agreed that individualized instructions could not be provided in the mainstream classroom
because of the large number of students. For this reason, Ms. Evriklia_(Aristotelio) was
relieved that her students were also supported in the resource room, pinpointing that:

‘.in a class of twenty five students, it is hard to stop for two or three students who are now
withdrawn in the resource room for support.... .Although | try to support them in the

mainstream class | cannot due to the large number of students’.

Ms. Meropi (Protagorio) explained that the teachers do not have the time to ‘individualize’
the lesson to the ‘needs’ of these students or to offer them ‘personalized’ help.
Additionally, Mr. Aiolos (Thalio), insisted that:

‘..these programs should not be abandoned because like this, more ‘philologists’ (teachers

of Modern Greek language) can be hired’.

He explained that his son was also a ‘philologist (informal conversation: research diary, 10
January 2013).

It is interesting that despite the teachers’ concerns regarding the use of individualized
instructions in the mainstream classroom, they unanimously suggested that it was
necessary to systematically differentiate their students’ tests and homework exercises. Mr.
Aiolos (Thalio) underlined that his schoolteachers already gave these students simplified
exam papers, extra explanations and more time during the tests and exams, according to
the guidelines of the MOEC. Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) clearly underlined that
differentiated activities aimed to help these students achieve better grades, rather than to
support their learning in the mainstream classroom. For this reason, she was also
observed giving her students one easy and one difficult exercise to choose from according
to what they would like to do, and examples of how they should answer these homework
exercises. Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio), who disagreed in her questionnaire about the
importance of differentiation, tended to explain orally and give direct instructions to her
students to complete their homework exercises in the mainstream classroom. Ms.
Evdoxia (Protagorio) rarely let these students draw pictures of what they had understood
from the teaching of the literature texts. Ms. Alkmini, Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) and Ms.
Ely (Thalio) encouraged their students with learning difficulties to work in groups in order
to get help with their exercises and to be encouraged to participate in the learning process
of the mainstream classroom. Ms. Ely (Thalio) also allowed these students to answer
fewer questions in tests and to give ‘more simple’ (shorter) answers. However, she did not
constantly differentiate her students’ activities or give them a choice of exercises because
she needed ‘extra’ time to plan them. This was also the reason why Ms.

Semeli (Protagorio) only systematically helped her students to answer their homework
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exercises in the resource room. Similarly, Mr. Charidemos_(Thalio) was more systematic
in answering his students’ questions during break time or in the resource room, not only
because there was more time, but also in order to avoid these students being further

stigmatized for being ‘less academically able’.

Students’, coordinators’and teachers’ attitudes towards the differentiation of

classroom activities and worksheets

Half of the students valued it as being of little importance for their teachers to differentiate
their activities according to the level of difficulty. Charalambos (Thalio) was not sure,
Antonakis (Protagorio) and Christodoulos (Aristotelio) disagreed, but the others agreed
that it was important. Students also expected their teachers to plan their classroom
activities according to what they knew and liked in order to motivate all students to learn
and be academically successful. Charilaos (Protagorio) emphasized that Maths exercises
would be easier for him if they were planned according to what he already knew.
Antonakis (Protagorio) expected to be given only easy exercises. Demos (Thalio)
expected to be given both easy and differentiated exercises according to his interest and
previous knowledge. Chara, Zoitsa and Chrysanthi (Thalio) wanted to do the same
activities in the mainstream classroom and the resource room. Particularly, Chrysanthi and
Mary (Thalio) identified that it was necessary for their teachers to give them both easy and
difficult exercises, in order to be as equally challenged as their classmates and to avoid
being discriminated against in the mainstream classroom. Anna (Thalio) pointed out that
they were in need of more consistent differentiated classroom activities. On the other
hand, Maximus (Aristotelio) suggested that differentiation could only work if there were
fewer students in class, approximately ten to fifteen, while Marianthi, who did not want to

challenge the authority of her teachers, stressed that:
‘Teachers know what exercises the students should do’.

According to Maximus’ and Marianthi’s comments, it is obvious that these students felt
they were in need of constant attention and support from their teachers. Therefore,
Marianthi appeared to be afraid to challenge the teacher-centred practices which were
used in her classroom, because she did not want to lose the support and attention that she

received from her teachers.

The coordinators and most of the teachers theoretically agreed about using differentiated

worksheets in the mainstream classroom. In her questionnaire, Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio)
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stated that she encouraged her schoolteachers to differentiate their teaching materials for
these students both in the resource room and in the mainstream classroom. All Thalio’s
participants were in favour of differentiating teaching materials according to process. Ms.
Zinovia and Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) were the only ones who did not agree with this
statement. From the interviews, there was identified the common assumption among
teachers that differentiated classroom activities are similar to ‘simplified’ or easy exercises.
Characteristically, Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) explained that:

‘....Some teachers insist on teaching students with learning difficulties challenging topics or asking
them to leave the classroom when they are doing a test. For example, | heard a teacher trying to
teach a student in the resource room adverbs, but they could not understand. Was this important for
their needs? That's why | advise teachers to simplify their teaching since the students benefit

socially when they are in the mainstream classroom’.
In line with this, Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) explained that:

‘I photocopy simple reading texts from primary school books, especially to explain to them
the grammatical exercises (in the resource room).When the lesson is also difficult for the
other students in the mainstream classroom, | give an easier worksheet to everybody, the

work sheet that | could give to students in the resource room’.

Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) explained the classroom exercises orally to her students. Ms.
Evdoxia (Protagorio) planned student differentiated worksheet exercises based on the
curriculum books, to give to them both in the resource room and in the mainstream
classroom. As she explained, it was important for her to give them easier exercises to do,
in order that they would not feel excluded from the learning process of the mainstream
classroom. On the other hand, Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) and Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio),
as more experienced teachers, differentiated their classroom activities by a range of

difficulties. The need for this, according to Ms. Andromache was such that:

‘You have to motivate them working also with difficult exercises. Teachers should have high
expectations from them, otherwise using easier materials for them, students will achieve

below their levels’.

Some of the participant teachers assumed that the differentiation of the classroom
activities is either a time-consuming or an ineffective process. Ms.Zinovia, the youngest
teacher in Aristotelio, rarely used extra support materials, or pictures to meet the needs of

her students with learning difficulties. She explained that:
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‘| consider the differentiation of materials in the mainstream classroom as a stupid idea,
because | could give an easy exercise to a student but it may not be effective at all because

| would not have the time to explain or correct it for him/her’.

Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio), who was also one of the youngest participants, argued that the
process of differentiation is not time-consuming since teachers could give these students
easier exercises which are also easy to correct. Similarly, Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio), one of
the most experienced teachers, highlighted the lack of ‘specialized’ curriculum and
‘specialized’ books and the need for these to be allocated to students by the MOEC.

However, she also acknowledged that:

‘The teaching material is difficult to be individually differentiated for these students by

MOEC, because each child and their difficulties are ‘unique’.
In this line, Mr.Tireas (Protagorio), identified the need for the teachers:

‘... to learn how to adjust the teaching in a mixed ability classroom; | believe that the

teachers could learn easily how to differentiate their teaching material for these students’.

However, he was also concerned about the impact of supporting the needs of these

students only in the mainstream classroom, explaining that:

‘The teachers have time only to explain the basics without giving more in depth information
to students of what they are taught. The teaching has to move at a slower rhythm and so

the teaching of the exam materials falls behind’.

As for the lack of differentiated materials in the mainstream classroom,
Ms.Alkmini (Aristotelio) and Mr.Charidemos (Thalio) suggested that there was no need to
differentiate their classroom activities since student exercises had already been
differentiated in relation to the age group of the mainstream classrooms. Ms.
Semeli (Protagorio) differentiated her classroom activities only in the resource room.

Thus, she underlined that:

‘In the resource room, we work also on both the grammar and vocabulary. Students answer
orally and | take notes for them on the board. Regarding the literature class, | write for them
and simplify questions on the board to help them understand the text. When the literature

text is difficult, we answer the questions orally and then we write the answers down’.

Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) also identified teachers from her school who believed that there
was no need to differentiate their classroom activities, since these students were already

being withdrawn for support in the resource room. She said that:

‘Most teachers are supportive of the children in the mainstream classroom, but some aren’t.

They believe that students should know the answer when they are asked, because they are
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pre-taught the mainstream classroom exercises in the resource room....... so they are just

listeners in the mainstream classroom’.

Some other teachers did not differentiate their classroom practices, because they
assumed that it was necessary for these students to work with the same material in the

resource room as in the mainstream classroom. Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) explained that:

‘... they have to be taught the literature texts of the curriculum and | give them the same
work sheet as their classmates but | explain it to them more simply orally in the resource

room’.
Ms. Mikini (Thalio) also highlighted that:

‘There is freedom with the worksheets we give, which are structured according to what is
suggested by the curriculum. Students take the same exams as their classmates and as
there is no differentiated curriculum for the resource room programs, teachers are obliged

to teach the same as in the classroom’.

The coordinators’ and teachers’ attitudes towards the use of teaching assistants

in the mainstream classroom

Most of the coordinators and teachers, when they were asked in their questionnaires about
the use of teaching assistants (TAs) in the mainstream classroom, valued this as
important, while a small number of teachers placed little or no importance on having TAs
with them in the mainstream classroom. A smaller number of teachers were unsure about
whether TAs could help them check the progress of all of their students in the mainstream
classroom (see appendix: Table C.9., p.378). Only a small number of teachers thought
the presence of TAs in the mainstream classroom was more likely to be beneficial than
pose a risk of these students being stigmatized. Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) did not bother
having TAs in his classroom unless it was for the benefit of these students. Ms.
Mikini (Thalio) agreed that TAs are helpful in the mainstream classroom for both the

children and the teacher. Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) also stated:

‘I could accept TAs staying all the time in the mainstream classroom alongside the
students with profound learning difficulties, since student safety is more important than

teachers’ feelings of insecurity’.

Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) explained that stigmatization could be avoided if the TAs were
used for supporting the needs of these students in the initial stages, and if their presence
in the classroom was gradually reduced and the students were left alone in the classroom

in order to become independent learners.
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TAs are only required by MOEC policies in the mainstream classroom for students with
profound learning difficulties. Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) considered them to be necessary
for students with mobility difficulties, Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) for students with behavioural
problems, and Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) for students with ADHD and ‘mental disabilities’.
Similarly, Ms. Andromache highlighted that TAs were not necessary for her students
because they could participate in the learning process without being helped, if they could
concentrate in the lesson. Mr. Aiolos encouraged the teachers to differentiate their
classroom activities by taking ideas from MOEC sample lessons and seminars, rather than
by using TAs in the mainstream classroom. Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) underlined that TAs
are not necessary, since these students are helped academically by being withdrawn for

support in the resource room. Additionally, she explained that:

‘Having TAs in the mainstream classroom will be disruptive and | would not feel comfortable
having someone else in my classroom. | don’t understand, there will be another teacher to

support the classroom teacher’.

Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) and Ms. Ely (Thalio) also suggested that TAs would make
teachers feel uncomfortable and that the students would be stigmatized. In line with this,
Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) considered that this practice would be economically impossible if

applied in mainstream schools in the near future.

The coordinators’ and teachers’ attitudes towards the use of audiovisual

material and technology in the mainstream classroom

All the coordinators and teachers, when questioned, agreed that it was important to use
audiovisual material and technology during the learning process in the mainstream
classroom, and to involve their students in group projects. Only Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio) thought that using audiovisual material and technology in her
lessons was of little importance. Mr. Aiolos (Thalio) was greatly enthusiastic about the
involvement of these students in group projects and research activities, and he tended to
encourage teachers to include them in their routine teaching practices (see appendix:
Table C.9, p.378). A recurrent theme in the participants’ interviews was the teachers’
difficulty in systematically using ICT and audiovisual materials in their lessons. Ms. Zinovia,
Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) and Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) underlined that they used audiovisual
resources in their lessons because they were available from the MOEC. Ms.

Pandora (Protagorio), who also taught History, highlighted that:
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‘| often use computers, videos, pictures, Power Points. Now for the Mycenaean era |
showed them a map and pictures which | think helps them to understand better what they

are taught’.

On the other hand, Ms.Roxani (Aristotelio) and Ms. Ely (Thalio) strongly stressed the lack
of ICT equipment in the mainstream classroom and Ms. Mikini (Thalio), also pointed out

that it was lacking in the resource room. She said that:

‘Technology is not used, due to lack of training and money. We have a classroom with
technological equipment, but there should be technology in every class. Audio visuals can
be helpful if the students want to work in class. If the resource room classes stop because

of the economic crisis, students will be at the ‘mercy of God’.

Given the absence of ICT in lessons, Ms. Evdoxia and Ms. Semeli (Protagorio)
encouraged their students to use the internet for their project assignments at home,
whereas Ms. Ely (Thalio) engaged all her students in group exercises and research
projects. In particular, Ms. Semeli was very proud of one of her resource room students

whose assignment was selected for the school newspaper.

Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) was the only one who used ICT constantly in his lessons both in

the resource room and in the mainstream classroom. He explained that:

‘Technology is used every day. With technology, they are encouraged to search and they
have a motivation to work. When | gave them a project about “Choirokitia” (a Neolithic
settlement) the resource room students and especially the boys worked more. | use the
digital representations of the MOEC and the students have to answer multiple-choice
guestions, crosswords, true —false; students are working in groups or individually and |
direct them to answer correctly. Students are encouraged to work in group exercises and
the best students are encouraged to work with less able students and so they can all work

easily’.

On the other hand, Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) was not in favour of using ICT in her

lessons, because:

‘Using technology in mainstream classroom doesn’t bring better results, because students
should spend time studying History in order to succeed. It depends on the class, for History
it is needed for students to memorize the historical facts. | did an experiment in the past
with another History teacher who used technology, whereas | did not, and again our

students had the same results in tests’.

These results highlight the effort of the teachers to respond to the inclusive practices

suggested by the MOEC. The teachers were not constantly committed to using audiovisual

169



materials and technology during the teaching and learning process in the mainstream
classroom. Except for Mrs Charidemos, who tended to used ICT in every lesson, the other
teachers, such as Ms. Andromache, seemed to find it difficult to abandon their well
established and traditional teaching practices.

4.2.4. STUDENTS’ ENGAGEMENT IN THE LEARNING PROCESS OF THE
RESOURCE ROOM AND THE MAINSTREAM CLASSROOM

This section explores the factors which tended to affect student engagement and
behaviour in the learning process in both the resource room and the mainstream
classroom. It also discusses how the coordinators and teachers aimed to encourage their
student engagement in learning, as well as their suggestions for how to increase the active

participation of their students in both classroom environments.

Students’ (dis)engagement in the learning process

Students were less interested in the lessons from which they were withdrawn to attend the
resource room. For this reason, Menelaus (Aristotelio) was not sad about missing French

to learn more useful things in the resource room. Marianthi (Aristotelio) also commented:

‘.... that day, | was an observer in the class (of Ancient Greek), but | would have preferred if
I could have extra material work in (Modern) Greek, as the time would have passed

creatively and productively’.

Only Makes (Aristotelio) and Charilaos (Protagorio) were concerned about being
withdrawn from the lessons in which they had to be examined at the end of the year.

Charilaos identified that:

‘I am worried missing out on the teaching of exam materials. My teacher advised me to take
my classmates’ notes and write them in my exercise book. I'm collaborating with one of my

friends, who gives me his exercise book but | have to copy them at the weekend'.

However, the most surprising aspect of the findings is that most of the students were
disengaged from the learning process on the whole in the lessons being taught in the

mainstream classes.
Being pre-taught the classroom exercises in the resource room, student engagement in

learning was affected both positively and negatively. Solonas and Kostakis (Protagorio)

were less motivated to participate in the lesson, because they knew the answers to the
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mainstream classroom activities beforehand. Kostakis did not even write down the
answers because he had already got them from his teacher in the resource room.
Christodoulos (Aristotelio) also explained that:

‘| rarely participate in the classroom. | wait to listen to the answers from my teacher, | want
to participate but the others answer (before me). My teacher already knows that | am aware

of the questions from the resource room class ’.

On the other hand, Makes (Aristotelio), Anna and Mary (Thalio), who also knew the
answers from their support in the resource room, were more keen to answer their
classroom activities alone. Additionally, the students who were used to working with easier
exercises in the resource room were easily disengaged from the classroom activities,
which they considered difficult. Chara (Thalio), Giota, Marianthi (Aristotelio) and
Charilaos (Protagorio), when they had a ‘difficult’ exercise, waited to copy the answers
from the board, whereas Niki (Protagorio) waited to hear the answers from the others.
Chrysanthi (Thalio) did not participate in the lesson and neither did she misbehave when
they were given difficult exercises. Among these students who liked to be given easier
exercises in the mainstream classroom, there were students who were just lazy. Antonakis
and Demosthenes (Protagorio) did not want to be given any exercises, even when they
were taught in the resource room. They explained they had liked their previous teacher,
who had allowed them to draw or doodle in the resource room, and were disappointed this

year because their teacher, Ms. Semeli, did not permit such behaviour.

Students were less confident about participating in the lesson because their classmates
tended to laugh at them when they answered incorrectly. In their interviews, the students
were asked to evaluate some statements regarding the ‘inclusive’ teaching practices they
would like their teachers to use in the mainstream classroom in order to encourage and /or
increase their engagement in the lesson. Virtually all the students agreed that it was (very)
important for their teachers to create a classroom environment where everyone is
respected. Menelaus and Maximus (Aristotelio) were the only ones who valued this
statement as not important at all. They were already welcome in their class and they had
many friends. It is interesting that there were students who laughed at other children from
their resource room group. It can be presumed that these students ridiculed others in order
to distract their classmates’ attention from their own wrong answers and thus to avoid
being discriminated against for their poor performance. Both Antonakis and
Kostakis (Protagorio) laughed at Niki, who was in the resource room with them, when she
did not know the answers in the class. However, Antonakis (Protagorio), Demos and

Anna (Thalio) highlighted that the student teasing behaviour was their way of socializing.
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For the same reason, Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) tried to help Giota overcome her distress
about the fact that some girls laughed during her Power Point presentation in the

mainstream classroom.

What is particularly important to note is that, in the resource room, | observed that most
students felt more confident about answering questions without raising their hands and
competing with each other over who was answering the most. The competitive behaviour
among these students surfaced mainly in relation to the fact that the teaching in the
resource room continued to be performance goal-oriented. Antonakis (Protagorio) was
angry with his friend Kostakis, who interrupted his answer to a question which his teacher
addressed personally to him. Xenia (Aristotelio) was angry when she could not find the
answer and say it before the others. The students continued to laugh at their classmates
who answered wrongly, in an attempt to prove that they were more academically
successful. Xenia (Aristotelio) used to laugh at Gregoris’ behaviour when she was in the
resource room with Ms. Roxani. The boys in Ms. Semeli’s (Protagorio) class and the boys
in Ms. Mikini’s (Thalio) class laughed at each other when they answered wrongly and
criticized each other’s behaviour. Mary (Thalio) laughed at Giagkos while he was reading
out his answer, because she knew that Mr. Charidemos had answered it for him.
Marinos (Protagorio) used to laugh at Giorgula, and sometimes they argued over incidents
which had initially taken place in the mainstream classroom. For example, he blamed
Giorgula for revealing in front of their classmates that their teachers. had helped them with
their test revision. Only Maximus and Menelaus (Aristotelio) did not actively participate in
the resource room, no matter how much their teachers tended to encourage them. Both
were shy and had to overcome many learning difficulties. Indicatively, Menelaus

commented that:

‘I don’t participate as well in the resource room because I'm afraid that if | make a mistake,

they will laugh at me’.

Having this in mind, it is easy to assume that a higher academic self-efficacy and a
temporary and superficial academic self-esteem were enabled for some of the students,
but this did not seem to affect those students with lower self-esteem than the average

student in the resource room group.
It was observed that students were equally distracted from the learning process both in the

resource room and in the mainstream classroom.This appeared to happen because the

teaching materials in the resource room were slightly different from what they were taught
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in the mainstream classroom and thus they were still perceived by the students to be
difficult or boring. In particular, in the resource room, most students were late for the class,
while Minas (Protagorio) used to forget his books and was constantly disengaged. In the
mainstream classroom, only Giota, Marianthi (Aristotelio), Nektaria (Protagorio) and
Anna (Thalio) always remained committed to the learning process. They always wanted to
participate in the lesson, and were constantly focused and willing to help other students.
Chrysanthi, Chara and Zoitsa (Thalio) were, by character, very shy and they did not
participate in the lesson without their teachers’ encouragement. These girls were easily
distracted by the girl who sat next to Zoitsa. Solonas (Protagorio) was distracted by his
friends Efstathios and Charilaos. He used to help other students with their activities when
engaged in the lesson. He engaged in the lesson only with continual encouragement.
Antonakis, Kostakis and Giorgula (Protagorio) distracted others from the lesson in their
classroom. For this reason, some boys were angry with Antonakis, while others
encouraged him to be naughty. Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) tried to keep Giorgula busy by
asking her to be the ‘teacher’'s helper. However, Antonakis and Kostakis were also
observed to encourage their friends to answer correctly. Demos (Thalio) was distracted
for most of the lesson both in the resource room and in the mainstream classroom, and

thus he was characterized as the ‘troublemaker’ in his classroom.

Students who were puzzled by their learning most of the time became indifferent and were
continually distracted. It was mainly the boys who misbehaved in the classroom, while
more incidents of misbehaviour were observed in Protagorio and Thalio. In Aristotelio,
Menelaus made call signs with his friend Maximus during the lesson. Aphrodite, who used
to concentrate and copy from the board, also ended up chatting with her friends while
waiting for the answers. Similarly, Xenia was observed colouring in her book. In
Protagorio, Antonakis used to misbehave in class by playing with his friends.
Demosthenes was the least naughty compared to his friends and classmates Antonakis
and Kostakis. Minas either fell asleep or misbehaved during the lesson and teachers used
to ask him to leave the classroom. Efstathios and Charilaos used to answer
monosyllabically with just ‘yes’ or ‘no’ when asked questions; otherwise they would talk
with their friends. In Thalio, Demos and Charalambos were the most difficult. They used to
come late to the class and were indifferent to the lesson. It was mainly Demos who caused
‘trouble’ in class and was attention-seeking. He did not write but always pretended that he
was writing, or he used to grasp others’ notebooks in order to present them to his teacher

as his own. Charalambos was negatively affected by his friend Demos’ misbehaviour.

173



The students who were influenced negatively by their friends to misbehave, such as
Maximus, Menelaus (Aristotelio) and Efstathios (Protagorio), emphasized that they only
used to doodle in the lesson sometimes. Other students, such as Niki,
Nektaria (Protagorio), Zoitsa, Chara and Mary (Thalio) aimed to differentiate themselves
from those who misbehaved. They highlighted that they were always well behaved,
continually concentrated on the lesson and waited ‘silently’ to listen to the answers from
the others. In Protagorio, the students highlighted that they misbehaved in order to attract

their teachers’ attention to their difficulties. Charilaos highlighted that:

‘I am more focused on the learning process in the resource room, teachers explain the
lesson better, but in the mainstream classroom teachers say that | misbehave.... but in the

classroom, | don’t always know what we do because I’'m missing some classes’.
Similarly, Demosthenes said:

‘| don’t like it when | am in the classroom and my teachers get angry with me because | am

distracted but | am distracted because | found difficulties’.

It is interesting that in both classroom environments the students did not mind when their
classmates misbehaved because they liked being with their friends and the time passed
more quickly and pleasantly. Additionally, the classmates of Gregoris (Aristotelio),
Demosthenes, Antonakis (Protagorio) and Demos (Thalio) encouraged them to
misbehave in order to waste teaching time. The reason for this could be that their teachers
did not allow them enough time in the mainstream classroom to review and practice what
they had been taught. Among the students, only Marianthi (Aristotelio) identified being
annoyed with the mischievous ones. She explained:

‘| don’t like it when other children make a noise, as the teacher gets angry with them and

we lose time from teaching (in the mainstream classroom)’.
The others agreed with Niki (Protagorio), who indicated that:

‘| don’t mind if we stop the lesson in order for the teacher to talk with those who misbehave
because we miss some time from the lesson (so we can relax).We make jokes but we are

also studying’.

On the other hand, those students who misbehaved did not like it when their classmates
misbehaved in the resource room. Menelaus (Aristotelio), who acknowledged his difficulty

with constantly concentrating on the lesson, said:

‘| prefer to be supported in a group, but | don’t like there to be too many since we are going
to be distracted in the lesson. | would like to be in the resource room only with boys,

because | am ashamed in front of the girls and | do not ask any questions’.
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Kostakis (Protagorio) also preferred to be supported with just three or four children and
only boys because the girls of their group used to laugh at them when they misbehaved.
Solonas (Protagorio) preferred to have even fewer students in the resource room, though
he agreed with Giorgula (Protagorio) and Mary (Thalio) that there was less noise than in
the mainstream classroom, because there were fewer students. For the same reason,
Demosthenes (Protagorio) and Giagkos (Thalio) preferred to be supported individually in
the resource room. Although, Ms Zinovias' resource room group consisted of only two
students, Christodoulos (Aristotelio) highlighted that he preferred to be alone in the

resource room, pointing out that:

‘.... | do not like being with this girl in the resource room group, because she misbehaves

(and we lose time from teaching), | like the class in the resource room when she is absent’.

He believed that his teachers’ attention was reduced when this girl was misbehaving.

Students were more tolerant of the mischievous in the mainstream classroom not because
they were friends with them, but because the lesson was boring for them and they enjoyed
‘having fun’ with their classmates. The students also agreed that it was very important for
the teacher to ensure that students enjoy the classroom activities and are interested in
participating in the lesson. Only Giota, Makes (Aristotelio), Katerina and
Minas (Protagorio) valued this idea as not important at all. The reason for Make’s and
Minas’ decision was that they were shy and did not want to participate in the mainstream
classroom. Except for Makes and Gregoris (Aristotelio), the other students preferred
working in groups. Maximus (Aristotelio) explained that by having more students in the
mainstream classroom and in the resource room they could learn by working

collaboratively. Niki (Protagorio) said:

‘| like it that we are working in pairs. | have difficulties in the mainstream classroom
because | forget what | have been taught in the resource room and it is like hearing it for the

first time...".

Additionally, Anna, Charalambos and Mary (Thalio) underlined that with more students in

the mainstream classroom, they could listen to more views. Anna explained:

‘| like that we are more students, because | understand better the lesson. If not, the others

explain to me, or they give me their notes’.

Giota and Maximus (Aristotelio) also indicated that they ‘learn more’ by listening to their
classmates’ questions and they could solve all their queries, even those they had not
recognized as theirs before the others had asked them. Finally, most of the students,

except for Menelaus (Aristotelio), Nektaria and Antonakis (Protagorio), suggested that
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the lessons would be easier and more interesting if their teachers used ICT. The students
who were computer illiterate, such as Zoitsa and Anna (Thalio), preferred to listen to the
lesson from their teachers. Makes (Aristotelio) and Nektaria (Protagorio) were frightened
that their teachers would demand more frequent use of ICT for their assignments.
Mary (Thalio) was also afraid that:

‘Some students may use the computers for a long time in the classroom and may not allow

others to use them’.

From Mary’s comment student comformity to the traditional teaching practices in the
mainstream classroom is apparent, despite these practices appearing to lead most of the
students to disengage in the mainstream classroom. At the same time, it is obvious that
some student attitudes towards inclusive’ learning practices, have been affected by the
competitive behaviour of students in the mainstream classroom. It was particularly
important for these students to constantly prove to their teachers and classmates that they
were academically able.

Contrary to what the students suggested and what has been observed regarding these
students’ engagement in lessons, teachers suggested that these students did not
participate in the learning process of the mainstream classroom, probably due to their
lower academic self-esteem. Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) identified that most of these
students preferred to conceal their difficulties from others in the mainstream classroom,
while she also acknowledged that it was more difficult for the shy students to participate in
the lesson. Thus, she pointed out:

‘Few children have the courage to participate. For example, the children you have
observed: the boy participated in both the classroom and the resource room. The first girl

didn’t because she is shy and the second girl participated more in the resource room’.

Similarly, the shy students of Ms. Pandora (Protagorio), Ms. Roxani and Ms.
Zinovia (Aristotelio) preferred to work individually in the resource room and to have their
exercises individually explained to them. On the other hand, the students of Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio) and Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) felt comfortable expressing their
opinions, and Ms. Semeli’'s (Protagorio) students were comfortable working both
individually and in groups. Mr. Tireas’ (Protagorio) and Ms. Ely’s (Thalio) students aimed

at showing off what they could achieve.
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How the coordinators and teachers aim to encourage their students’

engagement in learning

The coordinators and teachers, in their questionnaires, were asked to hierarchically value
the aims of their student support and to indicate which they considered to be the most
important for increasing their students’ engagement in learning. Except for Ms. Evriklia and
Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio), the teachers suggested that it was (very) important to help
their students develop high self-esteem, to encourage their active participation in the
mainstream classroom. Except for Ms. Ely (Thalio), they agreed that it was important to
help their students develop their learning styles and techniques, and to be able to value
their skills and experience in order to become independent learners. The three
experienced Aristotelio teachers considered this to be practically difficult for these
students. All the teachers prioritized the aim of increasing these students’ academic self-
esteem in order to stop them being afraid of their ‘learning deficiencies’, of being revealed
to others and of failing in tests and exams.As a result of this, Ms.
Alkmini (Aristotelio) underlined that the students would be more confident in expressing
their views, while she agreed with Ms. Meropi (Protagorio) that the students would be
more confident in asking for help from their teachers and classmates and working in
groups. Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) and Ms. Mikini (Thalio) also highlighted that the
students would learn more successfully, while Ms. Ely (Thalio) pinpointed that they would
behave ‘normally’ in the mainstream classroom. Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) and Ms.
Meropi (Protagorio) aimed at helping their students to meet the standards of the
mainstream curriculum. Interestingly, Mr. Aiolos (Thalio) expected teachers to support
these students to be equally cognitively, personally, socially and emotionally developed.
Only Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) strongly believed that these aims could not be

practically applied in mainstream Cypriot schools (see appendix: Table C.9, p.378).

Teachers believed that their students developed higher self-esteem because they worked
on easier exercises in the resource room. Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) asked her students to
read the ‘easy’ parts of their texts and always gave them an ‘easy’ text to analyze for ideas
and terms for their essay preparation. Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) asked her students to draw
what they understood from the text instead of writing a text paragraph. Ms.
Evdoxia (Protagorio) pre-taught them their test questions, while Ms. Semeli and Mr.
Tireas (Protagorio) pre-taught their classroom worksheets in the resource room. Ms.
Mikini (Thalio) was observed asking them to find the synonyms of words she considered

easy for them, and she answered what was difficult for them.
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To motivate the participation and learning of their students in the resource room, Ms.
Alkmini (Aristotelio), Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) and Ms. Ely (Thalio) linked their teaching
with students’ everyday life experiences and also supported them emotionally and advised
them about their everyday lives. Ms. Alkmini took advantage of the topic of the literature
review text they studied to give her students advice about their relationships with their
teachers and family. Ms. Pandora asked them charitably about what they needed, in order
to give them a present for Christmas. In the last session and sometimes in the morning
sessions she used to give them prize treats, such as chocolates. She used to be more
patient and caring with Minas, whose mother had been diagnosed with
cancer (from my research diary). Ms. Alkmini made jokes about her students’ incorrect
answers in order to give them the time to think of the correct answers. Ms. Mikini and Mr.
Charidemos (Thalio) used jokes in order to encourage their students to be well behaved
and to concentrate. Ms. Pandora made jokes about the historical terms to help the
students memorize them easily. Ms. Alkmini, Ms. Ely and Mr. Tireas used to dramatize the
text in order to help the students understand their reading comprehension text and to make

it more interesting for them.

To make the teaching process more interesting, Ms. Alkmini and Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio) used diagrams and pictures, while Ms. Pandora and Mr.
Tireas (Protagorio) used the pictures from the students’ textbooks. Mr.
Charidemos (Thalio) showed them a short film relevant to the teaching material to make
the students understand the context of what they studied. Ms. Andromache also used to
first narrate and then explain historic events to her students. Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) used
peer assessment, while Ms. Mikini asked her students to see their exercises as a
competition as to who could answer the most questions correctly. She often had to give
small, five-minute breaks or finish her lesson five minutes early in order to maintain her
students’ concentration and she had to slow down her teaching rhythm in the resource

room.

The experienced teachers were more confident and willing to adapt their teaching methods
to suit the needs of their students with learning difficulties. They adopted classroom
practices which they had identified as being effective during the teaching and learning
process of the resource room. Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) asked her students to take the role
of the teacher. The student who took this role asked the teachers’ questions, listened to
the students’ answers, checked their answers against her notes and wrote them on the

board. Ms. Alkmini and Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) continued to make jokes with their
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students to encourage their active participation and disciplined behaviour, and they
constantly supported them emotionally. Ms. Pandora indicated that she felt like ‘a mother’
to her students. Ms. Roxani and Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) gave two guiding questions
to their students regarding the analysis of a literature review text and asked them to
choose one to answer, working in a group or pairs. Ms. Andromache used to ‘simplify’ the
main research question for her students on the board. However, in both classrooms, |
observed that the students mostly worked individually and rarely in pairs. Mr.
Tireas (Protagorio) gave his students examples of how to answer their homework
questions. Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) continued to use ICT in the mainstream classroom

because:

‘It is too boring for the students to concentrate for forty five minutes in the classroom unless
you give them interesting learning motivations’(informal conversation:research diary, 11
January 2013).

He also used a game with multiple-choice questions in order to involve all the students in
learning and to help them consolidate the historical terms and incidents of each period.

It is worth noting that there were teachers who were affected by my presence and by being
observed, they tried to pay more attention to these students than usual, or to help me
observe overly naturalistic student behaviour (see 3.8.: the lack of time). A characteristic

example of that came from Ms. Roxani (Aristotelio) who told me that:

‘I didn’t ask Xenia to answer many questions, because | wanted to show you a natural

lesson’.

Similarly, Ms. Ely (Thalio) did not ask questions to the girls of her resource room,
because they had not been taught the text earlier in the resource room. Ms. Andromache
and Ms.Zinovia (Aristotelio), who used to ask those students who raised their hands,
tended to ask the target students to answer an easy question, although they had not raised
their hands and were usually distracted. Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) and Mr.
Charidemos (Thalio) tended to make gestures to his students who attended the resource
room in order to make them behaved well in the classroom and to raise their hands to

participate in the lesson.
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Suggestions for increasing the students’ participation in learning both in the

resource room and in the mainstream classroom

The coordinators and teachers were asked to indicate inclusive practices and
improvements regarding the withdrawal support that would increase the students’ active
participation in learning. Ms. Evriklia (Aristotelio) expected the MOEC to use the teachers’
experience regarding how to adjust the teaching materials in the interest of students with
learning difficulties. Ms. Meropi (Protagorio) agreed that the students should also be
asked about the difficulties in implementing withdrawal support, and to indicate their
interest and the practices they liked for supporting their learning difficulties. Both Ms.
Evriklia and Ms. Meropi agreed that the classroom teachers should feel responsible for
planning and implementing differentiated teaching practices in the mainstream classroom.
However, Mr. Aiolos (Thalio) expected the teachers to always follow the MOEC specialist
guidelines regarding how to develop (more) inclusive teaching practices. All the
coordinators agreed that the statements of ‘special educational needs’ should specify the
resources required to support students with learning difficulties to achieve the goals of the
mainstream curriculum, and how the teaching adaptations would be personalized to these
students’ needs in the mainstream classroom. Except for Ms. Meropi, who disagreed, the
other two coordinators acknowledged the need for the mainstream curriculum aims to be
adjusted to these students’ personal interests, knowledge and skills and to be addressed
by the support policies. Both Ms. Evriklia and Ms. Meropi agreed that withdrawal support is
a special addition to teachers’ classroom adaptations and that schools should examine
ways to improve their support both in the resource room and in the mainstream classroom.
Mr. Aiolos expected these students’ learning gaps to continue to be supported mainly in
the resource room, since he indicated that it was academically beneficial for most of these

students.

Mr. Tireas and Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) explained that these students’ needs could be
met solely in the mainstream classroom, if there were a maximum of twenty-three to
twenty-six students. However, both expected that the number of students in mainstream
classrooms would probably increase rather than diminish, due to the cuts caused by the

economic crisis. In particular, Ms. Ely (Thalio) underlined that:

‘Reducing the number of students in the classroom means an increase in the number of
teachers and so the cost will be bigger | cannot understand why the resource room program
should be stopped. | considered that as aimless. In our school, the number of students in

mainstream classrooms is small but again there are many students with learning difficulties.
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Thus the students’ difficulties make it hard for the teachers to give individual support to

students in the mainstream classroom’.

For this reason, Ms. Pandora, Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) and Ms. Mikini (Thalio) highlighted
that there should be a ‘special’ class that would be permanently dedicated to resource
room tuition and that this class should be equipped with a board for the students’
assignments. Additionally, Ms. Evdoxia and Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) asked for
computers and interactive boards in their classrooms in order to make the teaching more
interesting for their students.

Teachers had concerns regarding the books and materials delivered to schools by the
MOEC. Ms.Roxani (Aristotelio) pointed out:

‘| haven’t seen the new teaching books suggested by the innovative mainstream
curriculum, but | hope the books will be better and have differentiated material and

exercises in order to be achievable for the children ‘with learning difficulties’.

Ms. Pandora and Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) agreed that the levels of the new books were
difficult and challenging for all the students in the mainstream classroom. Ms. Ely (Thalio)
also indicated that:

‘The history books have compressed teaching materials. All the teaching material of the
book is about important historical issues, which the students have to be taught in a limited

time and thus they are more difficult for the students with learning difficulties to follow’.

Only Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio) and Ms.Semeli (Protagorio) supported that the books
were helpful as they were supplied by the MOEC; they included both easy and difficult
materials for all students, the pictures were descriptive and the resource materials

contextualized.

Teachers, such as Ms.Ely (Thalio), expected already prepared ‘simple’ teaching materials
for the students with learning difficulties to be allocated to schools by the MOEC. Ms.
Mikini (Thalio) underlined that:

‘....the ‘special teachers should create a bank of ‘specialist’ teaching materials. The
coordinator of the program is not trained and he coordinates the program regarding

bureaucratic issues’.

Ms. Pandora and Ms. Evdoxia (Protagorio) explained that it was demanding to find
parallel texts for their students with learning difficulties. Teachers lacked the knowledge
needed to identify whether the chosen text would be ‘easy’ or ‘specialized’ for these

students’ learning needs. Only Mr. Tireas (Protagorio) acknowledged that the MOEC
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expected the teachers, ‘as the authority’ in the classroom, to differentiate the teaching
materials by themselves. Ms. Semeli (Protagorio) did not like having the responsibility of
finding what to teach these students in the resource room. Ms. Semeli, Ms.
Zinovia (Aristotelio) and Mr. Charidemos (Thalio), who firmly supported the idea that the
students in the resource room were all on the same level, believed it would be easy for
‘specialized’ teaching materials to be planned for the resource room and allocated to

schools by the MOEC. In particular, Ms. Zinovia and Ms. Charidemos expected:

‘....to be given different teaching materials according to their difficulties and their level and

not the same teaching materials as in their mainstream classroom’.

However, Mr. Charidemos regretted that the students would have to be given ‘different’
exams from their peers and that the resource room would provide segregated support,
rather than being a tutorial for what they were taught in the mainstream classroom.

Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) asked to be trained in effective teaching practices for students
with learning difficulties. She did not ask for training in differentiating the teaching materials

because, as she pointed out:

‘the teaching materials are not a problem. Each teacher tends to plan his/her classroom

activities and working exercises’.
Ms. Ely (Thalio) also highlighted that:

‘Seminars are not helpful, they are more theoretical than practical and they are not relevant

to the reality of Cyprus’.

Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) underlined the need for the MOEC to organize continual
seminars and to prioritize the participation of those teachers who have always taught in the
resource room and the mainstream classroom. Teachers also asked for further training in
how to manage their teaching time and activities in mixed ability classroom groups. For

this reason, Ms. Zinovia (Aristotelio) pointed out that:

‘The groups need to be better distributed in order to have the same difficulties, because
now there are groups with students having difficulties in reading, writing and others who just
need help to understand the teaching of the mainstream classroom. So again during the
resource room tuition teachers have to deal with a mixed-ability group of students with
different difficulties and the level of learning needs and again the teacher cannot support
the students numbering more than fifteen minutes in a total of forty five minutes. The best

was when students were individually supported in the resource room’.

Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) also suggested that:
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‘Teachers are used to teaching students of a lower academic level and thus it would not be
difficult for them to teach these students in ‘special’ classes in which all the students would
be of the same academic level. However, during that time, some students would improve
and the classroom would be again mixed ability with the best, the good and the weakest

students’.

From the comments by Ms. Zinovia and Ms. Alkmini it is evident both the difficulty of
teachers to manage the teaching time and activities in mixed-ability groups, and their
difficulty in abandoning well-established segregated practices such as the resource room

support.

4.3. SUMMARY

This section summarizes the key findings, which are presented under the four main
themes. A principal finding, recounted under the theme of social attitudes and conceptions,
is that the students felt stigmatized and were afraid of discrimination as a result of
receiving withdrawal support in the resource room. The coordinators and teachers either
denied or underestimated the risk of stigmatization and discrimination. Secondly, there
was identified an association between the process of students’ stigmatization and the
place where they received support. Students explained that they were afraid of being
stigmatized for being ‘less academically able’ because they received support in the
resource room. Only some of the students felt relieved knowing that their classmates did
not comment negatively about them being withdrawn for support. The third-year students
did not want to continue their withdrawal support in the Lyceum, in order to avoid being
further stigmatized. Taken together, these results suggest that the classmates of these
students and the students themselves have internalized the idea that they are less
academically able. These students already had a lower academic self-concept and efficacy
beliefs as a result of their ‘special needs’ labelling. On the other hand, the coordinators and
teachers emphasized that the students with learning difficulties were stigmatized when
their ‘needs’ were supported in the mainstream classroom. However, most of them argued
that these students did not feel stigmatized because they had no students asking to quit
their withdrawal support. They also suggested that these students benefited academically,
rather than being stigmatized in the resource room. This was the reason why the MOEC
and the students’ parents pressurized them to continue attending the resource room for
support. Teachers also acknowledged that it was the stigma of the labels of special needs

education which obscured the students’ support in the resource room. Hence, they aimed
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to support these students emotionally in the resource room in order to develop higher

academic self-esteem and thus to avoid feeling stigmatized.

Students were directly discriminated against by their classmates, who used to laugh at
them or tease them for the help they received from their teachers with answering their
exercises or taking tests. These students were also afraid of being discriminated against
during the learning process of the mainstream classroom. It could be argued that most of
these students misbehaved during the lesson in order to hide their learning difficulties from
others and thus to avoid being rejected and isolated in the mainstream classroom. The
students either were or felt indirectly discriminated against by their teachers, who spent
less time answering their queries and were less tolerant with their misbehaviour in the
mainstream classroom. On the other hand, the coordinators and teachers denied that
these students are discriminated against because they were not marginalized in the
mainstream classroom. Students were observed enjoying jokes with their classmates and,
most of the time, their classmates encouraged them to misbehave in order to take time
away from teaching. Teachers also offset the lack of attention paid to these students by
supporting their ‘needs’ in the resource room. At the same time, teachers aimed to support
them emotionally in the resource room in order to avoid feeling discriminated against.
However, these students were actually being discriminated against by their teachers, who
had lower expectations of their learning, and they continued to see their needs with

sympathy and compassion.

The main impact of the withdrawal support was that the students, coordinators and
teachers became reliant on the teaching and learning practices of the resource room. The
students’ reliance on their withdrawal support could also be attributed to their lower
academic self-concept and efficacy beliefs and the grade-oriented nature of the Cypriot
educational system. This conclusion is further discussed in the following chapter. The
students suggested that they were helped and had improved academically in the resource
room. They got more attention from their teachers, more time to ask their queries and were
helped to achieve better grades. The coordinators and teachers suggested that the
students benefited academically in the resource room. They were supported to achieve the
aims of the mainstream curriculum and to succeed in their tests and exams, but this could
be attributed to having the exam questions pre-taught. In the mainstream classroom, the
teachers suggested that they lacked time to support these students individually and to
answer to their questions. The teachers believed that they lacked the training to adapt their

classroom activities to the students’ needs. They argued that they lacked time for
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differentiating their classroom activities. They also lacked time to support the learning
difficulties of these students, due to their misbehaviour. Teachers assumed that there
would be more time in the resource room, although considerable time was lost during the
students’ transition from the mainstream classroom to the resource room or vice versa.
Additionally, they considered their resource room teaching practices to be more effective
than those used in the mainstream classroom, while the same practices were observed in

both classroom environments.

As far as the teaching and learning practices of the mainstream classroom are concerned,
half of the students preferred to have no homework, or to be given a choice over the
classroom and homework activities. Half of the students believed it was difficult to do mini
projects, while the other half believed they were necessary to demonstrate to their
teachers what they knew. Half of the students agreed that it was (very) important for their
teachers to differentiate their activities according to the level of difficulty and according to
what they knew and liked. All the students liked that they were helped to revise for their
tests and exams, and they asked to be evaluated according to what they could achieve. All
of them asked to be given more consistent feedback and differentiated activities. The
teachers were puzzled by the traditional, teaching-centred practices and those suggested
by the MOEC’s innovative curriculum. Most of the teachers were consistent in
differentiating the students’ tests and homework activities. Teachers tended to orally
simplify their classroom activities, while they preferred to differentiate their classroom
activities according to the level of difficulty and quantity. There was a sense among the
teachers that the teaching in the resource room was a substitute for classroom-
differentiated activities. Most teachers were concerned about using TAs due to the risk of
further stigmatizing their students and because they felt uncomfortable having another
teacher with them in the mainstream classroom. Teachers were not constantly committed

to using ICT and audiovisual materials in their lessons.

The findings suggest that the students participated more in the learning process in the
resource room than in the mainstream classroom. Students needed to be continually
encouraged to participate in the mainstream classroom as a result of their lower academic
self-esteem. Being pre-taught the classroom exercises in the resource room affected both
positively and negatively the students’ motivation and engagement in the learning activities
of the mainstream classroom. Students were distracted or misbehaved in both classroom
environments. This appeared to happen because the teaching materials in the resource

room were slightly different from those taught in their mainstream classroom and thus were
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still perceived to be difficult or boring. The students suggested that they preferred to work
in groups and for their teachers to use ICT and audiovisual resources to increase their

interest and participation in the learning process of the mainstream classroom.

The coordinators and teachers attributed their students’ disengagement or limited
participation in the mainstream classroom to their ‘lower academic self-esteem’, while the
students identified it as being a result of the lack of teachers’ sustained attention to their
needs. To encourage their students’ active participation in the mainstream classroom, the
teachers aimed to support them in the resource room to develop higher academic self-
esteem and to overcome the fear of failing in tests and exams. They also aimed to give
them the same activities in both classroom environments. To make their lessons more
interesting and more understandable, they used jokes and examples from their everyday
life, pictures and diagrams. Additionally, the teachers asked for already-differentiated
teaching materials and to be trained in time management and the differentiation of their
teaching activities for a mixed-ability student group. As a result of their moderately
inclusive ethos, the teachers also asked for a permanently established resource room

classroom, equipped with the appropriate teaching materials and ICT resources.

Overall, the results reported in this chapter provide evidence that the implementation of
inclusive education in mainstream secondary schools in Cyprus has been negatively
affected by the stereotypes related to special educational needs labelling, students’
withdrawal support in the resource room and school performance orientation. In this line,
the design and implementation of inclusive mainstream classroom adaptations also seem
to have been negatively affected. All the participants were over-reliant on the teaching
process of the resource room. A possible explanation for the participants’ attitudes towards
inclusive approaches could be that they were oriented towards the practical
implementation of inclusive education, rather than a specific ideology and understanding of
inclusiveness. At the same time, it was observed that the withdrawal support reinforced the
negative learning profile of students and restricted the implementation of mainstream
classroom adaptations. The findings presented here and elsewhere in this chapter will be

the subject of elaboration, analysis and discussion in the following chapter.

186



5. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

5.1. Overview

The data presented in the previous chapter demonstrates a complex set of issues around
stigmatization, discrimination, the students’, coordinators’ and teachers’ reliance on
resource room support, the teachers’ dependency on traditional teacher-centred practices
and local cultural practices in the enactment of the MOEC's ‘inclusive’ policy in the case
study city. In interpreting these data, in this chapter | will be exploring the interactions of
the ‘object’ and the ‘subject’ of the study, following Thomas (2011) and as discussed in
chapter 3 of methodology. The ‘object’ of the study will therefore be the theories and

discourses discussed extensively in the literature review (see chapter 2).

Thematic analysis is used to explore the ‘inclusive’ teaching and learning practices in the
mainstream classroom at public secondary schools in Cyprus. The analysis and discussion
of the findings are organized under the four main themes, which were introduced in the
findings chapter:

The first theme, social attitudes and conceptions, explores the data on how
prejudices regarding ‘disabilities’ affected the way the students with learning
difficulties were seen and treated by their teachers and non-disabled peers and
also how the students believed that they were treated and their learning difficulties

were perceived by others.

The second theme, the impact of the withdrawal support, identifies how the
students were made to see their abilities and difficulties in learning and how the
coordinators and teachers stereotyped the learning needs/ difficulties of these

students and what resulted in the expectations for these students learning.

The third theme regarding the teaching and learning practices, concerns the
responsiveness of teachers to adjust their teaching practices to meet the needs of
all their students and patrticularly of their students with mild learning difficulties in
the mainstream classrooms. It also considered which the preferable classroom

adaptations are for the participant students.
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The fourth theme, the students’ engagement in learning, emphasizes what the
participants suggested as necessary to be changed to meet the needs of these
students and encourage their active participation in learning.

The analysis of these themes draws on a range of theoretical resources, including
‘disability’ and psychological theories, the idea of inclusive education, as well as
pedagogical models of teaching and learning.

Models of disability, insights from these models are used to illuminate how the
prejudices and negative stereotypes that arose, affected what the coordinators and
teachers believed about the learning needs of their students with mild learning
difficulties. The negative stereotypes and the prejudices also affected the way the

students conceptualized themselves and their learning identity.

Psychological theories of stigmatization, self-esteem and academic self—concept,
academic self-efficacy, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are examined to justify the
impact of labelling and withdrawal support on the students with mild learning
difficulties. They were also investigated in order to explain how labelling and

withdrawal support formed the learning identity of the students.

Models of teaching and learning are examined to explain the practices used by
the teachers to meet the needs of these students in the mainstream classroom and
the resource room. To understand the reason why some adapted tasks were
preferable to these students and which classroom adaptations were preferred by
the participant teachers, it was necessary to draw on this combination of the
aforementioned theoretical resources. The implication of theories from these
different disciplines were necessary in order to listen to the perspectives of both the
learners (the students) and of the practitioners (the coordinators and teachers)
regarding inclusive education and what they had to suggest for its (further)

development within the mainstream schools in Cyprus.

Characteristics affecting the analysis of the students’ perspectives

Students tended to answer and evaluate the teaching and learning practices according to
their learning style and identity. Students were grouped according to their age and their
school year level, rather than according to their ‘learning difficulties’. | was more interested

in focusing on how the students, themselves understood their labelling and thus they were
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asked to mention what they considered to be challenging for them in the Modern Greek
language lesson. | felt that grouping these students according to their labels, would have
resulted in them being further discriminated against by their peers. The age and the school
year level of each group of students were taken into account to explore whether these had
affected their perspectives and understandings. In particular, | found that it was mainly the
boys who misbehaved in the classroom. Similarly, the students of the third class of the

gymnasium were more concerned about being withdrawn for support in the Lyceum.

Additionally, students were not grouped according to the years they received support in the
resource room, since there were no significant differences among their withdrawal support
system experiences. The large majority of students used to receive support from primary
school and they continued in the gymnasium. All the students were withdrawn from the
mainstream classroom to receive support in the resource room twice a week for Modern
Greek and twice in History and they were all withdrawn from the classes of Ancient Greek,
Ancient Greek Literature and French, which were those suggested by the MOEC
policy (seeTable B.2,p.133). Although at the third school some students were also
withdrawn from other classes apart from the aforementioned ones, students’ perceptions
were not found to be affected differently. The students were rarely withdrawn from other
classes, only when there were difficulties with the curriculum delivery plan (Reflections on

fieldnotes, from my research diary, December: 2012).

Characteristics affecting the analysis of the coordinators’ and teachers’

perspectives

The coordinators’ and teachers’ reports are grouped and discussed individually according
to their personal beliefs towards inclusive education and according to their experiences as
‘practitioners’ within the educational system of Cyprus. The participants’ responses were
rarely affected by the difference between the years of teaching experience in mainstream
Cypriot schools and among the teachers’ training in the field of inclusive and special needs
education. Female teachers formed the majority of teachers of Modern Greek language
and literature in the case study schools, as only two male teachers participated in this
study. For this reason their answers cannot be reflective on issues of gender or whether

male and female teachers understand inclusive education differently.
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5.2. ANALYSIS OF THEMES

5.2.1. SOCIAL ATTITUDES AND CONCEPTION

Were students with mild learning difficulties stigmatized due to their withdrawal
support?

As discussed in chapter 2, individuals are stigmatized because they possess, or are
believed to possess, some characteristics devaluing them within a particular social context
(Crocker et al., 1998). The process of stigmatization is related with terms such as socially
constructed stereotypes and prejudices (Dovidio et al., 2000,p.3, cited in Heatheron et
al.,2000). Therefore, an individual can be stigmatized at one moment and in one given
situation but not in another within the same period of time (ibid). It is for this reason that
student, coordinator and teacher answers differed when they commented under which
circumstances the target students were, or could be stigmatized. Students were more
concerned whether they were stigmatized because they were withdrawn in the resource
room, rather than because they were labelled as having learning difficulties. The
coordinators and teachers suggested that these students were more stigmatized due to

their labels of special needs education.

Stereotypes represent the traits that are considered as the characteristics of particular
social groups (Nelson, 2010). However, the stereotypes when focused only on
undesirablecharacteristics, resulted in the labelled people being seen negatively (Link and
Phelan, 2001). What is particularly interesting for this case study is how the stereotypes
concerning the support in the resource room were internalized by the participants.
Students internalized their withdrawal support as ‘negatively different’ and discriminatory
compared to their classmates. In accordance with MOEC policy (Official Newspaper of
Cypriot Democracy, 2001), the coordinators and teachers perceived their students’
withdrawal support as an inclusive practice rather than as a segregating placement.
Additionally, the coordinators and teachers acknowledged the need to persuade these
students to continue their withdrawal, whenever they asked to be dropped due to the
pressure they had from the students’ parents. This supports the findings of Charalambides
(1998) and Symeonidou (2002) discussed in chapter 2. According to Symeonidou (2002),
most parents preferred their children to be supported in the resource room because they
internalized that their children were in need of individualized and tailored practices, which

were provided to them in the resource room.
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The withdrawal support of students in the resource room can be related to the process of
stigmatization of the students with learning difficulties. The resource room is culturally
stereotyped as the place for providing support to the students of a lower academic level
than the average of their age. As, the resource room was among the spaces which were
originally and especially designed for the ‘disabled’ students (D’Alessio, 2014) and
continued to run for the students with learning difficulties (Persson, 2000; Armstrong et al.,
2000; Vlachou, 2006). The label of less academically able students was unquestionably
attached to those students attending the resource room and their learning difficulties were
automatically defined as special educational needs. This is the reason that mainly the
students of the third year of gymnasium did not choose to continue their withdrawal
support in Lyceum to avoid being further stigmatized. By being withdrawn from the
mainstream classroom, students experienced loss of academic status since it was
indicated to them the academic skills they lacked in accordance with the aims of the
mainstream curriculum. The participant students experienced status loss also due to their
classmates, similar to those who participated in a research undertaken in five Cypriot
primary mainstream schools by Mamas (2013), internalizing that the students had to
attend the resource room for support because they were not considered good students.
Hence, the classmates of Solonas (Protagorio) could not understand why he had to attend

the resource room since they identified him as a good student.

On the other hand, the coordinators and teachers tended to overlook that their students
experienced further loss of academic status by being withdrawn for support in the resource
room. The coordinators and teachers continued to support the withdrawal of these
students from the mainstream classrooms and identified the resource room as a more
effective learning environment to meet these students’ ‘special’ educational needs. It could
be that the coordinators and teachers tended to interpret inclusive learning environments
as those that give access to the students with ‘special’ educational needs (Finkelstein et
al., 2019), within the existing school facilities (Smyth et al., 2014). This also suggests that
there may be a link between the perception of the coordinators and teachers and the
medical model of disability, which has been influential in official and popular Cypriot
discourse for decades. The development of special needs education in the Cypriot
educational context originated from this model since for a long period of time the students
labelled as having ‘special needs’ were required to be educated in segregated schools and
institutions. This may have played a vital role in bringing about the learning difficulties of
these students to be continually internalized by the coordinators and teachers as a ‘deficit’
within their students, which needed to be ‘fixed’ by specialists such as the medical

professionals and the special needs pedagogic experts. In the literature, it has also been
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identified that the teachers tended to interpret and perceive the learning difficulties of these
students in terms of disability (Armstrong,2003), as a result of the way they read into what

was suggested by the medical model of disability.

Additionally, the coordinators and teachers denied that their students were stigmatized
when they attended the resource room for support; rather, they perceived that students
experienced academic status loss as a result of being labelled as having learning
difficulties. A possible explanation for this might be that the coordinators and teachers
have identified that the labelling process focused on defining what was the learning ‘deficit’
of these students. Even when the labels aimed to guide the teachers how to meet these
students’ academic needs, Corbett (1996) and Armstrong (2003) suggested that the labels
were still used to maintain the boundaries between what is considered as ‘normal’ and
‘abnormal’, in the mainstream schools. According to the labelling process, students were
required to receive special educational interventions outside of the mainstream classroom,
because their learning ‘deficits’ were greater and seemed to be ‘different’ compared to
those of their classmates (Corbett, 1996). In that way, the coordinators and teachers
acknowledged that the labelling process contributed to the learning difficulties of these
students being negatively stereotyped, while it was difficult for them to concede that their
students with learning difficulties experienced status loss due to their withdrawal support.
For them, the withdrawal support of these students was internalised as an effective
teaching intervention rather than as discriminatory mechanics against these students.
Similarly, in the research undertaken by Mamas (2013), teachers overlooked the fact that
the students felt marginalized as a result of their withdrawal support, because for them this
practice was considered to be an inclusive one. On the other hand, the students
acknowledged that they lacked academic skills when they were withdrawn for support.
Their officials’ labels did not seem to affect them directly to feel the loss of academic
status. Students experienced a greater sense of status loss when they are withdrawn for
support because this was highly visible and attracted the negative comments of their
classmates against them. The coordinators and teachers, who were unwilling to see the
stigmatizing effect of the withdrawal support, related the negative comments of these
students’ classmates to their labels rather than to their withdrawal support in the resource

room.
All the coordinators, teachers and students recognised the ‘stereotype threat’ connected

with the withdrawal support in the resource room. However, the majority of the

coordinators and teachers emphatically rejected the idea that the resource room is among
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the factors that contributed to these students’ stigmatization as being less able
academically. Students felt threatened and worried whether they were part of their peer
classroom group. They were afraid of being alienated from their classmates, since they
tended to be separated from their classmates a couple of times in the week to attend the
resource room. This fear was even more obvious among the students of the third year of
gymnasium. Chara (Thalio) felt less threatened by being socially alienated by her
classmates because they attended the resource room with a group of students of their age
and who usually resulted in being their closer friends. Crabtree and Rutland (2001) also
confirmed that their participant adolescent students with mild learning difficulties were also
worried about being socially accepted by their classmates. Additionally, the students of this
case study worried that their classmates would reject them if they identified them as a
lower ability student. The students felt threatened telling their classmates what they were
taught in the resource room, unless those who asked were already their friends. These
students felt less threatened because their friends asked them out of curiosity about the
teaching in the resource room. The classmates of these students conceived that they were
set apart to be supported academically, but they did not stereotype negatively their support
as being for the students with ‘special educational needs’, which is more negative concept,

as was maintained by Clements (2001).

Coordinators and teachers tended to underestimate the risk of their students being
marginalized by their classmates because they attended the resource room for support.
This resonates with Shoho et al. (1997), who suggested that the students with learning
difficulties were neither alienated from their classmates, nor marginalized in the
mainstream classroom. The coordinators and teachers were not concerned that these
students were mainly friends with the students of their resource room group and indicated
that these students had also friendships with other peers in the mainstream classroom.
Madge et al. (1990) also identified that it was normal for the students attending the
resource room to select their resource room classmates to be their friends, seeing it as a
‘preference’. In fact these students tended to participate in their classmates’ jokes and to
imitate their classmates’ mischievous behaviour. Contrary to what was suggested by
Woolfolk (2001), the traditionally sitting in rows did not seem to affect the socializing of
these students with their classmates. Acknowledging the participants’ lack of criticality
regarding the withdrawal policy, this can be also the reason why the coordinators and
teachers failed to acknowledge that their students were worried about being marginalised
because they were separated from their classmates to attend the resource room. As noted

above, the policies implemented in mainstream Cypriot schools were informed by the
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medical model of disability (Koursoumba, 2019), where the learning difficulties of students
are regarded as being the result of their impairments and disabilities (Oliver, 1990e) and
subject to the decision-making regimes of professionals (Rioux, 2002; Eliot and Armstrong,
2019), and the students as being in need of remedial provision (Corbett, 1996). In this
sense,the teachers overlooked the fact that their students tended to imitate their
classmates’ mischievous behaviour, which possibly related to the students’ need to feel
that they were constantly part of their peer-group. Paradoxically, the coordinators’ and
teachers’ perspectives regarding the support of these students in the resource room were
also informed by the social model of disability; the coordinators and teachers internalized
that the right of these students to have access and be educated in the mainstream

classroom was guaranteed when the students also received support in the resource room.

Were students with mild learning difficulties discriminated against due to their
withdrawal support?

As suggested by Link and Phelan (2001), people are both stigmatized and discriminated
against when their labels and stereotypes result in a separation of ‘them’ from ‘us’. People
are directly separated from ‘others’ when the fact they are labelled sets them apart and
links them to undesirable characteristics (ibid). Obvious forms of direct discrimination
against the labelled people are their devaluation, rejection and exclusion from certain
forms of social life (ibid). Riddick (2000) identified that the classmates of the students with
learning difficulties tend to be discriminated against by those in the mainstream classroom,
since they had already stigmatized them as having poor performance. In this case study
these students’ learning abilities were identified by their classmates as lower than theirs
due to their withdrawal support in the resource room. Direct discrimination by the
classmates of these students was identified when they laughed at them whenever they
answered incorrectly or they were in need of help to complete their classroom exercise or
when they teased them for their success in tests. The classmates of these students tended
to tease them because they took for granted their lower academic performance and
because they linked their success with their withdrawal support in the resource room. It is
important to be noted that in this case study, the comments of their classmates were not
aggressive and concerned solely with these students’ academic performance, whereas
Salend et al., (1999) identified that these students tended to be the target of physical

attack, name calling and ridicule by their classmates and teachers.
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According to Link and Phelan (2001), the process of discrimination occurs with
considerable regularity. It is also linked to the process of negative stereotyping that is
operating automatically and precociously (ibid). For this reason, some of the students of
this case study tended to tease their classmates from the resource room, for their lower
academic performance. Their withdrawal support and their discrimination by their
classmates were mechanics that mutually reinforced their stigma as the less academically
able students and persuaded them to accept their lower status. However, Kostakis and
Antonakis (Protagorio), who realized the status loss they experienced by their
discrimination, explained that they did not tease each other deliberately, but it was their
way of socializing. It is also important to be noted that the lower placement in a status
hierarchy can be the basis for discrimination (ibid). The students discriminated against
their classmates from the resource room group, as a consequence of their lower academic
status and because they wanted to highlight that they themselves should be in a higher

ability status hierarchy than their classmates.

The labelled people can be affected by many forms of indirect discriminatory behaviours,
when their stigmatization is based on cultural stereotypes (Link and Phelan, 2001).
According to a cultural stereotyping process, the labelled people fear that discrimination
would become personally relevant to them and thus they were afraid of being personally
rejected by others (ibid). In this case study, and similar to what Link and Phelan (2001) had
identified, the students expected and feared rejection by their classmates. Especially, in
this case study the students aimed to conceal the reason why it was necessary to attend
the resource room for support, in order to avoid being indirectly discriminated by their
classmates. Students almost expected to be rejected by their classmates because they
recognized that they were negatively stereotyped as having learning difficulties. The
students’ fear can also be easily understood, if there was any difficulty for students with
learning difficulties to be accepted by their classmates, when their needs were supported
in any other segregated setting within the mainstream schools (Corbett and Norwich, 1999;
Weinstein, 2004). Additionally, the students of this case study avoided asking their queries
in front of their classmates in the mainstream classroom, to ensure that the possibility of

indirect discrimination would not be personally applied to them.

Other forms of indirect discriminatory behaviours are related with the theory of ‘stereotype
threat’. According to Steele and Aronson (1995), a stereotype can be a threat when one’s
needs are stereotyped and resulted in this being negatively evaluated. As far as it
concerns the students with learning difficulties, it has been observed that their teachers

tended to have lower expectations from them in most subjects in the mainstream
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curriculum (Macintyre, 2008) and that these students lacked their teachers’ attention in the
mainstream classroom (Weinstein, 2004). In this case study, the students who were
identified as having ‘stigma consciousness’ (Pinel, 1999), acknowledged that they were
stigmatized as lower ability learners and they expected their teachers to have lower
expectations from them. The students assumed that their teachers discriminated against
them because they did not have both constantly and individually their teachers’ assistance
to complete their classroom exercises. From the teaching in the resource room, the
students internalized the idea that they were in need of such uniquely tailored practices
(Florian, 2009; 2019) and distinct provisions (Lewis and Norwich, 2005). Equally, it was
common for most of the students with learning difficulties to feel that they were treated
differently by their teachers compared to the high achievers (Weinstein, 2004). In this case
study, Gregoris (Protagorio) felt discriminated because their teachers asked him to
participate less in the learning process of the mainstream classroom, compared to his

‘more academically able’ classmates.

It is important to be noted that discriminatory attitudes can be identified by the people
when they themselves confirm such a stereotype thread through their own behaviours
(Steele and Aronson, 1995). During the teaching and learning process, the students in this
case study, reinforced their teachers’ discriminatory behaviour against them, when they
feared or avoided asking their queries. Similar to other research evidence, the participant
students presumed that their teachers would spend less time giving them positive
feedback (Mcintosh et al.,1993; Hocult,1996) or because they would be given less
feedback, compared to the high achievers (Weinstein,2004). Nevertheless, Hocult (1996)
identified that the teachers spent the same time for assistance with these students and
their classmates in the mainstream classroom. The time spent by the teachers with each of
the students, depends on the students’ time of engagement and concentration on the
lesson, which was not significantly different for both the students with and without learning
difficulties (ibid). Especially, in this case study, the teachers highlighted that their students
had more time for their queries in the resource room, since they were fewer students in the
resource room group. It could be argued that the students such as Demosthenes
(Protagorio) felt discriminated against by their classmates when their teachers encouraged
them to ask their questions in the resource room. However, it was not because they
wanted to avoid answering them; their classmates misbehaved while they tried to solve
their queries and they lost the control of the classroom. The teachers were stressed in
covering the required exercises of the course syllabus and meeting the aims of the

mainstream curriculum and thus they did not have time to lose with the students’ unruly
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behaviour (Didaskalou and Milward, 2001). Additionally, the students felt discriminated by
their teachers because they were not as tolerant with their mischievous behaviour as they
were in the resource room. The students expected to be rejected by their teachers, thus
they failed to recognize what Didaskalou and Milward (2001) had identified. Teachers
tended to consider the misbehaviour of all of their students in the mainstream classroom
as disruptive (ibid). In the resource room, the participant teachers were more tolerant with
them, because they recognized what was suggested by Briggs (2004), that these students

were in need of feeling and seeing that their teachers like them.

It is interesting that the coordinators and teachers tended to deny that these students had
been discriminated against by them and their classmates. It was not readily apparent to
them the forms of discrimination against their students with learning difficulties because
they have been affected by dominant cultural beliefs regarding the labelling of these
students. These students were culturally stereotyped as being less able academically and
thus among the teachers only Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) and Ms. Pandora (Protagorio)
identified that they had colleagues who discriminated against these students by having
lower expectations from them. Similarly, Mamas (2013) identified that his participant
teachers tended to have lower expectations of the learning of their labelled students, since
they internalized them as being less academically able. The labelling of students with
learning difficulties affects negatively the attitudes and perceptions of these students
themselves, their classmates and their teachers (Dillon, 2001; Riddick, 2000; Corbett,
1996; Vaughn et al, 1993; Loreman and Deppeler, 2000; Richards, 2010; Damianidou and
Phtiaka, 2018) towards their learning and participation in the mainstream school (Ainscow
et al., 2006). The findings indicated that the participants tended culturally to perceive the
learning difficulties of their students in terms of disability, as was also suggested by
Armstrong (2003), and thus they culturally considered their students’ needs with sympathy
and compassion. It was also indicated that this teacher behaviour was linked with the
teaching in the resource room. However, due to the dominant cultural belief linked with the
labelling of the students with learning difficulties, for the coordinators and teachers, it was
difficult to recognize that it was also discriminatory for these students to be separated from
their classmates in order to receive support in the resource room. This is strongly related
with the finding that twelve out of fourteen coordinators and teachers suggested that these
students could not be supported exclusively in the mainstream classroom and continued to

have engaged in not obvious discriminatory forms of teaching practices.
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The students with learning difficulties resulted in having lower self-esteem due to their
labels (Dillon,2001; Riddick,2000) and as a consequence of the others’ discriminatory
attitudes and behaviours (Wright et al., 2000). Even the participant coordinators and
teachers overlooked the threat that they might discriminate against their students with
learning difficulties, when they failed to meet their needs in the mainstream classroom, and
they acknowledged that these students had lower self-esteem. Nevertheless, the
coordinators and teachers failed to identify the link between their discriminatory attitudes,
their classmates’ negative comments regarding their poor performance, and the students’
withdrawal in the resource room to the students’ lower academic self-esteem. Though the
MOEC acknowledged the risk of these students being indirectly discriminated against due
to their withdrawal support in the resource room, the coordinators and teachers aimed to
mitigate against this and develop these students’ self-esteem by supporting them
emotionally in the resource room. Even though there was no reliable association between
these students developing higher self-esteem in the resource room or in the mainstream
classroom (Elbaum, 2002), the coordinators and teachers focus instead on the formation
of these students’ self-esteem in the resource room. Similar to Crabtree and Rutland
(2001), the coordinators and teachers suggested that these students would experience
higher self-evaluation in the presence of their classmates in the resource room, who were

on the same level of ‘ability’ as them.

Direct and indirect forms of discriminatory behaviour have been identified as being
connected with the lower academic self-esteem of the students with learning difficulties.
However, it is taken for granted that the power of those who discriminate against others
increases the impetus to use mechanics that sustain the link of the labelled people to the
negative stereotypes (Link and Phelan, 2001). As a consequence, the stigmatized groups,
who accept the dominant view of their lower status, are less likely to challenge the
structural form of discrimination that blocks opportunities they desire (Link and Phelan,
2001,p.375). The students hesitated to challenge their withdrawal from the lessons they
liked such as Ancient Greek and Ancient Greek literature. The students accepted the
others’ convictions that they would not succeed academically in these lessons, which were
considered difficult for them. As Kloomok and Cosden (1994) suggested, the students
resulted in lacking effort and engagement in school tasks, due to their ‘stigmatized’ self-
concept identity’. Especially, the students’ hesitation to challenge their ‘discriminating’
withdrawal support from Ancient Greek classes was related to their unrealistic
assessments of their abilities, their lower achievement expectations and their perceptions

of social acceptance and support from others (Nafiez et al., 2005).
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Discussing Theme 1

The results analyzed under the first theme suggest consistency with the literature that the
implementation of inclusive education in mainstream secondary schools in Cyprus
continues to be strongly affected by the cultural interpretations of disability (Stangvik,
2010). The most obvious finding to emerge from the analysis is that there is an association
between the medical model and the way in which the needs of students with learning
difficulties are stereotyped in mainstream secondary schools in Cyprus. These results are
in line with those of previous studies (Conrand, 1992; Oliver, 1990d; Shakespeare, 1994,
1996; Goodley, 1998; Armstrong, 2003; Aspis, 2010; Berghs et al.,, 2019), which
suggested that the negative images and cultural representations of individuals with
disabilities negatively affected teachers’ interpretations of students’ learning difficulties in
mainstream schools. The teachers continued to perceive the ‘needs’ of the students with
learning difficulties as ‘deviant’ compared to those of an average student of their age, and
they still regarded them as being synonymous with having mental impairments (Aspis,
2010). A strong relation has also been identified between the stereotypes regarding
students’ learning difficulties and the labelling process. This result corroborates the
findings of a great deal of previous research such, as studies undertaken by Becker
(1963), Green et al. (2005), Mamas (2013) and Sowards (2015).

This study also supports evidence from previous research (Kelly and Norwich, 2004;
Boyle, 2007), which suggested that labelled people can be stigmatized for their learning
difficulties and their poor academic performance (Riddick, 2000; Arnesen et al., 2007). In
agreement with Link and Phelan (2001), who highlighted the risk of stigmatization for
labelled individuals when they are separated from others, these results underlined that
students are stigmatized as a result of their withdrawal support in the resource room. The
withdrawal support reproduced the stigma that the students were less academically able.
Similar to Arishi et al. (2017), it was also identified that the classmates of these students
internalized them as being less academically able than themselves because they were in
need of support in the resource room. Another consequence of the stigmatization process,
which is underlined by Link and Phelan (2001) and Green et al. (2005), is status loss and
discrimination. Being withdrawn for support in the resource room resulted in the students
further losing their academic status, and they experienced direct or indirect forms of

discrimination from both their classmates and their teachers.
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Another important finding which also confirms what Steele and Aronson (1995) and Pinel
(1999) have found, is that the labelled students were afraid of the negative effects of being
stigmatized, or they tended to confirm the effects of the stigma with their behaviours. In
addition to what Dillon (2001) and Riddick (2000) have found, the students had lower
academic self-esteem due to both their labelling and their stigmatization. Similar to Link
and Phelan (2001) and Goffman (1963), the students were also found to be afraid of being
socially marginalized by their classmates as a result of their stigmatization. Students
possibly misbehaved in the lesson in order to ensure that they were constantly socializing

with their classmates and in order to conceal their learning difficulties from others.

These results are useful to consider in response to the second research question (see
chapters 1 and 3). It can be inferred that the partial withdrawal support of the students in
the resource room cannot be considered an inclusive practice if there is a connection
between this practice and the students’ stigmatization and discrimination. In the eyes of
coordinators and teachers, the students’ partial withdrawal support in the resource room
was perceived to be an ‘inclusive’ practice. The reason for this was that they continued to
interpret these students’ learning difficulties in terms of learning disabilities. For them, this
MOEC policy was ‘inclusive’, since it aimed at removing the barriers which hindered the
active participation of these students in the learning process of the mainstream classroom.
They tended to attribute these students’ possible stigmatization and discrimination to their
special educational needs labels, while believing that they were protecting these students
from feeling further stigmatized and discriminated against by supporting them emotionally

in the resource room.

5.2.2 THE IMPACT OF THE WITHDRAWAL SUPPORT

Why are students’ reliant on the teaching of the resource room?

The participant students experienced an academic status loss as a result of their labelling.
Labelling affected negatively the academic self-esteem of the participant students, who
acknowledged that they were labelled as having learning difficulties because they lagged
behind their classmates. Self-esteem is associated with the belief that one has socially
acceptable characteristics such as academic competence (Thomson, 2012). However,
labelling is defined as the attachment of a deviant name to some characteristics of the
individual (Gove, 1980). Deviant names were attached to individuals identified as having

pathological and physical deficiencies (Slee, 1996), or disabilities (inabilities) to do
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something (Barton and Armstrong, 1999). Deviance is socially constructed by the
judgement of others regarding what cannot fit into the social norms (McGrew and Evans,
2003). Therefore the labels have a destructive impact on the individuals’ self-concept
(Osterholm et al., 2007) and on their self-esteem (Thomson, 2012). As a consequence of
labelling, the participant students resulted in having lower academic self-concept and lower
academic self-efficacy beliefs. They resulted in believing the idea suggested by Clements
(2001), that they had to be set apart from their peers in mainstreaming to receive
‘specialised’ support. From the teaching and learning in the mainstream classroom, it was
identified that the students selected to sit at the rear or pre-rear table, while in the resource
room they chose to sit at the front tables because they were identified as having higher
academic self-concept. These findings confirmed what Elbaum (2002) suggested that the
labelled students tended to have higher academic self —concept, when they compared

themselves with peer students who also have learning difficulties.

On the other hand, the participant students resulted in being reliant on the teaching
practices of the resource room, due to the strong sense of ‘learned helplessness’
(Chapman, 1988), they experienced during the teaching and learning process of the
mainstream classroom. The students were identified as having lower academic self-
efficacy, as a result of their labelling and their academic failures. Self-efficacy can be
defined by the beliefs regarding the performance capabilities in a particular context, while
the failures in this particular context can lower the self-efficacy of the individuals (Bandura,
1997). As a result, the students of this case study felt ‘helpless’ in the mainstream
classroom because they did not believe that they can succeed academically without the
help of others. This is one of the causal reasons, which is similar to what was maintained
by Salend et al. (1999), that the students tended to appreciate the academic support and
extra help they received in any of the special educational placements, such as in the
resource room. Similar to Briggs (2004), the students liked that their teachers spent time
for them in the resource room. In accordance with Loreman et al., (2010), the students
identified that they enjoyed their teachers asking them frequent questions and giving them
examples, especially from their daily life and experiences to help them understand their
lesson. The findings indicate that this may be linked to the fact that the teachers did not
use regularly inclusive classroom adaptations. However, it should be noted that many
factors can affect the constant teachers’ attention to, and support for, their students during
the teaching and learning process in the classroom. In such a case, findings indicated that
the teaching in the resource room was beneficial for the students, contrary to the teaching

in the mainstream classroom, which is mostly driven by clock time (Garnett, 1996). It
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cannot be denied that some of the causal factors may be that the students with learning
difficulties need more time to review and practise what they have been taught (Mitchell,
2014), while the students did not like spending time either waiting for help or being
interrupted in what they were doing in the mainstream classroom (Garnett, 1996).
Similarly, it could be argued that the students enjoyed the slower pace of lessons in the

resource room and the continuous summarizing of the main points of the lesson.

What is the impact of withdrawal support on the students’ learning identity?

The places where these students receive instructions can affect student academic self-
concept either positively or negatively (Bakker and Bosman,2003). Nufiez et al. (2005)
also suggested that the support in the resource room was found to affect negatively the
academic self-concept of the students with learning difficulties. Similarly, the withdrawal
support of these students partially in the resource room, reinforced to them the belief of
having lower abilities and efficacy which was implicitly alluded to within their stigma of
being students with learning difficulties. The students’ perception of their academic abilities
was also affected negatively by the instructional process followed by their teachers (Nufiez
et al., 2005).The participant students resulted in being over reliant on their teachers’
individual attention which was conceded as part of the resource room adaptations. Though
the students agreed to have access to additional support materials in the mainstream
classroom, they were found to prefer having their teachers’ constant and individual support
rather than working autonomously in the mainstream classroom. Contrary to Shuh (2003),
the adaptive tasks of the resource room resulted in the students improving only temporarily
their academic self -concept belief. Consequently, the students did not transcend
permanently their fears whether they would be negatively evaluated by others (Crozier,
1995), or if they would be socially accepted and if they would receive favourable feedback
from their teachers and classmates (Nufiez et al., 2005; Wadman et al., 2008). As a result
of their lower academic self-efficacy beliefs, the students were identified as having
negative motivational reactions (Bong and Skaalvik, 2003), such as being shy to ask

guestions in the mainstream classroom.

The teaching in the resource room usually aims at encouraging more positive cognitive
self—perceptions for the students with learning difficulties (Zimmerman, 2000, cited in
BoeKaerts, 2000). Despite what the teachers assumed, the teaching in the resource room
did not bring a stronger, academic self—efficacy, but rather the students remained reliant

on the teaching practices of the resource room. Students tended to be reliant on these
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practices, even if they were not always effective for the attributional learning profiles of all
the students in the resource room group. The participation of the shy students did not
increase in the mainstream classroom. In accordance with Weiner (2000), the participant
students continued attributing their success to external variables such as luck and the help
of others, rather than their effort and abilities. Therefore, students believed that they
understood the lesson of the mainstream classroom better when they listened to it a
second time or more simply in the resource room. Students felt more confident that they
would be academically successful, when the classroom activities and the exam questions
were pre-taught to them. It is common for both the students with and without learning
difficulties to expect their teachers to clarify the concepts and assignments they did not
understand in the mainstream classroom and to teach the same material in different ways

to help everyone learn (Klinger and Vaughn, 1999).

It is identified that when people are stigmatized, it not only negatively affected how the
others see them but also how they experience their self-identity (Crocker, 1999). Students
with learning difficulties resulted in having lower academic self-concept (Kavale and
Forness, 1996), by comparing their abilities with that of their classmates with no difficulty
(Elbaum, 2002). These students considered themselves as less able in the environment
with high able students and more able with less able peers (Bong and Skaalvik,
2003,p.15). Though there was no evidence suggesting consistent and systematic
association between these students’ lower academic self-concept/efficacy and their
placement (Elbaum, 2002), in this case study, there seems to be a connection with their
withdrawal support in the resource room. Students were made to internalize their learning
difficulties as ‘different’ and ‘discriminatory’ (ibid) and themselves as in need of ‘special
pedagogy (Corbett and Norwich, 1999; Florian, 2010; Liasidou, 2012). Therefore, the
teaching in the resource room helped the students to build up only a ‘temporal and
superficial academic self —esteem’. According to what Marsh and Martin (2011) explained,
the teachers focused on how to increase easily and quickly their students’ academic
achievements rather than on fostering their success through the development of students’
self-beliefs in their academic abilities. The teachers tended to give these students the
correct answers, rather than guiding them to work independently on the classroom
activities. The shy students continue to avoid asking their queries in the mainstream
classroom and they feel safe to address them only to their teachers. Those students who
were also conscientious with their learning, tended to ask the students who sat close to
them. It is common for the students with learning difficulties to expect their teachers to
probe individually their understanding and to monitor their individual progress

(Garnett,1996). In this case study, those students who had a greater sense that they
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lacked abilities, asked to be supported in the resource room individually rather than in a
group. They aimed to maximize their opportunity to gain their teachers’ individual attention,
since they acknowledged that time was lost by arguing with their classmates in the

resource room.

Coordinators’ and teachers’ inclusive ethos and their reliance on the teaching of

the resource room

It could be argued that the medical model of disability is still prevalent as far as it
concerned the coordinators’ and teachers’ views and behaviour. In the mainstream school,
the individuals’ impairments were defined by medical terms, using medical language and
medical interventions to affect a cure or treatment (Conrand, 1992). Therefore, the learning
difficulties of the students continued to be conceptualized in the same way as those who
had previously been labelled as having mental impairments (Aspis, 2010). Accordingly,
students with learning difficulties were internalized in the mainstream schools as in need of
receiving specialized support (Clements, 2001). Teachers were made to feel insecure
about supporting their learning difficulties (Corbett, 1996), since they lacked ‘specialized’
training (Black-Hawkins and Florian, 2012).Under such a spectrum, the coordinators and
teachers of this case study, internalized their students’ learning difficulties in terms of
disability. They resulted in feeling insecure about supporting these students in the
mainstream classroom, though they were more confident to support them in the resource
room. Goodman and Bond (1993) suggested that when the learning difficulties of these
students were supported in segregated locations rather than in mainstream classrooms,
the teachers resulted in having difficulty in meeting both the individual needs of the
students and supporting them to achieve the aims of the mainstream curriculum. Similarly,
the teachers who acknowledged that they lacked ‘specialized’ training were more confident
in designing adaptive teaching practices in the resource room, due to their long years of
teaching experience in withdrawal support. In addition to this, the coordinators and
teachers still considered the support of these students in the resource room as necessary
due to their compliance with their school ethos. Teacher beliefs and attitudes towards
adaptations and pedagogical approaches are formed and affected according to their
schools’ attitude towards inclusive education (Rapp and Arndt, 2012). As a result of the
teachers’ conformity to their school ethos, the participant teachers did not dare challenge
their students’ withdrawal support even when they were sceptical regarding the

effectiveness of these teaching practices.
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To include the students with learning difficulties in the mainstream schools, it was required
for these students to be supported raising their attainments to specified target levels and at
the same time to preserve the schools’ capacity for producing good overall outcomes for
their students (Ainscow et al., 2006; Evans and Lunt, 2002). Therefore it was identified as
necessary for these students to have access to different forms of provision outside of the
mainstream classroom, otherwise it was judged that these students would have failed
(Florian, 2008). The coordinators and teachers reached the conclusion that their students
with learning difficulties benefited academically in the resource room, if it was required by
MOEC (2013) withdrawal support to help their students succeed in tests and exams.
Additionally, it was not difficult for the participant teachers to conclude that as in many
educational systems the support of these students has been associated with resource
rooms (Armstrong et al., 2000; Persson, 2000; Vlachou, 2006). The same was also
assumed by the participant students due to the great sense of ‘learned helplessness’ they
had during the teaching in the mainstream classroom. Albeit, it is important to be noted
that despite what the coordinators and teachers of this case study have assumed, there
was no compelling evidence that the support of these students outside of the mainstream
classroom was academically stronger than in the mainstream classroom (Brunch and
Valeo, 1997; Thomas and Vaughan, 2004; Richmond et al., 2009). Hocult (1996) identified
that the students in his study, though attending the resource room for support, were not
able even to achieve at the level of the low achieving classmates in the mainstream
classroom. Rea et al. (2002) also found that the middle school students of their study

scored higher outcomes than their peers who received withdrawal support.

Teachers’ lack of time and their reliance on the teaching of the resource room

The needs of the students with learning difficulties persisted as being ‘different’ from the
common needs of their classmates (Norwich, 1996). Teachers presumed that they had to
provide for their students something ‘additional’ or ‘different’ to what is already and
ordinarily provided in schools for the needs of the majority of learners (Florian, 2008).
Consequently, the teachers tended to perceive them negatively, since it is required to
prioritize them in the classroom along with their peers’ needs (Norwich, 1996), but they did
not know how to produce such provisions (Florian, 2008). For this reason, teachers tended
to focus mainly on what they cannot do for their learning needs in the mainstream

classroom (Black-Hawkins and Florian, 2012).
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In this case study, the coordinators and teachers perceived these students’ needs
negatively, ‘different’ from their classmates because they had already stigmatized them as
being academically less able students. The status of the stigmatized persons tended to be
reduced in the eyes of the stigmatizers (Link and Phelan, 2001). Consequently, as
Macintyre (2008) identified, the participants resulted in having lower expectations from
their students. For this reason, the teachers except for Ms. Andromache (Aristotelio)
considered it as difficult and time-consuming to plan specialized classroom activities for
these students. Ms. Elly (Thalio), a well experienced teacher, also emphasized that
planning teaching activities is both stressful and time-consuming not only for the students
with learning difficulties, but also for all the students in the mainstream classroom. It is
obvious from Ms. Elly’s (Thalio) comments that the participants internalized that it was not
necessary to adapt their teaching practices to meet the needs of their students. This is
common in educational systems where the learning needs of the students were perceived
as ‘special’ and in need of being adapted to meet the aims of the mainstream curriculum,
rather than the opposite (Allan, 2003; Florian, 2009; Makoelle, 2014). For the coordinators
and teachers participating in this case study, the needs of their students were internalised
negatively, as ‘special’ because they acknowledged what was suggested by Lewis and
Norwich (2005). The students with learning difficulties learn more slowly than their
classmates and they need more time for practice and repetition to consolidate what was

required by the curriculum.

Under such a spectrum, the teachers of this case study assumed that they lacked time in
the mainstream classroom, to support these students in meeting the aims of the
mainstream curriculum. Similar to Westwood and Graham (2003) and Strogilos et al.
(2017) the teachers lacked time due to the pressure to cover the context materials required
by the curriculum and needed for students’ examinations. In accordance with other
research evidences (Avramidis et al., 2000; Westwood and Graham, 2003; Strogilos et al.,
2017), the teachers explained that they could not spend time on these students’ needs in
the mainstream classroom, due to the large class sizes. Additionally, the teachers argued
that time was lost due to these students’ unruly behaviour. It was identified both by Barton
and Armstrong (1999) and Konza (2008), that such an excuse was generally employed
among the teachers. In this case study, the students’ disruptive behaviour appeared to be
just an excuse, if these students misbehaved both in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room. However, it was more stressful and time consuming for the participant
teachers, when this behaviour took place in the mainstream classroom. Similarly,

Damianidou and Phtiaka (2018) identified that their participant teachers labelled the
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students with learning disabilities as ‘weak and annoying’ and perceived them as being
either a ‘big or small problem’ for them in the mainstream classroom. In line with this, it is
interesting what Mr. Charidemos (Thalio) identified, that he managed to control student
misbehaviour in the mainstream classroom, as a result of the close relationships they

developed between them in the resource room.

Additionally, most of the teachers assumed that it was a waste of time to plan additional
specialized activities for their students with learning difficulties in the mainstream
classroom, if these students were required to attend the resource room for specialized
teaching. Similar to what was suggested by Avramidis et al., (2000) and Westwood and
Graham, (2003), the teachers in this case study internalized that the individualized support
for these students could be achieved only by using remedial teaching practices in a
separate place from the mainstream classroom. They also acknowledged that these
practices were more effective both in meeting the students’ individual needs (Isaksson et
al., 2007) and supporting them to meet the aims of the general curriculum (Goodman and
Bond, 1993). This was the reason why the participant teachers continued to believe that
there was more time for individual attention for these students in the resource room, even
though the number of students in the resource room group has recently increased. This
was also the reason that Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) suggested that it is better for these
students to continue being taught in special classes as a homogeneous group of students,
ignoring the benefits for these students and their peers when they work together in mixed
ability (heterogeneous) groups (Briggs, 2004). Students were identified as being more
motivated and performed better in heterogeneous groups rather than in homogeneous

groups (Mohammad et al., 2005).

Finally, the coordinators and teachers believed that they did not have time for individually
supporting these students to succeed in tests and exams in the mainstream classroom.
The reason for this was the teachers’ conformity to their school’s ethos and attitudes
towards inclusive education. Teachers’ acknowledged the pressure to quickly raise these
students’ academic achievements (grades), while they acknowledged how difficult it was
for these students, who have been stigmatized as being less able academically. It is
interesting that Ms.Roxani (Aristotelio), considered student expectations and tried to
prepare her students for their lower scores in tests and exams in order to protect them
from being disappointed. Therefore and in accordance with the suggestions of Black-
Hawkins et al. (2007), the teachers continued to be reliant on the practices of the resource

room because they internalized them as effective in raising quickly these students’
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academic achievements. Due to the teachers’ conformity with school practices for inclusive
education, the participants failed to acknowledge that the support in the resource room
focused merely on these students passing final exams or achieving high grades. It is for
this reason that the teachers were generally criticized for not teaching their students skills
or how to learn (Klingner et al., 1998; Winzer and Mazurek, 2000; Sanchez and Mejia,
2008; Papageorgiou et al.,2008). The students proceeded to short-term academic gains,
because their teachers gave them a summative feedback. Summative feedback concerns
the progress of students and is referred to as the extent to which these students meet the
assessment criteria and the objectives of the curriculum (Brown, 2005). To promote the
students’ learning, it would be more appropriate for teachers to use formative feedback.
This feedback is intended to enhance the students’ learning (Stiggins, 2005), informing the
students regarding how they could modify their thinking or behaviour to improve their
learning (Shute, 2008).

Discussing Theme 2

Together these results provide important insights into the reasons why both the students
and the teachers became reliant on the teaching of the resource room. First of all, these
students were reliant on the teaching of the resource room due to their lower academic
self-concept and efficacy beliefs (Skaalvik, 1997; Bandura, 1986). These students’ beliefs
derive from their stigmatization and labelling process. The students’ previous failures in
academic domains (Skaalvik, 1997) and the comparison with the most ‘able’ others in their
classroom confirmed to them their lower academic abilities (Bong and Skaalvik, 2003). In
accordance with what was indicated by Chapman (1988), the students were identified as
experiencing a strong sense of learned helplessness, which resulted from their lower
academic self-efficacy beliefs. However, in this study the students’ sense of learned
helplessness was also associated with the lack of regular and systematic mainstream
classroom adaptations. The inconsistency of classroom adaptations was identified as the
second reason why the students were reliant on the teaching and learning process of the
resource room. This finding is closely related to the results of other studies, such as
Salend et al. (1999), which highlighted that students with learning difficulties tended to

appreciate any academic support provided to them in any special educational placement.
In particular, the students who enjoyed their teachers’ resource room adaptations and

constant attention to their needs felt more included in the teaching and learning process of

the resource room, rather than in the mainstream classroom. These results suggest that
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students perceived their partial withdrawal support in the resource room as an inclusive
educational approach. However, the impact of the withdrawal support on students’ learning
identity set out that this approach was not successful in achieving the active participation
of students in the mainstream classroom and, to an extent, in achieving this aim of
inclusive education. The withdrawal support tended to reaffirm the learned helplessness
that the students experienced in the mainstream classroom. A likely cause of this result
was that the students continued to attribute their success to external variables rather than
to their abilities. Contrary to what was suggested by Marsh and Martin (2011), teachers did
not aim at raising the students’ academic self-concept and efficacy beliefs during their

support in the resource room.

With respect to the second research question (see chapters 1 and 3), it was found that
withdrawal support was perceived by the coordinators and teachers to be an inclusive
rather than a segregated approach. There are two possible explanations for this result.
First of all, the coordinators and teachers acknowledged that, with this practice, the MOEC
aimed at helping the students to overcome their learning difficulties, which hinder their
active participation in the learning process of the mainstream classroom. Second, the
coordinators’ and teachers’ restricted inclusive ethos increased their conformity with
MOEC practices which reproduced the philosophy of segregated educational approaches.
Taking into account the particular values embedded within Cypriot society regarding
disabled people, it was more apparent that the teachers had internalized feelings of
‘sympathy’ and compassion, rather than of respect for the students’ right to be educated in
the mainstream classroom alongside their peers (Phtiaka, 1999b, 2003; Liasidou, 2008;
Symeonidou, 2009).

On the other hand, it should be noted that the coordinators and teachers believed that
withdrawal support is an inclusive educational approach, since they attributed their
commitment to differentiating their teaching practices to the existing settings and structural
factors of the resource room. This result confirms what was suggested by previous
research (Florian, 2008; Black-Hawkins and Florian, 2012), that the aims of inclusive
education tended to be restricted when the teachers focused on what they could not do for
the needs of students with learning difficulties in the mainstream classroom. This study
corroborates the findings of a great deal of the previous work, which suggested that
teachers failed to acknowledge the conceptual premise that inclusive teaching
interventions are a matter of effective planning and teachers’ commitment to responding to

the individual learning needs of all the students in the mainstream classrooms (Florian and
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Black-Hawkins, 2011; Black-Hawkins and Florian, 2012; Ahmed, 2012; Florian, 2014,
2019), rather than a matter of placement (Hocult, 1996) or of time (Avramidis et al., 2000;
Westwood and Graham, 2003; Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Loreman et al., 2010; Gallagher
and Lambert, 2006; Kalambouka et al., 2007; Isakson et al., 2007).

5.3. THE TEACHING AND LEARNING PRACTICES OF THE MAINSTREAM
CLASSROOM AND THE RESOURCE ROOM

Comparing the teaching practices of the mainstream classroom and the

resource room

Research suggests that there is not a diverse repertoire of teaching approaches and
learning strategies for the students considered as having learning difficulties or disabilities
(Corbett and Norwich, 1999; Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2010, cited in Hallett and
Hallett, 2010; Liasidou, 2012). In spite of this evidence, the teachers in the mainstream
classrooms continued to perceive the students’ learning difficulties as ‘special needs’ and

in requirement of distinct or special pedagogical practices (Corbett and Norwich, 1999).

In this case study, both the coordinators and teachers erroneously considered their
practices in the resource room as ‘special educational practices’ and thus as more
effective for the students’ needs. In accordance with Lewis and Norwich (2005), the
teachers internalized that special education means special pedagogy. Thereupon, the
teachers assumed any practice used in the resource room as part of special pedagogy and
the classroom environment as ‘specialized’, even though it was observed that the teaching
practices of the mainstream classroom and the resource room were significantly similar.
The coordinators and teachers have internalized what was suggested by Florian (2010,
cited in Hallett and Hallett, 2010) and Clements (2001) that the individual needs of these
students needed to be isolated from the mainstream classroom and targeted for
‘specialized’ interventions. Both the coordinators and teachers considered the support in
the resource room as an effective ‘tutorial’, in supporting the students with learning
difficulties to understand what they were unable to in the mainstream classroom. From
this, it could be argued that the participants considered the practices of the resource room
as more effective because they failed to acknowledge what Hocult (1996) suggested, that
the effective interventions for students with learning difficulties are not a matter of
placement (ibid). Although the participants were reliant on the resource room teaching

practices, it is important to be noted that the participant teachers were more positive than
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the coordinators in discussing and valuing a variety of classroom adaptations which could

be, or were, provided in the mainstream classrooms of their schools.

Observing the participants’ teaching practices, it could be argued that these teachers were
affected imperceptibly by the ideas of pedagogy for special needs education (Florian,
2009) and the connective pedagogy (Corbett, 2001). Almost all of the participants believed
that their students with learning difficulties benefit more academically in the resource room.
The reason for this was that the participants internalized that their students with learning
difficulties were in need of uniquely tailored practices (Florian, 2009; 2019) and distinct
provisions (Lewis and Norwich, 2005). This is also the reasons that even those teachers
who were sceptical regarding the effectiveness of the resource room practices did not dare
to challenge them. For them, the resource room was also the place where they could
identify their students’ strengths and weaknesses. At the same time, the participant
teachers, in accordance with Kavale (2007), acknowledged that these practices of special
needs pedagogy are successfully or potentially effective in improving the academic
outcomes of these students. Similar to Norwich (2008), the participant teachers identified
the need to reproduce these practices in order to guarantee their students’ academic
success. Teachers failed to acknowledge what had also been suggested by Corbett
(1996), that they could design classroom adaptations from different sources, either explicit

or distinct that seemed suitable for all learners.

The teachers acknowledged individualized instructions as effective practice from their
teaching experience in the resource room, even though they assumed that there was no
time for applying it in the mainstream classroom. Similar to Arnaiz and Castejon (2001),
the teachers supported that the maximum time they can spend for these students’
instructions in the mainstream classroom could not be more than two or three hours every
week. In agreement with what was suggested by Forlin (2001), the teachers lacked time
for the needs of these students in the mainstream classroom due to the large number of
students. Especially, Mr.Tireas (Protagorio) highlighted that there was limited time to give
individualized instructions to these students in the mainstream classroom, since their peers
rarely worked independently with their classroom activities. Faber (1991) explained that
this was an overall impression among the teachers, based on their difficulty in managing
their instruction time equally between one or two students with learning difficulties and the
majority of the classroom. The same difficulty was experienced by the teachers in this case
study, though they did not worry how to overcome it. It was taken for granted that these

students would always have their time for individualized instructions in the resource room.
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For this reason, the teachers tended to overlook that considerable time was also lost

during the lessons in the resource room.

Students’ attitudes towards the teaching and learning practices of the

mainstream classroom

Students tended to see grades as the proof of their achievements, since they have
internalised the mainstream schools’ expectations for high achievements (Norwich and
Kelly,2005). Similar, the students called for teachers’ mainstream classroom adaptations
which would help them improve their academic achievements. Cognitive academic self-
concept was found to be indistinguishable from academic self-efficacy (Pietsh, 1999;
Skaalvik and Rankin, 1996), especially when they aimed to predict similar sets of
outcomes and performance (Bong and Skaalvik, 2003). Therefore, the students in this
case study, expected their teachers to help them succeed academically, since they
acknowledged that they had lower academic abilities as a result of their labelling, leading
to their withdrawal support in the resource room and by comparing themselves with their
peers in the mainstream classroom. Students asked for such teaching classroom
adaptations because similar to what Mitchell (2014) identified, their teachers failed to teach
them that achievement resulted from effort as much as from ability. It was common for the
teachers in performance oriented educational systems to aim at helping their students
succeed in tests and exams by focusing on what is necessary for their tests and helped
them master through constant revision (Liasidou, 2015). Similar, the students were pre-
taught the test exercises in the resource room in order for their teachers to ensure and
increase their academic success. Teachers recognised that their students were in need of
such teaching practices, because they had already stigmatized them as being of a lower
academic level. Consequently, the students resulted in being keen on teaching
adaptations that would allow them to ‘hunt’ for easy good grades in the mainstream

classroom.

The patrticipant students, due to their lower academic self-efficacy belief, were still reliant
on their teachers’ support to complete their classroom activities. Therefore, having a
choice over classroom activities, for most of the students, did not seem to make any
difference to them. Especially, most of the students did not want to have any homework
exercises, while in the Alliance Action report (2006), they preferred a small number of
exercises for their homework. The reason for this is possibly as mentioned by Hughes et

al., (2002) that these students have difficulty in completing their homework independently.
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These students can only do their homework autonomously if they receive explicit, step by
step instructions from their teachers about how to complete their assignment (ibid). Other
participant students such as Giagkos and Niki, although the homework exercises were
difficult for them, wanted to do all their homework, since they acknowledged what Hughes
et al. (2002) had identified that teachers tended to give homework exercises to their
students in order to practise the new contexts and help them improve their academic
achievements (ibid). In addition, the students who acknowledged that ability to succeed
competently in school tasks was highly valued by their teachers, aimed to do all their
homework, in order to prove to their teachers what they knew and what they were able to
do.

In the same manner, most of the students did not want to participate in projects because
they also considered them as difficult. As Wingfield and Karpathian (1991) noted, students
tended to avoid academic tasks that would likely result in making them feel bad about
themselves. Lenz et al. (1991) highlighted that for the engagement of students in projects,
it required the systematic guidance and supervision of teachers. Therefore, the majority of
the participant students, who acknowledged that they would not achieve skilfully to engage
in projects, bore out what has already been highlighted by Norwich and Kelly (2005). They
also preferred being evaluated not only for their attainment, but also for their effort in
completing their assignments (ibid). Similar to Norwich and Kelly (2005), the students also
asked for more guidance and explicit feedback to do both their classroom and homework
activities. The need for direct instructions to these students was also identified by Mitchell
(2004), who also mentioned that instructions need to be given systematically, at a brisk
pace, not very slow, not very fast, and to be explicit. It is also important for the teaching
and learning time to be organised in order to be given sufficient and balanced individual

and whole group instructions in mainstream classrooms (Loreman et al., 2010).

Considering the student concerns about succeeding academically, the participant students
expected their teachers to differentiate their activities according to the subject and their
interests. This was important for them in order to demonstrate to their teachers what they
knew, understood and could produce (Tomlinson, 1999). For the participant students, due
to their lower academic self -concept and academic self- efficacy, it was important for them
to earn their teachers’ appraisal and to be perceived as ‘smart’ or as academically able.
The participant students aligned with the students of the Alliance Action (2006)
appreciating their teachers making adaptations for them in the mainstream classroom.

However, both the students of Alliance Action (2006) and of this study complained that
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these adaptations were not frequent and not on a systematic basis. The students of
Alliance Action (2006) and of this study had also internalised that they were in need of
‘distinctive’ practices and thus in need of ‘easy’ activities, or in need of being taught the

same material in different ways.

What are the coordinators and teachers’ attitudes towards mainstream classroom
adaptations?

To include all the students in the learning process of the mainstream classroom, teachers
acknowledged the need to make learning available to all students and to involve them in
the activities of the mainstream classrooms (Ruijs and Peetsma, 2009; Florian, 2010; Mara
and Mara, 2012; Nilholom and Alm, 2010). Accordingly, all the participants, except for
Ms.Alkmini, evaluated most of the classroom adaptations suggested to them as (very)
important. However, they mainly based their mainstream classroom adaptations on the
idea of differentiating the teaching and learning process in the mainstream classroom and
the contexts of the mainstream curriculum. The reason for this was that they keep defining
these students’ learning needs as Norwich (1996) has identified them. The pedagogical
needs of these students are defined as ‘special’ and ‘distinct’ instead of ‘unique’ to
individual learners (ibid). For the same reason, the participant teachers did not differentiate
their activities according to the students’ learning styles as suggested by Liasidou (2012).
As indicated by Florian (2010, cited in Hallett and Hallett, 2010; Florian, 2014; 2019) the
participant teachers differentiated their classroom activities according to the labelling
categories of special needs, which resulted in the learning abilities of these students

continuing to be defined negatively.

What are coordinators’ and teachers’ understanding and perspectives on

differentiation?

Corbett (2001) identified that it was an overall impression among the teachers that the
withdrawal support of students with learning difficulties can be a substitute for
differentiated classroom activities. Similarly, this case study unveiled the great impact of
withdrawal support on the teachers’ attitudes towards the process of differentiation, even if
a few teachers did not differentiate their classroom activities because these student needs
were supported in the resource room. This teacher assumption is also confirmed by the
findings of Charalampous and Papademetriou (2018) in the research undertaken in Cypriot

primary schools. As a result of the withdrawal support, the teachers of this case study
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erroneously assumed that differentiation is a last minute adjustment of the teaching
materials, only when it appears to be difficult for some learners in the mainstream
classroom. Indeed, differentiation is proactive lesson planning by the teachers to respond
to the range of learners’ needs in the mainstream classroom, rather than as a reactive
adjustment of the teachers’ single approach to the lesson (Tomlinson, 2001). Additionally,
it was identified that the coordinators and teachers were sceptical about supporting the
needs of these students only in the mainstream classroom, because they agreed with
Angelides et al. (2004), Loreman et al. (2010) and Norwich (2019) that there was a risk of
the classmates of these students receiving an inferior quality of education. A common
reason used by the teachers to conceal this fear was, as Ms.Mikini (Thalio) and Ms.Roxani
(Aristotelio) underlined, that their students preferred to work on the same exercises in the
resource room and in the mainstream classroom. It could be argued that this fear of the
coordinators and teachers derived from their conformity with the students’ withdrawal
support in the resource room. This is apparent considering that there was evidence
suggesting that the learning and the outcomes of the student peers cannot be affected
negatively, if teachers aim to help all students to learn and use different practices,
technologies and resources (Gallagher and Lambert, 2006; Kalambouka et al., 2007;
Loreman et al., 2010; Ainscow et al., 2019).

More specifically, the individualized instructions and attention provided to the students with
learning difficulties in the resource room were perceived by the coordinators and teachers
as equal to the process of differentiation. Consequently, they affected the belief that there
was no time for individual instructions in the mainstream classroom, if there were many
students. In large classrooms, it seemed easier for the teacher to tell students everything
rather than guiding them how to complete their work individually (Tomlinson, 2001,
Pritchard, 2009; Makoelle, 2014). Teachers need to carefully consider the differences
between the learning styles of these students when they are planning their differentiated
activities (Moran and Abbott, 2006; Liasidou, 2012), but there is no need to have as many
variations of learning activities as the number of students in the classroom (Corbett, 2001,
Rapp and Arndt, 2012), neither differentiated activities in every lesson in the unit that they
taught (Loreman et al., 2010). This was what the teachers misunderstood, as seven well
experienced teachers acknowledged that it is not easy to support these students only in
the mainstream classroom, if it is required to simplify the teaching materials and tests
every day for each one of these students. This was also the reason why the teachers
perceived it as time-consuming to prepare different activities for the level of these students
(Renick, 1996).
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It is identified that the teachers’ lower expectations towards the learning of their students
with learning difficulties (Macintyre, 2008; Florian, 2009; Ainscow et al., 2012; Mamas,
2013) can also affect negatively their attitudes towards the differentiation process. In line
with this, the teachers assumed that they differentiated the classroom activities for these
students, by giving them easier or simplified tasks to do, rather than differentiating them
according to outcome. Among the teachers, only Mr.Tireas (Protagorio) and Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio) were observed to give their students differentiated activities with
a range of difficulty. Additionally, for the participant teachers, who had already stigmatised
these students as being less able academically, it seemed more reasonable to differentiate
these students’ activities in context rather than in process. Similarly, in the research
undertaken by Angelides and Michailidou (2007) in primary Cypriot mainstream schools,
but also that undertaken by Damianidou and Phtiaka (2018) in secondary schools, easier
tasks were also preferred to be given to the students. Even though the teachers’ attitudes
towards differentiation could have a negative effect due to their lack of ‘specialized’ training
(Renick, 1996; Avramidis and Norwich, 2002; Angelides and Michailidou, 2007;
Symeonidou, 2017), or due to their lack of experience in designing differentiated activities
(Rapp and Arndt, 2012; Strogilos et al., 2017), the teachers remained committed to this
process. They searched by themselves for easier tasks to give to these students both in
the mainstream classroom and in the resource room. According to Ms. Pandora
(Protagorio), they continued being committed simplifying orally their students’ tasks.
Ms.Zinovia (Aristotelio) highlighted that they continued giving oral explanations and
instructions to these students to help them complete their classroom activities. None of the
participant teachers were identified as being unwilling to differentiate their teaching
materials, unlike the participant teachers of a previous research undertaken in mainstream
Cypriot primary schools (Vlachou, 2006; Angelides et al., 2004). However, it is noteworthy
to mention that the students identified that their teachers needed to differentiate their

classroom activities more frequently and systematically.

It is common for the teachers’ adaptations to be informed and affected by the dual aim of
the mainstream schools to promote high academic outcomes for all the students. At the
same time, it is expected to promote successfully the learning for the students with
learning difficulties (Black-Hawkins et al., 2007). It is also common for the teachers, who
believed in the existence of ‘special educational pedagogy’ to reproduce them, whilst they
had to promote the practices of the perceived ‘pedagogy for inclusion’ (Norwich, 2008). A
possible explanation might be that these teachers strongly believed in the effectiveness of

the practices of special educational pedagogy in improving the academic outcomes of the
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students with learning difficulties (Armstrong et al., 2000; Slee, 2005; Kavale, 2007;
Goransson and Nilholm, 2014). With this notion in mind, the participant teachers were in
favour of differentiating their practices related to these students’ academic performance.
The teachers aimed to help their students succeed in their tests and exams by
differentiating their classroom activities according to outcomes. However, it is worth noting
that the teachers continued to perceive as more effective the teaching practices used in
the resource room in relation to these students’ assessment. Similar to Papageorgiou et
al.(2008), the teachers had internalised the main aim of their teaching in the resource room
as promoting these students’ academic success. For this reason, it was difficult for the
teachers to recognize that they used almost identically the same practices for students’

assessment in both classroom environments.

The teaching materials can be differentiated in context, according to the level of difficulty,
in quantity and at the level of outcomes (Rapp and Arndt, 2012). However, Tomlinson
(2001) identified that the teachers tended to prefer differentiating their activities in quantity.
The teachers in this case study, who stereotyped negatively the abilities of their students
with learning difficulties, considered it more reasonable to give them less work to do than
their classmates. It was also less demanding for them in terms of teaching planning. As far
as it concerns the homework exercises, the teachers tended to give to these students
something different according to context, or according to process aiming to be something
easier than their classmates. However, the differentiation of classroom activities is
effective, if the teachers explain to their students the success criteria and how to meet
them, if the tasks are focused on these students’ ‘content goals’, or if the teachers allow
time for these students to reflect on what they had learnt (Tomlinson and Strickland, 2005).
The teachers failed to differentiate effectively the homework exercises for their students, or
if they preferred to have no homework. Similar to Renick (1996), the teachers argued that
there was not adequate time to implement successfully differentiated teaching activities in
the mainstream classroom. That is the reason that well experienced teachers such as Mr.
Charidemos and Ms. Semeli (Thalio) tended to just explain orally the homework exercises

to their students in the resource room.

What are coordinators’ and teachers’ perspectives regarding other means of

differentiation in the mainstream classroom?

Using Teaching Assistants (TAs) alongside these students in the mainstream classroom

was another proposed classroom adaptation that the teachers could use to help these
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students achieve the standards suggested by the mainstream curriculum (Arnaiz and
Castejon, 2001; Lloyd, 2008). However, only a few of the teachers agreed with
Papageorgiou et al. (2008) that TAs can help these students improve their achievements
in the mainstream classroom. Similar to other research findings (Vaughn et al., 1993;
Loreman and Deppeler ,2000; Richards, 2010), the teachers believed that the TAs would
be more effective in supporting the needs of these students in the mainstream classroom,

rather than themselves who lacked specialized training.

On the other hand, most of the teachers were against the use of TAs in their classroom,
since similar to previous research findings, they acknowledged the risk of these students
being negatively stigmatized towards their classmates (O’Rourke and Haughton, 2008;
Blatchford et al., 2009). In accordance with Loreman et al., (2010), the teachers noticed
that TAs were traditionally preferred to help the students with profound learning difficulties,
rather than the students with mild learning difficulties. Some of the teachers negatively
viewed the use of TAs in the mainstream classroom, since they considered them to be a
‘substitute’ for the withdrawal support in the resource room. The teachers were more
accustomed to the withdrawal support rather than with the use of TAs in the mainstream
classrooms. Additionally, the participant teachers did not believe that these students were
stigmatized because of their withdrawal support in the resource room. Others of the
experienced teachers such as Mr.Tereas and Ms. Semeli (Thalio) explained that they felt
uncomfortable having the TAs alongside them in the mainstream classroom. Considering
that TAs would be more trained than them in dealing with the learning difficulties of these
students in the mainstream classroom, they were afraid that TAs would strongly criticize
them regarding their teaching practices and adaptations. This was also the reason why the
Greek primary teachers assumed that they lacked training in co-teaching and collaborating

with TAs in the mainstream classrooms (Strogilos et al., 2017).

Informative Computer Technology (ICT) resources could be used as motivation for the
students to become independent learners (UNESCO IITE, 2006). The teachers
encouraged their students with learning difficulties to find information from the internet for
their assignments, in order to encourage these students to learn how to study
independently. The fact that the students were not excited about their participation in mini
projects, highlights how necessary it was for these students to be trained working as
autonomous learners. Teachers used ICT and audio-visual material in the mainstream
classroom to differentiate the curriculum activities in context, to provide these students with

additional material for exploration and to attract these students’ interest in the lesson. By

218



using ICT and audio-visual materials in the mainstream classroom, teachers can
encourage the students’ active participation in the lesson (Gallagher and Lambert, 2006;
Kalambouka et al., 2007). However, it is interesting that the teachers were only
theoretically in favour of using ICT and audio-visual resources and technological
equipment in the classroom. They tended to use those digital materials, only when they
were available from MOEC. They felt that they had to use ICT resources because they
were allocated to schools by MOEC, supplementary to the curriculum textbooks. Similar to
what was suggested by Bingilmas (2009), teachers did not regularly use ICT in their
lessons, because they were not always available in the mainstream classroom. Ms.
Andromache (Aristotelio), one of the most experienced participant teachers, avoided using
ICT resources in her lesson, because she erroneously understood that the effect of ICT on
these students should only be to raise the students’ test scoring. Although research
confirmed that ICT can improve the students’ performance in test scoring (Chandra and
Lloyd, 2008), in the case of the students with learning difficulties, ICT resources resulted
mainly in helping them to improve their motivation (Bagon and Vodopivec, 2016) and their
self-esteem (Adam and Tattnall, 2010). On the other hand, Mr. Charidemos (Thalio)
tended to use the ICT resources constantly and almost in every one of his lessons.
However, Mr. Charidemos rarely incorporated these sources to meet the individual needs
and understanding of these students, since he believed that the classroom activities have
already been differentiated by MOEC in relation to the level of the age group of the

mainstream classrooms.

Discussing Theme 3

The first question in this study sought to determine how the educational needs of students
with mild learning difficulties were being supported in the mainstream classroom. The
findings analyzed in this theme identified the students’, coordinators’ and teachers’
attitudes towards the mainstream classroom adaptations, which were useful for answering

the first research question.

Aiming to explore the students’ attitudes and preferences towards mainstream classroom
teaching adaptations, | explored previous research evidence and in particular | drew on the
Alliance Action Report (2006) and the study undertaken by Norwich and Kelly (2005). The
students’ preferences were in agreement with those indicated in the above studies.
Students were in favour of teaching adaptations that aimed at facilitating their school

performance. This finding broadly supports the work of other studies in this field which
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identified that the school's aim of increasing the students’ academic performance affected
the implementation of inclusive mainstream classroom adaptations. These results further
support the idea that lower academic self-concept, self-efficacy and self-esteem beliefs

affected the students’ attitudes towards the mainstream classroom adaptations.

The coordinators’ and teachers’ attitudes towards the mainstream classroom adaptations
have been affected by the premise that students with learning difficulties are in need of
‘distinct’ and ‘special’ pedagogy. These results are in line with the existing literature of the
field, which suggests that the needs of labelled students are internalized as negatively
‘different’ or ‘additional’ to those of their classmates and thus they are in need of a diverse
repertoire of teaching approaches and learning strategies (Norwich, 1996; Lewis and
Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2010, 2014, 2019; Liasidou, 2012). Additionally the results of this
study match those suggested in previous research (Hocult, 1996; Hemingway and
Armstrong, 2014), that effective teaching interventions are considered to be a matter of
placement or time rather than of personalized, frequent and systematic planning of
differentiated teaching activities. This is the reason why the teaching adaptations
implemented in the resource room were automatically named as ‘special’ and in this sense
the teachers considered them to be more effective, even though similar teaching
adaptations were implemented both in the resource room and in the mainstream
classroom. On this spectrum, teachers were identified as having the same difficulties in
planning differentiated activities as those suggested in previous research (Corbett, 2001;
Avramidis and Norwich, 2002; Moran and Abbott, 2006; Angelides and Michailidou, 2007,
Loreman et al., 2010; Rapp and Arndt, 2012; Symeonidou, 2017; Strogilos et al., 2017)
regarding teachers’ attitudes towards inclusive educational practices. In particular, the
teachers in this study had also internalized the resource room adaptations as a substitute
for differentiated activities in the mainstream classroom and saw the differentiation process

as a ‘last-minute’ adjustment.

This study confirms the association of the stigmatization process with the implementation
of mainstream classroom adaptations which focus on how to ameliorate the ‘deficit’ of the
labelled students. In agreement with the studies of Corbett (2001) and Mitchell (2014),
teachers identified the risk of these students being marginalized when they worked on
differentiated activities in a mixed-ability group in the mainstream classroom. Similar to
research evidence (O’'Rourke and Haughton, 2008; Blatchford et al., 2009), which flagged
up the risk of students being stigmatized through the presence of TAs in the mainstream

classroom, teachers were also afraid of these students being further stigmatized by their
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classmates. Additionally, teachers felt less comfortable having TAs with them in the
mainstream classroom because they were perceived to have better ‘special educational
needs’ training than themselves. This study also sets out the idea that teachers had lower
expectations of these students’ learning, even when they planned differentiated activities
for them. Teachers were more committed to differentiating these students’ homework and
test activities by asking them to answer easier or fewer activities. Similar to the findings of
Damianidou and Phtiaka (2018), teachers tended to treat these students, who had already

internalized themselves as being less academically able, with more leniency.

5.4. STUDENTS’ (DIS)ENGAGEMENT IN THE LEARNING PROCESS OF THE
RESOURCE ROOM AND IN THE MAINSTREAM CLASSROOM

Students’ disengagement in the learning process of the mainstream classroom

Academic self-concept is correlated with the students’ achievements (Heyman, 1990), thus
it could be argued that the students’ prior lower academic self-concept could impact
negatively on their subsequent academic result. The students resulted in believing that
they would continue to underachieve, when they compared themselves with their
classmates due to their previous lower academic results (Bong and Skaalvik, 2003).The
students with learning difficulties manifested a maladaptive attributional style (Nufiez et al.,
1995) and they resulted in lacking those specific characteristics suggested by Marsh et al.
(1999) according to which subsequent achievement could be mediated. These students
resulted in having lower achievement expectations, lower persistence at school tasks
(NuRez et al., 1995), rather than increased conscientious effort, persistence in the face of
difficulties and enhanced intrinsic motivation (Marsh et al., 1999). The students, as a result
both of their lower academic self-concept and their lower academic self-efficacy,

disengaged from learning when activities seemed difficult for them.

Students resulted in being less motivated to work with difficult tasks or less persistent to
achieve, if the teachers failed to preserve a positive self-efficacy belief in them
(Linnenbrink and Pindrich, 2002), if they failed to promote in them a positive attitude
towards academic tasks (Loreman et al., 2010), or if they failed to enhance in these
students the belief that ability is a modifiable characteristic that depends on effort (NUfiez
et al.,, 2005,p.87). Presumably, it was difficult for the teachers to break down the
stereotype which suggested that these students would not be academically successful,

despite how much they would try, if they had also stigmatized these students of being of a
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lower academic ability. Consequently, almost half of the students disengaged in lessons,
when they had a ‘difficult’ exercise and they preferred copying the answers from the board.
Similarly, the students, who aimed to outperform others or to avoid their previous failures,
also resulted in being demotivated to participate in classroom activities (Arnes, 1992).1t is
interesting that the performance goal orientation affected only negatively the students’
engagement in the mainstream classroom. In the resource room, though the students had
higher competitive relations with their classmates, they worked harder to complete their
tasks successfully. It was important for them to prove what they were capable of to their
teachers and show off to their classmates. The students were more committed to their
performance goals in the resource room, since it is likely, as suggested by Pintrish and
Shunk (2002), that they were interested in developing social relationships and improving

their social status.

Student misbehaviours: an evidence of their disengagement from the lesson

Barton and Armstrong (1999) identified the teachers’ general fear that the students with
learning difficulties would disturb the lesson in the mainstream classroom by misbehaving.
Such an impression is connected with the teachers’ difficulty to meet the needs of these
students in the mainstream classroom because they negatively stereotyped them as
‘different’ from those of their classmates (ibid). Additionally, teachers perceived these
students as ‘disruptive’ in the learning process of the mainstream classroom because they
feared that the learning of their classmates would be negatively influenced’ (Gallagher and
Lambert, 2006; Kalambouka et al., 2007). The reason for this was that the teachers, who
perceived as negatively ‘different’ these students’ needs, resulted in believing that they
had to prioritise them against their classmates’ needs (Norwich, 1996). In this case study,
all the students, except for Marianthi and Christodoulos, did not complain when their
classmates misbehaved in the lesson .Thus it could be presumed that this was only an

unsubstantiated teachers’ fear.

Contrary to Mitchell (2014), the students in this study did not misbehave, only during, and
due to, their transition from the mainstream classroom to the resource room and vice—
versa. They tended to misbehave in both classroom environments, whenever they could
not overcome their learning difficulties. However, there was less noise in the resource
room, since there were fewer students. Covington (1998) suggested that the students with
learning difficulties misbehaved to avoid being questioned and thus concealed their

‘learning gaps’. This sounds reasonable for the students, if they were observed to be
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competitive with their classmates in the resource room and in the mainstream classroom.
However, the students were more concerned about concealing their learning difficulties
from their classmates, than from their teachers. Students aimed to attract their teachers’
individual attention to their learning difficulties. Considering that the classmates of the
students encouraged them to misbehave in the mainstream classroom, in order to waste
time from teaching, it suggested that the teachers failed to see what actually was the
reason for the students’ disruptive behaviour. Kassotakis (2000), supported that this
student mischievous behaviour was an indication of Greek students’ refusal to participate

in the highly bureaucratic and teacher-centered practices.

Students’ demotivation as a result of their lower academic self-esteem

There is no systematic evidence that these students’ academic self-concept is exhibited to
be higher when these students’ needs are constantly supported in the mainstream
classroom (Elbaum, 2002). However, the students were demotivated as learners both due
to their withdrawal support in the resource room and their labelling as having learning
difficulties. Students tended to judge themselves as less capable in the environment with
highly able students and more capable in the environment with less able peers (Bong and
Skaalvik, 2003). Therefore, the participant students resulted in having negative self-
efficacy belief in the mainstream classroom and temporarily higher academic self-efficacy
belief in the resource room. Acknowledging that students are able to succeed when they
have higher self-efficacy belief (Linnenbrink and Pindrich, 2002), the students tended to
participate more in the resource room, whilst they resulted in wishing to be withdrawn from
lessons which they did not like, or perceived as less important or difficult for them.
However, it is important to acknowledge that student participation can be affected also
from their interest and motivation to learn. In accordance with Pintrich and Shunk (2002),
by being pre-taught the classroom activities in the resource room, some of the students
such as Solonas and Kostakis (Pihagorio), resulted in losing their situational interest in the
lesson. A few students such as Anna (Thalio) and Makes (Aristotelio) wanted always to
participate and receive answers to their queries in the mainstream classroom. These
students always tried to participate or finish their classroom activities, due to their intrinsic

motivation (Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2002).
Academic self-esteem affects greatly students’ performance at school (Rosenberg et al.,

1995). High academic self-concept leads to high academic performance (Valentine et al.,

2004). Academic self-efficacy refers to feelings of self—confidence that lead to school
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performance (Bandura, 1982). Hence, it is important to mention that the effects of self-
esteem on achievement are mediated by academic self-concept (Trautwein et al., 2006),
whereas the effects of self-efficacy on achievement is mediated by positive self-esteem
(Bandura, 1982). Students with learning difficulties often have lower self-esteem, just
because they were withdrawn from the mainstream classroom (Klinger et al., 1998;
Riddick, 2000; Dillon, 2001; O’'Rourke and Haughton, 2006). Especially, the students in
this study resulted in having lower academic self-esteem as a result of being both labelled
as having learning difficulties and being withdrawn from the mainstream classroom to
receive support in the resource room. Similar to what Loreman et al.,, (2010) have
highlighted, the teachers failed to develop higher academic self-esteem for their students.
Especially, the teachers failed to preserve constantly positive self-esteem feelings to their
students with learning difficulties. Students’ academic self-esteem was affected negatively
by their lower academic self-concept and efficacy, which were reciprocally affected by their
withdrawal support in the resource room. Consequently, the students hesitated to
participate in mainstream classroom activities, which seemed difficult or boring for them

and which were not pre-taught to them in the resource room.

Teacher-centred practices were the result of the performance orientation in the
mainstream classroom (Arnes, 1992). In this case study, teaching both in the mainstream
classroom and the resource room was highly performance oriented, thus the students
resulted in being reliant on teacher-centre practices. For this reason and due to their lower
academic self-esteem the majority of the students were concerned about using ICT, if this
means working autonomously on their classroom activities in the mainstream classroom.
Especially, the students who were computer illiterate did not like this practice, though they
acknowledged that it could help them increase their participation in lessons. As a
consequence of their lower academic self—esteem, the participant students enjoyed more
working in groups in the mainstream classroom, where there are more students and so
they could conceal their learning difficulties. Briggs (2004) also identified that the student
participation increased when they worked in small groups. The teachers erroneously
assumed that these students preferred to work individually, in order to ‘show off’ what they
knew to their classmates in the mainstream classroom. The teachers’ assumption was
generated by these students’ preference in the resource room, where they were identified
as having higher academic self-esteem. However, most of the students preferred to work
individually in the resource room, in order to receive more attention and guidance from

their teachers.
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Coordinators’ and teachers’ remarks about the students’ engagement in

learning

The teachers' conceptualisation of the needs of their learners distinguished how teachers
address the issues of inclusion in their daily practices in mainstream classrooms (Florian
and Black-Hawkins, 2011; Florian, 2010; 2014; Strogilos et al., 2017). Students’ inclusion
in the learning process of the mainstream classroom is mainly connected with the active
participation of the students with learning difficulties. The participant teachers of this case
study also identified that their students with learning difficulties did not participate in
lessons because they lacked academic self-concept and they had lower academic self-

esteem.

Similar to previous research evidence regarding the effects of labels (Ward et al., 1994;
Efstathiou, 2003; Avramidis and Kalyva, 2007), the teachers acknowledged that these
students’ self-esteem is affected negatively by the stigma related to their special
educational needs labels. They recognized that these students’ lack of academic self-
esteem generated from their lower academic skills and that these students avoided
participating in lessons in order to hide their learning difficulties from the others in the
mainstream classroom. However, the teachers erroneously assumed that they would
increase these students’ academic self- esteem, by focusing mainly on improving these
students’ academic achievements. Although direct (individualized) instructions have been
identified by King-Sear (1997) and Mitchell (2014) as more effective for the students with
mild learning difficulties, the teachers used didactic instructions. In schools of a highly
competitive character and performance orientation, teachers preferred using didactic direct
methods, because they could easily guide their students to succeed (Vlachou, 2006). The
teachers prefer using didactic instructions, because they did not believe that there was
time for direct instructions in the mainstream classroom. These teachers who were highly
reliant on the teaching practices of the resource room, resulted in being unable to manage
time for what was suggested by Loreman et al., (2010), giving sufficient and balanced

individual and whole group instructions in mainstream classrooms.

The teachers of this case study acknowledged that it was necessary to support these
students developing their academic skills because as identified by Marsh and Martin
(2011) students’ academic gains would be long lasting. However, the teachers focused on
improving the academic skills of these students only in the resource room. Contrary to
Dillon (2001) and Riddick (2000), the teachers did not believe that these students’
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academic self-esteem remained generally low due to their withdrawal from the mainstream
classroom. The teachers ignored that these students’ self-beliefs were inextricably linked
with their students’ self-esteem, while they failed to acknowledge that their students’
academic self—perception and efficacy were further lowered due to their withdrawal in the
resource room. They believed that these students’ academic self-esteem would be higher,
because they helped them with their exercises and let them work on easier exercises in
the resource room. By using easier exercises, the teachers continued to promote a
temporary academic self-esteem for their students in the resource room, whereas in the
mainstream classroom the risk of these students being further stigmatized among their
classmates continued to exist (Klinger et al., 1998). The students asked to work on easier
or the same tasks in both classroom environments because they acknowledged the lack of

differentiated activities according to their interest in the mainstream classroom.

Contrary to the teachers’ practices, it was identified that these students’ academic self-
esteem could be strengthened by giving them moderately challenging materials and tasks
(Turner, 1995) and constantly increasing the task difficulty (Margolis and McCabe, 2006).
Student self-esteem could be higher, if their teachers give them continual and positive
feedback (Loreman et al., 2010) and if they emphasized the areas they perform at a higher
level (Norwich and Kelly, 2005). The teachers did not spend time consistently
personalizing their practices and targeted them according to the learning profile and the
needs of these students even in the resource room. The reason for this was that the
teachers considered it not worth spending extra time planning activities for students whose
achievements would not be rewarded for all their efforts (Konza, 2008). Consequently,
these students worked mainly on easier exercises as a consequence of the teachers’

lower expectations towards their learning (Macintyre, 2008; Mitchell, 2014).

Enhanced students’ motivation to encourage their participation in the lesson

Students with learning difficulties had reduced motivation, as a result of their lower
academic self-concept (Nufiez et al., 2005).The teachers acknowledged this and they
aimed to increase their students’ motivation both in the resource room and in the
mainstream classroom. Especially in the resource room, the participant teachers used
examples from their students’ daily life. This practice was used by the teachers in order to
attract their students’ interest in the lessons (Tomlinson and Strickland, 2005). The
students also suggested that they liked it when their teachers gave them examples from

their experiences. Ms. Pandora (Protagorio) used to praise her students’ participation by
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giving them presents. It was important for the teachers to engender the extrinsic motivation
of their students (Pintrich and Shunk, 2002). Teaching materials in the resource room were
covered at a slower pace, which was also what the students indicated that they liked.
Slowing down the rhythm of teaching in the classroom accommodates better the learning
profiles of these students (Hocult, 1996). Both in the resource room and in the mainstream
classroom the participant teachers used jokes to encourage their students to be well
behaved in the lesson. Like this, the teachers aimed to create a safe, positive and
motivating classroom for their students (Mitchell, 2014). Teachers used ICT, diagrams and
pictures, since they acknowledged that ICT resources are effective in increasing the

students’ motivation (Bagon and Vodopivec, 2016).

It is interesting that even the teachers acknowledged the need to motivate these students
during the learning process of the resource room and the mainstream classroom; they did
not systematically aim to plan differentiated activities according to the students’ interest.
This could be attributed to the teachers’ lack of planning time (Renick, 1996) and their
lower expectations towards the learning of these students. Tomlinson and Strickland
(2005) identified the need for the teachers to use a range of media and formats in order to
promote a better understanding of the lesson for their students. Though the teachers
acknowledged this, they failed to plan ICT materials according to what was suggested by
Tomlinson and Strickland (2005) and Mavrou (2012) that would be at varied levels of
readability and sophistication. Other teachers such as Ms. Alkmini (Aristotelio) and Ms.
Pandora (Protagorio) attempted to motivate their students’ active participation in the
mainstream classroom, engendered by their feelings of compassion, according to which
lower expectations were also encouraged. It is not surprising that both teachers taught first
grade (twelve year old) students, who needed more support due to the transition from
primary to secondary school. Additionally, Ms. Alkmini was affected by her previous
working experiences at the ‘special units’ in mainstream secondary schools, while Ms.

Pandora seemed possibly affected by the fact that she is the wife of a priest.

Suggestions for the students’ participation in the mainstream classroom and the

resource room

Generally, student participation is affected by the way the teachers aim for the
individualised educational goals of these students and the aims of the mainstream
curriculum (Barton and Armstrong, 1999; Jung, 2007; Loreman et al., 2010). Contrary to
what Vlachou (2006) Angelides and Michailidou (2007) and Strogilos et al. (2017)
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suggested, the participant teachers of this case study started considering how to meet the
learning needs of all the students and to achieve the aims of the mainstream curriculum
within the mainstream classroom. However, the way the teachers tended to consider the
learning needs of these students in the mainstream classroom, was apparently affected by
the teaching in the resource room and the correlated stigma regarding these students’

learning ability.

The teachers of this case study asked to be allocated (for work in the mainstream schools)
officially pre-prepared ‘simple’ teaching materials for the students with learning difficulties.
This is also what was suggested from the teachers in research undertaken by Koutrouba
et al., (2006). The teachers of this study, as in the research undertaken by Angelides et al.,
(2004), still based their teaching on the books allocated by MOEC in order to meet the
aims of the mainstream curriculum. They did not dare to use other possible supplied
materials, even when they recognized ‘faults or limitations’ with these books. Teachers
also highlighted the need for further training, which was also previously suggested by
Angelides et al. (2004). Especially in this case study, there was identified the need for
teachers to be trained in how to differentiate their classroom activities and manage the
time to support the needs of all the students in a mixed ability classroom group. Teachers
also asked to be allocated to them specialized books for the classes in the resource room
and for it to be a ‘special’ classroom that would be dedicated permanently for resource

room tuition.

Discussing Theme 4

The results in this section provide important insights into why these students are easily
disengaged and demotivated from participating in the learning process of the mainstream
classroom and how their teachers aimed to increase their engagement in the lessons.
These results were found to be relevant in answering the second and third research

guestions (see chapters 1 and 3).

The withdrawal support was found to negatively affect these students’ motivational
reactions in the mainstream classroom. This result seems to be consistent with the existing
literature (NUfiez et al., 2005; Schuh, 2003; Bakker and Bosman, 2003; Smiley and Dweck,
1994), which has also identified the causal relationship between the special educational
placement and the instructional adaptations to the students’ learning profile and

behaviours in the mainstream classroom. Students were less committed in participating in
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activities that seemed difficult to them or that they had not been pre-taught in the resource
room. A few of the students were disengaged from the lesson because they felt answering
the activities was boring because they had already been pre-taught them. Students
became more competitive among themselves both in the resource room and in the
mainstream classroom and were keen on ‘hunting’ easy high grades. Similar to what was
suggested by Morvitz and Motta (1992), the withdrawal support helped these students to
have more positive academic self-esteem, and similar to Festinger (1954), it helped them
to have stronger motivational reactions. However, the students in this study developed
only temporary and superficial higher academic self-esteem and motivational reactions to
the lessons in the resource room. Contrary to what was suggested by Marsh and Martin
(2011), the teachers aimed to promote higher academic self-esteem among their students
by focusing on increasing their achievements rather than their academic self-concept and

efficacy beliefs.

The high-grade orientation of the educational system of mainstream secondary schools in
Cyprus obstructed the aim of the withdrawal support to remove the barriers hindering
these students’ active patrticipation in the learning process of the mainstream classroom.
Similar to what was suggested by Goodman and Bond (1993), the withdrawal support
increased the teachers’ difficulties in both meeting the individual needs of the students and
supporting them to achieve the aims of the curriculum in the mainstream classroom. A
striking result for this study is that the teachers also had difficulty differentiating their
teaching practices for their mixed-ability resource room groups and managing the time
effectively to address the individual educational needs of these students in the resource
room. By supporting these students’ needs in the resource room, it was difficult for the
teachers to abandon the dominant, culturally constructed belief that these students were
less academically able. Therefore, similar to Konza (2008), teachers’ practices were not
systematically differentiated according to these students’ learning needs, since the
teachers had internalized the idea that these students’ achievements would not be
rewarded for all their efforts. Teacher-centred practices were used in both the mainstream
classroom and the resource room, probably because the teachers conceived them to be
more effective in easily and quickly raising these students’ attainments. In line with this
rationale, they used to apply the traditional rather than the inclusive practices suggested by
the innovative mainstream curriculum. Even in the resource room, teachers failed to do
what was suggested by Elbaum and Vaughn (2003), namely to teach strategies to these

students that would help them master academic study and become independent learners.
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5.5. ANALYTICAL SUMMARY

In conclusion, | return to my research questions and, taking each of the subsidiary
questions in turn, | summarize what | have learnt from this analysis that will help me to
answer them. Finally, | attempt to link together the elements of the multidisciplinary
theoretical framework used in the data analysis that commonly affect the behaviours and
attitudes of the two participant groups towards inclusive education and also the academic

performance of students with mild learning difficulties.

RQ 1: How are the educational needs of students with mild learning difficulties
being supported in the mainstream classrooms of public secondary schools in
Cyprus?

The lessons in the mainstream classroom always began with the teachers’ revision of their
previous taught session. The teachers aimed to summarize and repeat many times the
main points of their teaching materials. Most teachers differentiated their teaching
practices and learning materials in terms of difficulty and quantity. They used to be more
systematic in orally explaining (simplifying) their students’ classroom and homework
activities, and they also used examples from students’ everyday lives to help their students
consolidate the lesson. They were also enthusiastic in involving their students in mini
projects. They were in favour of using ICT and audiovisual materials, and especially in
History classes they were observed systematically using diagrams, pictures and concept

maps.

This study confirms the idea that the implementation of mainstream classroom adaptations
has been affected by the teachers’ premise that students with mild learning difficulties are
less academically able. This finding corroborates the results of a great deal of previous
work on disability (Oliver, 1990d; Conrad, 1992; Shakespeare, 1996; Goodley, 1998;
Thomas, 2004; Aspis, 2010; Owens, 2014; Grue, 2016) and the negative representation of
the educational needs of students with learning difficulties in mainstream schools (Lewis
and Norwich, 2005; Norwich, 1996; Florian, 2010, 2014, 2019). In this sense, this study
also confirms that the differentiation process is associated with effects on the students’
performance. Most teachers tended to differentiate more systematically the test and
homework activities, while a few of them preferred to work with what existed and with

didactic, directed instructions because they were more confident that these could
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effectively raise their students’ achievements. Others were reluctant to differentiate their
classroom activities because they considered them to be discriminatory for these students’
learning abilities. Additionally, the teachers’ difficulties in planning differentiated activities
attributed to the conceptual premise that students with learning difficulties are in need of
‘distinct’ and ‘special needs’ pedagogy. Consequently, the teachers identified themselves
as being in need of training in how to manage skilfully the challenging behaviour of these
students and at the same time to address successfully the educational needs of a mixed-

ability group of students in the mainstream classroom.

The students also indicated the need for more systematic and frequent classroom
adaptations. They asked for explicit feedback and more guidance on how they could revise
for their tests. Similar to other research evidence (Barton and Armstrong, 1999; Gallagher
and Lambert, 2006; Kalambouka et al.,, 2007; Covington, 1998; Kassotakis, 2000),
students misbehaved in lessons because they lacked attention from their teachers and in
order to conceal their learning difficulties from others. This study also provided a new
perspective on why these students might be misbehaving in the lesson. Taking into
account the highly performance-oriented educational system of Cyprus, students tended to
distract the others’ attention from their own difficulties by noticing the difficulties of others

from their resource room.

RQ 2: Can partial withdrawal from the mainstream classroom be considered
‘inclusive’ educational practice and how is this practice seen in the eyes of

teachers and students?

The partial withdrawal support was considered as a means of inclusive educational
practice by the coordinators, teachers and students. The multidisciplinary theoretical
framework | drew on proved to be valuable in explaining why students and teachers
assumed that the withdrawal support was an ‘inclusive’ practice, and especially why they

believed it to be more effective than the mainstream classroom teaching adaptations.

According to the socially and culturally constructed stereotypes related to the labelling of
the students’ learning difficulties (Oliver, 1990e; Barton and Oliver, 1997; Rioux, 2002;
Terzi, 2004; Armstrong, 2007; Shakespeare, 2013; Eliot and Armstrong, 2019), teachers
believed that these students had more ‘learning gaps’ than their average classmate and
thus they expected them to learn at a slower pace than their classmates. Consistent with

the literature (Corbett, 1996; Black-Hawkins and Florian, 2012), teachers felt insecure in
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supporting the needs of these students solely in the mainstream classroom because they
recognized their lack of training in ‘special educational’ practices. There was a feeling of
inadequacy and helplessness among the teachers because they failed to acknowledge
what was suggested by previous research (Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2010;
Liasidou, 2012), that mainstream classroom adaptations are not different from overall good
classroom practice. Additionally, this study confirms that the successful implementation of
inclusive educational approaches is associated with the school’s and teachers’ inclusive
ethos. Similar to what was suggested by Rapp and Arndt (2012), at schools where it is
believed that all the students can learn, teachers are encouraged and supported in
promoting inclusive classroom adaptations. The implementation of the partial withdrawal
support by the MOEC increased the coordinators’ and teachers’ conformity with the
educational practices which had been developed on the basis of the medical model. The
teachers’ misunderstandings regarding the process of differentiation further increased their
conformity with and reliance on interventions that segregated the students from their
classmates. In particular, the coordinators and teachers internalized this practice as being

a substitute for the process of differentiation.

The students who experienced a strong sense of helplessness (Chapman, 1988) in the
mainstream classroom internalized the withdrawal support as an effective inclusive
adaptation because they used to receive personalized teaching adaptations. Despite what
the students believed, the results of this study identified that the withdrawal support
promoted exclusionary and marginalized behaviours for such students. This study
supports evidence from previous observations (e.g. Link and Phelan, 2001) regarding the
effects of stigma and discrimination on labelled individuals. The students were already
stigmatized for their poor academic performance as a result of their labelling (Riddick,
2000). Being withdrawn for support in the resource room resulted in the students further
losing their academic status. Their classmates, teachers and the students themselves
internalized them as being less academically able. In this sense, the students were directly
discriminated against by their classmates when they were laughed at or teased about their
school attainments, and indirectly discriminated against by their teachers, who had lower
expectations for these students’ learning. Additionally, the withdrawal support was found to
hinder rather than increase these students’ participation in the learning process of the
mainstream classroom. Using the existing literature evidence (Schuh, 2003; Bakker and
Bosman, 2003), and in particular the study by Nufiez et al. (2005), it was easier to identify

those maladaptive attributional characteristics of the learning profile of these students,
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which were reinforced by their withdrawal support and seemed to affect their engagement

and motivational reactions in the mainstream classroom.

Bearing in mind that implementing inclusion in mainstream schools does not necessarily
mean the abolition of additional support for the students who need it (Corbett, 1996),
withdrawal support can have an integral place in effective inclusive education (Barton,
1996). However, this practice should not be the only form of differentiation or the only
inclusive teaching practice used in mainstream schools (Corbett, 2001). Inclusive
education is not a matter of place, but a matter of ethos. Educational practitioners should
acknowledge that all learners can learn in their own way and at their own pace and should
be willing to support their learning and abilities in the mainstream classroom. Inclusive
education takes place in systems that do not marginalize some of the students because of
organizational and curricular structures, and do not marginalize learners based on
predetermined judgements of what they can and should learn (Florian, 2019). In this study,
it was observed that the partial withdrawal support reinforced the negative learning profile
of students and restricted the implementation of mainstream classroom teaching
adaptations. Therefore, contrary to what the participants of this study believed, the partial

withdrawal support should not be considered a means of inclusive educational practice.

RQ 3: What changes might be necessary in order to best support the
educational needs of students with mild learning difficulties within the

mainstream classroom in Cyprus?

The findings of this study provide some support for the conceptual premise that the socially
and culturally constructed stereotypes related to the labels of special needs education
hinder the successful implementation of inclusive educational approaches in the
mainstream classroom of public Cypriot secondary schools. Inconsistent with the literature
(Barton and Armstrong, 1999; Pollard et al., 2000; Rodgers, 2006; Braun and Ball, 2010),
this study further supports the need to listen to teachers’ and students’ experiences in
order to implement (more) inclusive educational policies and practices in mainstream
classrooms (McDonnell, 1992; Campbell, 2002; Rioux, 2002; Symeonidou, 2009;
Gauvrielidou, 2011; Ainscow and Messiou, 2018; Messiou, 2019; Messiou and Ainscow,
2020), indicating that in policy documents the needs of these students are regarded as
being subject to the decision-making regimes of professionals. In particular, the
coordinators and teachers expected the MOEC policymakers to listen to their and their

students’ experiences with the implementation of inclusive classroom adaptations. They
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also asked for the special educational statements to clarify for them what resources were

required in order to meet these students’ needs.

Furthermore, this study supports the existing literature evidence which highlights the need
to use teachers’ professional knowledge in order to respond efficiently to problem-solving
efforts related to issues of pedagogy and curriculum (Navarro, 1992; Hargreaves, 1996;
Frost, 2008; Hanushek, 2011; Gyurko, 2012). In particular in this study it was identified that
the implementation of the withdrawal support affected the participants’ understanding of
inclusive education. Similar to what Hemingway and Armstrong (2014) suggested, both the
teachers and the students had internalized the notion of inclusion in relation to space and
place. Consequently, teachers were identified as having the same dilemmas related to the
barriers of meeting the learning needs of these students in the mainstream classroom and
supporting them to access the mainstream curriculum (Judge, 1981; Thomas and Loxley,
2001; Norwich, 2008; Makoelle, 2014; Strogilos et al., 2017). In this sense, teachers asked
for already ‘simplified’ (differentiated) teaching materials and extra materials such as ICT
resources to effectively meet these students’ learning needs in the mainstream classroom.
Contrary to previous research undertaken in mainstream Cypriot schools, teachers also
asked for continual pedagogical training in how to differentiate their teaching approaches
for mixed-ability student groups. Similar to what was suggested by Boyle and Topping
(2012), the teachers, who were not persuaded about the effectiveness of inclusive
teaching practices for these students’ learning, also suggested changes regarding the
teaching and learning process in the resource room. Specifically, they asked for books
about special needs education to be given to them for their resource room tuition, and for

permanently allocated, fully equipped and established resource rooms.

This study further supports the existing literature evidence which highlights the need for
teachers to listen to their students’ experiences in order to improve aspects of their
practices that would have remained unnoticed (Fielding, 2001; MacBeath et al., 2001,
Rose and Shevlin, 2004; Rudduck and Fielding, 2006; Rudduck, 2007; Flutter, 2007;
Cook-Satler, 2011, 2014; Bourke and Loveridge, 2014; Messiou, 2019). In this sense,
students suggested that they liked the adaptations that aimed at facilitating their school
performance. Although the withdrawal support aimed at supporting these students to
succeed in tests and exams by pre-teaching their classroom activities in the resource
room, it was found that some students lost their situational interest in the lesson in the
mainstream classroom. Most students asked for more systematic individual and group

support in the mainstream classroom. They highlighted that they were in need of explicit
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instructions, both step by step and at a brisk pace, in order to accomplish their classroom

activities and their homework.

Summarizing these study results, | became aware of the common elements of the
theoretical ideas which informed the analysis of the participants’ understanding of inclusive
education and their attitudes towards the implementation of inclusive educational
practices. According to the models of disability, negative stereotypes were identified
related to the labelling of students as having learning difficulties. In performance-oriented
educational systems, students tended to be labelled according to their abilities. The needs
of students who have been identified as having lower abilities than average result in them
being believed to be negatively ‘different’ and in need of ‘distinct’ and special educational
pedagogy. In this sense, the students tended to be stigmatized about their poor academic
performance and consequently they experienced status loss and discrimination. The
students themselves, their classmates and their teachers had lower beliefs regarding their
(self-)worth, their abilities and their academic performance. This belief increased the
teachers’ resistance to designing and implementing mainstream classroom adaptations
and this negatively affected the students’ engagement and motivational reactions in the
learning process of the mainstream classroom. The withdrawal support implies a
separation of these students from their classmates and goes back to the stereotypes
embedded in Cypriot society and the philosophy of segregation. Therefore, the withdrawal
support policy could be a major factor in restricting the development of an inclusive ethos
and the implementation of inclusive teaching practices in mainstream classrooms in
secondary schools in Cyprus. This study’s analytical, theoretical conclusions are further

discussed and critically evaluated in the following chapter.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

6.1. OVERVIEW

This chapter considers the contributions of this study to knowledge in the field of inclusive
education, and in particular the implementation of inclusive educational approaches for
students with mild learning difficulties in public mainstream secondary schools in Cyprus.
This study contributes to our understanding of the perspectives of teachers and students
with mild learning difficulties regarding inclusive teaching and learning practices. It also
contributes to our understanding of teachers’ presumptions and dilemmas which affect the
design and implementation of inclusive teaching and learning practices in mainstream
classrooms. It also informs us about the culturally constructed stereotypes of special
needs education which affect teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards mainstream
classroom adaptations. Second, | appraise the value of the multidisciplinary theoretical
framework used to interpret what | found, a framework including ideas derived from the
disciplines of disability studies, pedagogy and psychology. Third, | highlight the
implications of this study for policy and practice, and fourth, | consider some findings that

warrant further research. Lastly, | set out the limitations of this study.

6.2. CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE

This study explored ‘inclusive’ educational practices in mainstream public Cypriot
secondary schools. Students with mild learning difficulties tended to be partially withdrawn
for (additional) support in the resource room, rather than always being supported in the
mainstream classroom along with their classmates. Special attention was paid to
investigating the perceptions of teachers and the students with mild learning difficulties.
The originality of this study lies in the fact that this research explores the perceptions of
students with mild learning difficulties regarding inclusive teaching practices in secondary
mainstream schools in Cyprus. There is limited literature review evidence about students’
perspectives regarding inclusive educational approaches in mainstream schools. In
particular, in the Cypriot setting, previous research conducted on the implementation of
inclusive education has focused mainly on the primary sector and on teachers’
perspectives. Thus, the results of this study can inform our knowledge of similar issues
from the perspectives of students and teachers and contribute additional material to

previous research studies. This small case study contributes to questioning the taken-for-
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granted assumptions which affect the design and implementation of teaching and learning
practices and mainstream classroom adaptations for students with mild learning difficulties
in public secondary schools in Cyprus.

The objectives of the study were:

1. To explore teacher perceptions and the experiences of students with mild learning
difficulties regarding the withdrawal model of ‘inclusive education’ in mainstream
Cypriot public secondary schools.

2. To indicate teacher and student perceptions of how the learning needs of students

with learning difficulties might be better met within the mainstream classroom.

The above objectives were used to develop the research questions and informed the
choice of the methodology and methods of this study. To find answers to the research
questions, | undertook an ethnographic case study in the third largest town in Cyprus, with
fieldwork conducted in three school sites. Data were collected through various
methodological tools, coordinators’ and teachers’ questionnaires, semi-structured
interviews and observations of lessons in the mainstream classroom and the resource
room. The ethnographic case study design allowed a wider range of data collection
methods to be used, which enabled an in-depth exploration through multiple expressions
of the participants’ beliefs. This also deepened the understanding of sociocultural issues
which informed and affected their beliefs and experiences regarding the ‘emic’ issues of
the ‘case’ under study. In addition, the use of various methods of data collection and the
variety of informants enhanced the informal validity of the findings as data were cross-
checked and compared. By cross-checking the participant groups’ answers, | managed to
give equal space for the teachers’ and students’ voice to be heard. First, | cross-examined
the students’ answers against those of the coordinators in each school and then across the
three selected research sites. In that way | aimed to check the consistency, otherwise the
internal validity (Shell, 1992). This also allowed any contradictory experiences to be
equally validated and interpreted among the two participant groups in relation to the

implementation of the educational approaches in mainstream schools.

From the literature review (see chapter 2), it was identified that there is only limited
research evidence regarding what constitutes an ‘inclusive’ pedagogy. Research suggests
that teaching approaches and learning strategies used for students considered to have
learning difficulties or disabilities are not significantly different from general good practice
(Corbett and Norwich, 1999; Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2010, 2019; Liasidou,
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2012). The lack of empirical evidence suggests that the use of a diverse repertoire of
teaching and learning practices for students with learning difficulties can lead to doubts
about whether a separate, distinct pedagogy for these students actually exists (ibid).
Considering the learning difficulties of the students labelled as ‘special’ (Lewis and
Norwich, 2005; Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011), this can also lead mainstream teachers
to erroneously believe that ‘special’ pedagogy is needed in order to effectively meet the
needs of these students in mainstream classrooms (Corbett and Norwich, 1999; Lewis and
Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2010, 2019; Liasidou, 2012). The main conclusion which emerged
from reflecting on the key findings was that the (systematic) implementation of mainstream
classroom adaptations has been affected by the teachers’ assumption that there is a
‘special’ and ‘distinct’ pedagogy for students with mild learning difficulties. First, this
assumption was found to negatively affect the teachers’ expectations of the learning of
these students. In alignment with what was reported in Lewis and Norwich (2005),
teachers assumed that all students with mild learning difficulties learn at a slower pace
than their classmates and that they need more time for practice and repetition in order to
consolidate learning and to do the assessment tasks required by the curriculum. Second,
this study confirms what has been identified in previous research (Corbett, 1996; Norwich,
1996; Corbett and Norwich, 1999; Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Florian, 2009, 2010, 2019;
Finkelstein et al., 2019), that teachers who have internalized these students as being less
academically able tend to define their learning needs as negatively ‘different’ and

‘additional’ to those of their classmates in the mainstream classroom.

Furthermore, to understand what constitutes an ‘inclusive’ pedagogy, it is important to
explore the encompassing beliefs and conceptions about what constitutes inclusive
teaching and learning (Florian, 2019). As far as the case of Cyprus is concerned, there is
limited evidence regarding teacher and student perceptions about inclusive teaching and
learning practices in the mainstream classroom. In this sense, this thesis has provided a
deeper insight about the teachers’ perspectives, explaining why teachers assumed that
there is a ‘special’ and ‘distinct’ pedagogy for students with mild learning difficulties. The
need for these students to be withdrawn from the mainstream classroom at times in order
to receive support reinforced this assumption for the teachers. As a result of this, and in
accordance with the existing literature (Armstrong et al., 2000; Slee, 2005; Rapp and
Arndt, 2012; Goransson and Nilham, 2014), the teachers internalized the need for special
needs-oriented support practices to be encouraged and cultivated in the mainstream
classroom in order to meet the needs of their students with mild learning difficulties, and to

support them to achieve the mainstream curriculum aims. This was also one of the
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reasons why the teachers were reliant on the teaching and learning process of the
resource room. Additionally, one of the more significant findings to emerge from this study
is that that the implementation of the withdrawal support increased the teachers’
conformity with the philosophy of segregated teaching practices. This also confirms the
findings of Hemingway and Armstrong (2014) and Charalampous and Papademetriou
(2018), that in mainstream Cypriot schools the notion of inclusion continues to be
internalized in relation to place. The teachers, who internalized the resource room as the
place where special education tutorials were taking place, tended to automatically name
the teaching practices of the resource room as being ‘specialized’ to the target students’
needs. However, these were not different from the overall general mainstream classroom

teaching practices.

More specifically, the exploration of inclusive teaching and learning practices is associated
with the encompassing teacher dilemmas regarding the design and implementation of
such practices in mainstream classrooms (Norwich, 2008, 2019). Such dilemmas can vary
according to the teachers’ inclusive values and beliefs about what students with learning
difficulties are able or unable to do (Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011; Waitoller and Subini,
2017). In the case of Cyprus, some limited evidence has been identified regarding the
dilemmas of primary school teachers, but there is no equivalent research evidence
regarding secondary school teachers’ inclusive values, beliefs and attitudes towards
mainstream classroom adaptations. In this thesis, teachers’ attitudes towards the process
of mainstream classroom differentiation were negatively affected, because they assumed
that there is a ‘special’ or distinct pedagogy for these students. In accordance with what
was suggested by Black-Hawkins and Florian (2012), teachers focused on what they could
not do for these students’ learning needs in the mainstream classroom. Moreover,
consistent with the existing literature identifying the teachers’ difficulties in relation to the
process of differentiation (Corbett, 2001; Avramidis and Norwich, 2002; Westwood and
Graham, 2003; Moran and Abbott, 2006; Angelides and Michailidou, 2007; Konza, 2008;
Loreman et al., 2010; Rapp and Arndt, 2012; Symeonidou, 2017; Strogilos et al., 2017),
the teachers did not have time to differentiate their mainstream classroom activities either
consistently or systematically due to the pressure of covering the materials needed by the
curriculum and for the student examinations. Teachers just wanted a quiet classroom to
cover the aims of the curriculum and achieve high outcomes for their students. These
findings were helpful in identifying the need for teachers to be trained in how to manage

skilfully the challenging behaviour of these students and at the same time to address
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successfully the educational needs of a mixed-ability group of students in the mainstream

classroom.

The second of the more significant findings to emerge from this study was that the
(systematic) implementation and frequency of mainstream classroom adaptations have
been affected by the highly competitive, performance-oriented Cypriot educational system.
This study indicated that the coordinators and teachers have associated the academic
success of these students with their withdrawal support. This was another reason why the
teachers were reliant on the teaching process of the resource room. Teachers internalized
the ‘specialized’ teaching practices in the resource room as being more effective in quickly.
increasing the academic performance of these students. The teachers, who were used to
teacher-centred methods, tended to perceive the students as passive recipients of
knowledge (Makoelle, 2014) and to emphasize more how to increase their students’
performances (Greenham, 2019). In this sense, teachers were observed to ‘bend’ the rules
and pre-teach the exam questions in the resource room in order to ensure higher grades
for these students. These results lay the groundwork for further research in order to
generalize whether these students’ achievements are raised because they are supported

in the resource room.

These findings also shed new light on how teachers have internalized the nature of
mainstream classroom adaptations. Similar to the existing literature review evidence
(Avramidis et al, 2000; Westwood and Graham, 2003; Lewis and Norwich, 2005; Florian,
2009; Loreman et al., 2010; Gallagher and Lambert, 2006; Kalambouka et al., 2007;
Isakson et al., 2007; Makoelle, 2014; Strogilos et al., 2017), teachers internalized that
effective intervention is a matter of time, or placement (Hocult, 1996), rather than effective.
planning (Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011; Ahmed et al., 2012; Black-Hawkins and
Florian, 2012; Florian, 2019). In accordance with this, it was revealed that teachers
internalized the withdrawal support as a substitute for the process of differentiation.
Contrary to what was posited by Tomlinson (1999) and similar to what was confirmed by
other literature evidence (Pritchard, 2009; Makoelle, 2014), teachers also internalized the
process of differentiation as a reactive adjustment to the teacher-centred and content-
focused classroom practices. Similar to what was suggested by previous research
undertaken in the Cypriot primary sector (Angelides et al., 2004; Koutrouba et al., 2006;
Charalampous and Papademetriou, 2018), teachers expected the MOEC to provide them
with pre-prepared, differentiated teaching materials for the support of these students in the

mainstream classroom and the resource room. Taken together, these results reveal that
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withdrawal support increased the teachers’ conformity with the traditional, teacher-centred
practices and their difficulty in responding to the range of learners’ needs in the

mainstream classroom.

Additionally, the range of multidisciplinary theoretical materials |1 used was valuable in
analyzing both the current inclusive educational approaches applied in mainstream
classrooms in Cypriot secondary schools, and the perspectives and experiences of
teachers and students regarding them. Firstly, these study findings suggest that the
teachers assumed that students who have been labelled as having learning difficulties are
‘unable’ to learn. Secondly, these results suggest that the teachers' are resistant to
abandoning the well-established segregated teaching practices. Thirdly, these results also
highlighted the maladaptive attributional learning characteristics of the target students in
the learning process of the mainstream classroom. Therefore, the selected framework
further adds to the exploration of the misunderstandings concerning the labelling and
stereotyping of learning abilities and the needs of students categorized as having mild
learning difficulties. Also this further adds to the exploration of how these presumptions
can restrict the (successful) implementation of inclusive educational policies and practices
in mainstream classrooms. Finally, it further illuminates the academic and social benefits of

inclusive educational practices for students with mild learning difficulties.

From the literature review, it was identified that there is little accompanying research
evidence regarding the ‘voice’ of teachers and students about the implementation of
inclusive teaching and learning practices in mainstream classrooms. At the same time, it is
acknowledged that inclusive teaching and learning practices can be developed by building
a common understanding among stakeholders, teachers and students about how inclusive
and equitable systems work (UNESCO, 2015a, 2017). In accordance with recent studies
(McDonnell, 1992; Campbell, 2002; Rioux, 2002; Symeonidou, 2009; Gavrielidou, 2011;
Ainscow and Messiou, 2018; Messiou, 2019; Messiou and Ainscow, 2020), this study
further supports the need to listen to the ‘voice’ of teachers and students in order for
(more) inclusive educational policies and practices to be implemented in mainstream
schools. Listening to the students, this research identified that their attitudes towards the
mainstream classroom teaching adaptations had been affected by the highly competitive,
performance-oriented Cypriot educational system. Similar to the findings of the Alliance
Action Report (2006) and the study undertaken by Norwich and Kelly (2005), students
liked their teachers to differentiate their activities according to the level of difficulty, to help

them with their homework activities and to give them frequent and explicit feedback..
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Overall, the students asked for more frequent and systematic classroom adaptations. In.
relation to this, the findings suggest that students misbehaved when they were bored by.
the learning process of the mainstream classroom, when they could not understand the.
lesson or when they wanted to attract their teachers’ attention. In contrast to what was.
suggested by Weinstein (2004), the students misbehaved both in the mainstream.
classroom and the resource room, since they needed to attract their teachers’ attention to
their learning needs in both classroom environments. Therefore, the present study adds to
the growing body of research (Barton and Armstrong, 1999; Gallagher and Lambert, 2006;
Kalambouka et al., 2007; Covington, 1998; Kassotakis cited in Brock and Tulasiewics,
2000) which aims to explain the reasons for the challenging behaviour of these students in

lessons.

Listening to both teachers and students was important in order to explore whether
withdrawal support negatively affected or helped to achieve the aims of inclusive education
in mainstream schools in Cyprus. It can be concluded that, contrary to what the
coordinators, teachers and students believed, this practice promoted exclusionary and
marginalized behaviours for these students. First of all, the implementation of the
withdrawal support increased the teachers’ conformity with these kinds of segregated
practices. In this sense, and contrary to what was put forward by Florian and Black-
Hawkins (2011), the teachers believed that they could not overcome the constraints of the
mainstream curriculum and the system of assessment to design and implement inclusive
teaching and learning practices for all their students in their own classroom. The
withdrawal support contributed to these students being further stigmatized as being less
academically able. In accordance with this, teachers were used to having lower
expectations of these students’ learning, even during the teaching and learning process in
the resource room. Similar to the existing literature evidence (Schuh, 2003; Bakker and
Bosman, 2003), and in particular the study by Nufiez et al. (2005), it was identified that
those maladaptive attributional characteristics of the learning profile of students were
reinforced by their withdrawal support. The withdrawal support did not manage to increase
the participation of most of these students in the mainstream classroom. Students were
observed to be mainly passive recipients of knowledge since they were more easily
disengaged and demotivated from learning in the mainstream classroom and because they
continued to experience a sense of helplessness in the mainstream classroom. Contrary to
what has been suggested by Jordan and Stanovich (2001), these students continued to
have lower academic self-esteem, which also hindered their active participation in the

learning process of the mainstream classroom.
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In general, the findings of this study have significant implications, since it has unpicked
teachers’ taken-for-granted assumptions and stereotypes regarding the learning needs,
abilities and profiles of students with mild learning difficulties, which affect the
implementation of inclusive mainstream classroom adaptations. The findings of this study
may well have a bearing on the discourses around the effects of withdrawal support on the
implementation of inclusive mainstream classroom adaptations. Therefore, the insights
gained from this study may be of assistance to best supporting the learning needs of
students with mild learning difficulties in mainstream Cypriot schools. To achieve this, (a
more) solid inclusive ethos needs to be constructed for both students and teachers in

mainstream schools in Cyprus.

6.3. A REVIEW OF THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this section, | review the multidisciplinary theoretical materials used for the analysis of
this study’s findings. First of all, the medical model of disability gave a framework of
defence for educating students with mild learning difficulties solely in the mainstream
classroom. Similar to the existing literature (Oliver, 1990c; Conrad, 1992; Shakespeare,
1996; Goodley, 1998; Rioux, 2002; Armstrong, 2007; Aspis, 2010; Eliot and Armstrong,
2019), teachers were found to internalize their students learning difficulties as being
synonymous with learning disabilities, and to an extent synonymous with having mental
impairments. In this sense, the medically constructed labels which defined what the
labelled students were able or unable to do encouraged the teachers’ philosophy regarding
segregated educational approaches. These ideas informed the specific values and
stereotypes which are embedded within Greek Orthodox Cypriot society, and these were
found to be valuable in explaining the teachers’ attitudes towards and reliance upon the
withdrawal support in the resource room. These ideas are useful in explaining why the
teachers were observed to have lower expectations of these students’ learning. Similar to
the results of previous research in mainstream schools in Cyprus (Phtiaka, 1999, 2003;
Liasidou, 2008; Symeonidou, 2009), it was identified that events such as the
Radiomarathonios (the yearly fair which presents itself as the sole defender of Cypriot
children with special needs) reinforced the dominant notion of the charity model in Cyprus
and also informed the teachers’ expectations towards these students’ learning. These
charity events promote feelings of ‘sympathy’ and compassion rather than respect for the
children’s right to be educated in the mainstream classroom alongside their peers. The

idea that students with learning difficulties need special educational professionals (Slee,
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1996; Corbett and Slee, 2000) was also useful in explaining why the teachers felt less
comfortable supporting the learning needs of these students in the mainstream classroom.
According to this idea, this study has provided a new understanding of how mainstream
teachers feel about the use of TAs in their classroom. They felt uncomfortable having them
in the mainstream classroom because they perceived them to be better trained than them.
However, my evidence provides moderate support for the use of the social model of
disability. Using the existing literature (Oliver, 1990d; Barton and Oliver, 1997; Terzi, 2004;
Shakespeare, 2013; Berghs et al., 2017, 2019) regarding how the term ‘disability’ is.
defined by the social model proved to be useful in explaining why the teachers internalized
the withdrawal support as a means of inclusive educational practice. The social model
recognizes the responsibility of society to remove the functional barriers found in places,
buildings, transportation and other forms of service (ibid). In this sense, the MOEC
withdrawal support seems to be an ‘inclusive’ educational practice because it aims at
removing the barriers which hinder the active participation of these students in the learning

process of the mainstream classroom.

To explain the consequences of the labelling stereotypes, this research used the
framework proposed by Link and Phelan (2001). This allowed for the analysis of the effects
of stigma and discrimination on these students. For the exploration of the stigmatized
effects of the withdrawal support in the resource room, there was valuable evidence
suggesting that the labelled students were stigmatized when they were separated from
their classmates, or when people focused on labelling stereotypes regarding their learning
abilities. By being separated from their classmates to receive support, their learning needs
were also internalized as being ‘different’ from those considered to be ‘normal’. The
students suggested that their withdrawal support encouraged their stigmatization as being
less academically competent, while the teachers attributed any stigmatization to the
labelling stereotypes. The concept of status loss shed more light on why the teachers
tended to have lower expectations of the learning of these students, who they considered
to be less academically able. This framework was also valuable for identifying the forms of
direct and indirect discrimination which these students have experienced from their

classmates and teachers as a result of their poor academic performance.

The framework suggested by Link and Phelan (2001) was also useful in identifying one of
the possible negative effects of the process of labelling and stigmatization: whether the
students are socially rejected or isolated in the mainstream classroom. The findings did

partially substantiate this idea. Contrary to what was suggested by the studies of Shoho et
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al. (1997) and Woolfolk (2001), most of the time the students were observed to be socially
interacting with their classmates and participating in their classmates’ jokes. At the same
time, these students were observed to be closer friends with their classmates from their
resource room group. Similar to the work by Madge et al. (1990), the teachers suggested
that it is normal for these students to select their closer friends from their resource room
group, with whom they spend more time. Along with this framework, the concept of
stereotype threads (Steele and Aronson, 1995) was useful for exploring the association
between the challenging behaviour of these students in the mainstream classroom and
their fear of being socially marginalized. These results need a more thorough examination,
and they lay the groundwork for future research. Similarly, the analysis also needs to draw
on the concept of stigma consciousness (Pinel, 1999) in order to more thoroughly examine
these students’ fear of being discriminated against or socially marginalized by their
classmates. As a result of their withdrawal support in the resource room, they have also

internalized their learning difficulties as being ‘different’ than those of their classmates.

Second, the analysis drew on the theoretical ideas of teaching and learning practices
which are used to promote the aims of inclusive education. Similar to Lewis and Norwich
(2005), the premise that ‘special education’ means ‘special pedagogy’ was found to be
valuable in explaining the assumptions affecting the teachers’ inclusive teaching
approaches. The existing literature regarding teachers’ attitudes towards the process of
differentiation (Corbett, 2001; Avramidis and Norwich, 2002; Westwood and Graham,
2003; Moran and Abbott, 2006; Angelides and Michailidou, 2007; Konza, 2008; Loreman
et al., 2010; Rapp and Arndt, 2012; Symeonidou, 2017; Strogilos et al., 2017) offers a
theoretical framework to discuss the teachers’ difficulties in planning differentiated
mainstream classroom adaptations. This study confirms that the teachers assumed the
differentiation process to be time-consuming. It also raised the need for teachers to be
trained in how to manage skilfully the teaching time in lessons and to differentiate their
classroom activities for a mixed-ability group of students. The analysis encompassed
evidence related to the debate regarding the effectiveness of the differentiation process on
students’ performance. However, further research is needed in order to generalize these

results.

Third, the psychological theories regarding academic self-concept (Bong and Skaalvik,
2003) and academic self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1986; Skaalvik, 1997) were useful in
conceptualizing the negative effects of labelling and stigmatization on these students’

beliefs about their abilities. A limitation regarding the way these concepts have been
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applied during the process of analyzing the findings is that it was difficult to define whether
the academic self-concept or the academic self-efficacy most impacted the individuals'
beliefs regarding their competence in academic domains. The reason for this was that
academic self-concept and academic self-efficacy beliefs are not easily separable, despite
their few differences. Academic self-concept beliefs are mainly affected by teachers’
evaluations (Skaalvik and Rankin, 1996), whereas self-efficacy beliefs are informed by a
more self-regulated evaluation (Wolters and Pintrich, 1998). The students’ persistence and
performance are more negatively affected by their lower self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura et
al., 1996). In this study, the students had lower academic self-concept and self-efficacy

beliefs because they were stigmatized as being less academically able.

Additionally, the research insights suggested that the instructional adaptations (Schuh,
2003) and the place where the students with mild learning difficulties received instructions
(Bakker and Bosman, 2003) proved to be valuable in identifying the negative self-concept
and self-efficacy beliefs of these students, which were reinforced by their withdrawal
support and seemed to affect their learning behaviour in the mainstream classroom.
Similarly, the findings suggested by previous research (Nufiez et al., 2005; Covington,
1998; Chapman, 1988) shed light on the reasons why these students became easily
disengaged and demotivated in the lesson. Furthermore, the existent literature regarding
the notion of academic self-esteem (Rosenberg et al., 1995; Marsh and Martin, 2011,
Elbaum and Vaughn, 2003) contributed to exploring the causal effects of the withdrawal
support and the students’ academic performance on these students’ academic self-esteem

beliefs, though these results could be usefully extended in future research.

To sum up, the range of theoretical materials which | used proved to be valuable in many
respects for understanding the factors affecting the implementation of inclusive education,
and particularly of mainstream classroom adaptations. At the same time, they placed limits
on the depth of my analysis in a few cases, such as in the exploration of the students’
academic self-concept, self-efficacy and self-esteem beliefs. | was also aware that my data
might not strongly support such in-depth exploration of those concepts which were not
directly related to the objectives of this study, but | also acknowledge that these could
provide a starting point for drawing out analytical generalizations (Yin, 2013) that may be

explored in more depth in further research.
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6.4. IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE

The conclusions of this study have several implications for policy and practice for inclusive
education in mainstream Cypriot public secondary schools. According to the findings of
this study, it seems important for policymakers to design systematic and inspiring teacher
training programs that will aim to increase teachers’ awareness about the learning needs
of students diagnosed as having learning difficulties, and to deconstruct the negative
representation of these students as being ‘unable’ to learn. For the successful
implementation of inclusive educational approaches, it is necessary for teachers to
develop inclusive values and for schools to encourage and cultivate an inclusive ethos
among their teachers. In schools where it is believed that all students can learn, teachers
are encouraged and supported in promoting inclusive classroom adaptations (Ruijs and
Peestma, 2009; Loreman et al., 2010; Nilholom and Alm, 2010; Rapp and Arndt, 2012;
Mara and Mara, 2012; Ainscow et al., 2019). In this sense, schools need to develop a self-
review tool such as Themis (Azorin and Ainscow, 2018) in order to review and examine
the needs of their students and the factors which create barriers to their learning and
participation. School principals should also record and assess teacher training needs in
order to organize more specialized seminars in accordance with their teachers’ profiles. In
particular, from the findings of this study it is obvious that teachers need to be trained in
how to effectively differentiate their classroom activities and to better develop classroom
management for a mixed-ability group of students. Teachers also need to be trained in
how to improve their students’ academic self-concept, efficacy beliefs and academic self-

esteem.

Second, the MOEC should consider providing teachers with adequate support and
resources for successfully implementing these inclusive teaching approaches in their
classrooms. The MOEC should also ensure that these are implemented successfully in
class through more regular supervisions by school coordinators. All schools should create
a bank of differentiated activities which will aid in meeting and exceeding the potential of all
their students. Teachers can jointly plan their lesson activities and thus they can share the
workload and be relieved from stress. They can further adapt their teaching practices in
accordance with their students’ interests and learning needs. Further, they need to review
their practices in weekly meetings by reflecting on the difficulties of implementing the
suggested teaching practices. The maladaptive attributional characteristics which were
identified as affecting these students’ learning profiles and behaviours in the mainstream

classroom seem to be valuable research evidence. These results have provided a deeper
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insight for teachers to explain why these students are disengaged from lessons. They
highlight the sense of learned helplessness that these students have in the mainstream
classroom, raising the need for their teachers to plan more frequent and systematic

inclusive classroom adaptations.

Moreover, it is important for teachers to reflect on their students’ experiences of the
learning process in the mainstream classroom. Schools need to recognize and represent
the students’ voices, which tend to be shunned because of their poor performance.
Particularly, teachers should be able to self-critique and self-reflect on their attitudes and
learning expectations towards these students. Thus, they can challenge and abandon any
possible ‘exclusionary’ behaviour against them. This would also help the parents to stop
pressing their children about their academic performance. Similarly, the students would
benefit from the development of a (more) inclusive classroom environment which
welcomes and accepts a range of learners with ‘different’ learning needs, rather than those

socially internalized as being ‘normal’.

Teachers need to abandon their traditional teacher-centred practices and be more
consistent in providing more explicit and personalized feedback to these students. This
study also highlights the need for teachers to support these students to become
independent learners. Teachers should also focus on differentiating their practices in
relation to process. Students’ progress in accomplishing their tasks should be measured,
rather than their performance. Teachers prefer a reduction in student numbers rather than
co-teaching with TAs in mainstream classrooms. In this sense, it is important the MOEC
considers reducing the number of students in the mainstream classroom. It is also
important the MOEC considers providing adequate training to teachers regarding how to
implement peer-tutoring practices in their classroom. Additionally, teachers need to
consistently ask their students to work in pairs and small groups and to be actively

involved in debates and problem-solving activities.

Finally, the findings of this study offer insights for further research into the effects of
stereotypes and prejudices connected to the notions of disability and the implementation of
(more) inclusive educational policies and practices in mainstream schools in other
countries with similarities to the Cypriot educational system. The challenge now is to
establish a more solid inclusive ethos within school communities that should be based on
the deconstruction of elitist and exclusionary assumptions regarding the ‘learning needs’

and ‘academic abilities’ of students labelled as having learning difficulties.
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6.5. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This thesis has identified that the development and implementation of inclusive education
in public secondary mainstream schools in Cyprus have been impeded by negative
stereotypes concerning the needs and learning characteristics of students labelled as
having learning difficulties. The grade-oriented educational system of Cyprus and the
competitive academic success ethos have mainly affected the development of an inclusive
pedagogical ethos among teachers. Therefore, it is necessary to explore ways of breaking
up the negative dominant cultural stereotypes concerning the abilities of labelled students.
Further studies may also be conducted on a wide scale involving a large sample of
students with mild learning difficulties and teachers of Modern Greek, as well as
coordinators of the withdrawal support and MOEC inspectors, across the public
mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus. They should explore how to establish more
inclusive values and create inclusive cultures among the members of their school
communities. Secondly, further research studies are essential to explore teacher training
regarding classroom teaching practices, such as creating differentiated activities, planning
teaching adaptations and managing teaching time effectively in order to meet the learning
needs of all of the students in the mainstream classroom and to be able to support them in
achieving the aims of the mainstream curriculum. Factors that would increase teachers’
confidence in planning teaching approaches for their students with learning difficulties
could also be explored, and these would motivate them in transforming their students’

learning capacity.

As far as the students are concerned, it is also important to undertake a longitudinal study
in order to generalize the impact of withdrawal support on the students’ learning identity
profile. Future research is needed to explore how inclusion has affected these students’
achievements in secondary mainstream schools in Cyprus. Additionally, future research
can explore the results of practices that aim to promote students’ academic self-concept,
self-efficacy and self-esteem beliefs. Based on the results of this case study, it is also
important to explore the teaching approaches which have been chosen by the students,
and whether they are effective in motivating the students’ active participation and

engagement in the learning process of the mainstream classroom.
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6.6. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

As discussed in the methodology (chapter 3), there are certain limitations to the present
study that are mainly relevant to its methodological aspect. To begin with, limited time was
spent in schools, observing the student—teacher interactions and behaviour during the
teaching and learning process in both the resource room and the mainstream classroom.
There was not sufficient time to repeat an observation in cases where the students and the
teachers were slightly affected by my presence. There were teachers who tried to pay
more attention to these students than usual, or who avoided challenging these students to
participate in the lesson since they wanted to help me observe overly naturalistic student
behaviours. There were teachers who tended to show greater leniency towards their
students’ challenging behaviours during the lessons in the mainstream classroom.
However, the observation series was restricted to two sessions in the mainstream
classroom and in the resource room due to the heavily time-constrained program of the

participant teachers.

Additionally, it is acknowledged that the research study has certain limitations regarding
the wider applicability of its findings. This research study did not intend to provide findings
generalizable to populations. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that even a single case
study can enable analytical generalizations to other cases that represent similar theoretical
conditions (Yin, 2013). A number of teaching adaptations have been discussed as part of
this research, which were named as being ‘inclusive’. According to the perspectives of the
participant teachers and students, these practices were perceived to be ‘inclusive’ since
they seemed effective in addressing the ‘needs’ and improving the learning of all the
students in the mainstream classroom. These ‘inclusive’ teaching practices may also be
evidenced in other ‘cases’, and thus the challenges which affected the design and
implementation of the particular ‘inclusive’ interventions may also deepen current
knowledge of other cases in different contexts and settings. The case study approach also
allows for the transferability of findings to similar contextual cases (Flyvbjerg, 2006).
Having purposefully chosen my research sites and participants to have typical
characteristics of the ‘average’ population, this raises the possibility of the transferability of
my findings to similar school cases in Cyprus. The thorough exploration of the topic under
study, which the case study design allowed, also raises the possibility of transferring the
findings to other contextual cases where the reader identifies similar teaching profiles and
student learning identities to those described in this study. In this sense, it could be argued

that some of the teachers’ and students’ choices of ‘inclusive’ teaching interventions, which
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they perceived to be effective for implementation in mainstream Cypriot classrooms, may

also apply to other similar contextual cases.

Finally, this research identified that the researcher’s reflexivity was both a strength and a
limitation for the analytical process. Using Reinharz’s (1997) terminology, my ‘brought self’
can be considered to be a limitation for this case study analysis, since it made it difficult for
me to acknowledge at first glance the participants’ beliefs that contradicted mine. However,
my ‘research self helped me to illuminate my participants’ interpretations based on an
internal validity process (Shell, 1992) and to carefully document my themes by double
coding my findings (Krefting, 1991). My ‘situationally created self helped me to be
sympathetic and friendly with my participants in the field, even when their beliefs
contradicted my inclusive ones. By listening to the perceptions of teachers and students
who were in favour of the resource room’s ‘educational benefits’, | realized that inclusive
education in mainstream schools in Cyprus cannot be promoted by abolishing the teaching
and learning process in the resource room. Nevertheless, | still believe that the stigma
concerning the teaching of labelled students in the resource room needs to be

deconstructed in order for this practice to become an inclusive educational approach.

6.7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Reaching the end of this thesis and reflecting on the findings, it can be concluded that the
implementation of inclusive educational approaches in the mainstream classrooms of
public secondary schools in Cyprus has been affected by stereotypes and prejudices
related to the notions of disability. These are reproduced by misunderstandings concerning
the way in which the rights of disabled people are indicated in models of disability, and
these have informed the development of educational policies. The implementation of
withdrawal support increased teachers’ conformity with the philosophy of segregated
teaching practices and encouraged exclusionary and marginalized behaviours against
students with mild learning difficulties. The crux of the problematic conceptualization of
inclusive education is the highly competitive, grade performance-oriented educational

system of schools in Cyprus.

Moreover, this study confirms the arguments made by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011)
that the teaching and learning methods used to meet the learning needs of all students in
mainstream classrooms are not significantly different from good general teaching practice.

What makes them effective classroom practices is the teachers’ inclusive values and their
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beliefs in the learning of these students (ibid). In addition to this, there is acknowledged the
need for schools to cultivate and encourage teachers’ belief that all students can learn
(Rapp and Arndt, 2012). Notwithstanding the absence of an inclusive school ethos, it is
also suggested that teachers with inclusive values can work towards inclusive education in
their own classroom, despite the restrictive structures of schooling, the constraints of the
curriculum and the systems of assessment (Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011, p.207;
Florian, 2019; Finkelstein et al., 2019). Therefore, the results of this study may challenge
the MOEC policies regarding the implementation of inclusive education, while raising the
point that it is crucial for a (more) solid inclusive ethos to be cultivated by teachers in
mainstream secondary schools in Cyprus. However, there is no denying that it will take
time for the schools in Cyprus, which are very exam-oriented and performance-based, to

have a change of mindset and to implement any major changes in inclusive education.
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PART A: DATA COLLECTION
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A.2a.Letter for school head

Dear Head/Headmistress,

My name is Panayiota Christodoulidou. | am a teacher of Greek Philology in Cyprus and a
PhD student at the Institute of Education, University College London in the U.K. | am
conducting a research about the perspectives and the experiences of teachers and
students with ‘mild learning difficulties’ about the inclusive support policies and the
teaching practices used in the mainstream and the resource room classrooms in public
mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus. My project has been ethically approved by the
Ministry of Education in Cyprus, the Institute of Education in London and my supervisor
Dr.Barbara Cole (Programme Leader, Doctor of Education, Department of Humanities and
Social Science: b.cole@ioe.ac.uk).

In order to carry out my research, | will ask 4 teachers of Modern Greek language who
teach on the withdrawal support program and the coordinator of this program to participate
in 15 minutes closed ended questions and a one-to—one 45 minute interview. | would invite
to participate 3 students with mild learning difficulties of each teacher (in total 12 students)
who are withdrawn for support in the resource room. Students would participate in a one-
to-one 30 minutes interview. | also want to let you know that 2 series of observations will
be conducted in the mainstream classroom and 2 in the resource room, but they will focus
on the teaching and learning pedagogies in general. The teachers’, the coordinators’ and
students’ participation in the study is voluntary, their rights will be respected and they can
withdraw from the process anytime they wish. The information provided by the participants
will be treated as confidential, and will stored and protected through a coding system, so
nobody else except me could have access to it.

| want also to ask you in facilitating the participation of the teachers in interviews on the
day and time that would be agreed with them individually. | would also like to assure you
that | would not enter the teachers’ classroom prior to their agreement. As a teacher, | take
into account the heavy school workload program thus | assure you that teachers will spend
the minimum amount of their time, involved in this research. | will faithfully follow the
interview schedules and the agreed observation timetables. | am committed to inform you
of the results of this study.

Your teachers’ and students’ participation in this study is necessary and important. | would
appreciate it if you can inform your teachers about this research process and inform me
about their interest in participating or not by the 10" of November 2012.

Thank you very much in advance for your co-operation .If you have any queries, or you are
interested in finding out more about the research project, please contact me by e-mail:
pchristodoulidou@ioe.ac.uk or telephone: 0035799XXXXXX.
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A.2b. Letter for school head (in Greek)

Mpog:AlguBuvtry/AieuBuvTpia,

Ovopdcopar Mavayiwta XpioTodouAidou, ciyar kabnyATtpia EAANvIKAG PiAoAoyiag Kai
d1daKTOpPIKA oIThTpIa OTO Institute of Education Tou MNMavemmoTtnuiou Tou Aovdivou oTnv
AyyAia. Zta TAciola Twv oToudwv Mou dleCdyw auTth TNV £peuva TTOU HEAETA TO
MpoypdupaTa ZTPIENS TWV HaBNTWV ‘hde HaBnoIakéG BUOKOAIEG OoTa ‘KavoviKA' oxoAeia. H
épeuva auTn €xel eykpiBei armd 1o Ytroupyeio MNaideiag kal MoAimiopou otnv Kotrpo, atréd 1o
Institute of Education 61Tou @oItw Kal TNV KadnyATtpia pou Dr. Barbara Cole (oToixeia
ETMKOIVWVIag: b.cole@ioe.ac.uk), TTou €xel TNV €TTOTITEI QUTAS TNS £PEUVACG.

Na Toug oKOTTOUG TNG €PEUVACG, XPEIAZETAI N CUPMETOXA 4 QIAOAGYWYV TTOU OIDACKOUV OTO
TPOYPANPa OTAPIENG Kol 3 paBNnTwv Toug ‘de paBnolokéG OUOKOAiEG (OuvoAika 12
paBnTwv) Kai Tou/Tng B.AlcuBuvTA/VTPIaG, CUVTOVIOTH/TPIAG TOU TTpoyPAPuaToG oTrpIgng. H
CUMUETOXN OTNnV €peuva gival éBeAOVTIKA KAl OI CUPUETEXOVTEG UTTOPOUV VA ATTOXWPICOUV
atrd auTtr OTToIadATTOTE OTIYUA Kpivouv OTI €ival avaykaio.

O1 ouppeTéxovTeg Ba AGBouv PEPOG OE Mia aTOUIKA 457 AeTTTA ouvévTEugn Kal TTITTAéOV Ol
EKTTAIOEUTIKOI Kal o€ éva 15" Aemtd KA€ioTOU TUTTOU €pwTnUaToAdyio. Eyyuwpar tnv
AVWVYUNIO TNG CUMMETOXNAS Toug KaB' 6An Tn SIdpKEIa TNG £€PEUVAC KAl TOU amméppnTou Twv
ammavtiioswy Toug. MapakoAw OTTwg OleUKOAUvVETAl TN dIECaywyr TNG CUVEVTEUENG TwV
EKTTAIDEUTIKWV KOl PadnTwyv TNV wpa Kal JEpa TTou Ba ouuewvnBei ye Tov Kabéva Toug
EEXWPIOTA.

XpeiaZetar emTAéov n TrapakoAouBnon 2 padnudtwyv Néwv EAAnvikwv/ loTopiag otnv
‘kavovikf’ 1agn kai 2 otn otpign. O1 TTapakoAouBroeig Ba yivouv o€ pépa Kal wpa TTou Ba
OUPQWVINOOUV Ol OUUHETEXOVTEG EKTTAIBEUTIKOI Kal OUPPWVA TTAVTA PE TO TTPOYPAPUA
d1daockaAiog Toug. @a amo@elyeTal N €i00d0¢ OTNV TAEN XWPEIS TNV Adgia  Twv
EKTTAUOEUTIKWV.

Q¢ ekTTaIdEUTIKOG, KaTavow TO BERAPUPPEVO OXOAIKO TTPOYPAPUa TOU OXOAgiou, yI' auTd
Kal n €peuva auth, €XEl OKOTTO va oag atmmaoyoAnoel oto eAdxioto. Ta oup@wvnuéva
xpovodiaypduuaTa Twv £pyaciwy Tng épeuvag Ba Tnpnbouv moTd Kab™ 6An Tnv didpkeia
TNG. AcoPeUONAI VO 0AG EVNEPWOW YIA TA ATTOTEAECUATA TNG £PEUVAG AUTNG.

H ouppeToX Twv EKTTAIBEUTIKWY KAl HABNTWY TOU OXOAEiOU OOG KPIVETAI aTTAPAITNTN KAl
TTOAU onuavTikr). Oa To ekTINOUCA IBINITEPA AV PTTOPEITE va Pe BonBAOoETE, EVNUEPWVOVTAG
ME yIa TO eVOIAQEPOV TOUG VO CUHPHETEXOUV TO OUVTONOTEPO dUVATO.

20G EUXAPIOTW €K TWV TTPOTEPWV YIA TNV CUVEPYOOia oag. Na oTToIE0BNTTOTE DIEUKPIVIOEIG
OXETIKA pE TNV  €peuva  JTIOPEITE va  ETTIKOIVWVAOETE  pali pou  péow  e-
mail:pchristodoulidou@ioe.ac.uk A TNAEQPWVIKWG: 00357 99xXXXXXX.
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A.3a: Parents’ Consent Form

Dear Parent/ Guardian,

My name is Panayiota Christodoulidou. | am a teacher of Greek Philology in Cyprus and a
PhD student at the Institute of Education, University College London in the U.K. | am
conducting a research about the perspectives and the experiences of teachers and
students with ‘mild learning difficulties’ about the inclusive support policies and the
teaching practices used in the mainstream and the resource room classrooms in public
mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus. My project has been ethically approved by the
Ministry of Education in Cyprus, the Institute of Education in London and my supervisor Dr.
Barbara Cole (Programme Leader, Doctor of Education, Department of Humanities and
Social Science: b.cole@ioe.ac.uk).

In order to carry out my research, | will ask pupils from years 12-15 to answer some
interview questions. The interviews will last only 30 minutes. | would like to assure you that
your child’s participation is voluntary, their rights will be respected and they are allowed to
be withdrawn from the process anytime they wish. Interviews will take place in the
resource room and in school time. The information provided by your child will be treated as
confidential, and will be stored and protected through a coding system, so nobody else
except me could have access to it. | also want to let you know that 2 series of observations
will conducted in the mainstream classroom and 2 in the resource room, but they will focus
on the teaching and learning pedagogies in general.

Thank you very much in advance for your cooperation. .If you have any queries, or you are
interested in finding out more about the research project, please contact me by
email:pchristodoulidou@ioe.ac.uk or telephone: 0035799XXXXXX.

If you do or do not wish your child to participate please fill in the slip and return to their
class teacher. | would appreciate it if you could let me know your intentions, by the 19" of
November 2012. Please attach the signed consent form for your child. | would also like to
assure you that your child would not participate in the study if you do not agree.

e
CONSENT FORM

I give permission formy child, ... (child’s

name), Who is in ........ccceeeuueennnne (child’s class) to participate L1 not participate ___]

in the interview.
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A.3b.Parents’ Consent Form (in Greek)

Mpog:loveig

Ovopdcopar lMavayiwta XpioTodouAidou, cipyar kabnyATtpia EAANvikAG PiAoAoyiog Kai
d1daKTOpPIKA oIThTPIa OTO Institute of Education Tou MNMavemmoTtnuiou Tou Aovdivou oTnv
AyyAia. Z1a TTAciola Twv oTToudwyv Pou die€dyw auTh TNV £€peuva OTa OXOAEIa TTOU UEAETA
TIG OTTOYEIG KAl TIG EUTTEIPIEG TWV KOABNyNTWV Kal hoBnTwy ‘he poBnoiokég dUOKOAIES
OXETIKA YE TO JaBripata oTnv ‘KAvoVvIKr) Tagn Kal otn oTipign. H épeuva auth €xel eykpiBei
ammo 10 Ytroupyeio Maideiag kai MNMoAmopou otnv Kompo, amd T1o Institute of Education
OTTou  QOITW Kal TNV KaBnyAtpia pou Dr. Barbara Cole ( oToIxeia €TmMKOIVWVIAG:
b.cole@ioe.ac.uk), TTou €xel TV ETTOTITEIO AUTAG TNG £PEUVAG.

MNa TOug OKOTTOUG TNG €PEUvag XPEIAZETal N OUMMETOXN Twv paBntwv nAikiag 12-15
Xpovwv ce pia atouiky 307 Aetrtr) ocuvévteuén. H cuppetox Twv TTaidlwv o0ag oTnv
épeuva eival eBehovTikn. H ouvévteuén Ba yivel oTnv aiBouca oTrpIgng, o€ WpPa AEIToupyiag
Tou axoAgiou. O1 amavTAoeIg Twv PMadnTwy Ba gival AKPWS AVWVUNES KAl EUTTIOTEUTIKEG KAl
Ba atrobnkevovTal Kal Ba TTPooTATEUOVTAI PEOW €VOG CUCTAMATOSG KWOIKOTTOINONG TTOU
Kaveig AANOG €KTOG aTTo guéva Ba PTTopei va £xel TTPpOcRacn. AKOUN 0ag evnUEPWVW OTI Ba
TTapakoAouBricw 2 pyabAuarta oTnv ‘Kavovikn’ Tagn kail 2 otn oTAPIEN, YIa TNV EMPOPPWOT)
HOU OTIG TTAIBAYWYIKEG TTPAKTIKEG, TTOU XPENOIYOTTOIoOUVTAl. YTTeVOUNIZeTal OTI Ta TTaIdIG 0OG
MTTOPOUV va atroXwproouv atrd Tn d1adikaaoia OTTOINdATTOTE OTIYMI TO ETTIBUUOUV.

204G EUXAPIOTW €K TWV TTPOTEPWV YIA TNV OUVEPYATia oag. IMa OTToIE0dNTTIOTE DIEUKPIVIOEIG
OXETIKA pe TNV  €peuva  JTIOPEITE  va  €TMKOIVWVHOETE  pali pou  péow  e-
mail:pchristodoulidou@ioe.ac.uk A TNAEQWVIKWG : 00357 99XXXXXX.

Av BéAeTe TOo TSI 0AG VA CUPPETEXEI TNV €PEUVA AUTH, TTAPAKAAW CUPTTANPWOTE TNV TTI0
KATw dNAwon Kal va Tnv emoTpEéWeTe 0To axoAcio uéxpl Tig 19/11/12, ouvodeudpevn atrd
TNV evuttOypa®n dnAwon Tou TTaIdIoU OAg, TTOU ETTICUVATITETAI. ZNMPEIDVETAI OTI KAVEIG
HaBNTAG &€ Ba CUUMETEXEI XWPIG TRV CUNQWVN YVWHN TWV YovIwy/ KNOEUSVWY Tou.

ENTYINO XYITKATAGEZHZ

‘Exw evnuepwosei yia Tnv £épguva 1Tou die§dyeTal 0TO OXOAEIO TOU TTaISI0U HOU KOl CUMPWVW I:I o¢

L LT O A o Y166/k6pn pou
TTOU QOITA OTN(V) wevvreeerrrereinans TAEN, va CUPPETEXEN OTNV aToIKN 30 cuvévTteudn.
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A.4a. Students’ Consent Form

Dear Students,

My name is Panayiota Christodoulidou. | am a teacher of Greek Philology in Cyprus and a
PhD student at the Institute of Education, University College London in the U.K. | am
conducting a research about the perspectives and the experiences of teachers and
students with ‘mild learning difficulties’ about the inclusive support policies and the
teaching practices used in the mainstream and the resource room classrooms in public
mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus. My project has been ethically approved by the
Ministry of Education in Cyprus, the Institute of Education in London and my supervisor
Dr.Barbara Cole (Programme Leader, Doctor of Education, Department of Humanities and
Social Science:b.cole@ioe.ac.uk).

In order to carry out my research, | will ask you to answer some interview questions. The
one-to-one interviews will last only 30 minutes. | would like to assure you that your
participation is voluntary. You can withdraw from the process any time you feel is
necessary. Interviews will take place in the resource room in school time and on a day and
a time that will be agreed with you and arranged by your teachers. Your answers would be
tape-recorded only if you agree to this. You would have time to think about your answers
and explanations will be given to you for any questions which seem to be difficult for you.
The information provided by you will be treated as confidential, and nobody else except me
could have access to it. At the end of your interview, | will allow you to read your
responses in order to add, delete or change what you did not like to be recorded. Answer
as many gquestions as you can. | also want to let you know that 2 series of observations
would take place in the mainstream classroom and 2 in the resource room, but they will
focus on the teaching and learning pedagogies in general.

If you wish to participate, please fill in the slip and return to your teacher by the 19th of
November 2012. Please give the attached form to your parents in order for them to sign
and be informed about this research. Please return your form with your parent’'s signed
consent.

Thank you very much in advance for your co-operation.

CONSENT FORM

I would like to participate in one-to—one 30’ interview I:I

| want to I:I | do not want to I:I have my answers tape-recorded.

Student’s name and SUMNAME : .......ccoieeiiirieiiirsni e rssss s ranssssennsssres


mailto:b.cole@ioe.ac.uk

A.4b.Students’ Consent Form (in Greek)

Mpog: MaBnTég

OvopudZouar Mavayiwta XpioTodouAidou, eipal kabnyATtpia EAANvIKAG PiAoAoyiag Kai
d1dakTopIK QoITTPIa OTo Institute of Education Tou MNavemoTnuiou Tou Aovdivou aTnv
AyyAia. ZTa TTAQioIa Twv OTTOUdWYV Pou dleCAyw AUTA TNV £pEUva OTA OXOAEIa TTOU PEAETA
TIGC ATTOWEIG KAl TIG EUTTEIPIEG TWV KABNYNTWV Kal Pabntwy ‘he pabnoiokés dUOKOAieS
OXETIKA YE Ta JaBripata oTnv ‘KAavovikry' Tagn kal otn otnpign. H épeuva auth éxel eykpiBei
amo 10 YTtroupyeio Maideiag kar MoAimopou otnv Kutrpo, amd T1o Institute of Education
6tTou @OoITWw Kai Tnv kaBnyAtpia pou Dr. Barbara Cole ( oToixeia emKovwviag:
b.cole@ioe.ac.uk), TTou €xel TNV ETTOTITEIO TNG €PEUVAG QUTAG.

lMNa Toug OKOTTOUG TNG €PeEuvag XPEIAZeTal N CUMMETOX OaG O¢ Mia atouikry 30 AeTTTA
ouvévteugn. H oupuetoxn oag otnv €peuva eivar eBelovTikr). H pépa kar wpa Tng
OUVEVTEUENG Ba aTToQaoIoTel apyoTEPA WAdi 0ag KAl 0€ Oouvevvonon HWE TOug KaBnynTtég
o0ag. H ouvévteuén oag Ba yivel otnv aiBouoca oTAPIENG, 0€ wpa AsIToupyiag Tou oxXOAgiou.
O1 amavtioeig oag Ba payvnropwvnBouv pévo eav 10 BéAeTe. @a cag d0B¢ei xpdvog va
OKEQTEITE TIG ATTAVTACEIS OAG KAl €ENYNOEIC O OTTOIEG EPWTACEIC 0ag duoKoAeuouv. Ol
aTmmavTioelg Ba gival avwVUNES Kal EUTTIOTEUTIKEG. 2TO TEAOG TNG ouvévTeugng Ba cag dob¢i
va OloBdoeTe TIC ATTAVTNCEIC OOG YIa va TTPooBEadeTe 1 va aAAGeTe O,TI €mOUpEITE.
MrTropeite va ammavTioeTe o€ 60EG EPWTNOEIG BEAETE KOl £XETE TO OIKAIWUA VA ATTOXWPHOETE
ato 1n dladikacia OTToTE KPIVETE avayKaio.

AKOUN oag evnuepwvw OTI Ba TTapakoAoubAcw 2 pabrjuarta otnv Tdgn oag Kai 2 oTn
oTAPIEN, YIA TRV ETTIMOPPWOT HOU OTIG TTAIBAYWYIKES TTPAKTIKEG, TTOU XPNOIMOTIOIOUVTAl.

Av BEANETE VO OUPUETEXETE, TTAPOKOAW CUPTTANPWOTE TNV ONAWGCN TToU akKoAouBei kal va
TNV emoTpéwete péEXPI TIG 19/11/12. H SAAwON oag TPETTEl va OUVOREUETAl PE TNV
evuttéoypapn OnAwon Twv yoviwv/ Kndepdvwy o0ag. Oa To eKTIoUoA TIOAU av g
BonBouacarte, divoviag OTOUG YOVEIG 0aG TNV ETTIOTOAN TTOU ETTICUVATITETAI OXETIKA WE TNV
€peuva.

20G euXapIoTw TTOAU yia Tnv Bondeia cac.

ENTYMNO 2YITKATAOEZHZ

ZUHQPWVW VA CUPHETEXW OTNV aTopiKh 30° ocuvévTteuén I:I

OéA\w |:|6£ 0éAW I:Iva HayvnNTO@WVNOoUV Ol ATTAVTAOEIG HOU

OVOHATETTWVUHMO MOABNTA/TPIOG: .eeeeecerereriiisisssssssmnenrrensssssssssssnmmsnsesensssssssssannnn
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A.5a.Teachers’Consent Form

Dear Teachers,

My name is Panayiota Christodoulidou. | am a teacher of Greek Philology in Cyprus and a PhD
student at the Institute of Education, University College London in the U.K. | am conducting a
research about the perspectives and the experiences of teachers and students with ‘mild learning
difficulties’ about the inclusive support policies and the teaching practices used in the mainstream
and the resource room classrooms in public mainstream secondary schools of Cyprus. My project
has been ethically approved by the Ministry of Education in Cyprus, the Institute of Education in
London and my supervisor Dr. Barbara Cole (Programme Leader, Doctor of Education, Department
of Humanities and Social Science: b.cole@ioe.ac.uk).

In order to carry out my research, | will ask you to participate in 15 closed-ended questions and in a
one-to-one 45’ interview. | also want to ask you to invite me to observe 2 series of Modern Greek/
History lessons in the mainstream classroom and 2 in the resource room. Observations both in the
mainstream and resource room classrooms will focus on the teaching and learning pedagogies in
general. The days and time for the observations would be arranged beforehand and with you at a
time that is convenient for you. Your participation in research is voluntary and you can withdraw
from the process anytime you wish.

The information provided by you will be treated as confidential and nobody else except me could
have access to it. You can have access to your interview and observation data whenever you wish.
At the end of the interviews, you would be encouraged to read your answers in order to add, delete
or change anything you want. Your interview would be tape-recorded only if you agree to do so.

As a teacher, | have taken into consideration your heavy workload and thus | would also like to
assure you that you will spend the minimum of time, involved in this research. | also want to let you
know that | will not enter in your classroom without prior consent. | will faithfully follow the interview
schedules and the agreed observation timetables. | am committed to inform you of the results of this
study.

Thank you very much in advance for your cooperation. If you have any queries, or you are
interested in finding out more about the research project, please contact me by e-
mail:pchristodoulidou@ioe.ac.uk or telephone: 0035799XXXXXX.

Your participation in the study is necessary and very important. If you wish to participate, please fill
in the slip and return to the school secretary by the 19th of November 2012.

CONSENT FORM

I would like to participate in one-to-one 45 interview I:I

| agree to D | do not agree to Dhave my interview answers tape-recorded.

| agree to be observed in 2 lessons of Modern Greek/ History both in the mainstream and in the
resource room classrooms
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A.5b.Teachers’ Consent Form (in Greek)

Mpog:EktaideuTtikoug

Ovopdadopal Mavayiwta XpioTodouAidou, eipal kabnyATpia EAANVIKAG PiAoAoyiag kal dIOAKTOPIKN
@oItATpIa oTo Institute of Education Tou lMNavemmoTtnuiou Tou Aovdivou atnv AyyAia. ZTa TTAaicia Twv
otoudwv pou d1eCdyw auTr) TNV €peuva aTa oxXoAegia TTou peAeTd Ta MNpoypdupara ETHPIENG TWV
paBiNTwy ‘e pabnoiakég BUOKOAieG aTa ‘Kavovik&' oyoAeia. H épeuva autr €xel eykpiBei attd 10
Ymroupyeio Maideiag kai MoAimiopou otnv Kdmpo, amd 1o Institute of Education 61mou @oITw Kal Tnv
kaBnyATpia pyou Dr. Barbara Cole ( oToixeia emkoivwviag: b.cole@ioe.ac.uk), TTou €xel TNV €TTOTITEI
NG £PEUVAG QUTAG.

MNa Toug oKOTTOUG AUTAG TNG £PEUVAG XPEIAZETAI N GUUHETOXN 0aG O¢ éva 15”7 AeTrTd KA€IoTOU TUTTOU
EPWTNUATOAGYIO Kal pia atopik 45°AeTrTh ouvévTteugn. Xpeidletal emTAEOV N TTapakoAouBnaon 2
MaBnudaTwy oag aTny ‘Kavovikr’ Tagn kai 2 atn aTtrpIgn Tou Ba TTPOYPAUUATICETAI OE CUVEVVOAON
TIAVTOTE PE 0O KAl OUPQWVA PE TO TTpdypapua didaokalia cag. H ouppetoxy oag atnv épsuva
gival €BENOVTIK) Kal PTTOPEITE va ATTOXWPICETE aTTO AUTH OTTOIOBNTIOTE OTIYUN Kpivere OTI gival
avaykaio.

Eyyuwpal Tnv avwvuyia TNG CUPHETOXAS oag KaB’ 6An Tnv dIGpKEIa TNG £PEUVAG KAl TOU ATTOPPNTOU
Twv amavinoewv oag. O1 ouvevtelEelic Ba eival aTodikES Kal Ba payvnTo@wvouvTtal HOvo €4V TO
emOupeite. OéAw va cag diafeBaiwow OTI Ba ptropeite va €xete TTpdoBacn ota dedouéva TG
£€peuvag oTToIadnTIoTE OTIYMN KAl OTI QvTiypa@o TwV ATTAVIAGEWY 0aG ATTO TIG CUVEVTEUEEIS KAl TA
oxOAia Twv TTapaTNPACEWV OTIG TAEEIS Ba gival oTn d81d0eon oag yia va TTPoaBETeTe 1] va aANGEETE
O,TI ETTIOUEITE.

Q¢ ekTTaIdEUTIKOG KaTaAapBaivw To BeBapuppévo TTpdypaupa 0ag Kail n ¢peuva auTh oag BeRaiw Ot
Ba cag ammaoxoAfoel aTo eAdyI0TO. Oa aTToPelyeTAl N €i0000G OTNV TAEN XWPIS TNV Adela cag. To
TTPOYPAUUA 0OG KAl TO CUPQWVNUEVA XPOVOBIaYPAUUATA TWV £PYACIWV TNG £pguvag Ba TnpnBouv
mOoTA KaB™ 6An Tnv didpkeia TNG. Aeopelopal va 0ag EVNUEPWOW YIA TA ATTOTEAETUATA TNG £PEUVAG
QuTNG.

20G EUXAPIOTW €K TWV TTPOTEPWV VIO TV CUVEPYACTia oag. [Na oTToIE0dNTTOTE BIEUKPIVACEIG OXETIKA
ME TNV €peuva WPTTOPEITE va eTMKOIVWVAOETE padi pou péow e-mail:pchristodoulidou@ioe.ac.uk
TNAEQWVIKWG: 0035799XXXXXX.

H ouppeToxn oag Kpivetal ammapaitntn Kal TTOAU onuavTikh. ©@a 1o ekTiyoloa ISIQITEPA AV UTTOPEITE
VA UE EVNUEPWOETE VIO TIG TTPOBECEIC 0AG, CUPTTANPpWVOVTAG TNV o Katw ORAwan Kal va Tnv
EMOTPEYETE OTN YPAUUATEIQ TOU OXOAgiou aag, péxpl Tig 19/11/12.

ZUH@WVW VO CULHETEXW OTNV ATOMIKN 45° ouvévteuén I:I

OéAw DA& OéAw Dva HayvnTo@wvnloulv ol aTTavTAoEI§ HOU

Zup@WVW va TrTapakoAoudnoel Ta padiuarta Néwv EAANVIKWY oTnv Ta¢n Kai oTnv oTAPIEn L]

TTEEKTT T ENTYMO SYFKATA@EZHE
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A.6a. Example of co-ordinators’ questionnaire

I am a teacher of Greek philology in Cyprus. Because of my personal development and my interest
in inclusive education, | am currently conducting this PhD study at the Institute of Education,
University college London in the U.K. The study aims to explore the teachers’ experiences of
teaching Greek to the students ‘with mild learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room and their understanding about inclusive education and of using inclusive practices in
their classroom.

Answering the following questions will take you no more than fifteen minutes. Please note that the
confidentiality and the anonymity of the participants are ensured. You have the right to withdraw at
any stage of the process and not answer any question you do not wish.

The questionnaires will be numbered. The numbers will be read and used only by me. Itis
necessary for the development of the semi-structured interview questions which will follow
additionally to the questionnaire.

Code number: (official used only)

QUESTIONS:

A.1l. Personal Information: (Please tick or complete what is appropriate for you)

1.Man Woman

2. Age: 30-45 46-55 56-63 other

3a. How many years have you been teaching at secondary schools?
3b. How many years have you taught in this school?

3c. Have you ever worked in ‘special school'? Yes No

4. Have you had any special training regarding teaching students ‘with learning difficulties’?

Yes No

If yes, can you please tell me about it?

5.Have you had any special training regarding how to devise and manage inclusive learning
activities in your classroom?

Yes I:I No I:I

If yes, can you please tell me about it?

A.2 Information about the students with ‘mild learning difficulties’:

6a. How many children are currently diagnosed as having ‘learning difficulties’ in your school?

6b. How many children ‘with learning difficulties’ are taking support in the resource room?
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6¢c. How many teachers of Modern Greek Language support the students ‘with learning difficulties’
in the resource room?

6d. What are the common areas of the Modern Greek module, that the students with ‘learning
difficulties’ are supported in the resource room? (Please tick all that apply)

Reading

Writing essays
Understanding complex ideas
Writing summaries

Spelling

Other:

B. Personal understanding —beliefs:

7. To what extent do you agree/ disagree with the following statements?

Please tick the box nearest to your view

Strongly

agree

Agree

Not sure

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

7.1.

All the students ‘with learning difficulties’ should be withdrawn from some mainstream
classes to get individualized support in the resource room

7.2.

Some students ‘with learning difficulties’ should be withdrawn from some mainstream
classes to get individualized support in the resource room

7.3.

The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported only in the mainstream
classroom.

7.4.

Helping a student to deal with his/her ‘learning difficulties’ can be helpful for the
learning of the other students

7.5.

The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students can be supported in the mainstream
classroom, by differentiating the classroom activities according to their educational
possibilities.

7.6.

The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students can’t be supported in the mainstream
classroom, because students want to work with the same material like their
classmates.

7.7.

The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students can’t be supported in the mainstream
classroom, because of the pressure of time to cover the teaching material, the tests,
revisions and exams.

7.8.

The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported in the resource room,
because teaching is concerned with identifying the ‘strengths’ of students and their
‘possibilities’ to build on their learning development

7.9.

The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported in the resource room
because teaching is aimed to help students to achieve the goals of the mainstream
curriculum.

7.10.

Students ‘with learning difficulties’ cannot be supported in the mainstream classroom
due to the large number of students.

7.11.

Students ‘with learning difficulties’ are stigmatized when their ‘needs’ are supported in
the mainstream classroom.

7.12.

Students ‘with learning difficulties’ are stigmatized when their ‘needs’ are supported in
the resource room.

Please add any extra comments you may have if you have ticked ‘not sure’ :
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C. Teaching practices:

8a. Why do you think it is important to develop inclusive educational practices, for the students ‘with
learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom?

(Please show the level of importance which should be given to each of the following
statements about inclusive practices, by ticking the appropriate box)

Please tick the box nearest to your view Very Important | Not sure Little Not important
important importance | atall
8.1 Students develop high self — esteem.
8.2. Students develop their learning styles
and techniques.
8.3. Students can meet the standards of
mainstream curriculum.
8.4. Students  value their skills and
experiences to learn.
8.5. Students overcome the fear of being
identified for their ‘learning deficiencies’
in front of the others.
8.6. Students overcome the fear of failing in

mainstream classroom and exams.

8b. Which of the above aims do you perceive as the most important to be achieved in your

classroom? (Please explain in more details)

9. To what extent do you find the following inclusive practices in your school important for
encouraging students ‘with learning difficulties’ to achieve in the mainstream classroom?

Please tick the box nearest to your view Very Important | Not Little Not
important sure importance | important
at all
9.1. Using differentiated worksheets to meet and
extend the learning of students.
9.2. Giving students choice over their classroom
activities.
9.3. Giving students choice over their homework
exercises.
9.4. Giving direct instructions and extra
explanations to students who need them to
complete their work.
9.5. Using teaching assistants to help the
mainstream teachers check the progress of
all students in the mainstream classroom.
9.6. Using audio visual material and technology
during the learning process in the classroom.
9.7. Involving students in group projects/

research / discussions.
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10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Please tick the box nearest to your view »

Agree

Strongly
agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

10.1.

Students should be consulted about the support which should be provided to
them within the mainstream school in order to avoid their own ‘difficulties’ in
learning.

10.2.

The curriculum should change to meet and extend the different interests,
knowledge and skills of all students in the mainstream classroom.

10.3.

Statements of ‘Special educational needs’ should specify the changes in
teaching and learning arrangements required in order for the students ‘with
learning difficulties’ to achieve the goals of the mainstream curriculum.

10.4.

Statements of ‘special educational needs’ should specify the changes in teaching
and learning arrangements required to meet the individual ‘educational needs’ of
the students in the mainstream classroom.

10.5.

Classroom teachers should be responsible for overcoming barriers to the access
and participation of particular students to make changes for the benefit of
students more widely.

10.6.

Support policies for students who are categorized as having ‘special educational
needs’ should recognize them as individuals with different interests, knowledge
and skills.

10.7.

Support policies for students who are categorized as having ‘special educational
needs’ should be seen as a special addition to their education in the resource
room.

10.8.

Schools should examine ways to reduce the need for individual support of the
students in the resource room.

10.9.

Schools should examine ways to improve the individual support of the students
both in the resource room and the mainstream classroom.
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A.6b. Example of co-ordinators’ questionnaire (in Greek)

Eipar kaBnyATpia EAAnviknAg diAoAohoyiag kar dIdaKTopIKr @oIThTpia oTo «Institute of Educations,
MavemaoTtnuiou Tou Aovdivou atnv AyyAia. H épeuva autr die€dyeTal oTa TTAGIcIa Twv OIOAKTOPIKWY
MOou OTTOUdWV Kal EPEUVA TIG ATTOWEIG Kal EUTTEIPIEG Twv KaBnynTwv EAANvIKAg PiAoAoyiag, oxeTiKa
ME TNV OIDOCKOAIG TwV €AANVIKWY OTOUG POBNTEG HE «PaBNOIOKEG DUOKOAIEG» OTNV KAVOVIKA Kal
oTnNV €VIOXUTIKN d16acKaAia.

MNa va atraviAoeTe OTIG MO KATW £pWTNOEIS Ba xpelaaTei povo 15°AeTrTd. MapakaAw va onueiwoEei
0T o1 amaviioelg cag Ba TTapaueivouv AKpwG EUTTIOTEUTIKEG Kal avwvupés. Mrropeite va
ATTAVTACETE 0€ OTTOIEG EPWTACEIG BEAETE KAl £XETE TO DIKAIWUA VO ATTOXWPENOCETE Atrd TNV diadIkaoia
OTTOTE TO ETMOUpEITE.

2710 KATW WEPOG TOU EPWTNHATOAOYIOU CNUEIVETAI £VAG TTPOCWTTIKOG «KWOIKOG apIBUOCy yia KAOE
oupuetéxovia. O apiBudg autdg eival avayvwpiolgog Pévo atmmd ToV CUMPMPETEXOVTA Kal Tnv
EPEUVATPIA. XpnaolhoTroleital Jévo yia TNV JETAEU POg ETTIKOIVWYVIa KATA Tn OIGPKEIa TNG €pEUvVag Kal
gival atmapaitnTog yia TNV avaAucon Twv IBEWV TTOU TIPOKUTITOUV aTTé TO £pWTNUATOAGYIO Gag Kal 6a
oulnTnBolv OTIG AaTOMIKEG OUVEVTEUEEIC TTOU Ba akoAouBrigouy.

Kwdikdg apiBuog: (yia epeuvnTikoUlg OKoTToUg Povo)

EpwTAiosig:

A.Anuoypa@IKd ZToIXEid:

(MopakaAw oNUEILOTE v | CUUTTANPWOTE OTA KEVA TIG OTTAVTACEIG 00G )

1.Avtpag I:I MNuvaika I:I

2.HAkia: 30-45 I:I 46- 55 I:I 56-63 L1 AMo:
3a. MNdéoa xpodvia didGokeTe 010 OXOAeia Méong ekTTaideuong?

3B. MNMéoa xpdvia dIBACKETE 0’ AuTO TO OXO0AEI0?

3y. ‘Exete mToté epyaoTei o€ oxoAeio «EIdIKAG Ektaideuongy ; Nai Oxi
4. 'Exete TTapakoAouBroel TTPOYPANPATA ETTINOPPWONG OXETIKA YE TNV 010a0KaAia  Twv
padnTwv ME «JaBnaiokEg OUOKOAIEGY; Nai Oxi

Av val, UTTopEiTe va pag PIAACETE yia To BEPa Kal TO TTEPIEXOUEVO TOUG;

5/Exete TTapakoAouBroel KATTIOI0 TTPOYPOAUMA KATAPTIONG OXETIKA WE Tnv Ola@opoTroinon Tng
EPYOOiag Kal TNV TTPOCAPHOYH TWV EKTTAIOEUTIKWY dPACTNPIOTHTWY OTIG «UaBNoIaKEG DUOKOAIES»
TWV pabnTtwv Tng Td¢NG 0ag;

Nai I:I Oxi |:|

Av val, UTTOPEITE va HOG DWOETE KATTOIEG TTANPOPOPIES YIA TO TTPOYPANKA AUTO;
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A.2 NMAnpo@opisc yia Toug HoONTEC «UE HOONOI0OKEC BUTKOAIES ©

6a. INocol yabnTég €xouv diayvwaTei OTI EXOUV «aBNCIOKEG DUCKOAIEG» OTO OXOAEI0 0Ag;

6B. Mbéool pabnTég «pe pabnoiakég OUOKOAIEG» TUUPMETEXOUV OTa pabAupata oTAPIENG Tou axoA&iou

oag;

6y. MNoéaol IAGAoyol dIBACKOUV GTO TTPOYPAUNa OTAPIENG;

60. lMoieg cival ol Mo guxvéG «OUOKOAIEG» TTOU QVTIMETWTTICOUV Ol PaBdnTég Tou TTPOYPAUHATOS
otpigng ota Néa EAANVIKG; (MapakaAw onpeiwoTey 6Aa 6oa Taipiddouv )

GTNV AVAYVOON

OTNV TOPAYWOYT YPOTTOV AOYOL

oTNV Katavonon kot cuvieon TepimtAOK®V GLALOYIGUAOV
01N ovvTaén

otV opBoypapia

Alro (TOPUKIAD CNUELDCTE):

B. Fevikéc aTOWEIC-KPIOEIC:

7. & 110i0 BaBuod cup@wveite/ dlaPVEITE PE TIG AKOAOUBES TTPOTATEIS ;

MapakaAw onUEIWLOTE v OTNV ETMIAOYN TTOU OOG EKPPALEl TTEPICOOTEPO

ZUPNPWVW
amoAuta

ZUPPWVW

Aev Eépw

Alapwvw
£viova

Alapuwvw

7.1.

OMAol o1 pabnTég «pe pabnolokég duokoAieg» Ba TTPETel va amoxwpouv até
KATTOI0 JABAPATO TNG «KAVOVIKAG» TOUG TAENG yIa va OEXOVTal £EATOMIKEUPEVN
BonBeia oTnv aiBouca oTAPIENG.

7.2.

Mepikoi pabntég «ue pabnaolakég dUOKOAiEG» Ba TTPETTEl va aTTOXWPIoOUV aTtré
KGTToI0 JABRUOTA TNG «KAVOVIKAG» TOUG TAENG yIa va dEXOVTal ECATOMIKEUPEVN
BonBeia oTnv aiBouca oTAPIENG.

7.3.

O1 poBNTEG «pE HOBNOIaKEG DUOKOANIEG» TIPETTEI va DEXOVTAI OTAPIEN MOVO OoTNV
«KOAVOVIKA» TAgN.

7.4.

BonBwvtag éva pabnt va eCaleipel TIg «pabnolakég Tou SUCKOAIEG» TNV
«KAVOVIKA» Tou TAEn, UTTopEi va gival amroteAeopaTiké yia Tnv BeATiwon Twv
HaBnoloKwV SUVOTOTATWY OAWV TwV JabnNTwv.

7.5.

O1 yaBnTég pe «pabnolokég SUGKOAIEG» UTTOPOUV Vo SEXOVTal ESATOHIKEUPEVN
oTAPIEN OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TOUg TAEN, IAQOPOTTOIWVTAG TIG dPaaTnPIOTNTEG TNG
Ta§NG avaAoya pe TG BUVATOTNTEG TOUG.

7.6.

O1 padnTég «pe poBnolakéG SBUGKOAIEG» BEV HTTOPOUV Va SEXOVTaI
€£§ATOMIKEUPEVN OTAPIEN OTNV KKAVOVIKI» TOUG TAgN yiaTi TTapd TIg SUoKOoAiEg
TOUG, TTPOTINOUV va epyadovTal Pe TIG idlEg dpacTnPIOTNTEG OTTWG KAl Ol
ouppadnTEG TOUG.
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7.7. O1 kaBnynTég dev pTropoUv va TTPooPEPoUV £§aToMIKEUMEVN BonBela aToug
paBnTéG pe «paBnoIoKEG SUOKOAIEG» OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN §aitiag Tng Trieong

TOU XPOVOoU yia KGAuwn TngG di1dakTéag UANG, Twv dlIaywVIoUATWY, ETTavaAAWewV
KOl EEETACEWV.

7.8. O1 yaBnTég «ue HaBNOIoKEG DUCKOAIEG» TTPETTEI VA BEXOVTAI EEUTOUIKEUPEV
BonBeia oTnv aibouca oTAPIENG yiaTi BEATILWVETAI N HABNGCN TOUG,AgIOTTOIWVTAG
TIG SUVATOTNTEG TOUG.

7.9. O1 poBNTéG «pE HOBNOIaKEG DUOKONIEG» TTPETTEI VO BEXOVTAI EEOTOMIKEUMEVN
Bon6eia oTnVv aibouca oTAPIENG YyiaTi uTTOPoUV va EMTUXOUV TOUG JaBnaiakoug
aTOXOUG TWV YEVIKWYV AVAAUTIKWY TTPOYPAUHATWY.

7.10. | O1 poBnTéG «pe pOONOIOKEG OUCKOAiEG» &ev  pmopolv va Séxovral
e§aTOMIKEUPEVN OTAPIEN OTNV «KAVOVIKA»® TOUG TAgN, e€aitiag Tou peyaAou
ap1Buol pabnTwy oTIg TAEEIG.

7.11. | O1 yabntég «pe pobnolakég duakoAieg» oTiypartiovtal éTav OEXOVTAl EVIOKUTIKN
S1daokaAia atnv 1é¢n ToUG.

7.12. | O1 gabnTég «ue PaBnaloké BUCKOAIEG» OTIYUATICOVTalI OTAV BEXOVTAl EVIOXUTIKA
S81daokaAia aTnv aiBouaga oTAPIENG.

MNapakaAw oxoAGaTe/ AITIOAOYEIOTE TIG TIPOTACEIG OTIC OTTOIEG OTTAVTAOOTE «OE EEPWn:

. Naidaywyikéc MNpakTIKES:

8a. Marti vopiCete cival onuavTIKO va avaTiTuxBouv TIPOKTIKEG €viOXUONg Twv «daBnoIaKwv
OUOKOAIWVY» TWV JOBNTWV OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;

MNapokaAw onueiwoTe v otnv emiAoyn | MoAU ZnMAVTIKO Aev EEpw | AiyoTepo KaBo6Aou
TTOU 0aG EKPPATEl TTEPICOOTEPO OnNMAVTIKO ONMAVTIKO ONMAVTIKO
8.1 O1 pabntég va  aToKTAGOUV

UWNAr QUTOEKTINNON.

8.2. O1 poBbntég va avamTufouv TIG
OIKEG TOUG TTPOKTIKEG HGBnaong.

8.3. O1 pabntég va yvwpifouv Toug
HaBnoiokoUg OTOXOUG TwV VEWV
QAVOAUTIKWYV TTPOYPOUUATWY.

8.4. O1 pabnrég va pabouv  va
aglotroiolv TIG EUTTEIPIEG KAl TIG
duvaTdTNTEG TOUG Yia uadnan.

8.5. O1 pabntég va ¢nrouv BorBeia
amé Toug OAOKAAOUG Kal TOUg
ouppaenTég TOug otnv
«KAVOVIKA»  TAgn, xwpig va
poBouvTal 6T Ba amokaAupBolv
«O0I HaBNOIOKEG TOUG OUOKOAIEGY.

8.6. O1 pabntég va Eemepdoouv TOoV
@oBo TG atoTuyiag oTnv Tagn.

8B. Moio atmd Toug Mo TTAVW OTOXOUG BEWPEITE WG TO CNUAVTIKOTEPO, YIO TOUG PaBNTEG GAG TTOU
QVTIHETWTTI{OUV « PaABNoIaKEG SUOKOAIEC» aTnV «kavoviky TAEn; (MapakaAw aITIOAOYEioTE TNV
amdvTnon oag)
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9. Z¢ 110i0 BOBUO BewpeiTe TIG MO KATW TTAISAYWYIKEG TTPOKTIKEG ONUAVTIKEG YIQ TNV OTAPIEN TWV
«MOBNOCIOKWY SUCKOAIWVY TWV NABNTWY OTNV «KAVOVIKN» TAEN;

NapakaAw onUEIWOTE v oTnV emiAoyR TTou | MOAU ZNHavTik6 Aev §Epw

oag EKQPALEl TTEPICOOTEPO ONHAVTIKO

Niyétepo
ONUAVTIKO

Ka8oAou

OoNUAVTIKO

9.1.

va dla@opoTrolouvTal Ol EPYACieg
avaloya pe TO €miTTEdO Kal TIG
duvaToTNTEG OAWYV TWV PABNTWV.

9.2.

va €xouv ol palnTég emIAOYEG OTIG
0pacTnPIOTNTEG  TTOU  TTPETTEl VO
KGvouv oTnv TaEn Toug.

9.3.

va JIoQopOTIoIEiTal N KAT  Oikov
£pyaaia.

9.4.

va divovTtal eEATOUIKEUNEVEG 0dNYieg
KOl ETMTTPOCOETEG OIEUKPIVACEIG OE
600uUg HabnTég TIG XpeIGdovTal yia va
OAOKANPWOOUV TNV €pyacia Toug
oTnv Tagn.

9.5.

va XpnaoiyoTrolouvTal OXOAIKOi
BonBoi oTnv «kavovikA» Tagn, yia va
BonBolUv TOUG MABNTEG KOl TOUG
eKTTaAIOEUTIKOUG KOTA TNV pabnaoiakn
diadikagaia.

9.6.

va agloTroieital n TeExvoAoyia Kai va
XPNOIMOTIOI0UVTaAl  OTITIKOOKOUOTIKA
uéoa.

9.7.

va COUMUETEXOUV Ol pabntég o€
OUOOIKEG  €PYOOiEG, €PEUVEG  Kal
dlaywviopoug.

10. Z¢ Troio BaBUS CUPPWVEITE / DIAPWVEITE E TIG AKOAOUBEG TTPOTACEIG:

NapakaAw oNUEIWOTE v OTNV ETIAOYI TTOU OOG EKPPATEI TTEPICTOTEPO

ZUNPWVW
ZUNPWVW
amoAuta

Aev EEpw
Alapwvw

Alapwvw
évtova

10.1.

O1 exmraideuTikoi Ba TPETTEl va oulnTolv TOUuG OTOXOUG Kal TIG PEBGOOUG Twv
TIPOYPAUHATWY GTAPIENG PE TOUG HOBNTEG «HE HABNOIOKEG DUTKOAIEG», UE OKOTTO
TNV aTTOTEAEOUATIKOTEPN AVTIMETWTTION TWV «PaBNCIaKWY SUCKOAIWV» TOUG.

10.2.

Ta avoAuTik@ TTpoypdupata TPETTel va aAAGEouV WOTe va avTaTrokpivovTal oTa
SI0POPETIKA £vOIAPEPOVTA, YVWOEIG KAl OEEIOTNTEG TWV HABNTWY «UE HABNOIOKES
OUOKOAIEG» GTNV «KAVOVIKN» TAEN.

10.3.

Ta atopikd TTpoypdupata oTAPIENG TV HABNTWY «ue padnalakég SUoKOoAIEG» Ba
TIPETTEl VA TTPOCdIOPIouV TIG aAAayEG TTou TTPETTEl va yivovTal oTnv d1daokaAia
Kal 0To padnaiakd TTePIBAAAOV WOTE O HaBNTEG va ETTITUXOUV TOUG OTOXOUG TwV
YEVIKWVY AVOAUTIKWY TTPOYPAUHUATWY.

10.4.

Ta atopikd TTpoypduuaTa aTAPIENG TwV HAaBNTWV «Pe paBNoIaKkEG SUOKOAIEG» Ba
TIPETTEI VA TTPOadIopiouv TIG aAAayEG TTou TTPETTEl va yivovTal oTnv d1daokaAia
KOl 0TO HaBnoiako TePIBAAAOV WATE va avTINETWTTIovTal of SUOKOAIEG TOUG OTNV
«KOVOVIKA» TAEN.

10.5.

O1 exmraudeuTiKOi TIPETTEl va gival ol pévol utrelBuvol yia TiG aAAayég TTou
xpeiagovtal va yivouv atn didackaAia kai aTo pabnaiakd mepIBGAAov Tng Tagng
TOUG, WOTE va &vBappUvouVv Tn CUPPETOXN TwWV HABNTWV «PE HABNOIOKES
OuoKoAieg» aAAd Kkal va BeATIWOOUV Kal va avaTiTugouv TNV padnon dAwv Twv
pabnTwy Toug.

10.6.

Ta mpoypduuata oTAPIENG TwV PaBNTWV «he poBnolakég duokoAieg» Katd Tov
oxedlaouo Toug, TIPETTEl va AapBdvouv uttown Ta SIAQOPETIKA evdlagEpovTa,
yvwoelg, Se€IOTNTEG KAl EUTTEIPIEG TWV PHABNTWV.

10.7.

Ta TTpoypappaTa OTAPIENG TWV HOBNTWY «UE HaBnolokég SUOKOAIEG» TTPETTEI va
oxedIadovTal WG CUPTTIANPWHATIKI aveEdpTnTn S10a0KaAIa TTOU TTOPEXETAI OTNV
aiBouca oTrPIENG Tou oXOAEiou.

10.8.

O1 oX0NIKEG HOVABEG TTPETTEI VA BOKIPACOUV TTAIBAYWYIKEG TIPAKTIKEG ME TIG
OTT0iEG Ba PEIVETAI N EEATOUIKEUPEVN OTAPIEN Twv YaBnTwyv oTnv aibouca
aTAPIENG.

10.9.

O1 oX0NIKEG HOVABEG TTPETTEI VA OOKIPNALOUV TTAIBAYWYIKEG TIPOKTIKEG ME TIG
oTroieg Ba BeATiLoveTal n e§aTopikeupévn BonBeia aToug HaBNTEG « e HABNOIOKES

SuaKoAiegy» Kal oTnv aiBouca oTAPIENG KAl OTNV KAVOVIKH TGEN.
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A.7a.Example of teachers’ questionnaire

I am a teacher of Greek philology in Cyprus. Because of my personal development and my interest
in inclusive education, | am currently conducting this PhD study at the Institute of Education,
University College of London in the U.K. The study aims to explore the teachers’ experiences of
teaching Greek to the students ‘with mild learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room and their understanding about inclusive education and of using inclusive practices in
their classroom.

Answering the following questions will take you no more than fifteen minutes. Please note that the
confidentiality and the anonymity of the participants are ensured. You have the right to withdraw at
any stage of the process and not answer any question you do not wish.

The questionnaires will be numbered, the numbers will be read and used only by me. Itis
necessary for the development of the semi-structured interview questions which will follow
additionally to the questionnaire.

Code number: (official used only)

QUESTIONS:

Personal Information:

(Please tick or complete what is appropriate for you)
1.Man Woman I:I

2. age: 30-45 46- 55 I:I 56-63 Other

3a. How many years have you been teaching at secondary schools?

3b. How many years have you taught in this school?

4. Have you ever worked in ‘special school'? Yes No

5. Have you had any special training regarding teaching students ‘with learning difficulties’?

Yes |:| No |:|

If yes, can you please tell me about it?

6.Have you had any special training regarding how to devise and manage inclusive learning
activities in your classroom? Yes I:I No I:I

If yes, can you please tell me about it?
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B.Teachers’ beliefs and perspectives

7. To what extent do you agree/ disagree with the following statements:

Please tick the box nearest to your view
e 1 58| 8
c o Q z co| o
co | o2 om | ©
55| o <) sa| 2
n < P nwo | O
7.1. - . e e .
All the students ‘with learning difficulties’ should be withdrawn from some
mainstream classes to get individualized support in the resource room.
7.2.
Some students ‘with learning difficulties’ should be withdrawn from some
mainstream classes to get individualized support in the resource room.
7.3. .
The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported only in the
mainstream classroom.
7.4. .
The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students can be supported in the
mainstream classroom, by differentiating the classroom activities according
to their educational possibilities.
7.5.
Teaching a student how to deal with their ‘learning difficulties’ in the
mainstream classroom can be also helpful for the learning of the other
students.
7.6. .
The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students can’t be supported in the
mainstream classroom, because students want to work with the same
material like their classmates.
7.7. .
The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported in the
resource room, because their learning is improved.
7.8. .
The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported in the
resource room, because teaching is concerned with identifying the ‘strengths’
of students and their ‘possibilities’ to build on their learning development.
7.9. .
The ‘learning difficulties’ of the students should be supported in the
resource room because teaching is aimed to help students to achieve the
goals of the mainstream curriculum.
7.10. L .
Students with ‘learning difficulties’ can’t have individual support in the
mainstream classroom due to the large number of the students.
7.11.
Students ‘with learning difficulties’ are stigmatized when their ‘needs’ are
supported in the mainstream classroom.
7.12.
Students ‘with learning difficulties’ are stigmatized when their ‘needs’ are
supported in the resource room.
Please add any extra comments you may have if you have ticked ‘not sure’ :

C. Teaching practices:

8a.Why do you think it is important to develop inclusive educational practices, for the students ‘with
learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom?

(Please show the level of importance which should be given to each of the following
statements about inclusive practices, by ticking the appropriate box)
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Please tick the box nearest to your view Very Important Not Little Not important
important sure importance at all
8.1 Students develop high self — esteem.
8.2. Students develop their learning styles and
technigues.
8.3. Students value their skils and
experiences to learn.
8.4. Students overcome the fear of being
identified for their ‘learning deficiencies’ in
front of the others.
8.5. Students overcome the fear of failing in
mainstream classroom and exams.

8b.Which of the above aims do you perceive as the most important to be achieved in your
classroom? (Please explain in more details)

9a.ln which ways do you find that the most students ‘with learning difficulties’ feel more confident to

work at the mainstream classroom?

9b. In which ways do you find that the most students ‘with learning difficulties’ prefer to work, when

they are in the resource room?

10. To what extent do you find the following inclusive practices in your classroom important for
encouraging students ‘with learning difficulties’ to achieve?

. . Very Important | Not Little Not important
Please tick the box nearest to your view important SITE importance at all
10.1. Using differentiated worksheets to meet and
extend the learning of students.
10.2. Giving students choice over their classroom
activities.
10.3. Giving students choice over their homework
exercises.
10.4. Giving direct instructions and extra
explanations to students who need them to
complete their work.
10.5. Using teaching assistants to help the
mainstream teachers check the progress of
all students in the mainstream classroom.
10.6. Using audio visual material and technology
during the learning process in the
classroom.
10.7. Involving students in group projects/
research / discussions.
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A.7b.Example of teachers’ questionnaire (in Greek)

Eipal kaBnynTpia EAANvIKAG PiAoAoyiag kal dIdakTopIKA @OITATPIa aTo «Institute of Education», Tou
MavemoTtnuiou Tou Aovdivou atnv AyyAia. H épeuva autr dig¢dyetal oTa TTAdioIa Twv SIGAKTOPIKWY
Mou OTTOUdWV Kal WEAETA TIG aTTOWEIG Kal TIG eUTTElpieg Twv KaBnyntwv EAAnvIkAg PiAoAoyiag
OXETIKA ME Tn OI10a0KOAId Twv €AANVIKWV OTOUG MABNTEG HE «POBNOIOKEG OUOKOAIEG» OTNnV
«KavoviKA» TAEN Kal oTnv eVIOXUTIKN dIdaCKaAIa.

MNa va ammavtioeTe aTIG Mo KATW £PWTACEIS Ba XpelaoTeiTe Hdvo 15 AeTTd. MNMapakaAw va anueiwBei
OTI oI aTTavTACEIG 0ag Ba TTapapeivouv AKPWG EUTTIOTEUTIKEG KAl OVWVUMPEG. YTTevBuuietal OTI
MTTOPEITE Va atroXwproeTe atrd Tnv dladikaagia OTTOTE TO ETTIOUUEITE.

2710 KATW WEPOG TOU EPWTNHATOAOYIOU CNUEIVETAI £VOG TTPOCWTTIKOG «KWOIKOG apIBUOG» yia KABE
ouppetéxovta. O apiBudg autdg gival avayvwpiolyog POvVo atmmd TOV CUPUETEXOVTA Kal Tnv
€PEUVATPIA. XPNOIYOTTOIEITAI HOVO YIa TNV PETAEU POG ETTIKOIVWVIA KaTd Tn OdpKEIa TNG £PEUVAG Kal
gival amrapaiTnTog yia TNV avaAuon Twv I8EWV TTOU TTPOKUTITOUV aTTd TO £pWTNHATOAGYIO 0ag Kal Ba
oulnTnBoUv OTIG ATONIKEG OUVEVTEUEEIG TTOU Ba akoAouBricouyv.

Kwdik6g apiBuog (yia epeuvnTIKoUg GKOTTOUG JOVO):

EpwTAiosig:

A. Anpoypa@ikd XToixsia:
(MapakaAw CNUEIWOTE ¢ 1) CUPNTTANPWOTE OTA KEVA TIG ATTAVTAOEIG OAG)

1.Avtpag lNuvaika I:I

2. HAkia: 30-45 46-55 |:| 56-63 AMO:

3a. MNdéoa xpovia d1IdAcKeTE 0Ta OXOAEia Méong exTTaideuong;

3B. MNMéoa xpdvia SIBACKETE 0 AUTO TO OXOAEIO;

4. ‘Exete moté epyaoTei o€ axoAeio «EidIkAg Ekmaideuang; Nai Oxi

5. 'Exete TTOPAKOAOUBATEI TTIPOYPANPATA ETTINOPPWANG OXETIKA PE TNV dIBACKOAIO TWV PabnTwv
«ME HOBNOIOKEG DUTKOAIEG;

Nai Oxi

Av val,UTTOoPEiTE VO Pag PIAACETE yia TO BEPa Kal TO TTEPIEXOUEVO TOUG ;

6. Exete TTAPAKOAOUBNOEl KATTOIO TIPOYPAPMA KATAPTIONG OXETIKA HE TNV dlagopoTroincn Tng
gpyaciag Kal TNV TTPOCAPUOYH TWV EKTTAIOEUTIKWYV dPACTNPIOTATWY OTIG «MABNOIAKES AVAYKEG» TWV
pabnTwy Tng Ta¢NnG oag;

Nai |:| Oxi |:|

Av val, UTTopEiTe va pag dwaoeTe KATTOIEG TTANPOQPOPIES YIA TO TTPOYPANMA QUTO;
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B.leviKéC ATTOWEIC KOl KPIOEIC:

7. Z& 110i0 BaBPO CUPQWVEITE ) DIOQWVEITE PE TIG aKOAOUBEG TTPOTATEIG:

MapakaA®w onuEIWOTE v OTNV EMIAOYN TTOU CAG EKPPALEl TTEPICOOTEPO

ZUPHPWVW
aTmroAuTa

ZUPHPWVW

Aev EEpw

Alapwvw
évtova

Alapwvw

7.1

‘OAol o1 yobnTéG «Pe HaBbnaolakég BUOKOAIEG» Ba TTPETTEI va aTToXwpPoUuv aTTo
KGTTOi0 HaBAPATA TNG «KAVOVIKIG» TOUG TAENG YIa va BEXOVTal EATONIKEUPEVN
BonBeia oTnv aiBouoa oTAPIENG.

7.2.

Kdtrolol pabnrég «pe pabnoiokég SuokoAieg» Ba TTPETTEl va atroxwpouv atto
KGTTOI0 HABAATA TNG «KAVOVIKIG» TOUG TAENG yIa va BEXOovTal EEATOUIKEUPEVN
BonBeia oTnv aiBouoa oTAPIENG.

7.3.

O1 padnTég «pE poBNaOIaKkEG BUTKOAIEG» TTPETTEI va dEXovTal GTAPIEN HOVO OTNV
«KOVOVIKA» TAgN.

7.4.

O1 yabnTég «ue pabNoIoKEG OUOKOAIEG» MTTOPOUV Va SEXovTal
€£§ATOMIKEUMEVN OTAPIEN GTNV «KAVOVIKH» TOUG TAEN, SIaQOPOTIOIVTAG TIG
dpacTNPIOTNTEG TNG TAENG avaAoya pe TIG SuvaTOTNTEG TOUG.

7.5.

BonbwvTtag éva padntr va eCoAeipel TIG «uaBnoIakég Tou SUGKOAIEG»OTNV
«KAVOVIKA» Tou TAEN, YTTopei va gival ammroTeAeopaTiké yia TNV BeATiwon Twv
MOBNCIOKWY BUVATOTATWY OAWYV TWV HABNTWV.

7.6.

O1 pabnTég «ue padnoiokég OUOKOAIEGY Bev HTTOPOUV va déxovTal
€£SATOMIKEUMEVN OTAPISN OTNV «KAVOVIKA»TAEN yiaTi TTapd TG SUGKOAIEG TOUG,
TIPOTIHOUV va gpyadovTal Pe TIG idlEg dpaaTnPIOTNTEG OTTWG KAl OI CUPMABNTEG
TOUG.

7.7.

O1 paBnTég «pE HOBNOIOKEG DUTKOANIEGH TTPETTEI VO SEXOVTAI ESATOUIKEUPEVD
BonBsia oTnv aiBouca oTAPIENG yiaTi BeATILVETAI N uABNON TOUG.

7.8.

O1 HaBNTEG « e HaBNOIOKEG DUCKOAIEG» TTPETTEI VA BEXOVTAI EEATOUIKEUUEVD
BonBegia oTnVv aiBouca oTAPIENG yiaTi afioTToiodvTal ol SUVATOTNTEG TOUG YIA
uaenon.

7.9.

O1 gaBnTég «pe pOBNOIOKEG DUOKOAIEG» TTPETTEI VA SEXOVTAI EEATOUIKEUPEVN
BonBeia ornv aiBouca oOTAPIENG ViOTi PTTOPOUV va  €MTUXOUV  TOUG
HaBnoiokoUg oTOX0UG TWV YEVIKWY OVAAUTIKWV TTPOYPAPUATWV.

7.10.

O1 paobntég «pe pabnolakég OuokoAieg» Bev pTTOpoUV va  SéxovTal
€EATOMIKEUMEVN OTAPIEN OTNV KKAVOVIKA» TOUG TAgn, egaitiag Tou peydAou
apiBuol pabnTwv oTIg TEEEIS.

7.11.

O1 pabntég «ue poBNOIoKEG OUOKOAiEG»  oTiyuaTifovralr otav  déxovTal
evioxuTikr) S1dackaAia atnv 1d¢n ToUg.

7.12.

O1 pabntég «he poBNOIOKEG OUOKOAiEG»  oTiyuaTifovralr otav  déxovTal
evioxuTikr) didaokaAia aTnv aiBoucga oTAPIENG.

MapakaAw oXoAdoTe/ AITIOAOYEIOTE TIC TIPOTATEIC OTIC OTTOIEG OTTAVTNOATE «dE YVWPRICW :
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. Naidaywyikég MPaKTIKEC:

8a.lNari vopiCete eivar onuavtikd va avamTuxBoUv TTPOKTIKEG €ViOXUONG TwV «UaBNCIOKWY
OUOKOAIWVY» TWV JaBNTWV OTNV «KAVOVIKN» TAEN;

MapakaAw onpelwoTe v otnv emAoyn ou | MOAU onpavTikd ZNUAVTIKO Aev Aiyotepo KaBoAou
oag EKQPAlel TTEPICOOTEPO EEpw ONUAVTIKO ONUAVTIKO
8.1

O1 paBbnTéG va aTroKTAoOUV UWAR
QUTOEKTINNON.

8.2.

O1 paBbnTég va avatrTugouv TIG SIKEG
TOUG TTPOKTIKEG Pdbnong.

8.3.

O pabntég  va pdbouv  va
aglomoiduv TTAPAYWYIKA Kal
QTTOTEAECUATIKG TIG EPTTEIPIEG KA TIG
duvaToTNTES TOUG VI Yadnaon.

8.4.

O1 pabnTég va ¢ntolv BonBeia atd
TOug daokaAoug Kal TOug
ouppadnTég  TOoug,  Xwpig  va
@opouvTal 6T Ba aTToKaAUPOoUV
«Ol pOoBNOIOKEG TOUG OUCKOAIEG»
€VTOG TNG KKAVOVIKAG» TAENG.

8.5.

O1 pabntég va &emepdoouv Tov
@OBo TNG atoTuxiag oTnv Tae¢n.

8B. Moio atmd Toug Mo TTAVW OTOXOUG BEWPEITE WG TO GNUAVTIKOTEPO, YIO TOUG MaBNTEC GAg TTOU
QVTIMETWTTICOUV «paBNnoIakég BUOKONIEG» OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;

(MapakaAw aiTioAoyeioTe TNV ATTAVTNON OOAG)

90.01 pabnTéG «PE HOBNOIOKEG BUOKOAIEG» OTAV BPICKOVTAl OTAV «KAVOVIKA» TOUG TAEN TTPOTIOUV
va gpyadovTal :

(MapakaAw oNUEIWOTE v OTNV ETMIAOYRA TTOU CUVAVTATOI TTEPICTOTEPO OTNV TASN TAQ)

(022

ATopIKd

o€ OpGdeg

Ceuydpia

AAAo:

lMNa 1T0i0 AGYO VOopiCeTe 0TI CUPPaivEl AUTO;

9B. O1 yabnTég «Pe pabnaolakéG dUTKOAIEG» OTav BpiokovTal aTn OTrPIEN TTPOTINOUV va £pydalovTal:

o€

ATopIKG

o€ Ouadeg

Ceuyapia

AAAo:

MNa 1T0i0 AdYO vouileTe OTI cupPBaivel auTo;
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10.2¢ Troio BaBuod BewpeiTe TIG O KATW TTAIBAYWYIKEG TIPAKTIKEG ONUAVTIKEG VIO TNV OTHPIEN TWV
«MaBNOIaKWY OUCKOAIWV» TWV PABNTWY GTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;

MapakaA®w ONUEILOTE v OTNV ETTIAOYI TTOU 0AG EKPPALEI
TEPIOCOTEPO

MoAu
ONMAVTIKO

ZnNUavTike

Agv EEpw

Niyoétepo
ONHAVTIKO

KaB6Aou
ONHAVTIKO

10.1 Na diagopoTrolodvTal oI Epyaadieg avaAoya Pe TO ETTITTEDO Kal TIG
duvaTdTNTEG AWV TWV HABNTWV.

10.2 va dlapOoPOTIOoIEITal N KAT 0iKOV Epyaaia.

10.3 O  koBnynTég  va  opyavwvouv  TTIOAAEG  BIAQOPETIKEG
dpacTNPIOTNTEG yia €va Bépa amod TIG OTToiEG Ol PaBnTéG va
pTTOpOoUV va emAéyouv Ye TToia BEAouv va epyacTouv.

10.4 va divovtal  €EOTOMIKEUPEVEG  ODnyieg Kol ETTITTPOOOETEG
SIEUKPIVAOEIG O€ Gooug pabnTég TG Xpeidlovial yia  va
OAOKANPWOOUV TNV £pyacia Toug oTnv Tagn.

10.5 va XpnoigoTtroloUvTtal oXoAikoi BonBoi yia va Bonbrioouv Toug
HOBNTEG  Kal  TOUG  EKTTAIDEUTIKOUG  KaAT& TNV padnoiakn
diadikagia.

10.6 Na ogiomoieitar n  TexvoAoyia Kal  va  XpnoidoTrolouvTal
OTITIKOOKOUOTIKG pJéoa.

10.7 Na ouppeTEXOUV o1 HaBnTéG Ot OpadIKEG EPYATieg, £PEUVEG Kal
dlaywVIoHoUG.

10.7 Na ouppeTéXOUV o1 HaBNTEG Ot OPAdIKEG EPYATieg, £PEUVES Kal
dlaywVvIoHoUG.
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A.8a.Co-ordinators’ Interview Questions

I am a teacher of Greek philology in Cyprus. Because of my personal development and my interest
in inclusive education, | am currently conducting this PhD study at the Institute of Education,
University college London in the U.K. The study aims to explore the teachers’ experiences of
teaching Greek to the students ‘with mild learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room and their understanding about inclusive education and of using inclusive practices in
their classroom.

Answering the following questions will take you no more than forty five minutes. Please note that
the confidentiality and the anonymity of the participants are ensured. Your answers will be taped-
recorded only if you agree.

School:

Date: Day: Time: Duration: 45'minutes

Participant:

Profile:

Questions:

1.What do you think are the reasons why the support policy suggests that the ‘special educational
needs’ of the children should be supported outside the mainstream classroom?

2. According to your professional experience is it possible for the ‘learning difficulties’ of the
students to be supported in the mainstream classroom?

-(Probes: if not how different is it to support the needs of these students in the classroom
considering that you teach in a mixed ability classroom?)

-Resource room support has been influenced because of the cutting of economic crisis

(Students’ number has increased), how about if resource room support stopped, would students’
‘learning difficulties be supported in the mainstream classroom?

3.Do you believe that the teachers and the students ‘with learning difficulties’ should be consulted
about the development of support policies for the students identified as having ‘special educational
needs’? Please state how they will influence the policies and what will be the benefits?

4. Why do you agree/ disagree with the case that ‘learning difficulties’ of a particular student should
be supported in the resource room/ the mainstream classroom?

-(Probes: Please explain your views with reference to the way which withdrawal from classes / the
way which supporting the ‘educational needs’ of the students inside the mainstream classroom may
advantage or disadvantage the students ‘with learning difficulties’?)

5. What do you want to be provided in your future training in reference to inclusive practices and the
support of students ‘with learning difficulties’?

6.Can you consider any benefits or disadvantage for the teachers to support the ‘learning
difficulties’ of the students in the mainstream classroom? (Personal, professional, academic)

7.Have you ever thought or discussed with students how they feel when they left their classroom to

get individualized support? If not, can you guess how they feel or if you were in their position, how
would you feel about it?
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8. Have you noticed any students complaining about being stigmatized or bullied because they
have been diagnosed as having ‘learning difficulties’? If yes please state how you manage such
cases, if not, please explain how your school managed to avoid such cases.

9. In what ways do you feel that the labels of “learning difficulties” influence the students?

10. To what extent do you find the practices used in your school regarding the ‘learning difficulties’
of the students are meeting the aims indicated in question 9 of the questionnaire? What other aims
do you consider as important for encouraging students ‘with learning difficulties’ to achieve?

11.Which of the ‘inclusive’ practices indicated in question 10 of the questionnaire are used in your
school to help students ‘with learning difficulties’ to achieve?

Please explain the reasons that influenced your decision to choose this/ these practices

-(Probes: Which of the practices used in the resource room are the same/ can be used also in the
mainstream classroom?

12. Has your school implemented any practices (through your lesson planning, the curriculum and
the resource materials you used in the mainstream classroom) to minimize the withdrawal of
students for individual support outside the mainstream classroom? If yes, can you please talk a little
more about them? If not, can you please explain why?

13. What do you think should be changed regarding the curriculum, the text books, the pedagogy,
the practices and the support material/ resources in order for the ‘learning needs’ of the students to
be supported in the mainstream classroom?

-(Probes: Please state what and how they should be changed?)

14. What other changes do you consider are necessary to be done at mainstream secondary
schools in Cyprus, in order to minimize the withdrawal of students ‘with learning difficulties’ from the
mainstream classroom?

Thank you for your time and your participation!!
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A.8b.Co-ordinators’ Interview Questions (in Greek)

Eipal kaBnynTpia EAANvikrg PihoAoyiag kal SIBAKTOPIKN @OITATPIA OTo «Institute of Education» Tou
MavemoTtnuiou Tou Aovdivou oTnv AyyAia. H €épguva auth dig¢dyeTal oTa TTACiTI0 TWV SIBAKTOPIKWV
HOU OTTOUdWYV Kal EPEUVA TIG OTTOYEIG KAl TIG EPTTEIPIEG TWV KaBNyNnTWvY EAANVIKAG P1AoAoyiag
OXETIKA JE TN di1daokaAia Twv EAANVIKWY 0Toug paBnTEG «hE HaBNOIakEG BUOKOAIEG» aTRV
«KavovikKA» Ta¢n kai Tnv evioxuTikh d1dackaAia.

O1 guvevTeUEelg Ba cival aToUIKESG Kal Ba TTpaypaToTTolouvTal OAEG atrd guéva. H kaBe ouvévTeugn o¢
Ba Eerepva Ta 457 AetrTa. MNMapakaAw va onuelwBei 0TI GAEG o1 aTTavThoeig oag Ba TTapaueivouv
AKPWG EPTTIOTEUTIKEG Kal avwvupes. Or auvevtelEeig Ba payvnToewvnBoUuv Jovo €AV GUUQWVEITE.

ZxoAcgio:

Huepounvia: Mépa: wpa: Aidpkeia: 45°Aemrtda
ZUMMETEXOVTOG:
MpowiA:

Epwrtiosig:
1. Nari moTevelg 611 Ta TTaIdIA PE «HOBNCIOKEG DUGKOAIEG» DEXOVTAI OTHPIEN EKTOG TNG KKAVOVIKIG»

Ta8NG;

2. Z0PQWVa PE TNV EPTTIEIPIA 0AG ITTOPOUV 01 «JOBNOIAKEG DUOKOAIEG» TWV PHABNTWY aUTWVY va
evioxUovTal oTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;

-(Av 6x1 TT600 JIaPOPETIKO / SUCKOAO gival oI pabnTeéG «ue Habnolakég SUOKOAIEG va déxovTal
OTAPIEN OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TOUG TAEN, avaloyifouevn OTI dN OTNV «KAVOVIKIA» TAEN QOoIToUV pabnTég
MIKTAG IKavOTNTOG; )

-H otApIgn oTIg TAgeIg eVIOXUTIKNG dIOa0oKaAiag €Xel eTTNpeaoTel eCAITIOG TNG OIKOVOMIKAG Kpiong ;
-O apIBu6G TwV PaBnTWY OTIC OUAdES EVIOXUTIKAG 8I0AOKAAIOG £xEl augnBei, av oTapaTACOUV Ta
MoBruata oTAPIENS OTIG TALEIG EVIOYXUTIKAG O1I000KAAIAG TTIOTEUETAI TTWG «OI OBNOIAKEG OUOKONIEG
TWV hJaBnTwv Ba pTTopouv va déxovTal oThPIEN MOVO TNV «KAVOVIKA» TOUG TASN;

3. MioTeveTe OTI 01 KABNYNTEG Kal O paBNTEG « e paBNOIaKEG OUOKOAIEG TTPETTEI VO £XOUV EVEPYH
OUPPETOXNA OTNV QVATITUEN TWV TTONITIKWYV KOl TIPOKTIKWY OTHPIENG TwV HadnTtwyv autwy; MNwg
MOTEUETE OTI AUTO Ba eTTnpedoel f Ba BEATILTEI TIG UPIOTAPEVEG TTPOKTIKEG;

4. INaTi CUPQWVEITE/DIAPWVEITE JE TO YEYOVOGS OTI O HABNTEG «UE HABNCIOKEG OUGKOAIEGH TTPETTEI VA
déxovTal OTNPIEN OTIG TAEEIG EVIOKUTIKNAG BIBGOKAAIOG/ TNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;

- (MapakaAw dIKAIOAOYEIOTE TNV ATTAVTNON 0AG KAVOVTAG ava@opd aTa BETIKA Kal Ta apvnTIKA yia
TOUG MaBnTéC OTAV dEXOVTAl OTAPIEN OTIC TAEEIG EVIOXUTIKAG BIOACKOAIOG/ OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;)

5. ¥& 11 Ba BEAaTE va eEEIBIKEUTEITE TTEPIOOOTEPO GO0 APOPA TIG TTAIOAYWYIKEG TTPAKTIKEG TNG
OUMTTEPIANTITIKAG EKTTAIOEUONG KaI TNV EVIOYUTIKI SIBACKAAI TWV HaBNTWV "Pe pabnolakég
OUOKOAIEGY;

6.MT1ropEiTe Va ava@épeTe KATTOIO apvNTIKA/ BETIKA yia TOug KaBnynTég 6Tav aTnpifouv TIg
«MaBNOCIOKEG BUTKOAIEG» QUTWYV TwV PadnTwy Puévo oTnv KavovikA Taén; (MpoowTrikn,
ETTOYYEAUATIKN, akadnuaikr) avamTuén Toug )

7. Exete TTOTE OKEPTEI | OUCNTACEI JE TOUG PMaBNTEG 0aG TTWG ViwBouv oTav eelyouv aTrd TNV TAEN
TOUG yIa va £€pBouv oTnVv evioxuTikf d16aokaAia; Av 61, JTTOPEITE va JAVTEWETE TTWG VIwBouv; Av
noacTav £0€ig aTnv B€on Toug TTWGS Ba viIWBaTE;

8. NvwpileTe TTEPITITWOEIS ABNTWY TTOU TTAPATTOVIOUVTAI VIO TO OTI €XOUV OTIYUOTIOTE
BupaTtoTroinBei e¢aitiag Tou 611 €xouv dlayvwaoTe 6Tl €XOUV «uaBnaIakEéG OUGKOAIEG»; AV val TTWG
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XEIPICEOTE TETOIEG TTEPITITWOEIG; AV OXI TTWG KATAPEPVEI TO OXOAEIO 0AG va aTToQPUYEl TETOIA
TTEPIOTATIKA;

9. MNMwg emTnpeadovTal ol yabnTég e€QITiAG TNG KATNYOPIOTTOINGNG TOUG OTI £X0UV «JABNCIOKES
OUOKOAIEGY; (OeTIKA / apvNnTIKA- CUVETTEIEG OTIYUOTIOUOU)

10.Moieg atTd TIG TTPAKTIKES TTOU UTTOOEIKVUOVTAI OTNV €pWTNON 9 TOU £pWTNUATOAOYIOU
XPNOIMOTTOIOUVTAI OTNV «KAVOVIKH» TAEN yIa TN OTAPIEN TWV JaBNTWY 0ag «JE HaBNOIaKES
OuOKOAieg»; Moioug GANoug oTOXOoUG BewpeiTe onNUavTIKG va €mITEUXOOUV ATTO TOUG POBNTESG «JE
MaBNo1aKEG BUOKOANIESY;

11. MNoioug a1mé Toug OTOXOUG TTOoU UTTOdEIKVUOVTAI OTNV £pwTnon 10 Tou epwTnuatoAoyiou,
BewpeiTe OTI EMITUYXAVOVTAI PE TIG UPIOTAPEVEG TTPAKTIKEG OTAPIEAS TWV HABNTWY «UE HOBNTIOKES
OUOKOAIEGY;

-MapakaAw g¢nyeioTe TOUG AGYyOoUg TToU UTTOOEIEATE AUTOUG TOUG OTOXOUG/TTPOKTIKEG

- (Moieg atrd TIG BIBAKTIKEG TTPAKTIKEG TTOU XPNOIMOTTOIOUVTAl OTIG TAEEIG EVIOXUTIKAG SIdaoKaAiag
gival idleg e auTEG TNG «KAVOVIKAGY TAENG/ UTTOPOUV va XPNOIKOTTOINBOoUV KOl OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN;

12. 'ExeTe UI0BeTAOEI KATTOIEG AAAEC TTPAKTIKEG 1 XPNOIMOTIOIEITE KATTOIA EKTTAIOEUTIKA EpyaAEia Kal
Bobnuarta Tmou BonBouv TNV oTAPIEN TWV «PABNCIOKWY BUCKOAIWVY TWV HaBNTwV GTNV «KAVOVIKI»
TAEN; Av val, €ENYAOTE PAG TIG TIPOKTIKEG AUTEG; Av OXI UTTOPEITE va Jag £ENyROETE TOUG AdYouUG;

13. Ti moTeleTe 611 TIPETTEl VO GAAGEEI O Oxéon YE Ta TTpoypauuaTa atroudwy, Ta BIBAia, Tig
TTaIdAYWYIKEG EOGOOUG Kal TNV UAIKOTEXVIKA UTTOOOUA WOTE 01 « JaBNCI0KEG OUGKOAIEG) TWV
pabnTwyv va oTnpifovral viog TNG «KAVOVIKAG» TAENG;

- (MapakaAw €TTICNUAVETE TTOIO KOI TTWG TTPETTEI VA AAAGEOUV;)

14. MNoieg GAAeg alayég Bewpeite OTI TTPETTEI VA yivouv aTa oxoAeia Méong Extraideuong, woTe va
MTTOPOUV 01 «HaBNOIaKEG BUOKOAIEGH TWV HABNTWVY va oTNPIXTOUV £VTOG TNG «KAVOVIKAG» TAENG;

206 EUXOPIOTW Yo TOo Xpovo Kal TRV cuppeToxX oag!!
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A.9a. Teachers’ Interview Questions

| am a teacher of Greek philology in Cyprus. Because of my personal development and my interest
in inclusive education, | am currently conducting this PhD study at the Institute of Education,
University college London in the U.K. The study aims to explore the teachers’ experiences of
teaching Greek to the students ‘with mild learning difficulties’ in the mainstream classroom and the
resource room and their understanding about inclusive education and of using inclusive practices in
their classroom.

Answering the following questions will take you no more than forty five minutes. Please note that
the confidentiality and the anonymity of the participants are ensured. Your answers will be taped-
recorded only if you agree.

School:
Date: Day: Time:
Participant: Pseudonym: Duration: 45'minutes

Profile:

1. What do you think are the reasons why the support policy suggests that the ‘special educational
needs’ of the children should be supported outside the mainstream classroom?

2. Why do you agree with the case that ‘learning difficulties’ of a particular student should be
supported in the resource room? Please explain your views with reference to the way which
withdrawal from classes may advantage or disadvantage the students ‘with learning difficulties’

3. According to your professional experience is it possible for the ‘learning difficulties’ of the
students to be supported in the mainstream classroom?

4. Can you consider any benefits or disadvantages for the teachers to support the ‘learning
difficulties’ of the students in the mainstream classroom? (Personal, professional, academic)

5 .Do you feel that your training and professional experience have influenced your thinking and
understanding of the ‘educational needs’ of a particular student ‘with impairment’ or ‘with specific
learning difficulty’? (Please state how and to what extent your views have changed or not changed
and why you think this is the case)

6. Have you ever thought or discussed with students how they feel when they left their classroom to
receive individualized support? If not can you guess how they feel or if you were in their situation,
how would you feel about it?

7. Have you noticed any students complaining about being stigmatized or bullied because they
have been diagnosed as having ‘learning difficulties’? If yes please state how you manage such
cases, if not please explain how your school managed to avoid such cases?

8. In what ways do you feel that the labels of ‘learning difficulties’ influence the students?

9. What teaching practices do you use in the resource room? Which of the aims of inclusive

practices (indicated in question 7 teachers’ questionnaires) do you feel are achieved?

10. What teaching practices do you use in the mainstream classroom? Which of the aims of
inclusive practices (indicated in question 7 teachers’ questionnaires) do you feel are achieved?
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11a.Which of the inclusive practices indicated in question 10 of the teachers’ questionnaire do you
use in your classroom to help students ‘with learning difficulties’ to achieve?

11b. Why don’t you use the ............... (Other practices indicated in question 10)
-Please explain the reasons that influenced your decision to choose this/ these practices

12. Have you implemented any other practices (through your lesson planning, the curriculum and
the resource materials you used in the mainstream classroom) to minimize the need of students to
be individually supported outside the mainstream classroom?

-If yes, please talk about them? If not can, you please explain why?

13. What do you think should be changed regarding the curriculum, the textbooks, the pedagogy,
the practices and the support material/ resources in order for the ‘learning needs’ of the students to
be supported in the mainstream classroom?

-Please state what and how they should be changed

14. What other changes do you consider are necessary to be done in mainstream secondary
schools in Cyprus, in order to minimize the withdrawal of students ‘with learning difficulties’ from the
mainstream classroom?

Thank you for your time and your participation!!
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A.9b. Teachers’ Interview Questions (in Greek)

Eipai kaBnyntpia EAANvikrg PiAoAoyiag kal dIdAKTOPIKN @oITATPIa oTo «Institute of Education» Tou
MavemmaoTnuiou Tou Aovdivou oTnv AyyAia. H épguva autn d1e€ayeTal oTa TTAITIO TWV JIBAKTOPIKWV
HOU OTTOUdWV Kal EPEUVA TIG OTTOYEIG KAl TIG EPTTEIPIEG TWV KaBNyNTwY EAANVIKAG PIAoAoyiag
OXETIKA PE TNV dIdaoKaAia Twv EAANVIKWY OTOUG aBnTéG «ue JaBNOIoKEG BUOKOAIEG» OTNV
«KavoviKA» TaEn Kai Tnv evioxuTikh d1dackaAia.

O1 ouvevteUEeig Ba gival aTouikéG Kal Ba TTpaypatotrolouvTal OAeg atmd euéva.H k&Be ouvévteuén dev
Ba Eemrepva Ta 457 AetrTa. NMapakaAw va onueiwdei 611 OAeG o1 atravThioelg oag Ba TTapapeivouv
AKPWG EPTTIOTEUTIKEG KAl avwvVUHES.O1 ouvevTeUgelg Ba payvnToewvnBouv uévo €av CUUQPWVEITE.

ZxoAcgio:
Hpepopnvia: Mépa: wpa: Aidpkeia: 45°AemrTd
ZUPMETEXOVTOG:

MNpo@iA:

EpwTtiosig:

1. Nari moTeleTE OTI TO TTAIBIG PE «PABNOIAKEG QUOKOAIEG» BEXOVTAI OTAPIEN EKTOG TNG «KAVOVIKAGY
TagNG;

2. TIdTI CUPPWVEITE/ BIAPWVEITE PE TO YEYOVOG OTI OI HABNTEG «UE HOBNTIOKEG BUGKOANIEG» TTPETTEI VO
déxovTal oTNPIEN OTIG TASEIG EVIOKUTIKNAG I0ACKAAIOG / OTNV «KAVOVIKI» TAEN;

-(MapakaAw AITIOAOYEIOTE TNV ATTAVTNON CAG KAVOVTAS ava@opd aTa BETIKA Kal Ta apvnTIKA yIia TOUG
paBnTéG OTav dEXOVTAI OTAPIEN OTIG TAEEIG EVIOXUTIKNG BIOOTKAAIOG TNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN)

-Av Bewpeite 0TI 0 AdYOG TTOU 01 «aBNGCIOKEG DUOKOAIEG» TWV PaBnTwyv aTnpiovral aTn OTAPIEN
gival 61 oTnV TAEN deV UTTAPXEI APKETOS XPOVOG, TOTE BEwpPEITE OTI 0 XPOVOS TNG OTAPIENG Eival
QAPKETOG VOOUUEVOU OTI XAVETAI XPOVOG OTIG JETOKIVAOEIG TTPOG Kal aTTd TNV aibouoaq;

3.20p@wva PE TIG ETTAYYEAUATIKEG OOG EUTTEIPIEG TTIOTEUETE OTI O « HABNCIOKEG OUTKOAIEG» TWV
paBNTWV PTTopolv va oTnpixBoulv aTnV «KavovikA» Ta¢n;

-Av Ox1, TTOGO dIAPOPETIKG/ BUTKOAO gival va aTnpixBouv oI «abnaolakéG OUGKOAIEG» EVTOG TNG
TAENG vooupuévou OTI ol KaBnynTég d10daKouv AdN O€ TAEEIG PIKTWV IKAVOTHATWYV;

-E€aitiag Tng 0IkovouIKAG Kpiang, 0 apiBuog Twv YabnTwy otn oTAPIEN £xel augnBei, T Ba cuufei av
Ta TTPOYPAUMATA OTHPIENG GTAPATAGOUV; Oa PTTopouaav va oTnpifovtal ol QUCKOAIEG TOUG TNV
TaEN; Molég Ba gival o1 ETITITWOEIS YIa TOUG JaBNnTEG auToUG;

4. MNoia OoTEVETE OTI €ival TA BETIKA Kal Ta apvnTIKA yIa TOUG KaBnynTég 6Tav OoTnEifouv TIg
«MOBNOCIOKEG BUOKOAIEG» TWV HABNTWYV TOUG EVTOG TNG «KAVOVIKNG» TAENG; (MpoowTTikn,
ETTAYYEAUATIKY), EKTTAIOEUTIKR EENIEN)

5. MioTeleTe OTI N ETTAYYEAUATIKA 0AG KATAPTION KAl EUTTEIPIA £XEI ETTNPEACEI TOV TPOTTO TTOU
QVTILETWTTICETE TIG «ABNCIaKEG QUOKOAIESY TwV pabnTwv aag ;(MapakaAw eENyAOTE TTWG Kal O€
TT0i0 BaBPO EXETE ) OXI ETTNPEACTEI KAl YIATi;)

6. 'Exete TTOTE OKEPTEI | OUCNTACEI JE TOUG PaBNTEG Gag TTWG viwBouv dTav geuyouv ato Tnv TaEn
TOUG yIa va €pBouv oTnVv evioxuTikA 010aoKaAia; Av OxI, JTTOPEITE va JAVTEWETE TTWG ViwBouv; Av
foaoTav £0¢€ig oTnV B€0n Toug TTWGS Ba vIWBaTE;

7. TvwpiCeTe TTEPITITWOEIG HAONTWYV TTOU TTAPATTOVIOUVTAI VIO TO OTI £XOUV CTIYUATIOTE 1
BupaTtoTroinBei e¢aitiag Tou OTI €XoUV dIayVWOTE OTI £X0UV «aBNCIOKEG BUOKOAIEG»; AV val, TTWG
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XEIPICEOTE TETOIEG TTEPITITWOEIG; AV OXI, EENYAOTE TTWG KATAPEPVEI TO OXOAEIO TAG VO ATTOTPETTEI
TETOIO TTEPIOTATIKA;

8.Mwg emmnpeadovTtal ol pabnTég, eEQITiAg TNG KATNYOPIOTTOINONG TOUG OTI £X0UV «JOBNCIOKES
OUOKOAIEGY; (OeTIKG / apvNTIKA- CUVETTEIEG OTIYUATIOUOU)

9.Toieg TTPAKTIKEG XPNOCIUOTIOIEITE yIa TRV OTAPIEN TWV PHaBNTWV aTNV eVIOXUTIKA d1daokaAia; MNoioug
OTOXOUG aTTd AUTOUG TToU UTTOdEiEaTe aTnV £€pwWTNaN 8 Tou epwTnuaToAoyiou, Bewpeite OTI
emTuyxdvovral,

-Moieg atrd TIG TTPAKTIKEG OTAPIENG TTOU XpnaiyoTTolouvTal Adn atnv Ta¢n / Ba propoucav va
XpnaoigotroinBouv atnv Tagn; Av 8¢ xpnoigotrolouvTal yiati 6xi;

10. lNoieg TTPAKTIKEG XPNOIYOTIOIEITE OTNV «KAVOVIKN» TAEN; Moioug oTdxoug atrd auToug TTou
utrodeicate atnv epwtnon 8 Tou epwTnuartoloyiou, Bewpeite 6T emTUYXAVOVTAL;

11a.Moieg atd TIG TTPAKTIKES TTOU UTTOdEIKVUOVTaI 0TRV £pwTnon 10 Tou epwTnUaToAoyiou
XPNOIMOTIOIEITE OTNV «KAVOVIKI» GA¢ TAEN yia TNV GTAPIEN TWV HaBNTWV 0aG « JE JaBNOIaKES
OUCKOAIEGY;

-MapakaAw £¢nynoTe Toug AOYOUG TTOU XPNOIUOTTIOIEITE QUTEG TIG TIPOKTIKEG;

11B. MNaTi 8 XPNOIYOTIOIEITE ....ovveee (GAAeg TTpakTIKEG TNG pwTnong 10 Tou epwTnuUaToAoyiou;)

12. "ExeTe UI0BETNOEI KATTOIEG AAAEG TTPAKTIKEG ) XPNOIYOTTOIEITE KATTOIA AAAD EKTTAIBEUTIKG EPYaAEia
Kal BonBAuara Tou BonBoulv Tnv aTrAPIEN TwV «aBNCIoKWY dUCKOAIWVY» TwV HadnTwv aTnv
«KaVOVIKA» TA¢N; Av val, eENyAOTE YOG TIG TTIPAKTIKEG QUTEG; Av OXI, ITTOPEITE VO Pag £ENYNOETE TOUG
Aoyoug;

13. Ti moTeleTe OTI TIPETTEl VO GAAGEEI 0€ OX€ON PE T TTPOYPAUUATA aTToudWYV, Ta BIRAIa, TIG
TTaIdAYWYIKEG HEBSOOUG Kal TNV UNIKOTEXVIKH UTTOOOUA WOTE 01 «JaBNCI1aKEG SUOKONIES TWV
paBNTWV va oTnpiovtal EVTOG TG «KAVOVIKNAG» TAEN;

-MapakaAw eTTIoNUAVETE TTOIA KAl TTWG TTPETTEI VA GAAALOUV ;

14. MNoieg GAAeG aAAayEég Bewpeite OTI TTPETTEI VA yivouv oTa oxoAcia Méong ExTraideuang, waoTe va
MTTOPOUV 01 «uaBnoIaKEG QUOKOAIES» TwV PadNTwy va atnpixBouv evidg TNG «KAVOVIKAG» TAENG;

206 EUXOPIOTW YIa TO XpOvo Kal TRV GUPPETOX oag!
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A.10a. Students’ Interview Questions

| am a teacher of Greek philology in Cyprus. Because of my personal development and my interest
in inclusive education, | am currently conducting this PhD study at the Institute of Education,
University College London in the U.K. You are invited to answer in some simple questions and
share with me your experiences from the teaching in the mainstream classroom and the resource
room .

Answering the following questions will take you no more than thirty minutes. Please note that the
confidentiality and the anonymity of the participants are ensured and that you have the right to
withdrawn from the process any time you wish. Your answers will be taped-recorded only if you
agree.

School:

Date: Day: Time: Duration: 30’ minutes
Participant:

Profile:

A. Personal Information:

1. Age: Class:

2. For how long have you had individual support in Greek?

3. How many times per week do you have individual support in the resource room?
4. During your classes in the resource room you feel that you need to be supported in:

5. Do you prefer to be supported alone [1 or in group[1? Why?

6. What classes do you miss to get individual support in the resource room?

The pupils’ experiences of being withdrawn from the mainstream classroom:

7. Why do you feel it is important to attend individual support in the resource room?

8. How do you feel about missing (this (these) class/es) to get
individual support in the resource room?

9. Do your classmates say hurtful things about you going for support in the resource room? Yes/
No? If yes, can you please give an example of what they say?

10. Can you please tell me what you like and do not like about your lessons in the resource room?
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C.The pupils’ experiences from mainstream classroom practices:

11a. What do you do when you are in the classroom and you have a problem with your work?

11b. Why?

12. Can you please tell me what you like and do not like about the lessons in your classroom?

13. What do you think the teachers should do to support the learning of the students in the
mainstream classroom?

Please tick the box nearest to your view g - ) %
£ cH 2 | e
8 |2 |2€ | 8%
E |25 |58 |E=®
= E | =z £ 3
2 = Z
13.1. Create a classroom environment where everyone is respected.
13.2. | Create a classroom environment that has many dictionaries, books, cards,
cds which help the students with their activities.
13.3. Make sure that all the students enjoy your lesson and they are interested in
participating in the classroom activities.
13.4. Use computers and technology to make lesson easier and interesting.
13.5. Plan activities according to what the students know and they like.
13.6. | Give as many details about what students have to do in the classroom, give
extra examples whenever necessary.
13.7. | Support students for planning and revising in order to become independent
learners.
13.8. Use worksheets and books with difficult and easy activities to help all
students to learn.
13.9. | Give a choice over the activities to do in the classroom and the homework.
13.10 | Use mini projects or tasks that allow students to demonstrate what has
. been learned and where they need to be improved.
13.11 | Assessing students according to what they can do.
13.12 | Giving students comments how to improve their learning.
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A.10b. Students’ Interview Questions (in Greek)

Eipar kaBnyATpia EAANvIkAG PiAoAoyiag oTo MavemaTtripio Tou Aovdivou atnv AyyAia. MeAeTw Tn
d10aokaAia Twv EAANVIKWY OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN Kal TNV €VIOXUTIKA d1dagkaAia kai xpeidloual Tn
Bondeid cag o€ auTod.

To povo TTou TTPETTEl va KAVETE, €ival VO ATTAVTACETE O€ PEPIKEG ATTAEG EPWTACEIG KAl VO HOIPACTEITE
Madi gou, TIG EUTTEIPIEG 0OG ATTO TA HABAUATA OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN Kal TNV EVIOXUTIKN didackaAia.
MapakaAw va onueiwBei 611 oI aTTAVIACEIS 0ag Ba TTAPAPEIVOUV AKPWG EUTTIOTEUTIKEG KAl OVWVUMEG.
H ouvévteuén diapkei pévo 307 AeTrtd Kal Ba payvnro@wvnBei pévo edv cupwveite. MTTopeite va
ATTAVTACETE O€ O0EG EPWTNOEIG BEAETE Kal UTTEVOUNICETE TO OIKAIWPA 0OG VO ATTOXWPRTETE OTTO TNV
dladikagia 61ToTe To OEANOETE.

XxoAcio:

Hpepounvia: Mépa: wpa : Aidpkeia: 30 Aemrtda

ZUMMETEXOVTOG:

Mpo@iA:

A. Anpoypa@IiKd TolxEia:

1 HAIKia: Ta&én : Ayopl Kopitol

2 Méoo kaipd TTapakooubeig pabripata oTrpIENG;

3. Méoeg opég TNV douGda KAvEIG JabriuaTa OTAPIENG;

4 Oaoov agopd 10 pabnua Twv Néwv EAANVIKWY, TTou Bewpeig 6T Xpeldleaal TTEPICCOTEPN
Bonbeia;

Avdyvwaon YPOTITOG AOYOG opbBoypagia TEPIANWN KaTtavonon Kelévou ¢€kBeon
aAAo

5. MpoTtiydg va kaveig yabriparta otipigng pévog oou [1 A padi pe dAoug pabntég [; MNari;
6. Z¢ TTOIG paBruaTa Qevyelg aTmod Tnv TAEN OO yIa va TTag OTn OTNPIEN;
Néa EAANVIKG Apxaia EAANVIKG Téxvn FaAAIKG Mouolikn AN\oL]

(Ma Toug padnTéC V' yupvagiou: Ba cuveyioete TNV aTrpIEn aTo AUKEIO vai /X1 yiaTi; )

B. O1 gutrEIpieg TWV HadnTWYV a1rd Ta padnuara oTNEIEne :

7. Tiati mMoTeleIg OTI €ival onuavTikG va Tnyaivelig ata pabnuarta oTApIENG ;

(y1a va BeATiwow Toug Babuolg pou yla va £Xw TTEPICTOTEPN AUTOTTETTOIONGN VA CUUHETEXW
aTnVv Tagn yia va €xw BorBeia e TIG KAT OIKOV EPYATiEG UOU yla va €xw Borbeia yia Ta
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dlaywvioparta Kal TIG EEETACEIG Jou yIa va KoAUWw Kevd Kal aduvapieg pou atrd Tnv Taén
GAAo )

8.Mw¢ viwbeig 6Tav XAavelg (M&OBNua/pabnuaTa) yia va TTag oTnv
otpPIgn; (AUTTNPEVOG YIaTi XAVW TO/TO JABAUATA TTOU JOU OPETEI/OUV....cccceee i
XOPOUPEVOGS YIOTI XAVW TO JABNUO TTOU OE HOU GPEDEL ceeiieeeeesseiiiiiinriererreeeaaesssessssnnreeereeeaasaaannns
QAVAKOUQIOPEVOG YIATI XAVW TO JABNUA TTOU BEV IO APKETA KAAOG ...eveeviiieeireaeeeeeeeeiiiieeeeeeaeen
eTEAEEA va XAV AUTO TO PABNUA YVIATE OEV ' EVOIOPEDEN -.evvvreeeereaeeeeeeaiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeaneeeeees )

9. O1 ouppaBnTég oou oxoAidlouv apvnTiKA OTav eoU QeUyeIG atrd TNV TAEN COU yIa va TTag oTh
ompign; Nai/ Ox1 Av vai, JTTopeig va Jou dWaElg Eva TTOPABEIYUA TOU TI AEVE;

10. MTTOpEiG va Pou TTEIG TI OOU apETel Kal TI eV 00U apECEl OTA PaBhPaTa TG OTAPIENG OOU;

(AuTS TTOU OU APECEl OTA HOBAPOTA OTAPIENG EIVOL. .. vttt , AuTo
TTOU OEV UOU APECEl OTA PABANATA OTAPIENG EIVOI coooeeeeeeeeeeecceeee e e OXEOEIQ
QOOKAAWYV — pabnTwyv, dpacTNPIOTNTEG, ETOTITIKA HECA, EVBGPPUVON Twv Habntwy, computers,
OTIYMOTIOHOG)

(T oou apéoel aTo pabnua TNG OTNPIENG; 2& BonBd va pabaivelg/ va BEATIWOEIG TIG HaBNCIOKEG Gou
OUOKOAIEG;)

. O1 guTTEIpieC TWV HOONTWYV ATTO TA MABALATA TNG KKOVOVIKAG» TOUC TA!

11a. Ti kaveig 61av gical aTnv TAgn ka1 Ogv EEPEIG TIG ATTAVTACEIG / TI va KAVEIG OTIG EPYACiEG OOU;

(Znw PBonbBela amd TO OACKOAO WOU Zntw PonBeia amd Tov diImmAave pou
Agv (ntw BonBeiall avTiypd@w ammd TOV TTVAKO KOl TOUG CGUPPaBNTEG uou
Adiagopw yia To pabnua Kavw aTagieg aAAo] )

11B.(y1a apvnTIKEG CUPTTEPIPOPEG) YIOTI VOUICEIG OTI CUMTTEPIPEPEDQI E AUTO TOV TPOTTO;

(S TV A o TON ) {o Ul o VAo AR T & PP PRTT PR

cioal vipommaAog |, Oev oou apéoel ], Oev evdlagépeoalll,  dev BEAEIC va KaTaAdBouv ol GAAoI
OTl OEV CEPEIG wovrrrnriiiice e, , TTIPOTINAG va pwTAg Tov/TnV KABnyTA/TpIa OOU OTNn
oTpIENT)

(Av O¢ OUUUETEXEIG OTO PABNUA TNG TAENG yiaTi To KAvelG auTd; Aev To KaTaAhapBaivw |, Bapiepal
ylati To dkouoa Eavd atnv oTAPIEN |,  gipal vIpoTraAdG/An'l, yevikd Bapléual aTny Tagn ., ol

OUMPMNOBNTEG PJou/@iAol pou Oev TTPOCEXOUV TO idI0 Kal eyw ! 1)

12. MTTopEig va pou TIEiG Tl ou apéoel Kal TI Oev 0OU apECEl OTA HABAUATA OOU OTNV «KAVOVIKI»
Tagn;

(AuTO TTOU POU aPETEI OTA POBAMATA TNG TAENG EIVO 1eiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiie et e ettt e st e eee e

AUTO TTOU OV JOU OPECEI OTA HABAUOTA TNG TAENG EIVAL 1.eviiieiiiiiie et
oX£0¢€1G OAOKAAWY — HadnTWV , pacTnPIOTNTEG, ETTOTITIKA Yéod, evBdppuvon Twv pabnTtwy ,
computers, oTIYUATIONOG)

13. Ti1 Ba 1BeAeg o1 kaBnynTég oou va Kdvouv yia va oTnpifouv TIG «abnoiakég SUOKONIEG» TwV
MaBNTWV TOUG OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TAEN; (MTTopEiTE va XpNOIKOTIOINGETE TOV TTI0 KATW TTiVOKQ
ETMAEYOVTAG QUTA TTOU 0AG APECOUV TTEPICCOTEPO KAI ONUEILVOVTAG TTO00 ONUAVTIKA VOUICETE OTI
eivan )
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MapakaAw onNUEIWLOTE v OTNV ETMIAOYN TTOU CAG EKPPALEl TIEPICTOTEPO

‘0 ‘0
= =
= =
: | &
= =1 3
8 5 | 6
2| ¢ 3 o 2
b = Q Q o
> W w <
218 |¥ |¢e |8
o | & S = )
C| W < < X
13.1 Na dnuioupyouv €va kAipa atnv Ta¢n 61T0U 6A0I 01 HaBNTEG €ival
EUOTTPOODEKTOI KAI «OI HOBNOIOKEG TOUG OUOKOAIEG» TEBAOTEG.
13.2 2TV 168N va uttdpyouv TTOAAG eKTTaISEUTIKG BonBApaTa yia Toug
pabnTég pou (Aegikd, kapTéAeG, BIBAIa, cd, k.a.).
13.3 Na BeBaiwvovTal 611 6Aol o1 padnTéG atmoAapBdavouv 1o padnua kai
€vOIaPEPOVTAI VO CUPUETEXOUV OTIG dpaoTNPIOTNTEG TNG TAENG.
13.4 Na xpnaipotrololv Toug H.Y.yia va kdvouv 1o gdbnua 1o eUKoAo Kal TTio
evolapEpov.
13.5 Na oxedidfouv 6pacTnpIdTNTEG GTNV TAEN avAAoya HE TO TI UTTOPOUV Kal
TI ap€0el GTOUG HABNTEG va KAVOUV.
13.6 Na divouv TTOAAEG eEnyrOEIg Kal TTapadeiyuaTa yia To TI TIPETTEl va
KAVOUV Ol HoBNnTEG OTIG EPYOTIEG TOUG.
13.7 Na paBaivouv oToug pabnTég TPOTTOUG TTWG VA Opyavwvouyv To didBacua
TOUG KaI TTWG va JEAETOUV yia Ta dIaywVioUaTa Kai TIG EEETATEIG TOUG.
13.8 Na xpnoipotrololv QUAAGDIO pE EUKOAEG KOl BUCKOAEG EPYATIiEG Yia va
BonBrioouv 6Aoug Toug pabnTég va pdbouv.
13.9 Na divouv e1mIAoy£G OTIG BPACTNPIOTNTEG TTOU £XOUUV VA KAVOUV Ol
pabnTtég oTnv TGEN Kal oTo OTTiTI.
13.10 Na Bécouv pIkpég epyaaieg ) aOKNATEIG yIa va SouV Ti €Kouv Pdabel ol
paBdnTég Kal TTou xpeiddovTal Bonbeia.
13.11 Na agioAoyoUv Toug pabnTég gUu@wva Pe autd TTOU UTTOPOUV Va KEVOUV.
13.12 Na divouv oToug paBnTéG BETIKA OXOAIO OTIG EPYATieEG TOUG KAl VA TOUG

€€nyouv TPOTTOUG TTOU UTTOPOUV va Yivouv KaAUTEPOL.

20G EUXapPIoTW TTOAU yia TO XpOVO Kal T CUPHETOX oag !
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A.1l1a. Example of observation grids at the resource room

Table of Evenis- Qe
Zchoal

Clasy/ Year Groop

rvation Grid of Medern Greek Clazs
Diage: Timae

Mo of Children: Teacher

Estource room

Obzerveiton memmien:

Aims

Tao vhserve teaching snd learning activities in the rezource room

Eesearch

Questions

How cam student= be supported in the
TESOUrCe rapm?

What stodents lile'don’t like in the
Tespurce room?
How they feel in the resource room?

Time

(coumting from the beginming of the school periad)

Teaching learning activites.

-Beevision

-perzomalized goals' personalized learminz —
activities

-Manme of activities: pairs/ eroupindiidually
Writing | dizrnzsion

-sasier activities same level activities ,
differentiztad work shests, same work-sheef az
in maimsireaming

~Corricuhen delivery ; books, blackboard, work
sheets, computer, sducational sefware

-Ziving mors time to amswer guestions | do thedr
activities

- Erving instmactions mdividualty

-monitoring and sTuciurmg acivities closely
-interacting with smdert= privatehy

Sindents enzasement inferaciions
-Feel free to ask questions

- fz2] free to anawer questions | imrolve in
discusston

- Working om Comiputer | USing resgurce
materials

-don't care if they make rristakes

- dom't comsider about their diffioalties
-accepiance and ne of their idsas
~considaration of their needs’ recogniton of
what 15 mnperiant of sach ops
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Table of Events: Ohservation Grid of Modern Greek/History Class

Schodl: .o Date ... Time: oo ReSODFCE OO
Class/ Vear Grong........... . Noof Chidrex................ B L5 —
Observation sessiom: ..o .

Further notes:
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A.11b. Example of observation grids at the resource room ( in Greek)

MNivakag Mapartnpioewv: ®UAAo TTapakoAolBnong padiparog Néwv EAAnvikwv/loTopiag otnv
148N oTipIgng

IXOAEIO:.....cciiiieieeeie e, HUo, Qpa:............... OMABA........ceevirireeee,
HAIKIiEG HABNTWV & ..o, Ap. HOONTWV: ..o
AIBAKT.MEPIOBOG: ... AIBAGKWV/OUO: ...t e

Na TTapatnpow TIg TTaISAYWYIKEG TTPOKTIKEG KOI TN GUUHETOXH TWV HadnTwv oTnv diBouca oThRpIgng

ZTé)O0I

Mg o1 pabnoiakég SUOKOAIEG TwV HABNTWY Ti apéoel I5ev apéoel 0’eva HaBNTA OXETIKA PE TIG
HITopouUV va aTnpix8olv oTnv aiBouca oTAPIENG; SI5aKTIKEG TTPOAKTIKEG OTNV aiBouca oTAPIENG;

Mg viwBouv oTnv aiBouca didackaAiag;

EpguvnTikd
EpwTtApara

Naidaywyikég MpakTikéG: ZUMPETOXH HOBNTWYV :

-aTéxol/odnyieg -ATTopieg/epwTACEIG

-ApaaTnpIdTNTEG -ZuppeToxn/ ouvepyaaia/opadikdtnta/ amodoxry
-eTTiTTed0/ S1aPOPOTIOINCN OUVEKTIKOTNTA OPAdag

-EkTTand€uTIKO UAIKO -H.Y. /exTTaudeuTIKO UAIKO

-XpPOVOoG epyaaiag -Autoagiohéynon

-0pyavwon epyaciwyv -MaBnoiakég SUOKOAIEG

-E&artopikeupévn BonBeia

(45" AetT1@ BIBAKTIKA TTEPIOBOG )

Qpa
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Nivakag Maparnpnoswyv: PUAAo TTapakoAoudnong padnparog Néwv EAAnvikwv/loTopiag oTnv 14€n oTnPIEng

OMABA: ..o
HAIKiEG HOBNTWV : ..o, Ap. HOBNTWV: ...

AWOKTIIEPI000G: ... AVIAOKOV/OUVGW: ...

Qpa Nodaywyikég MPakTikég ZUPHETOXA HABNTWV

10°AeTrTd

20°AemrTd

30 AemrTd

45 AemrTdl
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Nivakag Maparnpioewyv: PUAAo TapakoAolBnong paduarog Néwv EAAnvikwv/

loTopiag oTnV T4¢N oTAPIENS

TXOAEIO:.....coiiiiiiiiciee e HUo e, Qpa:...............
OHABA: ...

HAIKiEG MOBNTWV & ..o, Ap. HOBNTWV: ..o,
AISOKT.MEPIOBOG:. ..o,

AIBAGKWVIOUOQ: ...t

Emimrpoo0eTa oxoAia/ onUEIWOEIC :
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A.12a.Example of observation grids in the mainstream classroom

Table of Events: Observation Grid of Modern Greek/ History Class:

School:

Date:

Time:

Manstream Classroom

Teacher;............ observation session:

To observe teaching practices and students —teachers steractions in mastream classroom

How can students be supported in manstream classroom’

What students’ like /don’t |ike 1n the mainstream classroom’

TINIE

(Counting from the beginning of schoeol period )

Teaching practices:
v Introduction to the lesson

Revision of the previous Lesson
-Setting (personalised)goals
-lsten to homenwork exercises
-Students (MLD)reading their
homework exercises

¢ Nature of actrvies
-pairs / group! tndividually
-wrting /discussion

¢ Curriculum Delivery -
Books, power potnt shdes,
projector slides , blackboard,
work shegts

+ Conclusion
-concluding main points
-Instructing homework
-setting goals

-answer studeats” quertes

Teachers * interactions with
Students MLD'’:

-give instructions/explanations
Closely

-encourage students to ask for
belp

-ecotrage stodzats to work
collaboratively

-praise | criticize behaviours
-praisecriticze
participation/disengagement
-Jemanding less

-calling less often to respond
-giving atiswers that improve
them

-calling for response less often

Students engazement in learuing :
Direct tnvolvement with tatended
task (reading writing )

Doodling

Working at other tasks

-Listening to the teacher(instructions)
-Ask for help (teacher student)
Disengaged / wating the answers
Discuss about the lesson (questions-
answers, oral reporting)

Distracted with no tnterference/ by
pupil

Physically bothering ofher pupls
-Attempting to draw attention

Students’ interactions :
-Working collaboratively/calling
less often for interactions

- willing to help them / less
often giving attention

-Share resources’ materials
-disengaged when the teacher
supports their classtnates”

" educational needs

-comment about leaving the
tlassroom

-tistracted when they leave the
classroom
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Tahle of Events; Observation Grid of Modern Greek/ History Class

Schook: .. Date: ... Time: .. Mainstream Classroom
Class/ Year Group: ................... Noof Children: ................ Teacher: ... observation session............
Tine Teaching Practices Teacher’ Inferactions With | Students’ (MLD) Students’ teractions
Students (MLD) And Others | Engagement In Learning
10min.
20 min.
30 win.
43 min.
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Table of Events: Observation Grid of Modern Greek/History Class

Schoolt oo Date oo Time: Mainstream Classroom
Class/ Year Group: No of Children: Teacher:
Observation session:

Further notes:
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A.12b.Example of observation grids in the mainstream Classroom (in Greek)

Nivakag Napatnpiocewv: ®UAAo TTapakoAouOnong padruarogc Néwv EAAnvikwyv/loTopiog otnv

KOVOVIKK TA&n

ZXOAEIO: ... Hu: Qpa:..............
OMEBA: ... HAIKIiEG HABNTWV & ..o, Ap. paBnTWV: ..........
AIBaKT.MEPIOBOG:.....covevveeeiiiiiiieeeeee, AIBAGKWYV/OUGA: ........evvviiiiiiiiieee e

Na Taparnpow TIg TTaISayWYIKEG TTPAKTIKEG Kal TIG OX£0€IG/TN S1adpacn pabnTwv-3aockdAwyv oTnv

o
X «KOVOVIKI TAgn»
W
Mwg o1 pabnoiakég BUOKOAIEG TwV HadnTWV T apéoel /dev apéoel G’eva HABNTA OXETIKA ME TIG
HITOPOUV Va oTNPIXB0UV GTNV KKAVOVIKA» TAgN ; SI50KTIKEG TTPOAKTIKEG OTNV «KAVOVIKA» TASN;
o
=
o
=
=
£
3
Q
w
]
X
=
(=3
>
2
w
Q
w
Naidaywyikég Apdon EKTTaideuTiKOU: Apdon padnTtwv: Apdon cuppabnTwyv:
-00nyieg -OUMMETOXNA
-Eloaywyr/Agdpunon | -BoriBeia/kaBodrynon -Adiagopia -ouvepyaoia
-Eidog QOKAOEWY paen,muv ) -aKoUVE 0BNyieS -BonRBeia
-EanﬁsunKo UAIKO -opyav'won E£PYACIWV ) -ZnTouv BorBeia -Adiagopolv
-Epmrédwon EmBpdBeuon/amodokipyaagia 5 . -oxoANiagouv
ouLTIEpIO OtV -0ev ou;{psrsxouv ~agaipolval
-KivnTpa paénong '°UC”T°‘3" . -ATT0d0X1/aVEeKTIKOTNTO
-aTaITAOEIG -agaipouvTal Xwpie HOBNOIaKWY SUCKOAIGY
-EpwTtnosig-amavinoeig Aéyo
-816pBwan/agioAoynan -evoxAouv

-€m¢nTouV TNV
TIPOCOXA TWV GAAWV

(45" AetrTé SIBOKTIKN TTEPIOBOG )

Qpa
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Nivakac MaparnpRoswv: PUAAo TTapakoAoudnong padiuaroc Néwv EAAnvikwyv/loTopiag

OTNV KAVOVIKA TGgn

Qpa Noadaywyikég MpakTikég Apdon ExtraideutikoU Apdon padnrwv Apdon
CUpHaONTWYV

10’

20’

30°

45
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MNivakag MapartnpRoswv: PuAAo mapakoAoudbnong pabnuarog Néwv EAAnvikwyv/
loTopiag oTnV Kavovikh Taén

AIBAOKWV/OUOA: ...

Emimpoc0eTa oxoAia/ onUEIWOTEIC :
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A.13. The process of school Selection

The first step for the school selection was to check the demographic and statistical details
about the state schools in each Cypriot town from the MOEC catalogue (Annual Review,
2013,pp.654-655). For further details regarding the demographics of each school, | consulted
separately the web-page of each school situated in my hometown. For the final decision about
the schools, it helped to establish the number of students with learning difficulties and the
provision provided for them. Thus, the schools were selected because they were found to have
many students who were officially diagnosed as having mild learning difficulties and registered
as having been withdrawn from the mainstream classroom to receive support in the resource
room.The schools were selected to be in an urban rather than a rural area because they were
the three biggest in number of students and teachers and they were considered as good

exemplars of cases of inclusive education for the students with mild learning difficulties.

In sum, 45 teachers of Greek were found to be at the three selected schools and 21 of the
teachers, both men and women, who worked in the withdrawal support, were all invited to
participate in the study. 12 of them agreed to participate in the study and they were all
included. The number of participant teachers was defined according to the number of Greek
teachers who teach the students with mild learning difficulties in the mainstream and the
resource room. These teachers were selected because they were considered to be more
familiar with the inclusive educational practices, such as the withdrawal model, adopted at
Cypriot schools. The selected teachers were teachers of Greek because, as the researcher, |
am a teacher of Greek, | was more familiar with their topic, their practices, and | have intrinsic
interest in the field.

In total, 54 students were recorded as having mild learning difficulties and had been withdrawn
for support. From them, 29 agreed to participate in the study. Therefore, it is obvious that a
limited number of students were registered as having mild learning difficulties and even less
than two thirds of these students in each school agreed to participate in the study. However, it
was the maximum number of students who could be accessed and they were all included.
Assessing the highest possible number of students was pivotal for the study that aimed to give
prominence to the students’ voice. Thus, in order to ensure that the students’ voice was
captured as accurately and authentically as possible, additionally students from Thalio were

invited to participate, during the data collection.
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Part B: List Of Tables Of Data Collection

Table B.1a: The population of teachers and students at the selected schools

Aristotelio

The Population Of The Teachers

Teachers
Of Greek

Teachers Of Greek,
Who Teach In The
Resource Room

Participating
Teachers

Students
At The
School

The Population Of The Students

Students With The
‘Mild Learning
Difficulties’

Participating
Students

Boys Girl
S

Total

Protagorio

Total

Thalio

I Total

Table B.1b: Coordinators’ Demographic Details

Aristotelio

Protagorio

Thalio

Coordinators

Ms.Evriklia

Ms. Meropi

Mr. Aiolos

Number Of Teachers
At The Program

Students
Attended The
Resource Room

365

Number Of Diagnosed
Students At School

The 'Learning Difficulties' Of
Students

-reading

-writing summaries
-understanding complex ideas
-writing essays

-spelling

-writing summaries
-understanding complex ideas

-reading

-writing summaries
-understanding complex ideas
-writing essays

-spelling




Table B.1c: Teachers’ Demographic Details

Participants’ Gender Age Years Of Years At Experience /Seminars Lesson In The
Teaching This Resource
Pseudonyms School Room

Participant
Schools

Andromache Female -Resource room Practices History

- Students with Autism
Roxani Female
-Differentiation

Aristotelio

-Worked in Special units

Alkmini Female - Meet the learning difficulties of

the students(in general)

-Literacy

Zinovia Female -Inclusion and inclusive

practices

-Worked at special school

-Teaching children in the
Semeli Female resource room and in the Greek + History
literacy program

-Differentiation

-Students with ‘hearing

Tireas : : ,
impairment

Greek + History

Protagorio

Pandora -Students with ‘hearing History

(Priest Wife) impairment’

-Dyslexia
Evdoxia Female
-Differentiation

Ely Greek + History

Mikini Female Greek

History(using

Charidemos ICT)
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Part C: List Of Tables And Diagrams Of Data Analysis

C.1. The early stages of methods of analysis

The first stage prior to analysis is the preparation of data (Harris,1995). The field notes were
arranged and entered into a Microsoft office Word file. Notes were kept on each of the respondents
and saved in files according to the data source and the school at which they were obtained.
(Example: Aristotelio: teacher and coordinator questionnaires). Similar principles for the
organization and storage of data applied to teacher and coordinator interviews, student interviews,
the mainstream classrooms and the resource room observational notes. Data from each of the
three schools were collected and stored separately, to minimize the risk of losing data and to avoid

any doubt as to the data source.

As a matter of standard practice, all notes from interviews, observations and questionnaires were
written up on the day the data were collected. Since the data collection process was undertaken in
Greek, they were first typed and all transcripts of interviews and observational notes were saved in
Greek, before translation into English. At this stage, the main aim was to record and fully transcribe
the details of all the interviews and incidents from the observations. Most interviews were not tape-
recorded and thus it was necessary to transcribe all interviews in their entirety. The entire
conversation conducted with each teacher and student, was translated from Greek to English,
although the analysis concentrated only on those (transcribed) parts that proved germane to my
principal themes. Data were re-organized and re-appraised throughout the review period. Wherever
appropriate, notes were integrated from my research diary documenting incidental observations
during the course of research with notes derived from interview transcripts and existing notes from
observations.

The next phase comprised data manipulation (Harris,1995). After completing the data collection and
translation process, the data were entered into N-Vivo, creating 3 folders to keep separate any
datasets derived from each school. For each school, the data were organized more systematically
into sub-groups of participants and data subsets. The data collected from each group of participants
were assigned to a sub-folder, according to the methods used for data collection (e.g. interviews or
questionnaires). In different subfolders, the datasets were saved according to the interview question
or the questionnaire they related to. The reason for this was to identify the patterns across the data
that often re-occurred (Braun and Clarke,2006).To code the data collected by questionnaires, it
initially identified the words that were frequently mentioned in the participants’ responses
(Boyatzis,1998). The most frequently mentioned words were: the resource room, the mainstream
classroom, differentiation, stigmatisation and such verbs as commented, mocked or interested in.

For the interviews’ data, conceptual codes were used, in order to identify the domains of the study
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phenomenon (Vaismoradi et al.,2016). By using N-Vivo, the codes were applied through tagging
and naming selections of texts within each data item. These series of databases were then
compiled, each comprising data on one of the main research questions of the study. The more the
data were examined, the more familiar those data became, with the result that it also became easier

to engage in the process of coding (Braun and Clarke,2006).

The same process of storage and coding was also followed with the series of observations in the
classroom. Firstly, the observation fieldworks were typed in a Microsoft Word file in Greek and then
translated into English. The data of the observation series were recorded separately for each
school. For the purpose of analysis, those conducted in mainstream classrooms were also recorded
separately from those in the resource room. The data from the observational scales were coded in
to subfolders regarding the data set related to students’ behaviour, their response and participation
in learning process, teaching materials and teachers’ relation/ support to them. Towards the end of
the observation analysis, the aim was not only to provide a description of the case but to offer
explanations about the students’ behaviour, their participation in the classroom and also about the

emerging relationships between them and their teachers’ beliefs and behaviour.
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C.2. The Social Attitudes And Conceptions
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C.3. The Impact Of Withdrawal Support
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C.5a Students’ Engagement In Learning

Theme 4a: Students” Engazement In The Learning Froces: In The BEesource Eoom

Farticipation In Learning

answer with no hand

answar orally

announce their answers

cormnplets the answars of each othar
participate by onder

Participating actively

baing shy

feal more confident

raise their hands to answer
relactant to participate

=
L

e omx L B2

=i
L

[=9 (L T |

Student:’ Dizensazement

waiting for the an=wers
ask queries

copy from board

write the answers on board
write with delay

Student:’ Being Distracted Misbehaved

—_

ask imelevant gquestions to the lesson

diztractad

diztracted from ountsids noizs

beinz delayed to the class

mishehave

forzot their hoaks

plaving

students talk with each other

talking when the teacher iz writing on the board
being borad

walking around with no permizsion

arguing whila teacher iz writing oa board

being angry if they don’t know or with their classmatez
criticizing each other's behaviar

talking about grades

it
I

[CN] da Ly B R L b Ln L L Lo L

Students’ Interactions

stndents work individaally

they are belping another smdent
collaborating with their classmates

joking with each ather

laugh at a particnlar stodent, who answered wrongly
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C.5b. Students’ Engagement In Learning

Theme 4b: Smdents’' Engagement In Learning In The M ainstream Classroom

Participant Students

Students’ (Dis)Engagement

ask irrelevant quesfions to the topic of the lesson
asking queries-{homework)

take books out with delay

make excuses for not writing

not writing -they have from resource room
participating

they are concentrated

they are excted fo parficipate

they are indifferent

they are lost in the lesson process

they are puzzled

they are reluctant/ refused to participate even when encouraged fo
they are shy

wnte with delay

writing from the board

L L R O (B e [ o (R D e s s

1
Students’ Distractions/Alishehaviours

imitate the others behaviour

move around in the dassroom

sleeping on the table

talk with others-bother others

answer back fo teachers’ recommendations
talk/plaving while teacher 1s wrifing on board
they are bored

they are distracted

they are playing /drawing —colouring

they rush toleave by the bell

being delaved in the classroom 3
doing call signs 1
forget books 3
going out of the class 3
2
4

Mc:hlu_l'_f_»—ﬂ

—_
— b2

Stud ents’ Interactions

asking for help from others

they are angry with a student or teacher

laugh at a parficular studenf(s)-(navughty-or if wrong answer)
make jokes with classmates-teacher

denounce other students

criticising other students™ behaviour
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Table C. 11:Teaching Practices In The Mainstream Classroom And In The Resource
Room

Teaching Practices In The Mainstream Classroom Teaching Practices In The Resource Room
Aristotelio

asking questions to help them understand
. listen their answers , correct them, add more
things
introduce new context
encourage them to participate

Alkmini . Teacher is reading the text and asking them
Teacher is revising what they have been taught in the previous period. She is asking to say that they believe
questions to help the students make revision. She is giving instructions what to consider e explain what they didn’t understand
about the new text .She is introducing the historical background of the text. Using the o Introduce difficult terms
book, exercise sheets and pictures. She is reading the text. Reading the footnotes. She is . concluding main points
asking questions to make the students find the key issues. She is guiding the students and . make comparisons
she is helping them to participate. She is appraising the students for their participation. . remind new vocabulary
She is asking students to complete their working exercises and she is explaining what to . guiding how to think-being critical
do. She is asking students to take the role of the teacher and them to write the notes on . examples from their experience
the board (teacher is giving her notes to each student each time) Teacher is guiding them . drawing diagram
to complete their exercises and she is correcting the notes from the board. She is making . express their ideas orally
jokes and she is using exa}mpl_es of their everyday life .She is giving chqce over the_lr R give advice how to behave
homework .There is a choice if somebody wants to draw. She is concluding the main . repetition-consolidation
points. . make jokes
. Second session aims to support them
emotionally to develop high self-esteem. She
asks them to say something positive for each
other.
. Revision
Andromache . askipg questions , critical questions
Teacher is revising the previous lesson. She is asking questions to help the students * guiding students to understand
remember what they have done. Teacher is concluding the main point from the previous e encourage them to participate
lesson and she is introducing the new section. Teacher is giving working exercise sheets . Ask to draw conclusions
with supplementary materials. She is writing questions on the board to help them . Drawing diagram
understand the reading. She is writing the question of the exercises sheet by phrasing . Appraise them when answer correctly
more simply. She is giving the questions for the homework.she is giving group exercises . Summarizing key points
and the students have to work in pairs. Teacher is reading aloud the text to the students . Criticizing students behaviour
and she is explaining the key points. She is linking the current section with what they know . Describing pictures
from other lessons. She is asking guiding questions to students. She is drawing a diagram . tell them notes to write them down
on the board. The same exercise sheet and the students notebook are used. Teacher is o ask them to read by order
as_k_lqg_ guestions by mentioning the main pom_ts. S_he is encouraging the students to . examples from everyday life
criticizing the sypplementary ‘mater_lal. Tea(_:her is using thg pictures to help the students . Say the events in narration
understand their lesson. She is asking questions about the pictures. . explain what they didn’t understand
. building on previous knowledge

Remind what they know

. explaining definitions which are relevant to the
topic
links with what they know

. encourage them to participate

. write the main ideas on board

. appraise students to participate

. give them bullet points to write a paragraph

Roxani . explain how to work, explain ideas and what
Teacher is continuing explaining the literature text. She is highlighting quotations to talk to write

about .She is giving a team question to find the answer from the text. She is giving . revise main points

comparative questions to choose one of them to do in their team. She is explaining how to . encourage to think from their experience
answer to this kind of questions and she explains what it is common type of questions in . to justify their arguments

tests .Teacher is asking students to read their answers. She is giving additional information . give them parallel text one ‘difficult’ (even for
.And she is explaining what the students have misunderstood. She is giving the answer on good students) similar with classroom and an
the board. She is explaining the type of the text .She is asking the students to compare this easy one

text with what they have done in another class. She is highlighting the symbolism and the . asking students to read the text —teacher is
literature expressions .She is giving homework and she is explaining what they can write reading what is difficult for them

.She is revising the main points /conclusions. . Revision for test

easy text to give them ideas for the essay

explain questions of text

new vocabulary

explain how to write 3-4 paragraphs about the

topic

. give them time to think
passing around helping them individually ,
give them individual advice , ideas , remind to
use the new vocabulary

. restate their arguments grammatical and
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syntactical (divide board in three ask students
to read one by one what they have written and
help them to restate their arguments.

. doing the same literature text with the

classroom

. teacher is reading the text and asking
questions

. explain new vocabulary

. guiding questions the students to say the
summary

. highlighting quotations to help them find the
answers

individual help

Zinovia o
Teacher is giving instructions about what to read for the test next week .She is distributing . giving them instructions how to find answers
working papers. She is reminding what they have learnt previously for the same topic. e advise how to improve their reading
They are going to do tests in writing essays .She is asking questions to explain to them the . highlighting key points to be underlined
meaning of the unknown words She is explaining some types of exercise they are going to . appraising when they answer correctly
have in the tests by giving them examples. Teacher is introducing the comprehensive text . giving examples

L]

by using their experiences- relevant with the general topic of essay to give them ideas of ask them to draw a picture of what they have

what arguments they can use. Teacher is reading the text. Teacher is asking the students understood —as a homework
to read silently the text and she is giving questions to think about. She is asking questions . encourage them to think critically and develop
about the context Teacher are asking questions about the ideas of the text. Teacher is complex arguments

reminding students the forms of writing. She is asking questions to the students about the . analyze the text paragraph by paragraph
type of the text. She is giving examples from the text (Writing a letter formal or informal). . encourage to use their imaginations
Teacher is highlighting to students some ideas for the essay. She is giving a paper with the . encourage to concentrate
answers and the analysis as an example of how they should answer these types of . works for their portfolio

L]

guestions at the tests. She is giving homework. exercise sheets about grammar from the book
of primary school

. pass around and give to students individual
help

. check their answers —notice their mistakes
and ask them to correct them

. ask them to read loudly their answers

. peer assessments

. Give instructions what to read in tests —
(similar exercises like these)

revision for test

correcting their spelling mistakes

notes on board

giving instructions , help for the tests

. help students individually (spelling mistakes)
. asking questions

Evdoxia ) S e appraise students for their participation
She is asking them to say their homework. She is writing in her grade book who has done . ask students by order
the homework. She is correcting their answers. She is saying what she wants to have the . give them a parallel text for the test

answers. She is returning the tests to the children. She is allocating new exercises sheets
to the students. She is asking questions about the context of the new literature text. She is
giving instructions —she is asking the students to read the text and where to focus. She is
helping the students to understand the context. She is reading the poem and she is giving
explanations .She is asking questions about the context. She is asking questions about the
symbolism. She is writing notes on the board. She is giving instructions how to complete
the exercise sheet.. She is using their experiences. She is giving examples from other

. recommend to be well behaved

. ask to give their opinion

. give them time to work individually

. correct their mistakes and explain them how
to be improved

. ask similar questions to answer like those at

countries. She is asking guiding questions. She is saying the answers to the students. She tests

is asking questions with different ways. She is saying to students to find the symbolism. . read the text for the test answer the questions
She is writing on the board the key points and explains them .She is appraising the and correct their mistakes but she didn’t let
students who are answering correctly. Comparing two poems. She is giving homework and them have their notes with them

she is reading the homework questions .She is explaining the questions of the homework . encourage to be well behaved

and she is helping them to answer them orally by asking guiding questions to the students. . teacher help Marinos because he has more

difficulties than Giorgula

. explain terns

. repeat question for Marinos

. read the relevant quotations to help them find
the answers

. say the correct answers to write them down
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Pandora

She is using the books and her notes. She is listening to the questions of the homework.
She is revising the main points of the answers and she is giving examples. She is
explaining again what they had to write. In addition, she is reading the answer they should
have written. She is giving guidelines how to write notes and the exercises at their
notebook. She is introducing the new section with questions, she is making jokes about the
behavior .She is writing notes of the key points on the board .She is connecting with the
everyday experiences. She is dramatizing the examples. She is giving examples from the
landmark places of their hometown. She is reading from the book. She is reading the
resource material of the book. She is using the pictures of the book to help them
understand. She is explaining them and she is writing her notes. She is highlighting the
key points that the students have to underline. She is asking guiding questions. She is
answering to the queries of students. She is explaining the historical terms. She is giving
homework. She is writing the question on the board because they did not bring their book.
She is explaining what to read for their test .She is asking the students to say the
homework question orally and she is explaining briefly the answer. She is discussing with
them the news about the economic crisis and that they should work really carefully at the
lesson

revision for test

instructions for help

students to answer by order

repeating things

guiding questions

help individually

give advice for their behavior

pictures and jokes to help them remember
appraise their participation

encourage them to participate

advice how to prepare for tests

key notes on board

examples from everyday life

teacher commended the results of their tests
explained their mistakes

give them chocolate for x-mas

advise how to memorize

tell them the correct answers

advice to Minas for his nutrition

comment spelling mistakes

guiding what to be careful for the final exams
at test give choice over questions and pictures
advice to be well-behaved

comment about timeline news

Semeli

Teacher is continuing with the analysis of the text. She is asking guiding questions .She is
trying to help students using their imagination and encourage their critical thinking. She is
asking comparing questions. Teacher is letting the students time to fill the exercise. They
are working with the same working exercises the children have done in the resource room.
She is giving instructions how to complete their working exercises. She is reading the
exercises and completing them with the help of the children. She is writing notes on the
board. She is reading the notes from the board. She is asking them to find the quotations
that answer to the questions. She is letting them talk .She is giving them homework .She is
explaining what to do for homework and she is giving time to start answer it .She is asking
to read their homework.

Revision

appraise them to participate

explain to Antonakis who is delayed what they
do

highlighting key points

asking guiding questions to help them
understand

guiding to find the answers

key points on board

ask them by order

give them instructions how to correct their
spelling mistakes to

individually help the girls

time to find answers — work individually
individually help the boys

reading examples

give examples from their experience
comparison with text they know
instructions on grammar , vocabulary
comment pictures

check if everyone is writing and correct their
answers

criticizing behaviors

concluding main points

general subtractive questions

Tireas

Revision from the previous lesson .He is asking guiding questions .He is writing notes on
the board and he is asking students to read their homework. He is introducing the new
section .He is reading from the book He is stopping and giving explanations and
highlighting the key points .He is drawing a diagram on the board . He is using pictures
and maps. He is writing the key points on the board. He is giving examples from their
experiences. He is reading the extra resource material to comment. He is explaining the
terms. He is giving examples from their everyday life. They are doing a dialogue. He is
highlighting the key points. He is making conclusions from what they have said. He is
asking comparative questions. He is using the same pictures with the resource room. He
is giving more instructions and questions to concentrate on while they are reading. He is
helping students individually He is asking the same questions with classroom. He is giving
instructions about the test. He is giving choice over the homework and he is explaining
what they have to write. He is helping students fill the exercise as a revision

Teacher read from their book what they have
done

read and explain

guiding questions

comparisons

pictures

key notes on board

instructions to highlighting key notes in the
book

ask student by order

individual help

ask them to work in group or in pair
examples

explain terms

guiding to find the answer
summarizing points

links with previous

discuss other personal topics

correct spelling mistakes

write a paragraph

help more girl by saying ideas to write
criticizing boys behavior

peer assessment

feedback how to improve

explain metaphors
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Charidemos

Revision of the previous lesson .Teacher is asking questions about the key points.
Teacher is asking questions —they are talking about the architecture in Ancient Greece
.Teacher is using power point And he is describing the pictures by showing what was
‘special to these buildings )Teacher is asking questions about the pictures .He is clarifying
the definitions .He is trying to build on the students’ previous knowledge .He is using maps
Teacher is trying with the pictures to help the students recognize the Doric and lonic
rhythm of the buildings by showing them pictures of building we have in our town imitating
these rhythms .Teacher is using a digital educational game to motivate students .The
teacher is showing a picture and asking them to say what is the correct sentence given
below and clarifying their answer .He is revising as well things they already know from
previous lessons .He is giving examples from their everyday life. He is asking guiding
guestions to help all students answer. Finished with revision —consolidation.

reviewing what they have done
asking questions

appraising their correct answer

ask by order

encourage all to participate

relevant quotation to find the answers
guide them to find the answers
examples from their experience
examples from their life

jokes

showing a film, but tell them where to focus on
discuss orally what they have seen
comparison

diagram on board

help them individually each one to find
answer

explain definitions

notes on board

revising key points

parallel text question to be considered about
teacher read the text and give time to
students to read again and

write the answer pass around to help them

Mikini

Teacher asked the students to say the prayer. Teacher is asking about the absent
students. Teacher is listening to the answers of the homework .Teacher is concluding and
adding main points to the students’ answers —she is highlighting the points their answer
should have . Teacher asking questions to remind the students about the literature text
they have taught. Teacher is saying the context to remind to the students. The teacher is
giving information about the historical period and the writer of the novel. Teacher is reading
the text to the students. She is giving time to the students to read again silently the text.
She is asking the students to talk about the context of the text by asking them guiding
guestions. Teacher is writing the main points that the students should find in detail from the
text .She highlights, which symbols to consider. Teacher is asking guiding questions to the
students in order to enrich the notes on the board. She is giving clarifications and is
explaining the symbols to the students but first she is asking questions to guide them to
think what these mean. Teacher is writing the symbolisms on the board and their
explanations. She is encouraging the students to try even though it is hard to understand
them. She is giving clarifications and possible explanations to make students agree or
disagree with. Teacher is explain the poem by trying to make the context as a picture in
the mind of students .Teacher is making connections of the context of the text with the
historical background .Another teacher is interrupting the class to announce the
fundraising will take place in and out the school for the support of cancer patients. She is
asking volunteers to help. Teacher is concluding the key notes on the board.

explanations

examples

appraise when they participate , when they
answer correctly

recommend how to participate
encourage to answer correctly

help individually

ask them to work individually

check what they didn’t understand

jokes to make them concentrate

ensure if they write by asking one by one
correct the answers

ignore their misbehaviors

ask as competition to encourage answer
revision

say the answers who didn’t know
encourage to answer easy ones

help them to find the answers

remind vocabulary rules

encourage to find difficult

say the correct answers

jokes to criticize their behaviour

breaks 5 minute

answers on board

ask them to repeat the grammatical rules
finish 5 minutes earlier

Ely

Announcements/ reminders to the students (about contests).Teacher is encouraging
students to participate in the school contests (essays contests). She is giving instructions
and she is listening to the answers of the homework exercises. Using the books —doing
syntactic exercises .Teacher is asking questions to help students explain the syntactic
phenomenon and she is appraising the students when they answer correctly.

-Listen to homework exercises .Teacher is giving the correct answers of the literature text.
Distributing working exercises —a poem to be analyzed at first and some other papers with
the questions and the answers at the end of the paper .Introduction to the new teaching
topic —teacher is asking questions to be answered by the students (giving the historical
background of the poem).Teacher is reading the poem again and give instructions to
students where to focus and what to recognize (double reading of the text). Concluding the
main points of the poem analysis —the moral teaching of the poem
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information about the literature text
examples

build on what they know

appraise correct answers

dramatize

give instruction where to focus on while
reading

write notes

pass around giving individual help
appraise their work

revising key points

guiding questions to understand context
individual help to Chara

appraise her answer correctly
symbolism

ask by order

answer homework

encourage to participate

write the answer of homework on board




