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ABSTRACT

The placement of students with special educatioeglds in general school is either termed as Iniegrar
Inclusion, and we often use the words ‘integratiamd ‘inclusion’ as synonymous. In some countiiles,idea of inclusive
education is still perceived as serving childrethvdisabilities within general education settingkis study explores the
perceptions and beliefs associated with the conbeanp practices of Integration model among genedaication teachers
(in rural India), and suggests how it is contradigtwith the actual conceptualisation of Inclusivedel. Initially, this
study is aimed at exploring the current beliefs anakctices of integration model in order to idgntifie issues related
within the model through case study approach. Resudlicate that the integration model develop#nd bf belief system
among teachers that, students with severe leadifficulties may develop socialization skills biretre is little or no scope
of academic improvement in any case. Moreoverijritegration model has no scope in encouragingdahehers to see far
beyond the ability based practices. This studyhkrtextends itself in outlining the challenges ba tole of learning

support teacher in addressing the identified issues

KEYWORDS: Students with Special Needs, Learning Support TarachSpecial Education Teachers, Integration
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INTRODUCTION
Background

Research from the past 25 years has consistenthomgrated that learners with special educatiorsds
experience positive learning outcomes when placedeineral education classrooms. This transitiobroader terms,
involved a step by step movement from exclusiogspecial education, then emphasising on integratind,finally, to the
idea of inclusive education (Ainscow, Dyson and kiéej 2014). Inevitably, the pace of this transiti@mies from country
to country and as a result, in some countries,idba of inclusive education is still perceived asvig children with
disabilities within general education settings (Mit 2005). The placement of those learners witbcil educational
needs in general school is either termed as Iriegrar Inclusion, and “we often use the words emtation’ and
‘inclusion’ as synonymous. This is not helpful ahavould be useful if we could agree what we megrebch of these”
(Reiser and O’'Mahony, 2002).

Many forms of integration such as locational inggigm (learners with disability are in same sitettasir other
non-disabled peers), social integration (attendlisgrete courses and socialising in canteen), andtibnal integration
(joint participation in educational programmes wihihck up support from special educators), assumee sorm of

assimilation of learners with disabilities in aruedtional setting which remains largely unchandeeiger and’Mahony,
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2002). The critical problem with functional intetica is that, in case of any withdrawal of suppfidm a special
educator, it has been found that the general eiductgachers feel they can no longer cope up wislirlers with special
needs (Ainscow, Dyson and Weiner, 2014). The pamtilrssue with the integration approach is its firas are dependent
on special education/educator in such a way thatptesence of special educator as a back up suppoher prepares the
general education teacher to feel less responsitde the students with special needs. In addiiiomas been argued that
the pre-occupation with individualised responsescivlis a feature of special education focuses nooréndividualized
education plans rather than creating forms of tegckvhich could reach out to all learners (Ainscd®97) and this
eventually tends to foster yet more forms of seatiegs among learners (in terms of abilities) despiaving good
intentions. Furthermore, the existence of spe@dlipedagogies marginalises and excludes learnghs nadderate to
severe difficulties (Lewis and Norwich, 2005). Timain criterion for eligibility for special educaticservices, then, has
been proof of intrinsic deficit. Indeed, the intatipn approach focuses on deficit/medical modelcWhaims to fix
disabilities through remediation (Mittler, 2003j. tnany countries, this integrated approach is nuetsiood as inclusive
approach (Mittler, 2005).

On the contrary, Inclusive approach is moving adrayn the negative discourse of the ‘deficit/medicaddel’
and beginning to celebrate individuality by adagtithe ‘social model’. According to Mittler (2003)he inclusive
approach emphasises the changes in educationahsgsta whole which involves reformation of curdticn and teaching
methods, and nature of grouping the children stogzrovide opportunities for all to learn togeth&@amlinson (1996)
clearly differentiates both approaches as, on the lsand, integration approach is offering courdesducation and
training and then providing additional human or gibgl aids to some students who are labelled amddearning
difficulties in order to gain access to those cesrsand, on the other hand, inclusive approackdssigning the very
process of learning, assessment and organisatitratd fits the objectives and learning stylesabbfstudents irrespective
of students’ ability. In addition Tomlinson (199850 mentions that emphasis of inclusive approadither introducing
new content to courses, or ensuring differenti@eckss to the same content; or both. Its centndetecy is “opening of
opportunities to those whose disability means thaty learn differently from others” (Tomlinson, ¥9p.4). This
approach is increasingly seen broadly as a refdvah tesponds to diversity of all learners (UNESQ00Q1), and the
practices are based on effective teaching fortaltien instead of focusing on fixing the disali# of a particular group

of children.

Moreover, the two different approaches have its demdency to form certain belief system among ganer
education teachers. Jordan (2007), characterisedrgleeducation teachers’ beliefs about workinghvdtudents with
special needs as lying along a continuum in whitlgne end there are teachers with Interventidr@befs, and at other
end there are teachers with Pathognomonic beligistventionist teachers are those who feel respiities themselves
for removing barriers for inclusion and ensuringdgints’ access towards learning, whereas teachtrgpathognomonic
beliefs (path = disease, gnomon = naming the paglyplview the internal condition of a student asbi, characterized
by medical-pathological condition, and not amendald instructional intervention. In addition, teach with
Interventionist beliefs have higher level of effigaabout their teaching, maintain overall classrogffiectiveness, and
provide instructions to both students with and withspecial needs at higher levels of cognitiveettgyment (Jordan and
Stanovich, 2003), whereas teachers with Pathognimnh@tiefs expect diagnosticians to label a student handing over
the responsibilities to a specialist to treat thmunside the classroom, and tends to provide maizgeteractions rather

than instructional interactions. Hence, integraapgroach is characterised by pathognomonic beblgfigreas inclusive
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approach is characterised by Interventionist belief

Though the differences between two models arelgleaplained in literature, international reseasciggests that
when it comes to practice, there is as yet no singbdel for effective provision (Rose and O’Nel009). As described
earlier, in some countries the models are mixedcn there is lack of consensus for a single effeatodel. Though
specialized pedagogies presumably focus on defiedical model and further marginalise and exclusgrriers with
special needs, one cannot diminish the need foriased expertise (Davis and Florian, 2004) adusigce approach
requires a substantial amount of support from spieeid service providers. Also from a legislatimegral, and efficacy
standpoint, the general education classroom is thewplacement of choice for students with disabsdiand these earlier
descriptors of inclusion clearly framed it as acsgleeducation issue. Hence, shifting the wholeraagh from integration
to inclusion is critical as it was about ‘separan of special education (medical model) versutoriggngness with
general education’ (social model). Reframing inidoausing a larger universal design rubric may mitnepractice away
from the “separateness of special education” td'lteéongingness of general education” (Sailor, 206Dwever, Mittler
(2003) suggests building bridges between speciataén and general education is crucial for infiorgneffective
inclusion, and while general and special educat@y have a shared agenda, to a certain extent,s&parateness of

special education” still exists.
NEED FOR INVESTIGATION

As previously mentioned, collaboration between galnend special education is crucial for effeciivelusion; to
an extent, the role of support teacher (speciat&mu or teaching assistant) is a critical factor the promotion of
inclusive schooling. Rose and O’Neill (2009) sudgekat the literature in this area identifies shipportive roles not only
varies from country to country, but also varieshivitcountries. Also, the significant increase ie thumber of adults
playing supportive roles in general schools had keadifferent models of support across countried 2w of them have
been subjected to scrutiny (Rose and O’Neill, 2068Jell and Balshaw (2002) reported that ‘teaclaisgjstants can make
special education inclusive’ when they were valaed partners within classroom teams led by teachéris were
committed to collaboration. Though literature pieb@st practices of collaboration especially inteaching, Scruggs et
al. (2007) reported that the instructional techa&employed in co-teaching practice did not reifbgcthe best practices.
Also results from Murawski and Swanson (2001) sstgthat co-teaching on many occasions falls shfortalizing its
potential for delivering quality services to stuttein general education classrooms. Further, tternational research
points out that an understanding of what consstake most effective forms of support is yet to eyjag(Giangreco &
Doyle 2007; Farrell, Balshaw & Polat 2000; Frenél®2 as cited in Rose and O’Neill, 2009).

Moreover, there are numerous evidences arounditérature emphasising that the perceptions, agguand
beliefs of general education teacher are the othest critical factors for shifting the approachnfrdntegration to
inclusion. Even the most advanced pedagogical ndstlawe more likely to be ineffective among thoszchers, who
implicitly or explicitly subscribe to a belief sgsh that regards learners with special needs asielafi need of fixing,
worse and therefore, beyond fixing (Ainscow, 2006)most countries, general education teachersraonto report that
they are not properly prepared to include studetitts special needs as they lack confidence in theawledge and skills
in special education (Bennet, 2009). Many teaclhadiates expressed the need for mandatory anddextestudies in
special education within their pre-service educatwograms (Woloshyn, Bennett, and Berrill, 2003gnce, another

important aspect is the lack of expertise amonggdreducation teachers in responding to divedsig@rners, remains a
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big challenge for effective inclusion. However, pi¢s lack of preparation in pre-service programneagal education
teachers who holds positive beliefs are effectivelyching students with special needs still exidsdan, Lindsay and
Stanovich, 1997). In addition to training in spéa@ducation provinces, general education teachersalso concerned
about classroom management issues, collaboratigyreéral and special education teachers, and foksources and

support, as these acts as barriers to inclusionr(®&eg 2009).

As studies (Blatchford et al. (2007) & Black-Hawkiet al. (2007)) suggest that classroom suppornwhel
deployed can be a critical factor in enabling &lidents to engage in learning, researchers aresetitd explore the
conditions necessary for inclusion with caution daese currently it is not the case that one size dit, and our
understanding of what influences an effective ctam® support remains as a topic in need of furitnegstigation (Rose
and O’Neill, 2009). Though the integration approacite was seen as an opportunity for students spiéfitial needs, it
has also been criticized as providing restrictiveimnment for them (Mittler, 2003) through variotactors such as
teachers’ negative beliefs, teachers’ lack of caempee in addressing students with special needd, iseffective
collaborative practices. It is not ambiguous thet belief system of general education teachersgheater influence
towards their classroom practices which in turtexd$ the effectiveness of collaborative practiddsis this study aims to
explore the current beliefs and practices of iraégn model in order to identify the issues relatithin the model
through a case study approach. The scope of thiy $tuther extends itself in outlining the challesgon the role of
learning support teacher in addressing those ffilehtissues. In other words, this study aims towamsthe following

research questions.

* What are the current practices and beliefs of gdregfucation teachers in the integration model wafpect to

teaching students with special needs?

* What are the challenges on the role of learningstgeacher in adapting the inclusive model witbpect to the

beliefs of general education teachers?
THE STUDY

The study is conducted in an integrated schooblttliin the rural part of south India. The schesobperated
under the management of a disability social sergiganisation for more than 20 years and for trst p@ years the school
has adapted the integration approach with 64 nusnbestudents with special educational needs ctiyrémtegrated in
both primary and secondary sections. This casey $sutbnducted in the primary section of the schwitth 3 teachers who
were said to be the best among all teachers imiegstudents with special educational needs enghd absence of a
support staff. These 3 teachers were chosen feisthdy after considering with a support staff wlescribed them as the
most experienced teachers in the first place.alihjticlassroom observations for 7 days were coratlbl the researcher
for all the three teachers followed by a semi stmed interview which was taken individually anddaurecorded. Each
classroom observation for all the three teacheexcher A, Teacher B and Teacher C was conductednfdrour. During
each observation, the frequencies of interactioteathers and students with special educationalsneere noted along
with the type of interaction (academic or sociatdauration of interaction with each and every stidwith special
educational needs present in the classroom. Additicomments (if any) on each observation were atsied in an

anecdotal way to obtain rich and descriptive dafeer 7 observations of each teacher (21 obsematio total) which
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were observed in different times of the day, all three teachers were interviewed separately abeirt demographic
information, their opinions about special and isohe education, their problems and successes, thaiting and
expectations regarding training, their opinions wbstudent placement and finally their opinions wbthe roles and

responsibilities of a support staff and administesupport system.

The study was carried out in grade 4 (2 classroedi3A section and 4 B section) and grade 5 (2 classrooms —
5" A section and 8B section). There were 2 special educators in gmynschool who were working in grade 1, 2 and 3 as
grades 1, 2 and 3 has new teachers. Accordinget@tincipal’s instruction, the two special educatawere allocated to
support the new teachers as grade 4 and gradecbetsawere experienced and manage themselves. iQuahs the
special educators visit grade 4 and 5 in case erotiturrence of any behavioural issues by any stadsith special
needs. Observations were carried out in four diffeclassrooms for each teacher. In almost allrebten with the three
teachers, the presence of a special educator vieened few times and if present, the special dducits with the
student with very low educational attainment aratketo write basic level alphabets and the nanthe&tudent. There
were at least 2 students with very low educati@teinment and 3 to 5 students with average eduetiattainment in

each classroom.

FINDINGS
Observation Data

Teacher A

Observation data ofeacher A reflects that the teacher quite often interacth wiudents with special needs than
with students without special needs. The overatjdiency of interaction with students with averadygcational attainment
were between 2 to 5 times in teacher A’s case. fiExft@ one day in which teacher A had more thantifies of
interaction with students with average educati@tt@inment. It was also observed that the intevastof teacher A with
students with average educational attainment wene racademic and the students were working in dheescurriculum
as the rest of their peers. During those interastideacher a instructed appropriately, questicanadl elaborated the
response from students in almost all the days cfenkation. But when it comes to interacting withidents with
intellectual difficulties (otherwise called as vdow educational attainment in this paper), thediency of interaction of
Teacher A is around 10 to 12 times. While takingstens (lecturing or story telling), Teacher A waing pictures to
convey the core ideas of the lessons with studeiits very low educational attainment. While givisgme reading or
writing activities to the whole class, teacher Atfiwno choice) was instructing the students withyview educational
attainment to write very basic alphabets whichhsiously very low when compared to the curriculuffered to their
peers. Also, when there were two or more studeitts wery low educational attainment, Teacher Aratés more with
either one of the students. In few observation daysen Teacher A interacts with the first studenthwery low
educational attainment for 10 times, it is noteat the teacher interacts with the second studehtweiry low educational
attainment for 6 times and almost no interactiothwie third student with very low educational emtaent. In all the 7
observations in Teacher A’s classroom (in all 4edént classrooms), student with very low educaiaitainment were

working with the same basic level alphabets, drgwginapes on boards, writing numbers from 1 to 10.
Teacher B

Observation data of Teacher B denotes that théanéeacapproach is based on addressing the whade alad thus

unlike teacher A, teacher B has few numbers ofaatéons with students with special needs. Peering and mentoring
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is evident in teacher B’s approach. Like teachetecher B is also having problems if there arg thore number of
students with low educational attainment i.e. i€ thhequency of interaction with first student wibw educational
attainment is 2 to 4 times, then the frequencyntdraction with the second student with low edwcsti attainment is
either 1 or none in all observed days. But, unté&cher A, teacher B’s frequency of interactiorhwibth students with
low educational attainment and average educatiattainment is almost same in most observationas g2yto 5 times).
Another critical issue noted in teacher B’s praggdics that the teacher is instructing, questiomingd elaborating students’
response in every student with average educatiattainment, but elaborating the response of stedenth low
educational attainment was not observed in anhefobservational days. On one of the observatidaglof teacher B,
there were only one student with special needseptesnd the student was with low educational atiaint. During that
day, the teacher gave writing activity to the m@sthe peers and sat with the student with very éolucational attainment
for the remaining time (long time) to identify tlstrengths of the student’s writing skills and ewgave some social

activities.
Teacher C

Observational data from Teacher C’s classroom @snttat if the teacher is having more interactidth w
students with low educational attainment on a paldr hour, then the frequency of interaction véthdents with average
educational attainment is less or almost nonehétnsame way, during other observational days,&fittberaction with
students with average educational attainment isemtiren the frequency of interaction with studenwtth average
educational attainment is less or none. Like teaghand B, teacher C is also having problems inresking 2 or more
students with low educational attainment. Teachsifif@eraction with students with low educationtthamment is leaning
more towards social and behaviour improvementserathan academic. Instructing, questioning and cgkting the
responses of students with average educationahiaigat were evident whereas questioning and eléibgrthe responses
of students with low educational attainment werelyaobserved. In all the 7 observations in Tea&isrclassroom (in all
4 different classrooms), student with very low eatianal attainment were working with the same bésiel alphabets,
drawing shapes on boards, writing numbers from 1Q&oThe notable aspect of teacher C's practicasclading all the
students with low and average educational attaimrimeigroup activities like singing and dancing tetpoems at the

beginning of class.

Interview Data
Teacher A

Interview data of teacher A seemingly confirms titeservation data about the teacher’s opinion oriape
education. Teacher A describes special educatiofsecial education is about teaching basic numbshapes and
alphabets to students with low intellectual akEBti. The observation data confirms that teacheras ¥eaching basic
numbers, shapes and alphabets to students withl@ergeducational attainment. Teacher A’s opiniomwhinclusive
education lean more towards the improvements oialseehaviour for students with special needs, motdso positive on
academic achievement of students with severe legudifficulties. The success stories of Teachegaiadeal with social
awareness of students with severe learning diffesiland average academic achievement of few steideth mild to
moderate learning difficulties. The teacher is mety sure about the academic achievement of stedeith severe
learning difficulties as those students will be dl@d by the teacher for only 2 years and after thay will be handled

completely by secondary teachers. The main cormfetieacher A in teaching in integrated settinchis inability of certain
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students to read, write and follow instructions afgb teacher A mentioned about the need of trgitie teachers on
remediation strategies. When enquired about theaidunal goals of students with severe learninfadifies, teacher A
points out that those students can be placed iaegchool till § grade and continuing education aftérgade is not
possible as the curriculum demands more competeioielving higher intellect. On giving suggestiadnsnew teachers,
teacher A would like to advice new teachers tolighe students according to their ability and sitks though teacher A
mentions that it is always better to identify theesgths and improving students’ skills accordingitt Teacher A’s
expectations from the support teacher (otherwisenvknas special teacher or teaching assistant) sttalongside of
students with severe learning difficulties as ih@t possible for the general education teachersanitor all the students
with special needs in integrated settings. This wel reflected in the observation data where #aeher having problems
in addressing two or more students with low edoceti attainment. Teacher A is having negative apirdbout students
with low intellectual ability being placed in gradeor 5. Teacher A mentions that those studentsildhioe placed
according to their 1Q level, but also believes tHare could be social adjustment problems if theye not placed
according to their age. Regarding administratioppsut, teacher A mentions that teachers need addititraining and
support as there was not enough support teachevertowith. With the class size of 25 to 30, itnerely impossible to
teach all children without a support teacher ocsdeducator. With the presence of special edusattio are allocated to

work with few teachers, it is always easy to budthtionship with them to share ideas and knowledge

Teacher B

In teacher B’s observational data, it was noted e approach was based on whole class and eflexcted in
interview data in such a way that teacher B’s apinAbout special education is, it should be givethe whole class
where we have to stress importance to students slidlv progression. Teacher B holds negative opirdtout
categorizing students with their disabilities sashMR (mentally retarded), CP (cerebral palsy),(@&vn syndrome) etc.,
and teacher mentioned that the categorization dhbelbased on IQ level of the students. ThoughhtraB holds a
positive opinion about the concept of inclusive @ation, teacher B insists that when it comes tcctma, it is not
successful. Teacher B mentions that inclusive d@utaon one hand seems promising by improving theiaé and
behavioural skills for students with severe leagnfifficulties, but on the other hand fails to lgimut academic
achievement of those students. Teacher B alsasriat the government should give different amdpéified syllabus to
general schools to teach students with severeifgndifficulties as the regular syllabus is nottable for those students.
Teacher B’s success story involves a student witth lmarning difficulty who was showing slow raté grogression was
able to cope up with the regular syllabus during $pan of one year with the teacher. Teacher Biorestt the critical
problems as, the inability to address the behawiassues of some students and lack of group ngetimong teachers
regarding these issues. When enquired about theatidoal plans for students with special needssheaB mentioned
about making the student to follow teacher’s ingian first, and then plan for academic goals. head®’s concern is that
if only the student’s ability of following instrucin is improved, the academic goals can then beGetthe areas of
training, teacher B expresses interest towardsitrgiin behaviour modification method as the teadbels adequate on
teaching students with low 1Q according to theirlé®el. On giving suggestions to new teachers,heaB mentions that
the advice would be based on how to adapt the studeards the teacher. Teacher B strongly beli¢hvastif the student
is well adapted towards the teacher and able tovioleacher’s instruction, then it is easy for themteach and plan for
the students. The expectations of teacher B frqupat teacher is based on differentiated instructieethods. Teacher B

wants the support teacher to note down certairgthin the lesson which could be understandablenbystudents with
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learning difficulties and share those notes withtéacher. Unlike teacher A, Teacher B stronglpmanends that students
with low educational attainment should be placetbating to their 1Q level and not by age categdiyacher B is ready
to face and solve any social adjustment issues grimis when students with severe learning disadslitvho are aged
more than 10 or 12 and are still placed in grade 2. On administration support, teacher B insistse practical training

to be given along with teaching materials. Teadh&rants the presence of support teacher while ¢a&iass and feels no

need of a support teacher while giving any readingriting activities.
Teacher C

Teacher C’s opinion about special education dedtstive perception that it is about training chéldwith severe
difficulties in the area of activities of daily livg until they are ready for integrating into thegular school. Same like
teacher A, teacher C’s opinion about inclusive atioa is that it provides an opportunity for stuttewith disabilities to
learn along with their peers and get improved #irtBocial and behaviour skills. When enquired allbe success story,
Teacher C mentioned the same thing as mentionéeloher A i.e. with the combined efforts of alldeers; few students’
social and behavioural skills were improved thotiggre were hardly any educational accomplishmentstiidents with
severe learning difficulties. Teacher C’s problémgaching in integrated settings reflects thé& laicsupport teacher now
and then. Teacher C concerns that it takes quib@gtime to instruct slow learners and thus leasti®r students to be
unattended. This was very evident in teacher C&eplational data where teacher C hardly finds tionmstruct students
with mild to moderate learning difficulties whileacher C instructs students with severe learniffiguliies in a particular
hour, or vice-versa. When asked about the edudtiplans, teacher C stresses that for students seitlere learning
difficulties, it is only possible to teach basitetiacy and numerical skills as it will be helpfar fthem to excel in
vocational training after grade 8 or 10 and to @erf other social activities independently. Likedlear A, teacher C also
mentioned about the need of training involving rdiagon strategies to improve reading and writitk@ls of students
with moderate to severe learning difficulties. TrearcC’s suggestions for new teachers are basedvalving students
with special needs in classroom activities. Expemta of teacher C from support teachers is theulshsit alongside
students with special needs while general teadh&es classes and break down the concept or aetiti simpler steps
which will be accessible for students with speciakds. Teacher C’s opinion about student placemehey should be
placed according to age category as the studengsbe@motionally disturbed when placed accordinghtr 1Q level.
Teacher C is happy about the current administratigoport as it is a school managed by a disalsiétyice organisation
which has many departments such as special schady, intervention centre to cater for studentshveipecial needs.

Teacher C also mentioned that if it is an indepahdehool, parents can be involved to support ettoér.

DISCUSSIONS

Socialization > Academics

It is obvious from this study that the integratiotodel develops the kind of belief system amongheescthat
students with severe learning difficulties (othessvimentioned in this paper as students with loveca&iilonal attainment)
may develop socialization skills but there is dithr no scope of academic improvement in any daskct, teacher C’s
instructions towards students with severe learmifficulties are predominantly based on socializatrather than any
academic based instructions. Also, teacher B paintghat the concept of placing students with Eda®eds inside the
regular classroom wasn’t so successful as it wiiallp aimed at developing both academic and diztion skills but in

reality it fails to deliver any academic improverhér students with severe learning difficultie®tigh we may see some
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improvement in socialization skills. Even the swcatories of teacher A and C deals with the saat#n skills of
students with severe learning difficulties. Alsegather B’s suggestions to new teachers are baséchmmoving the
socialization skills of students in order to makerh adapt to teachers so that it will be easyHemt to plan about any
academic intervention. In that case, what if aetidvith emotional and behavioural difficulties éala bit longer to adapt
to teachers? Or, what if a teacher is holding negdieliefs about emotional and behavioural diffies itself? Well,
obviously in that case this kind of belief systesmot promising in providing effective academictinstions as it may get
either delayed or avoid when teachers are focusexk rimto developing socialisation skills in thesfiplace. When
enquired about the educational plans for studeitshe three teachers stressed the point of inipgothe socialization
skills to the most and then work on academic skitsording to the ability of the students. Als@dieer B denoted the
main problem faced as instructing students withalvetural issues and insisted that the teacher negidéng in social and
behaviour modification methods. Teacher B doegemtire any training in improving the academiclskif students as it

will be managed by the teacher according to stuslé@tlevel or ability.
Ability Based Practices

In analysing the classroom practices of 3 teacimetie integration model, critically both positiaad negative
comments can be made out of this study. For exanipéeher A's use of differentiated instructionngsipictures to
convey the core ideas of the lesson to the studéht very low educational attainment was evidentoime of the
observational days. Also, teacher A is more likilyaddress students with special needs than studetitout special
needs. However, teacher A’s suggestion to new aexberienced teachers are based on ability ofttiiests in such a
way that instructing the students according tortheility. Teacher A seemingly instructing, questigy and elaborating
the response of students with special needs ademtyibut apparently there was no evidence of studdow up and it
leads teacher to teach the same content over aardwhich leads to difficulties in determining theogress of students.
However, there is no elaboration of response freathers B and C to students with low educatiortalirehent and it

reflects that the teachers are holding negativiefsedbout the ability of students with low educaél attainment.

One of the promising attribute of teacher B is thatteacher is against categorising studentsebakis of labels
which denotes their medical/pathological conditaond it was reflected in both observational andruiésv data of teacher
B. In one instance teacher B mentions that speclatation should be given to all children and i e argued that
teacher B is strongly avoiding the medical model &iies to adapt social model within the integnatinodel itself. On one
hand, this reflects the inclusive beliefs of teacBeand on the other hand teacher B strongly hadda belief that for
students with severe learning difficulties (teacmentions this as low 1Q), educational interventtwould be aimed at the
student’s 1Q level. Also, teacher B insists thatréhshould be a separate syllabus for students seitlere learning
difficulties as they could not access the regulariculum which is intended for all children. Inathcase, with the increase
in students with severe and complex needs day ®yadd with various forms of autism emerging in récgays, should
we have to develop many different syllabuses fsingle classroom? Are these ability based practctiag as barriers to
develop interventionist or inclusive belief amoegcthers? In teacher B’s case, though the teachetsathe social model
in integration approach which is promising to belusive in some instances, teachers’ ability bgsedtices leads to

conclude that the teacher is having mixed belisfeap.

In a study ‘learning without limits’, Hart (2003a Hart et.al (2004) examined the way of providamgdemic
interventions that are free from pre-determinediaggions about the abilities of students. The netesas argue that when
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constraints are placed on learning through abitiased practices, it will lead to students definthgmselves in
comparison to their peers. It was also arguedittatility is denoted as inborn intelligence whibas come to be seen as
natural way of talking about students, it would iogly summaries their perceived differences. licténg is
differentiated for more able, average or less ahleents, ih this context, what is meant by ability is not made explicit,
leaving scope for teachers to interpret what is being recommended in ways that suit their own beliefs and views’
(Ainscow, Dyson and Weiner, 2014, p.19). By apphirag teaching which is free from pre-determinecuagstions about
ability of students, teachers in the research samblysed the gaps between their aspirations tmlests and what was
really happening. Though teacher B is cautious tlpmi categorizing students by labelling them, #imlity based
practices leads to categorization and influenceemmays of segregation in terms of academic insomst Even the
observational data from teacher A and teacher € @sfirms that students with low educational attant were given

academic instructions based on the teachers’ taiefit students’ ability.
The Role of a Learning Support Teacher

As suggested by Borman & Rose (2010), for studenfally participate in more diversified classrogmerhaps
the learning support provision should shift itsédbm problem-based approach (ability based pragfidewards a
promising approach which must determine the lewélsupport needed for students. The transformédtiom integration
to inclusive model has a direct bearing on theendrrole of learning support teacher as it impaggsificantly on the
“transformation of philosophy, values, and practioé entire educational systems” (Artiles, Harris# & Rosetenberg,
2006). Lorenz (2002) also suggested that in thissfiormation, learning support teachers are redamdekey role players,
and research suggests that this role is much cdrapsase within an inclusive system. As in many ddes across the
world (Dreyer, 2013), the support teachers in #tisgdy also confirms that they have their rootshe individualised
medical paradigm. As the nature of learning suppbenges (Lomofsky & Lazarus, 2001), the main emglé lies in
adapting their traditional (medical paradigm) rtdevards the changing nature (social paradigm) afni@g support. The
changing nature of learning support which callsasagdigmatic shift from the traditional integratiapproach towards
inclusive approach, involves learning support teachs an agent for change, agent for collaborgtiaetices and
moreover agent for empowering general educatiochira. To be the effective agents of transformatiesrning support
teachers must be enabled to work at a whole sdhwel, and thus the role of learning support teattas become more

complex and comprehensive than was a case of aelecg (Dreyer, 2013).

Though different strategies were designed and igettto support learners with special needs in ggne
educational setting across different countriesesthe 1970s, these efforts actually expanded theiapeducation ways of
thinking and practices in general education class® (Vislie, 2003). Thus, the critical feature dw trole of learning
support teacher is they are expected to give simmiaand individualised support for students wsghecial needs in
general education classroom or in a special clesscéated within the general education school. Sthealled traditional
practices, in which the learning support teachdrasca remedial teacher where they engage leamignisremedial
programmes, should now be replaced with more ahgillg and proactive role so as to support the wiotdss, by
responding to each and every learner in more ddvgreups of students. The expectations of genelatagion teachers
from learning support teachers in this study vaoyrf teacher to teacher. One of the teachers exfgiexisarning support
teacher to sit with the student with low educatlatsinment for individualised support, wheredsentteacher expects the

learning support teacher to break down the cumiimubased activities in simpler forms/steps to céderstudents with
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special needs. Thus, it can be argued that theceagmns from general education teachers from legraupport teachers
in this study were based on supporting studentserathan supporting teachers. Nevertheless, brgattown the

curriculum based activities for students with sewifficulties falls on the concept of curriculurdagtation.

Interestingly, for the teacher (teacher B) who vwdestified to have mixed beliefs, the expectatiaese based on
supporting the teacher in the area of curriculaapsation methods rather than sitting along withtdetis with special
needs for remediation. Thus, more challenges feaming support teacher who has to work with & general education
teachers in dealing with their expectations andebalystem too. For a learning support teacherctoaa an agent for
changing the belief system of teachers, it is dfdeto provide professional guidance and supportetchers (Florian,
2005) in addition with coordinating provision faarners who are facing barriers to learning (LayB205). If a learning
support teacher is supposed to work with 3 or 4egmneducation teachers in providing curriculum pagton &
differentiated instructional plans for teachersiinsubjects in responding to all students, theviaksly it demands heavy
workload which is arguably a huge challenge fomthén such a case, support teachers with less iexper or support
teachers who still believe that their role is neyénd any forms of remediation, and still havingithroots in medical
paradigm, will obviously endanger the transformagiophase from integration to inclusion, and creget more forms of
negative beliefs among school staffs and parehtkelrole of learning support teachers has tovevtd inform effective

inclusion, so does the need for training to imprthar knowledge, skills and attributes, and coerfice (Cowne, 2005).

An Australian study reflecting the attributes ofcsessful learning support teachers in inclusivesstlaoms
(Fielding-Barnsley, 2005) explored that accordinggeneral education teachers the attributes ofesstal learning
support teachers are communication, organisatikibé and personality traits. The study also st that according to
learning support teachers, the attributes of swfoksupport teachers are knowledge and experiefoe.effective
collaboration with general education teachers, gg@shthe most influencing attributes of learning pgup teachers are
communication and organisational skills than speéifowledge or experience. Do learning supporthiees get training
on such soft skills required for collaboration fratreir degree or diploma? While learning supposeckers have to
become ‘consultative and collaborative’ (FieldingrBsley, 2005), the SENCO (Special Educational Ne€®D-
coordinator as in the UK) acts as ‘catalysts amdlifators’ to support general education teachersesponding to greater
diversity (Mittler, 2000). The most challenging asp of the role of learning support teachers in theal areas of
developing countries is that they have to act ithboles i.e., they have to be ‘consultative antfaborative’ and they
have to act as ‘catalysts and facilitators’ in mmfiing effective inclusion. With such a demand ptham the role of
learning support teachers, and as it is closelgtedl to reconstruction of the education systerig imperative that the
roles and responsibilities should be fully undesdtand supported well by every other staff in thilgos| system including

principals, senior staff and other school goverrindies (Mittler, 2000).
CONCLUSIONS

Internationally, comparing the roles of learningpgort teachers, Emmanuelsson (2001) suggests lieat
similarities between their roles are striking thiha differences on them. On a personal view of AGE, Grant (2011)
whose role is coordinating special education néetlee UK mentioned that, the role is like runninga maze with a lot of
to-do list while supporting staffs and many squéezneetings in-between lessons makes the role eatyszmerwhelming.
Grant also suggested that as there are no magices éor special needs, everything has to be datienly with trial and

error process. Moreover, the role challenges toab&chool leader and also a teacher with curiosiy ereativity.
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Considering the overwhelming experience of a SEN@®in the UK), it can be argued that the roleeairhing support
teachers has no scope in adapting the inclusiveehwith little or no leadership. Indeed it is irothat learning support
teachers, almost certainly not well paid and |east trained in general education curriculum, skiobé given a key role
in promoting inclusion inenabling general curriculum accessibility for students wbhecause of the nature of their
learning difficulties, may be hardest to teach.ddsllearning support teachers are trained and at&dged as a part of
senior leadership member within the general schmakork strategically with teachers in promotingstgymnic changes
towards inclusion from integration, these challenge the role of support teachers remains unadetfeasd it may create

yet more forms of segregations threatening the kasjc idea of ‘education for all’.
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