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ABSTRACT

In order to explore the way in which pedagogical practices are identified as being
inclusive and might appear as they are used by teachers in Montessori settings, this
instrumental case study is focused on finding nine inclusive pedagogical practices.
The identified practices were clustered according to the themes of promoting
collaboration, access to the curriculum and the recognition and acceptance of
learners. Using direct observation in classrooms and individual teacher interviews as
data collection methods, four teachers in Montessori primary classrooms were the
main participants in this study. A combination of deductive and inductive methods
was used to analyse the data. This study is set within a theoretical framework that
includes Florian and Black-Hawkins’ rights-based interpretation of inclusive
education in the management of a variety of learning needs among learners. The
study also examines the relationship between the Montessori Method and inclusive
pedagogical practices found in order to understand the extent to which the
Montessori Method had an influence on the practices. The findings of this study
indicate that elements such as the classroom setup, multi-age groupings and a
strong focus on the individual learner had some influence on the inclusivity of the

pedagogical practices observed.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction and Background

1.1. Introduction

“Inclusion works best with teachers who understand and demonstrate

effective teaching and learning practices”
(Loreman, Deppler and Harvey; 2010, p.5)

The above quote highlights that at the heart of inclusive education lies the effective
practice of teachers. Since its inception, teachers in South Africa continue to
experience problems with the implementation of inclusive education (Sayed &
Soudien, 2007; Mitchell, de Lange & Thuy, 2008; Pather, 2011; Walton, 2011). The
White Paper 6 (DoE, 2001, p. 18) states that teachers are required “to improve their
skills and knowledge and also develop new ones” in order to deal with a diversity of
learners in the classroom, among whom are learners with special education needs.
South Africa has thus adopted a “needs-based” approach to inclusive education,
which is substantiated by terms such as “learners with barriers to learning” as well as
subsequent policy documents on inclusive education, namely the National Strategy
on Screening, Identification, Assessment and Support (SIAS; DoE, 2008), Guidelines
for full-service/inclusive schools (DoE, 2009) and Guidelines for inclusive teaching
and learning (Doe, 2010). However, Makoelle (2012) argues that whilst South Africa
has adopted inclusive education policies, there has been no significant change to
teachers’ beliefs and practices. One explanation provided for this is Meltz, Herman
and Pillay’s (2014, p.2) argument that the belief in exclusion became “entrenched in
the national psyche” due to the lack of exposure to learners with special needs pre-
1994 that the majority of South African teachers teaching in ordinary schools today
have had. This has resulted in teachers not knowing how to practice inclusive
pedagogy (Makoelle, 2012) with the diversity of learners that are in ordinary
classrooms today. Based on insights gleaned from the recent inclusive education
conference held in Johannesburg, Walton (2015) argues that this is not a problem

unique to South Africa, but rather one that pervades countries worldwide.



1.1.1. Why Montessori?

In discussing ways in which inclusion can be constructed, Thomas and Loxley (2001,
p. ix) argue that we should be guided by the simple truths about teaching, learning
and thinking that were “laid down by the great educators of yesteryear — Rousseau,
Pestalozzi, Froebel and Montessori...” My own interest in Montessori schooling
stems from the search for an English-medium school for my children in the new
suburb that we moved to three years ago. After observing first-hand the way
teaching and learning occurred in the Montessori environment, it occurred to me that
a variety of teaching practices employed in the Montessori classroom could be
considered inclusive, particularly the Montessori Materials and collaboration between
learners in vertical age groupings. An inclusive classroom refers to the environment
where all learners regardless of their abilities and differences are taught together
(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2004).

Frequently described as an alternative to regular schooling (Lillard, 2005), the
Montessori Method offers an approach to learning and teaching that is different from
traditional methods currently used in ordinary South African classrooms. The
Montessori philosophy on education is primarily based on respect and the
fundamental belief that a child learns optimally within a social environment that
supports the unique development of the child (Lillard, 1972). Conceptualised by Dr
Maria Montessori’s careful observation of Italy’s poorest children at the turn of the
twentieth century, the Montessori Method has gained popularity worldwide as an
effective means to teach young children. The beginning of Montessori education was
Dr Montessori’s responsive teaching model for learners with special education needs
(Orem, 1969). Contrary to popular belief that the Montessori classroom allows
learners to do as they please, Lillard (2005, p. 21) argues that Montessori education
is “tightly structured and organised to the core”. Each and every material and tactile
tool has its place on the low shelves that are characteristically found in Montessori
classrooms, and contrasts sharply with traditional classrooms where “learning results

mainly from the use of texts” (Lillard, 2005, p. 20).

An increasing number of American parents are choosing to send their children to
Montessori schools (Saracho & Spodek, 2003). According to the American

Montessori Society (AMS), there are in excess of 4000 private Montessori schools



and over 400 public Montessori schools in the USA. There are currently no statistics
available for the total number of Montessori schools in South Africa, however Charl
du Toit, ex-president of the South African Montessori Association (SAMA) confirmed
that there were 127 schools registered with SAMA (C. du Doit, personal
communication, May 2013). Since then, the number of schools registered with SAMA
has increased to 161 listings (I.Pringle, personal communication, March 2015). In
South Africa, Montessori schooling is predominantly known for the provision of early
childhood education which is the 3-6 year age category, however in recent years
there has been a growing number of Montessori Primary schools that go beyond the
preschool phase. Montessori Primary schools include grades one through to grade
six or seven. There are currently 41 Montessori Primary schools registered with
SAMA, majority of which are situated in Gauteng and the Western Cape. Montessori
schools in South Africa are independent or privately funded schools (I. Pringle,

personal communication, March 2015).
1.1.2. The Context of the Study

This study is based on data derived from a Montessori primary school in Gauteng
and attempts to offer insights into an alternative view of pedagogical practices. | am
acutely aware of the current discourse that pervades the South African literature on
inclusive pedagogy, particularly the needs-based approach as emphasised by
Makoelle (2012). The geographical context of South Africa has been used
extensively in this report. However, the context of this study does not relate to
specific concerns such as overcrowding in classrooms, second-language English
speakers, rural schooling or poorly-trained teachers. Rather, this study offers insights
into an interpretation of a rights-based approach to inclusion as opposed to a needs-
based approach in an attempt to broaden understandings of inclusive pedagogies in
South Africa.

1.2. Problem Statement

Although there is an abundance of literature on inclusive education at both
international and local levels, very little focuses on inclusive pedagogy (Nind, 2005;
Makoelle, 2012). In South Africa, Makoelle (2012) argues that teachers are in the

dark about what constitutes an inclusive pedagogy. Thus a gap has been identified



in the literature on pedagogies for inclusion. Similarly, Vetiveloo (2008) calls for more
research into the Montessori Method as an inclusive tool. Although the roots of
Montessori schooling are grounded in education for learners with special needs
(Orem, 1969; Lillard, 2005), recent research suggests that the Montessori Method
can be used successfully as a model for inclusive education (McKenzie &
Zascavage, 2012; Cossentino, 2010). However, little is known about the inclusive
pedagogical practices employed by teachers in a Montessori classroom. A study into
a South African Montessori classroom can serve to shed more light on this. To date
there has been limited research on Montessori education in a South African context
(Moll, 2004; Jamieson, 2005; Nel, 2010). Of these studies only one focuses on the
remediation of learners with special needs (Jamieson, 2005). However none of
these studies looks at the possible inclusivity of the Montessori Method in South
Africa. A study into the inclusivity of the pedagogical practices found in a Montessori
classroom may broaden understandings of inclusive pedagogy for South African

teachers in ordinary classrooms.

1.3. Purpose Statement

The purpose of this research is to examine possible inclusive pedagogical practices
that might be evident in the Montessori classroom, focussing particularly on
pedagogical practices identified by the literature as being inclusive. The findings of

this research could serve three purposes:

* It can expand on the body of literature on inclusive pedagogical practices in
South Africa.

* This study could assist in providing understandings into Montessori education
in a South African context, an area in which little research exists.

* The findings of this study could be a source of insight on inclusive pedagogy
for South African teachers in ordinary classrooms. In order to achieve this

purpose, the following research questions were formulated.



1.4. Research Questions
The main research question that guides this study is:

Which inclusive pedagogical practices, as identified by the literature, can be

found in a South African Montessori primary classroom?
In order to answer this question, the following three sub-questions were formulated:

* What does the literature regard as inclusive pedagogical practices?

* What do these pedagogical practices resemble when they are employed by
teachers?

* Does the Montessori Method have any influence on the inclusivity of the

pedagogical practices found?

1.5. Aim of the study

In the light of these research questions, the overall aim of this research is to
determine what inclusive pedagogical practices are evident in a Montessori primary

classroom. The research aimed to:

* Discover what the body of literature regards as inclusive pedagogical
practices.

* Determine which of the identified inclusive pedagogical practices are found
in a South African Montessori classroom.

* Describe what these inclusive pedagogical practices resemble as they are
presented by teachers in a South African Montessori classroom.

* Determine in what ways the Montessori Method influenced the inclusive

pedagogical practices found.

1.6. Research Methodology

This is a qualitative study that followed an instrumental case study design that uses
a bounded case of the Montessori classroom to examine the existence of nine
identified inclusive pedagogical practices. Four participants were purposefully

chosen according to the following two criteria:



= they had to be teachers in either the Junior Primary or Senior Primary phase
in a Montessori Primary School and;
= their classes had to comprise of a variety of learners with additional support

needs.

In order to provide accurate descriptions of the pedagogical practices in action, data
collection took place via direct observations and was supplemented with individual
teacher interviews. Data analysis techniques used in the study were a combination
of deductive and inductive techniques. These are elaborated upon in more detail in

Chapter three.
1.7. Clarification of Relevant Terms:

1.7.1. Inclusive Education:

Inclusive education is a contested term and many definitions of inclusion exist. There
are both broad and narrow definitions of inclusive education, but for the purpose of
this research, inclusive education will be narrowly defined as “enabling schools to
serve all children, especially those with special education needs” (UNESCO, 1994, p
ii).

1.7.2. The Montessori Method:

The Montessori Method refers to a system of teaching and learning founded on the
principles developed by Dr Maria Montessori. It is essentially a learner-led pedagogy
in a class environment filled with stimulating and tactile materials (Lillard, 2005)
typically arranged in classrooms comprising of vertical age groupings. The
Montessori Method is known for respecting the individuality of each learner,
promoting a culture of respect, fostering a sense of community among the learners,
and consists of an arrangement of learners in vertical groupings of three-year
developmental age groups, namely 3-6 years, 6-9 years and 9-12 years (Lillard,
2005).

1.7.3. Montessori schools:

In South Africa, Montessori schools are independent schools using the Montessori
principles of teaching and a large maijority of these cater to the 3-6 year age group
(pre-primary). There are presently 41 Montessori primary schools (up to grade

six/seven) in South Africa, most of which are situated in Gauteng and the Western



Cape. There are only five Montessori high schools in South Africa, and two of these

schools are in Gauteng (SAMA, n.d.).

1.7.4. Pedagogical practices:

Pedagogy, as described by Alexander (2004) refers to “the act of teaching and the
body of knowledge, argument and evidence in which it is embedded and by which
particular classroom practices are justified” (2004, p. 10). Thus the pedagogical
practices referred to in this study are those practices that teachers use that are

justified by the body of knowledge in education.

1.7.5. Ordinary schools:

Ordinary public schools (as opposed to special schools) in South Africa occur in both
rural and urban settings, and are mainly funded by the government. Regular
independent schools are funded mainly by private organisations; however some
independent schools are partially government-funded. Although the preferred term in
South Africa is “ordinary schools” as per White Paper 6 (DoE, 2001), the
international literature, particularly Montessori literature, uses the terms “regular”,
‘mainstream” and “general’” schools interchangeably. All regular schools are
encouraged to be responsive to learner diversity (E. Walton, personal

communication, July 2013).

1.7.6. Learners with Special Educational Needs:

The term learner with Special Educational Needs (LSEN or SEN) is a broad category
often used in the international literature, particularly in the UK (Norwich & Lewis,
2005; Florian, 2008) and refers to learners with either physical, mental or other
disabilities that affect learning. The SEN categories can be further broken down into
more specific categories that describe the type of disability and the accompanying

support required in the classroom (See Norwich & Lewis, 2005).
1.7.7. Learners with Barriers to Learning:

Learners with Barriers to Learning (BtL) is the preferred South African term as
opposed to SEN for learners who experience difficulties that impact on their learning.

These include (but is not limited to) learners who have a learning disability, learners



with a physical disability and/or mental disability, learners that come from lower
socio-economic sectors, previously disadvantaged learners, second-language
learners, learners that are HIV positive, etc. All learners with Barriers to Learning

require additional support in the classroom (Walton, 2011).
1.8. Overview of the Study
Chapter 1: Introduction and background

This chapter provides a brief introduction and background to the study, highlighting the
problem within which this study is situated. The research questions are provided, to lead
to the aims that this study hopes to achieve. Thereafter, an explanation of the relevant
terms used in the research report is given, in order to prevent any uncertainties or

misconceptions regarding specific terms employed in this study.

Chapter 2: Literature review

In this chapter, the relevant literature pertaining to inclusive education both abroad and
in South Africa, are considered. The chronological development of inclusive education is
outlined first as a worldwide movement, and then its emergence and implementation in
South Africa is reviewed. This leads to the topic of inclusive pedagogy, which is explored
and elaborated on, both in global terms and in the South African context. The chapter
concludes with a brief look at the Montessori Method and its relevance to inclusive

education.

Chapter 3: Research methodology

This chapter identifies and discusses the methodology of the study, providing
justifications for the use of instrumental case design, data collection methods and hybrid
data analysis techniques. The criteria for site and participant selection are discussed
and details of ethical considerations are provided. Lastly, the chapter elaborates on the

issues of validity and reliability.

Chapter 4: Data Presentation and Findings
This chapter presents the findings of the study, presenting data analysed from the direct
observations and individual interviews using tables and figures followed by a detailed

discussion.



Chapter 5: Summary, recommendations and conclusion

This chapter summarises the findings of the research report. It is the concluding chapter
of the report and provides a summary of the main findings from the interpreted data, as
well as reviewing the strengths and limitations in the design and execution of the study.
The chapter outlines the significance of the study to the field of inclusive education by

offering recommendations for teachers, schools and further research.



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

The study is concerned with inclusive pedagogical practices that might be evident in
a Montessori primary classroom and how researching these practices could add to
the body of knowledge on inclusive pedagogy in South Africa. Since this research will
be viewed through the lens of inclusion, | shall begin by exploring some of the key
concepts and debates surrounding inclusive education, inclusive pedagogy, inclusive
pedagogical practices and the Montessori Method. Following Slee’s (2011, p. 153)
proposition of “identifying and dismantling educational exclusion” as the starting point
towards achieving inclusion, my arguments will cover the chronological development
of inclusive education, beginning with a critique of special education. Then, a
discussion of inclusive education in South Africa follows. Thereafter, the literature of
inclusive pedagogical practices will be discussed, as this is the main focus of the

study. Ending the chapter is a discussion of the Montessori Method.
2.2. Definition of Inclusive Education

In its simplest form, and for the purposes of this study, inclusive education can be
described as the education of all learners by addressing learners’ needs without
discrimination on any basis. Numerous definitions of inclusive education exist; many
of which are highly detailed and contextualised. Some refer to inclusive education as
a process, for example, Booth and Ainscow (2011, p.40) describe inclusive education
as “a never-ending process involving the progressive discovery and removal of limits
to participation and learning.” Others describe inclusive education as robust activism.
For example, Corbett and Slee (2000, p.134) refer to inclusive education in terms of
activism, stating that “inclusive education is an unabashed announcement, a public
and political declaration and celebration of difference.” It can also be described in
terms of social justice, lllustrating that inclusive education is a world-wide issue,
Swart and Oswald (2008, p. 92) contend that inclusive education is currently a major
issue facing education systems throughout the world. In terms of social justice, Slee
(2011, p.39) maintains that “inclusive education commences with the recognition of

the unequal social relations that produce exclusion”. Similarly, Loxley and Thomas
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(2010, p. 124) state that “inclusion is about comprehensive education, equality and
collective belonging.” The common theme in these varied definitions is the idea that
inclusive education goes beyond the discourse of incorporating learners with special
needs - it is a movement that is radically different to current norms, it is embedded in
social justice and it has gained momentum as a world-wide agenda. As aptly
described by Mitchell (2005), inclusive education is a notion resisting a universally-
accepted definition as it tends to be a complex, multi-dimensional and problematic
concept. Before exploring the topic of inclusive education further, | shall begin by

looking at why special education became a problematic issue internationally.
2.2.1. Critique of Special Education

One of the prominent critiques of special education is that the quality of education
provided by special schools is inferior to mainstream schools, and has far-reaching
implications into adulthood. Oliver and Barnes (2010, p. 555) state that special
education has “not provided disabled children with the qualifications and skills
needed for adulthood”, therefore inadequately preparing them for life as full members
of society. It can also be argued that special schools can set learners up for failure.
Finn and Rotherham (as cited in Cook & Schirmer, 2003) describe special education
as a “a cul-de-sac” in the road to life. Likewise, Tomlinson (1985) has criticised the
growth of special education for placing children in schools that are the ultimate in
non-achievement. According to Oliver and Barnes (2010), parents have to some
extent challenged special education policies that separated their children from
mainstream schools using irrelevant medical labels. As the relevance and necessity
for segregated special education was questioned and critiqued, the need for a

paradigm shift strengthened.

Another major critique of special education has been its resources-intense model,
making it an unsustainable solution for every district requiring a special school. Not
only was special education increasingly being scrutinized for its use of expensive
resources (Daniels, 2006), questions arose about the necessity and beneficiaries of
the use of highly trained professionals (Norwich, 2013; S. Tomlinson, 1985). In this
regard, Daniels (2006, p. 5) believes that some highly trained professionals tend to
further their own needs, noting that when professionals find complex needs

confusing, they often rush to apply a category to solve their problems rather than the
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child’s. By the same token, Tomlinson (1985) raises similar concerns when she
questions who benefits from special education, referring to the professionals that rely
on special education cases in order to promote their own careers. From a cost and
resources perspective, it is clear that special education did not offer the best value
for learners with disabilities. The logical option would thus be to teach all learners

both inclusively and cost-effectively, reinforcing the case for inclusive education.
2.2.2. Move from Integration to Inclusion

Endorsed by the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994), inclusive education offers
a cost-effective way to achieve education for all. The actual notion of a single, unitary
system of education however had occurred many years prior to the Salamanca
Statement. Sapon-Shevin (2007, p. 68) notes that the history of one-room schools at
the turn of the twentieth century in the USA has recorded classes with mixed ability
and ages “long before the language of ‘full inclusion’, citing examples of inclusive
practices such as “looping” (having the same teacher for more than a year) and
multi-age classrooms. Whilst Sapon-Shevin (2007) provides a historical view of
America’s earliest indications of inclusive education, Dyson and Forlin (1999) claim
that the roots of inclusion can be traced back to the 1960’s ‘integration’ movement
that occurred in Scandinavian countries. Integration describes the development that
saw learners from special schools integrated into regular schools forming a single
system of education. At a quick glance, integration and inclusion might appear
similar, but upon closer inspection, it is clear that they differ considerably. Deppeler
(1999) argues that ‘integration’ occurred from the outside, where learners were
‘normalised’ to fit into regular schools and classrooms. Inclusion on the other hand, is
premised at the outset by embracing the diversity of all learners and goes far deeper
than simply placing disabled learners within the same proximity as able-bodied
learners. Over the next three decades the transformation from integration to inclusion

slowly took place, resulting in a world-wide movement in the 1990’s.
2.2.3. Change from the Medical Model to the Social Model of Disability

The 1980’s saw a change in the way disability was viewed, with a definite shift away
from the medical diagnoses that is linked to a deficit model of disability. The medical
model of disability situates the problem ‘within the child’ reinforcing the archaic notion

that children with disabilities are “ineducable” (Armstrong, Armstrong & Spandagou,
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2011) and must be removed and sent to different settings that catered to their
specific diagnoses. This separation often resulted in exclusion and marginalisation of
many learners, both from their peers and later, from participation in broader society.
The social model of disability thus offered an alternative view that situated the
problem away from the individual and towards the barriers that society has placed on
people with disabilities. For instance, Oliver and Barnes (2010, p. 548) argue that the
social model of disability “breaks the causal link between impairment and disability”,
not by denying the reality of the impairment, but rather by repositioning disability as a
result of the way society restricts their opportunities to participate in mainstream
economic and social activities. In addition, Croft (2012) considers the social model of
disability a “progression” from the medical model. The impact of the social model can
be noted at schools too. As stated by Norwich (2013), disability is viewed in terms of
the interaction between child factors (impairments) and contextual factors and how

these factors limit the child’s full participation.
2.2.4. Disability Classification in Education

Learners with disabilities or Learners with Special Education Needs or the South
African equivalent, Learners who experience Barriers to Learning are terms often
used to refer to a broad category of children at school that require additional support.
Whereas physical disabilities and medical diagnoses like diabetes and genetic
abnormalities like Down’s syndrome can either be seen outwardly or show up
positive in diagnostic testing, other classifications of learning disabilities such as
ADHD and EBD (emotional and behavioural difficulties) tend to be grey areas with
symptoms that are not always clearly defined. This prompts questions such as how
disability should be classified and the usefulness of grouping forms of disability
(physical, mental, learning, and emotional) under the umbrella term of ‘disability’
(Nowich, 2008). Disability classification in education is thus a hotly debated topic,
with the most crucial aspect centering around the use of categorisations (Terzi, 2008;
Croft, 2012). Croft (2012) argues that disability classification is problematic even in
instances where there are visible physical disabilities, referring to complexities such
as finding a category description for a child who is deaf as well as in a wheelchair.
Furthermore, Norwich and Lewis (2005) believe that disability classification results in

the unnecessarily high use of labelling.
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Whilst it is widely accepted that labelling promotes discrimination, exclusion and
marginalisation of learners at school, there are some researchers who argue that
there are possible benefits to labelling children (Terzi, 2008). Norwich (as cited in
Terzi, 2008, p.245) refers to the issue of disability classification as the “dilemma of
difference”. The dilemma rests in the choice of identifying learners’ differences in
order to ensure appropriate educational provision, with the risk of labelling and
discriminating on the one hand, whilst on the other, highlighting learners’ similarities
and offering common provision at the risk of not fully addressing learners’ needs.
Similarly, Loreman, Deppeler and Harvey (2010, p. 243) argue that labelling does
have a positive side in revealing what is known about the learning needs of special
groups. Labelling can be meaningfully used with discretion — without revealing
sensitive information that might embarrass or belittle learners. In this regard, Sapon-
Shevin (2007, p. 179) believes that “if introducing someone’s label or diagnosis is not
directly connected to our capacity to educate, then we should rethink our language.”
Based on these arguments, it can be concluded that whilst labelling could provide
valuable information resulting in a responsive education, there are many risks

involved.

In the arguments above, | have explored the international literature on inclusive
education, following the chronological developments of inclusion and related
disability issues over the years as well as building a case against segregated
schooling. My focus now turns to local perspectives and literature on inclusive

education, and then to the development of inclusive pedagogies.
2.3. Inclusive Education in South Africa

The move towards inclusion in South African schools is a fairly recent development
in comparison to international trends. Although the foundation for inclusive education
in South Africa had been laid in the Constitution (1996), initially in Section 29 (1),
where it is stated that “everyone has the right to basic education”, inclusive education
as a discourse and policy in South Africa was introduced by the publication of
Education White Paper 6: Special Needs Education: Building an Inclusive Education
and Training System (DoE, 2001). Education White Paper 6 advocates a broad
definition of inclusion, where the focus is not limited to learners with disabilities.

Although Education White Paper 6 was welcomed in South Africa as its policy is in
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line with international concern for and a move towards inclusive education, it became
clear that Education White Paper 6 needed further clarification and expansion for it to
be practically viable in South African schools. Subsequently, policy documents
offering practical support of Education White Paper 6 followed, namely the National
Strategy on Screening, Identification, Assessment and Support or SIAS (DoE, 2008),
Guidelines for full-service/inclusive schools (DoE, 2009) and Guidelines for inclusive
teaching and learning (DoE, 2010). Yet, there exists a sizeable implementation gap
between government policy and the practices realised by schools and teachers
(Makoelle, 2012), thus hindering the move towards inclusive education in South

Africa.

Following Naicker’'s (1999) definition, inclusive education can be defined as a system
of education that is responsive to the diverse needs of learners. This is particularly
relevant in the South African context that is underpinned by the need to address past
inequalities. It is a widely known fact that the provision of education in South African
schools was unequal, fragmented and classified according to racial lines pre-1994,
leaving the current post-apartheid government with an inheritance of multi-layered
inequalities (Sayed & Soudien, 2007; Walton, Hugo, Nel & Muller, 2009). These
inequalities of the past are inextricably linked to the diverse needs of learners today.
In South Africa, Mertz, Herman and Pillay (2014) carefully demonstrate how the
social model of disability underpins the ideals of inclusive education, thus facilitating

equity in education and society.

In its broadest sense, the discourse of inclusive education incorporates the South
African goal of extending quality education to the whole population (Engelbrecht,
1999). Furthermore, Engelbrecht, Oswald & Forlin (2006, p.121) believe that an
inclusive education system is consistent with the democratic principles underlying
South Africa’s nascent democracy. Similarly, Makoelle (2012) argues that inclusive
education also works to promote a cohesive society. For this reason, Meltz, Herman
and Pillay (2014) maintain that implementing inclusive education is therefore heavily

relied upon in terms of educational transformation in South Africa.
2.3.1. Implementation of Inclusive Education

Far from being an overnight solution for transformation in South Africa, the

implementation of inclusive education has faced many obstacles (and continues to
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do so) since the adoption of Education White Paper 6 in 2001. Ladbrook (2009, p. iv)
offers a pragmatic view of inclusion and argues that the implementation of inclusive
education is “idealised as the panacea for social transformation in South Africa”,
highlighting the reliance on inclusive education to fix’ the current education system. It
is important to note that issues in the implementation of inclusive education are not
limited to South Africa. Elsewhere in the world, notably the UK and the US, similar
problems of policy implementation are experienced by teachers and practitioners
(Norwich & Lewis, 2007; Corbett, 2001; Nind et al., 2005). Miles and Singal (2010, p.
11) argue that in order for inclusive education to be successful, it is necessary to
develop a clear understanding of the concept of ‘inclusive education’ in the cultural
contexts within the country in question. Since South African teachers have been
exposed to inclusive education later than most other countries, it is for this reason
that Pather (2007) advises the necessity of demystifying the term ‘inclusive
education’ for teachers and schools before any real progress can be seen. Some of
the most common challenges facing schools in South Africa in the implementation of

inclusive education are discussed below.
2.3.2. Challenges in the Implementation of Inclusive Education

Among the major challenges facing South Africa in its implementation of inclusive
education thus far have been issues of power decentralisation, funding constraints,
the impact of HIV/AIDS as well as the variety of issues facing teachers in South
African schools. Although the implementation of inclusive education in schools is
enabled by decentralisation, Sayed and Soudien (2005) report that this
decentralisation of power has resulted in new forms of exclusion since each School
Governing Body (SGB), comprising parents, teachers, learners and school support
staff, has the legal right and freedom to implement policies that could oppose the
values of inclusion. Wildeman and Nomdo (2007, p. 10) report that funding
constraints as well as “policy blind spots” are key factors that affect the
implementation of inclusive education in South Africa. In a participatory video-making
initiative in rural KZN schools, Mitchell, de Lange and Thuy (2008) argue that
HIV/AIDS is a direct threat to the success of inclusion, stating that the pandemic has
resulted in dwindling teacher numbers that are affecting the number of staff in rural
schools in particular. Mitchell et. al (2008) also cites the lack of professional

upgrading of teachers as another major hurdle to inclusive education. Donohue and
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Bornman (2014, p. 4) posit that the “general bewilderment in South African schools”
regarding inclusion can be attributed to the prevailing negative attitude towards
disability as well as a general lack of support and resources. Despite these
challenges, Walton (2011, p. 242) argues that examples of inclusive schools in South
Africa exist in a diversity of contexts, such as wealthy independent schools, inner-city
schools and rural schools. A commitment of inclusion by the leadership of these
schools as well as the African philosophical concept of Ubuntu is attributed to the

successful implementation of inclusion (Walton, 2011).

In response to why inclusion is still a problem for many older teachers, D’Amant
(2012, p. 54) contends that rural South African teachers struggle with the concept of
inclusive education not simply as a change in pedagogy, but that inclusive education
presents a “profound challenge to individual values and beliefs”. D’Amant’s (2012)
findings concur with Walton’s (2011, p.243) argument that teachers need to learn not
only inclusive teaching strategies but also to question value systems, structures and

practices and beliefs that continue to perpetuate exclusion in South African society.
2.3.3. The belief in the “specialness” of Special Education

Many teachers in South Africa (and around the world) still believe that learners with
special needs require teachers with training in special needs education (Welch,
2002; Eloff & Kgwete, 2007; Stofile & Green, 2007; Nind, 2005; Florian & Black-
Hawkins, 2011). Pather (2007) attaches this mind-set to the fact that most teachers
in South Africa were born and raised when the system consisted of a bifurcation in
education. Prior to inclusion, teachers were either trained to teach in regular schools
using ‘regular’ pedagogical methods, or in special schools, where they were trained
in ‘special’ pedagogical methods (Donohue & Bornman, 2014). The belief in the
specialness of special education tends to result in poor teacher attitudes towards
inclusion (Ntombela, as cited in Donohue & Bornman, 2014). For this reason,
Naicker (2005) places the reorientation of teacher-training as crucial in order for
educational transformation to occur. Compounding the issues facing teachers in the
implementation of inclusive education, Walton and Lloyd (2012) affirm that there is a
paucity of literature on the subject of teacher professional development in inclusive

education.

17



The perceived lack of skills and competence to implement inclusive education in
classrooms is seen as the chief obstacle by teachers themselves. According to a
qualitative study conducted by Eloff and Kgwete (2007, p. 352) teachers in rural
Mpumalanga schools indicated a lack of skills and competence to accommodate
diversity in inclusive classrooms as one of their main challenges. Later research,
however, does show more promising teacher attitudes and a willingness to embrace
inclusion (D’Amant, 2012; Walton, 2011; Swart & Oswald, 2008; Lessing & De Witt,
2007). A discussion of the literature covering inclusive pedagogy both abroad and in

South Africa follows.
2.4. Inclusive Pedagogies and Practices

Although there is an abundance of literature on inclusive education at both
international and local levels, Nind (2005) notes that very little focuses on inclusive
pedagogy. Thus a gap has been identified in the literature on pedagogies for
inclusion. This study aims to assist in addressing that gap, particularly in the local,
South African context. Before establishing what inclusive pedagogies entail, it is

necessary to look at pedagogy itself.
2.4.1. Pedagogy

Pedagogy can be described in a variety of ways depending on context and method.
The term pedagogy as described by Alexander (2004, p.10) refers to “the act of
teaching and the body of knowledge, argument and evidence in which it is embedded
and by which particular classroom practices are justified”. Alexander's (2004)
description of pedagogy shows its multifaceted nature which is dependent on
organisation, discourse and values. Norwich and Lewis (2005, p. 7) define pedagogy
as “the broad cluster of decisions and actions taken in classroom settings that aim to
promote school learning” whilst Hedges (2012) refers to pedagogy as the ‘moment-
by-moment decisions’ that are characteristic of a teacher’s everyday interactions with

learners whilst teaching.

Previously in South African schools, the dominant type of pedagogy was teacher-
centred, but from the first post-apartheid curriculum change in 1996, learner-centred
pedagogy was advocated. A look at South African literature on pedagogy reveals

Hugo’s (2013) grouping of pedagogy into two main streams; ‘minimal’ and ‘optimal’
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pedagogies. Hugo (2013; p.153) distinguishes minimal pedagogy as “a simple
pedagogy that can only do one thing at one time in one way” whilst optimal pedagogy
“can do many things at many times in many ways”. Following Hugo’s (2013) analysis,
inclusive pedagogy can be described as an optimal pedagogy because inclusive

pedagogy aims to reach an array of learners’ needs in a single lesson.
2.4.2. Inclusive Pedagogies

In much the same way that inclusive education is defined with a variety of
interpretations, so too is the use of the term “inclusive pedagogies”. Several
researchers offer what they believe to be an “inclusive” way of teaching. In the field
of inclusive pedagogies, there is evidence of research from countries in the so-called
developing world (countries in the South) as well as an abundance of research from
countries in the so-called developed world. Some of the prominent literature
pertaining to inclusive pedagogies in the developing world include the works of Miles
(2009), Dei (2005) and Miles and Kaplan (2005).

Miles (2009) argues that the development of more inclusive pedagogies as well as
the challenging of exclusionary teaching practices would benefit schooling in the
Zambian context. Also arguing for a transformative education, Dei (2005) posits that
pedagogy should be centred around educational reform and change. In his research
on inclusive schooling using Ghana as a case study, Dei (2005) puts forward his
suggestion that teachers acknowledge and respond to difference and diversity within
the schooling population. Using reflection as a means to promote inclusive practices
in the classroom, Miles and Kaplan (2005) conducted an action research study in
Tanzania and Zambia and found that the use of photographic images were useful in

allowing teachers to reflect on their use of inclusive practice.

Much research has been conducted in terms of inclusive pedagogies in the
developed world. Some researchers have defined inclusive pedagogy by drawing on
concepts and refining practices from special education (King-Sears, 1997; Kellet,
2004; Mitchell, 2008). However, Ainscow (as cited in Nind, 2005, p.2) believes that
instead of “transplanting special education thinking” into ordinary schools, the starting
point should be the best practice of ordinary teachers. In addition, Nind (2005) cites
Mittler in arguing that inclusive pedagogy cannot be something additionally bolted on

to existing poor pedagogy, the starting place must be good pedagogy; which can be
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become good pedagogy for diverse learners. As discussed earlier, good pedagogy is
synonymous with good teaching, which, following Alexander’'s (2000) definition,
refers to teaching practices that are justified by thinking that is based on research

and the best practices available.

Earlier contributions to the concept of inclusive pedagogies include Corbett’s (2001)
connective pedagogy and King-Sears’ (1997) idea that inclusive pedagogies
comprise a variety of practices derived from special education including differentiated
forms of teaching and assessment as well as employing evidence-based practices.
Aligning with King-Sears’ (1997) is Mitchell’s (2008) conceptualisation of an inclusive
pedagogy that heavily supports the use of strategy instruction, a practice that is
derived from special education. Other researchers however have shifted away from

relying on special education as a basis for inclusive pedagogy.

In contrast, teaching inclusively, as Thomas and Loxley (2001) argue, is not special
techniques that are needed but just the amount of help that is given and the
sensitivity with which it is given, that differs for some learners. Likewise, Corbett
(2001) describes a ‘connective pedagogy’ in which cognisance is given to learners
who have emotional and behavioural difficulties (EBD) and advise that teachers
make a concerted effort to bond with learners. In addition, Norwich (2008) goes a
step further and interrogates the relevance of special education categories to
teaching and concludes that for the most part, learners with special education needs
require more intensive and explicit teaching. After comprehensively researching the
need for specialised pedagogy for different disability categories, Norwich and Lewis
(2005) have concluded that for most categories, a specialist pedagogy is not

required.

The position advocated by Norwich and Lewis (2005) is the general differences
approach also referred to as the ‘most and some’ approach, which is focused on an
interconnectedness of common and specialised pedagogy. The ‘most and some’
approach requires teachers to look at general differences that learners have and
respond to those as a small group, rather than focussing on and responding to the
individual differences of each learner. Similarly, and building on the Norwich and
Lewis’(2005) approach, Croft's (2012) interlocking gears model groups learners in an

inclusive setting into individual characteristics, group characteristics and common
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characteristics. Croft (2012) further argues for a responsive education system, in
which the teacher responds to individual learner’'s needs but without paying attention

to diagnoses and/or labelling each particular learning disability.

In contrast to the position advocated by Norwich and Lewis (2005), Florian and
Black-Hawkins’ (2011) conceptualize inclusive pedagogies as the provision of rich
learning opportunities for all at the same time, rejecting the notion of marking some
learners as different which subsequently requires creating and responding to sub-
groups within the classroom where the quality of the offerings differ. This ‘for-
everybody’ approach to pedagogy follows a rights-based adoption of the social
model of disability, and is characterised by the avoidance of labelling and the
rejection of specialist pedagogies (Ravet, 2011). Although Florian and Black-Hawkins
(2011) reject the idea of marking learners as different, acknowledgement is given to
the traditional model that is referred to as the ‘additional needs approach’ for learners
who require more than what is provided in whole class teaching, by doing so in ways

that maintain the dignity of the learners.

In critique of the additional needs approach, Norwich (2013, p.86) argues that the
focus of the additional needs approach differs from the general differences approach
in that the former views “group teaching” as exclusionary. As a result, individual
differences are accounted for by fine-tuning what is generally available to all, which
Norwich (2013) sees as problematic both conceptually and practically. Norwich
argues that his ‘continua of teaching strategies’ should instead be used as a useful
needs-based approach to inclusive pedagogy. Whilst there are merits and
shortcomings to both the additional needs approach as well as the continua of
teaching strategies as outlined above, | have aligned myself with the ‘for everybody’
view taken by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011). It is my understanding that this
approach holds particular relevance to South African learners that were exposed to
inequality and fragmentation, in generations past. This view comprises a rights-
based interpretation of inclusive pedagogy that focuses on the provision for all
learners without outwardly labelling learners as different, yet providing for their needs

in ways that respect their dignity.
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2.4.3. Inclusive Pedagogy in South Africa

Among the prominent voices of inclusive pedagogy in South Africa is Makoelle
(2012). Makoelle (2012) argues that whilst models of inclusive pedagogic instruction
exists in South Africa, the discourse is based on the influence of special needs
education. By comparison, Florian (2014) argues that research on inclusive
pedagogy from studies based in the UK over the last two decades has reached
saturation point, thus it is time for theorization of inclusive pedagogy, via her proposal
of the IPAA (Inclusive Pedagogical Approach in Action) framework. However, in
South Africa, the situation is vastly different. Makoelle (2012) posits that despite
clearly articulated policies (DoBE, 2010), inclusive pedagogy in South Africa is still a
confusing concept for teachers, who hold a variety of interpretations of its meaning.
Given that little research on inclusive pedagogy in South Africa exists, it follows that
research in the field is still in its exploratory stages. In addition, Makoelle (2012, p.
99) believes that research on inclusive pedagogical practices thus far has not
concentrated on the influence of environment, teaching approach and the support
skills used by teachers on the learning process. This instrumental case study
attempts to address that gap by offering insights into inclusive pedagogical practices
that were found in the Montessori classroom with the intention that it might be of

value to teachers and other practitioners in ordinary schools.
2.4.4. Identifying Pedagogical Practices as being Inclusive

Following the arguments above on the lack of information on what constitutes
inclusive pedagogy (Nind, 2005), and the bleak state of inclusive pedagogy in South
African schools (Makoelle, 2012), ways of identifying inclusive pedagogical practices
will be explored. Attempts have been made, most notably by Florian (2014) to create
a framework that allows inclusive pedagogy to be measured by observing
pedagogical practices in action as they occurred across classrooms in the UK. This
framework, called the IPAA (Inclusive Pedagogical Approach in Action) is based on
earlier work, namely the Participation Framework (Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011)
that was initially created with the intention of allowing teachers to broaden their
understandings of what constitutes inclusive pedagogy. Whilst | have adapted and
used both the Participation Framework (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011) as well as

elements from the IPAA (Florian, 2014) for use in this study, this study does not aim
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to theorise inclusive pedagogy (as is outlined by Florian as the reasoning behind the
Framework). Rather | found the Participation Framework to be a useful tool, both in
providing direction to the study as well as when gathering evidence. The ways in
which the Participation Framework has been adapted will be discussed in further
detail below, together with the pedagogical practices that | have identified as being

inclusive.

In determining whether pedagogical practices are inclusive or not, an important factor
to consider is the teachers’ beliefs about difference and about their own ability to
teach all children (Florian & Spratt 2013; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010; Sapon-
Shevin, 2007). Florian (2014, p.289) argues that teachers’ decisions in the classroom
are embedded in the principles that they uphold and has subsequently identified
three principles that result in inclusive pedagogical practices in the classroom. These
three principles are: difference should be accounted for as an essential aspect in any
conceptualisation of learning; teachers must believe that they are capable of
teaching all children; and teachers should continually develop creative new ways of
working with others (Florian, 2014, p. 291).

Although there are many pedagogical practices that could be considered inclusive, it
is not possible to list them all here. The list of inclusive pedagogical practices | chose
is based on the Participation Framework (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011). In the
Participation Framework, three of the four broad categories were adapted for use.

These are:

* practices that maximise participation of all learners in the classroom,
* practices that allow learners full access to the curriculum, and

* practices that are respectful and accepting of all learners

The fourth category from the Participation Framework was not used, as it relates to
access, which is not the focus of this research. | have created a list in tabulated form
(see Table 1) of nine pedagogical practices that | have identified as being inclusive

and clustered according to these three broad categories.

| used the questions posed by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) to guide my choice
of the nine practices which is focussed on the skills, strategies and problem-solving

techniques that teachers use successfully. The questions that appear in the
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Participation Framework by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) are: which teaching

strategies and practices promote collaboration, which teaching strategies and

practices promote access to the curriculum and which teaching strategies and

practices promote recognition and acceptance of learners? The nine practices taken

from the literature as being inclusive pedagogical practices are:

Co-operative learning (Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010; Florian & Black-
Hawkins, 2011; Hattie, 2008; King-Sears, 1997)

Peer tutoring (Mitchell, 2008; Hattie, 2008; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey,
2010; King-Sears, 1997)

Co-teaching (Gurgur & Uzuner, 2011; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010;
Sapon-Shevin, 2007; King-Sears, 1997; Hattie, 2008)

Whole-class instruction (Florian & Rouse, 2005; Florian & Black-Hawkins,
2011; Tomlinson et. al, 2003)

Differentiated instruction (Wormeli, 2007; Walton, 2013; Tomlinson et. al,
2003; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010)

Direct Instruction ( King-Sears, 1997; Hattie, 2008; Loreman, Deppeler &
Harvey, 2010)

Reflective Teaching (Zeichner & Liston, 1996; Sapon-Shevin, 2007; Loreman,
Deppeler & Harvey, 2010)

Teaching social skills (Florian & Rouse, 2005; Fenti, Miller & Lampi, 2008;
Shoenfeld, 2012; Sapon-Shevin, 2007)

Learner-selected work (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011; Loreman, Deppeler &

Harvey, 2010; Hugo, 2013; Tomlinson et. al)

| have created the table below to guide my study and to narrow the focus on which

pedagogical practices | researched during the data collection period.

Table 1. Inclusive pedagogical practices

Inclusive pedagogical practice

1.

Teaching strategies and practices that promote collaboration:
Co-operative learning
Peer-tutoring

Co-teaching

24




2. Teaching strategies and practices that promote access to the curriculum:
*  Whole-class instruction

» Differentiated instruction

* Direct Instruction

* Reflective Teaching

3. Teaching strategies and practices that promote recognition and
acceptance:
* Teaching social skills by modelling

¢ Learner-selected work

Each practice is explored below with reference to the literature.
2.4.41. Co-Operative Learning

Co-operative learning is defined by structured classroom activities that allow learners
to work together, either in pairs or in small groups. There is strong research support
for co-operative learning as being a successful inclusive pedagogical practice
(Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010; Sapon-
Shevin, 2007; King-Sears, 1997; Hattie, 2008). In Hattie’s (2008) comparison of co-
operative learning with individualistic methods, co-operative learning activities rank
high (d = 0.59). Similarly, when co-operative learning activities was compared to
competitive learning strategies, Hattie (2008, p. 215) notes that “co-operative

learning proved to be superior (d = 0.54)".

In order that co-operative learning is used successfully in the inclusive classroom,
Loreman, Deppeler and Harvey (2010) note that learners need to be taught social
skills first on how to work together in a group and to relate to each other positively.
King-Sears (1997, p. 5) mentions that co-operative learning as a pedagogical
practice can be “heightened by the way in which teachers praise and provide
feedback to students” but at the same time also cautions that teachers should be
wary of interfering actively in group activities and lowering standards unnecessarily
for some learners. When used correctly, co-operative learning as a pedagogical
practice benefits learners in multiple ways. Loreman, Deppeler and Harvey (2010)

state that learners develop the following skills during co-operative learning activities:
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promotive interaction, positive interdependence, individual accountability, group

processing as well as interpersonal and small-group skills.
2.4.4.2. Peer Tutoring

Peer tutoring is a resource that is immediately available to teachers wishing to
implement inclusive practices in the classroom. Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011)
note that a useful example of inclusive practice is when children are encouraged by
the teacher to support each other before asking for advice from an adult. Thus peer
tutoring is demonstrated as being highly valuable in an inclusive classroom. Mitchell
(2008) notes that peer tutoring not only benefits the learners who are being tutored,
but benefit the peer tutors as well. The peer tutors benefit from the consolidation of
their own learning whilst they are teaching others, as well as feeling a sense of

improved self-esteem (Mitchell, 2008).

In addition, peer tutoring has been found to be more successful when cross-age
tutors are used; referring to older learners that assist younger learners (Walton,
2013; Hattie, 2008). A significantly higher rate of success is noted when peer tutoring
occurs in a class in which older learners tutor younger ones. In his meta-analysis of
achievement in education, Hattie (2008, p. 187) notes that “cross-age tutors (d =
0.79) were more effective than same-age peers (d = 0.52)”, where d > 0.4 shows a
positive effect on learner achievement. However, Walton (2013) advises that peer-
tutoring should be used with caution, as learners who finish their tasks quickly should

be supplementing their own learning with enrichment activities.
2.4.4.3. Co-Teaching

Co-teaching is a practice that involves more than one adult in the classroom teaching
at the same time and its implementation can take a variety of forms in the classroom.
Gurgur and Uzuner (2011) posit that co-teaching is an inclusive practice and is one
way of providing support to learners with special educational needs in the general
education classroom. When implementing co-teaching, Armstrong (as cited in Hattie,
2008) argues that co-teaching allows for more individual attention being paid to
learners. In examining the effects of two variants of co-teaching, namely station
teaching and team teaching in Turkey, Gurgur and Uzuner (2011) stress that co-

teaching is accomplished through joint planning. Furthermore, co-teaching
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demonstrates the modelling of collaboration by adults in the classroom (Loreman,
Deppeler, Harvey, 2010) which is a valuable technique when illustrating the benefits

of collaboration to learners.

Sapon-Shevin (2007) argues that co-teaching in inclusive classrooms is a necessity
because of the professionals present in the classroom, such as occupational
therapists, speech therapists, teacher aides and others. In most South African
classrooms, however, such a scenario is less likely to occur. Professionals that form
part of a multi-disciplinary team are usually outside the realm of what many South
African schools provide. However collaboration and team-teaching arrangements can
be formed with other adults and does not necessarily require professionals.
Volunteers such as learners’ family members, parents, peers, school personnel and
members of the community can be used as a resource for teachers (King-Sears,
1997).

2.4.4.4. Whole-Class Instruction

Whole class instruction is a sound pedagogical practice that teachers are likely to be
undertaking in their daily teaching already and is a manifestation of Direct Instruction.
As Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) argue, it is not the choice of strategy but its
implementation that is key to embodying inclusive pedagogical practices in the
classroom. By definition, whole-class instruction is an illustration of an inclusive
pedagogy as no learner is excluded from the lesson. Florian and Rouse (2005) link
Whole-Class Instruction with teachers who are skilled at teaching inclusively. During
Whole-Class instruction, all learners are participants of the general classroom
activities. This approach ensures that all learners are paid equal attention without the
marginalisation that often accompanies pre-determined separation of learners before
the lesson begins (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011). However, Tomlinson et. al (2003)
cautions that sole reliance on whole-class instruction does not allow flexibility for
teachers in the way that small group settings would, with the latter making it easier

for teachers to address learner variance more suitably

Whole-class instruction can also be successfully combined with audio-visual
presentations or take the form of an information-rich presentation in content-based
subjects such as Geography or Natural Science. Depending on the subject content of

the lesson, whole-class instruction can also be combined with Direct Instruction for
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the initial introductory lesson. In subjects such as Mathematics, for instance, teaching

the steps required for long division can be a successful combination of the two.
2.4.4.5. Differentiated Instruction

Differentiated Instruction refers to the implementation of activities that are
pedagogically designed to deliver the curriculum to a wide range of learners
(Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010). According to Tomlinson et. al (2003, p. 121),
differentiated instruction can be described as an approach to teaching in which the
teacher “proactively modifies the curriculum, teaching methods, resources, learning
activities and student products to address the diverse needs of individual students
and small groups of students to maximise the learning opportunity for each student in
the classroom”. Walton (2013, p.17) defines differentiation as “a key inclusive
strategy” that has numerous benefits in the inclusive classroom. Although most
researchers refer to Differentiated Instruction as an inclusive pedagogical practice
and not a mind-set, it is worthy to note how Wormeli (2007, p. 11) stresses that the
major component of differentiation is actually the mind-set — unless the mind “grasps
this liberating emphasis [of differentiation]’, one cannot get to the craft of effective
teaching. Furthermore, Wormeli (2007) argues for the careful planning of
differentiated activities in order for it to be successfully executed in the classroom.
Characteristics of effective differentiated instruction as described by Tomlinson et. al
(2003, p. 18) are: differentiation as being proactive rather than reactive, as using
small teaching-learning groups in a flexible way, as varying materials used by
individuals and small groups of students in the classroom, and as being both

knowledge-centred as well as learner-centred.
2.4.4.6. Direct Instruction

Direct instruction refers to the way in which teachers teach in a step-by-step manner
by modelling the criteria required for success. According to Hattie (2008, p. 204)
Direct Instruction has a surprisingly strong research base to prove its effectiveness. It
is not a new method of teaching however and most teachers can be seen practicing
Direct Instruction in their classrooms, particularly when teaching reading and
Mathematics. In identifying the steps needed for successful Direct Instruction, King-
Sears (1997, p.10) lists six critical features thus: an explicit step-by-step model,

development of mastery at each step, processing of corrections for learner errors,

28



gradual fading from teacher-directed activities to learners’ independence, the use of
adequate, systematic practice with a range of examples and a cumulative review of
newly learned concepts. Loreman, Deppeler and Harvey (2010) list Direct Instruction

as foremost in their list of inclusive, teacher-orientated instructional strategies.

Hattie’'s (2008, p. 205) meta-analysis of achievement in education places Direct
Instruction as high on the scale of desired effects, and shows particularly strong
effects with learners in special education (d = 0.86). This is congruent with King-
Sears’ (1997, p.11) argument that learners with disabilities benefit most from Direct
Instruction. However, Hattie (2008, p.205) cautions that Direct Instruction should not
be confused with didactic teaching, which is typical of the ‘talk and chalk’ methods of

the past.
2.4.4.7. Reflective Teaching

Reflective teaching as described by Zeichner and Liston (1996, p. 77) refers to the
practices of reflection such as “questioning the goals, values and assumptions that
guide their work as well as to examine the context in which they teach”. Reflective
teaching can be considered an inclusive teaching practice as it provides teachers
with a method of re-evaluating their actions to see what works and make adjustments
as necessary. It is beneficial to teachers in perfecting their actual craft of teaching as
well as in changing the traditional role of passive teachers as mere technicians or
deliverers of content. In following the processes related to reflective teaching,
teachers also take responsibility for their own professional development (Zeichner &
Liston, 1996).

When considering reflective teaching as an inclusive pedagogical practice, teachers
that are committed to studying their own teaching carry out self-evaluations of the
way in which a lesson has been taught (Zeichner & Liston, 1996). Sapon-Shevin
(2007) maintains that by asking themselves questions such as “how could | do it
better next time?” or “how could | include more learners in the school play?” teachers
who teach reflectively become better at teaching inclusively over time. However,
Loreman, Deppeler and Harvey (2010, p.247) argue that simply spending time
thinking about one’s teaching is not sufficient, but that deliberate practice is required
wherein teachers “identify elements of significance and work intently and specifically

on them” that later results in a change of practice.
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2.4.4.8. Teaching Social Skills

Teaching learners social skills is an important aspect of the curriculum that is
fundamental to the successful implementation of inclusive education and has a
strong research base (Florian & Rouse, 2005; Sapon-Shevin, 2007; Shoenfeld, 2012;
Fenti, Miller, Lampi, 2008). Social skills can be defined as those skills that learners
require in order to communicate and interact with others positively. Shoenfeld (2012,
p. 4) asserts that “by embedding social skills instruction in the regular classroom, we
enable students who might otherwise be unable to access the curriculum due to
social skill deficits to thrive and succeed in inclusive settings.” A longitudinal study
conducted by Maleki and Elliott (2002, as cited in Shoenfeld, 2012) found social skills
were positively predictive, and problem behaviours negatively predictive, of
concurrent academic achievement in third and fourth grade students. Of the many
social skills that can be taught to learners, Sapon-Shevin (2007, p. 209) mentions
that some of the most prominent social skills include being kind and considerate,
helping others, encouraging others that are struggling, disagreeing respectfully and
reaching for a decision that meets everyone’s needs. Sapon-Shevin (2007, p. 209)
further argues that it is rare to find such skills in learners without them having a
teacher who models such behaviour. Thus an important inclusive pedagogical
practice when teaching social skills is modelling the behaviour that learners are

expected to display.
2.4.4.9. Learner-selected work

Giving learners the choice to select their own work from a variety of options that are
created by the teacher in advance can be used as an inclusive pedagogical practice.
Learner-selected work refers to the process whereby individual learners choose
which tasks to complete without being directed to a particular choice by the teacher.
Florian & Black-Hawkins (2011, p. 821) describe learner-selected work as an
inclusive pedagogical practice and call it “work choice”. Florian and Black-Hawkins
(2011, p. 823) believe that this can reduce the way learners are stigmatised through

teacher-determined differentiation.

In providing opportunities for learners to select their own work, not only do learners
get to exercise their ‘voice’ by making choices that directly affect them, allowing

learners to select their own work also shows learners that their decisions are valued
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and respected. It is this active engagement with learners in aspects of their own
learning that Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey (2010, p. 178) believe is fundamental to
the inclusive culture of the classroom. Similarly, Schweinhart and Weikart (as cited
by Tomlinson et. al., 2003) lists learner-centred classrooms as one of the effective
methods of differentiation — as such classes are focused on the needs of students

identified by themselves within the cognitive frameworks established by teachers.

When allowing learners to choose their own activities, there is a move towards an
approach that is inclusive, democratic and learner-centred, embodying Hugo’s (2013,
p. 64) “open selection” stance. It is Hugo’'s (2013, p. 65) belief that because we
currently live in an age of information where the current speed of change is rapid, we
need to teach learners how to select content themselves. In doing so, Hugo (2013,
p.63) argues that the focus shifts to “critical thinking, reasoning, problem-solving and
researching skills”. However, Norwich (2013, p. 85) believes that trusting learners to
select their own activities may not always work, arguing that learners might select

inappropriate activities, those that are either too challenging or too easy.

Now that | have established my list of inclusive pedagogical practices, my focus turns
to the Montessori Method as a model for inclusion. Furthermore, in providing
literature focussed on an alternative method of teaching, namely Montessori, South
African teachers can possibly increase their understanding as well as expand their

repertoire of inclusive pedagogical practices.
2.5. Montessori as a Model for Inclusive Education

Much research has been conducted into the Montessori Method (Orem, 1969; Lillard,
P., 1972; Lillard, A., 2005; Hughes, 2009; Loeffler, 1992; Hugo, 2013; Moll, 2004) as
well as its viability as a model for inclusive education (Pickering, 2003; Hughes,
2009; Vettiveloo, 2008; Cossentino, 2010; McKenzie & Zascavage, 2012), having
had its roots in special education. The earliest beginnings of the Montessori Method
can be traced back to when Maria Montessori was tasked with teaching ‘retarded’
children in Rome at the turn of the twentieth century. This resulted in her
development of materials that were designed to provide tangible ways to teach
abstract concepts in many subjects, including Maths and Science. Lillard (2005, p.

12) describes the Montessori Method as a constructivist approach to learning, as
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learners “construct knowledge out of their experience, within an information-rich

environment.”

Today the Montessori Method is considered a model for inclusive education in many
countries, including the USA, Ireland and the UK (Cossentino, 2010). In certain
countries, teachers trained in special education are also trained in the Montessori
Method — for example, it has been noted that “In some cases, such as Ireland,
Montessori training and special education training have been explicitly combined”
(Cossentino, 2010, p. 39). Furthermore, Vettiveloo’s (2008) qualitative action
research in Malaysia revealed that there were inclusive qualities embedded within
the Montessori philosophy and teaching method. Due to the fact that the teacher is
teaching many children of differing age levels and competencies in a single
classroom, Vettiveloo (2008, p. 179) states that “the Montessori Method also
recognises the individuality of all children as a norm”. The core Montessori concept
of “following the child” (Montessori, 1967) promotes responding to the individual
needs of each learner in the classroom. As a result, Montessori classrooms are

always learner-centred.

The tactile didactic materials that are found in the Montessori classroom are carefully
designed with a ‘Control of error’ so that the child receives instant feedback as they
work, allowing them to recognize, correct, and learn from their mistakes without adult
assistance (AMS, 2015, para. 6). This places control of the activity in the child’s
hands, strengthening their self-esteem, self-motivation as well as their learning. In
addition, researchers often commend the logic and tangibility of the tactile tools used
in the Montessori classroom (Lillard, 2011; Donabella & Rule, 2008; Hugo, 2013).
For example, Hugo (2013, p. 23) mentions the use of the Montessori Golden Beads
as “an astonishing combination of moving from the concrete to abstract and from
simple to complex in the same breath”. The AMS website describes the Golden
Beads used to teach the mathematical concept of the decimal system by working
with beads grouped into units, 10s, 100s, and 1,000s. In an American case study of
seventh grade learners from regular schools using Montessori manipulatives,
Donabella & Rule (2008, p. 26) found that for their “struggling students”, the
manipulatives motivated them and increased their interest and confidence in

mathematics.
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In exploring the suitability of the Montessori pedagogy for learners who experience
barriers to learning, McKenzie & Zascavage (2012) focus on the four aspects of
pedagogy identified by Mastropieri and Scruggs (as cited in McKenzie & Zascavage,
2012, p.32) as necessary for content coverage in special education, namely “scope
and sequence, curriculum, pacing, and types of learning”. In all four instances, the
Montessori Method fits the requirements for optimum content coverage for learners
who have special education needs (McKenzie & Zascavage, 2012). In addition, the
Montessori sensorial curriculum works extremely well by awakening the senses of
the child in the early years thus assisting in promoting higher cognitive processes as
the child grows older. As Lillard (2005) states:

The quality of one’s sensory discrimination capacities is influenced by
sensory experiences one has early in life. Since higher cognitive
processes arise out of lower ones, cognitive organization early in
development could have an important impact at higher levels of
processing. (2005, p. 318)

Demonstrating the practicality of using the Montessori prepared environment to teach
learners with ADHD, McKenzie and Zascavage (2012, p. 36) argue that “the
Montessori classroom allows them to focus on tasks rather than on the conversation
of others”. In addition, it is possible in a Montessori classroom to separate areas of
the room using bookshelves and low tables, providing secluded workspaces for
those that are easily distracted by others. Similarly, Pickering (1992, p. 90) describes
the Montessori teaching approach and its appeal to learners with learning disabilities,
stating that “at-risk children benefit from this Montessori structure, the procedures,
and the curriculum”. The viability of the Montessori Method in the context of inclusion
has been researched (McKenzie & Zascavage, 2012; Vettiveloo, 2008; Cossentino,
2010) and proven to have made noteworthy contributions in various countries.
Vettiveloo (2008, p. 180) concludes her study with a call for more research into “the
Montessori method of instruction as an inclusive tool”. Therefore | believe that
examining the Montessori classroom for evidence of inclusive pedagogical practices

might provide valuable insights for ordinary teachers in the South African context.
2.6. Conclusion

This chapter has provided a review of the literature. Reserach pertinent to inclusive

education, and inclusive pedagogies both abroad and in South Africa have been
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discussed, including inclusive education and pedagogy in the so-called developed
and developing countries. A detailed discussion has been provided with respect to
the nine outlined pedagogical practices that will be investigated in the study. Finally,
the Montessori Method and its relevance to inclusive education is explored. The next

chapter focuses on the methodological aspects of the study.
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CHAPTER THREE

Research Methodology

3.1. Introduction

This study sought to examine inclusive pedagogical practices that occur in
classrooms in the primary school phase at a Montessori school in Gauteng. Data
was collected using direct observations and individual teacher interviews in order
to understand which of the identified inclusive pedagogical practices occur within
the Montessori environment using the definition provided by Florian and Black-
Hawkins (2011), which is the rights-based ‘for-everyone’ teaching approach. The
chosen research methodology is the case study, which Corcoran, Walker and
Wals (2004, p.11) claim “is a study of practice.” An analytical process with a
combination of deductive and inductive approaches was used, in what Fereday
and Muir-Cochrane (2006) refer to as a “hybrid approach”. This approach was
adopted due to the complexity of singling out inclusive pedagogical practices
relating to learner support from the number of practices employed by the teacher
that otherwise relate to classroom management, assessment and administration.
In this chapter, | shall discuss the reasons for my choices relating to the
methodology of the research. This includes the research approach, chosen
research design, data collection methods and analysis. Finally | shall elaborate
on the ethical considerations employed in this study and outline the processes

followed to ensure credibility and trustworthiness.
3.2. Research Approach

This study is concerned with examining pedagogical practices that are evident in
a Montessori classroom, and as such, lends itself to qualitative research.
McMillan and Schumacher (2010, p.320) justify the use of qualitative studies
when research may potentially contribute to both theory and practice, stating that
“Qualitative studies can provide a detailed description and analysis of a particular
practice, process or event’. In this case, the detailed descriptions would be the
inclusive pedagogical practices observed and recorded in the Montessori
classroom. Moreover, choosing qualitative research over quantitative research in

inclusive education is an ideal choice, following Barnes’ (2003, p.10) argument

35



that the extent and complexity in inclusive education research is not fully

captured when using quantitative research methods.

Also, this study is one that is “descriptive exploratory” which McMillan &
Schumacher (2010, p.324) define as having three qualities: examining new or
little known phenomena, adding to existing literature by building rich descriptions
as well as giving directions for future research. This study, poses “what” and
‘how” questions, which Tellis (1997) maintains justifies the need for a descriptive
exploratory study. The research questions in this study meets the criteria
mentioned by Tellis (1997) and are listed below. The main research question is

followed by bulleted sub questions.

What inclusive pedagogical practices, as identified by the literature, are

found in a South African Montessori primary classroom?

* What does the literature regard as inclusive pedagogical practices?

* What do these pedagogical practices resemble when they are employed
by teachers?

* Does the Montessori Method have any influence on the inclusivity of the

pedagogical practices found?

Of particular interest in terms of the descriptive exploratory study is the
Montessori environment itself, as Lillard (2005, p.330) notes that Montessori
practices differ slightly within various contexts. Thus the highly contextualised
Montessori environment lends itself to what Stake (1994) refers to as ‘thick

descriptions’ that are characteristic of the case study approach.
3.3. Instrumental Case Study Design

This study uses a single-case design in order to fully examine the way in which
inclusive pedagogical practices occur in the Montessori classroom. A case study
is defined as “an in-depth exploration of a bounded system” (Macmillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p.345) where rich descriptions are provided of a system
within certain boundaries, which in this case refers to the Montessori classroom.
Shulman (1986, p. 206) strongly supports the use of case studies for educational
research, arguing that case studies are immensely useful in showing the ways in

which teaching theory works out in practice. A case study is thus relevant to my
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study as | intended to observe pedagogical practices in action. Furthermore,
Corbett (2010, p. 667) argues that the “case study is a legitimate and important
way to generate knowledge about [...]Jvarious pedagogical programs, techniques
and interventions”. Therefore this study on pedagogical practices fits Corbett’s

description above.

The unit of analysis is a critical factor in a case study and as Tellis (1997, p.2)
argues is “typically a system of action rather than an individual or group of
individuals”. The unit of analysis in this current study is the inclusive pedagogical
practices, referring to a system of actions initiated by the teacher. This study is
empirical as it uses a case study design to observe and record pedagogical
practices in action as they occur in their natural settings. Tellis (1997, p.1) argues
that when the procedures for case studies are adhered to “the researcher will be

following methods as well-developed and tested as any in the scientific field.”

The design of this study can be further narrowed to an instrumental case study.
In this regard, Creswell (2012, p.465) describes an instrumental case study as a
“selected case” that “serves the purpose of illuminating a particular issue”. Thus,
the current study falls under the instrumental case study category — the
“particular issue” is the inclusive pedagogical practice found in the “selected
case” which would be the Montessori classroom. In addition, Grandy (2010,
p.474) elaborates that in an instrumental case study the focus of the study is
more likely to be known in advance and designed around established theory or
methods. Similarly this instrumental case study is based on the theory and
methods used by Florian & Black-Hawkins’ study (2011), with slight modifications

made to the Participation Framework (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011).
3.4. Data Collection Methods

Data collection took place during the span of a two week period. Since
pedagogical practices are practiced and presented by teachers, the focus of this
study was on “what teachers do and say” to extend to all learners what is
generally available in a Montessori classroom. For this reason the data collection
methods of direct observations and individual interviews were found to be most
suitable. Both classroom observations and subsequent interviews were also
used by Florian & Black-Hawkins (2011).
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During the two-week period, the intention was to observe four teachers in total,
two teachers in the Junior Primary (JP) classes, and two teachers in the Senior
Primary (SP) classes. At the Montessori school, JP classes have only one
teacher per class, whilst SP classes have two teachers per class. In order to
observe two teachers in each phase, two classes were observed in the JP phase
and one class was observed in the SP phase. Apart from providing a wider
sample size, the choice to observe two teachers in each phase instead of one,
was an attempt to ascertain whether the pedagogical practices were replicated
across teachers in the same phase. The first week was devoted to observing
two JP teachers in two classes. Each JP class consisted of a single teacher and
18 learners. The second week was devoted to observing two SP teachers. The
SP class consisted of two teachers and 23 learners. All direct observations were
recorded by me, mainly using handwritten notes that were at times

supplemented by audio recordings.
3.5. Data Collection Instruments

During the two weeks of data collection at the Montessori School, two data
collection instruments were selected for use. These include direct observation as
an outsider, as well as individual teacher interviews that allowed the teachers to
explain their choice and use of inclusive practices. An audio recording device
was used to assist in accurately collecting data during individual teacher
interviews. In addition, the audio recorder was used intermittently during the
times in which inclusive pedagogical practices were found to be used by
teachers in the classroom. The use of the audio recorder served to provide more
detail and supplement my handwritten notes, as a large amount of jotting would
be required within a short space of time during activities that were occurring at a

fast pace. The audio clips were later transcribed for data analysis.
3.5.1. Direct Observation

Inclusive pedagogical practices have been known to occur in classrooms, and it
is for this reason that direct observations were selected. As stated by Macmillan
& Schumacher (2010), using direct observation is the most accurate choice if the
researcher plans to observe practices that teachers carry out in their classrooms,

referring to the natural setting in which such events occurs. The non-participant
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observer status was selected for this study, as was done by Florian & Black-
Hawkins (2011) when researching the inclusive pedagogical practices in action

using their Participation Framework.

Significant events were jotted down as they occurred in the classroom, with
observations focussing on the nine pedagogical practices that appeared in the
observation schedule (see Table 1 on page 24). As these significant events
unfolded, my jottings and notes were captured using my own key words and
phrases and abbreviations that | had generated and later expanded on. An
example of this is Y7’s, Y2’s & Y3’s meaning “Year 1 learners, Year 2 learners

and Y3 learners” which | had expanded on in the analysis and reporting stages.

Using direct observation allowed me to report on events as they unfolded in the
classroom, and when choosing which events to jot down, | used the guide
provided in Table 1 on page 24. Whilst | looked for evidence of the nine identified
pedagogical practices outlined in Table 1, and when | was unsure of whether it
was an inclusive pedagogical practice or not, | jotted down events on the off
chance that during the analysis stage such a practice might (or might not) turn
out to be inclusive. In this regard, Yin (2011) advises that researchers allow the
field to speak for itself, even if the initial study was based on a deductive stance.
Similarly, Emerson, Fretz and Shaw (1995, p. 18) note that at times the
researcher “self-consciously looks for events that should be written down for
research purposes” because “the researcher may come to see deep theoretical

relevance in a mundane experience or practice”.

However there are limitations to using direct observation, which | tried to
minimize where possible. Apart from direct observation being costly and time-
consuming, Cresswell (2012) cautions researchers against observer bias,
referring to the events chosen, or not, for observation. A recording device was
used to curb observer bias; and during the transcribing process the observation

notes were cross-checked with audio recordings wherever possible.
3.5.2. Individual interviews

A detailed, semi-structured interview with each of the four teachers was

conducted after the observations to gain an in-depth view into the teacher’'s
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knowledge and perspective of inclusion and to confirm whether indeed learners
were being supported. No learners were interviewed. Leedy & Ormrod (2008,
p.146) posit that individual interviews “yield a great deal of useful information”.
Teachers were interviewed to gain a deeper sense into their reasoning behind
the pedagogical practices that they use in the classroom, and to elicit information
regarding their ways of providing for learners with additional support needs. An
interview schedule was used to structure the interview, and is attached as

Appendix E.

The use of individual interviews contributes to the in-depth nature of the case
study, following Tellis’ (1997, p. 1) assertion that “case studies are designed to
bring out the details from the viewpoint of the participants”. One of the benefits of
using observations as well as interviews is that the two sources of data add to
the validity of the data. Some of the limitations of interviews are that they are
costly and time-consuming, as well as the interviewer bias that the researcher
needs to be wary of (Macmillan & Schumacher, 2010). Here, the use of the audio

recording device was used to assist in curbing interview bias.

The purpose of the teacher interviews was to provide depth to the data by
gathering first-hand information from the Montessori teachers regarding their
thoughts on inclusive pedagogical practices. The teacher interviews also served
to determine the reasoning behind certain practices, such as Reflective
Teaching. This is in line with Florian and Black-Hawkins’ (2011) Participation
Framework that takes into account not only the observed practices found in the
classroom, but also to uncover the reasoning behind the teachers’ choice to use

those practices.

Expanding on the right questions that need to be asked in inclusive research,
Allan (2007) refers to the Foucauldian perspective that knowledge and power are
inextricably linked therefore care must be taken when posing questions to
individuals during research so that power and control does not appear
imbalanced in the researcher’s favour. In doing so, inclusive practices are
maintained during the data collection process. | was mindful of asking open-
ended questions that provided the teachers with an opportunity to explain and be

listened to, with no judgement from myself in the hope that | was not displaying
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exclusionary behaviour towards the teachers that | had interviewed. There were
times when prompting and probing were necessary in order to get the teachers
to the way certain pedagogical practices were employed in the classroom, but |

would not classify these as exclusionary behaviour.
3.6. Site and Participant Selection
3.6.1. Site Selection

The site chosen for this study was a Montessori Primary school in Gauteng. It
was purposefully selected as part of the “Theory or Concept Sampling strategy”
(Cresswell, 2012, p. 208) based on the premise that the school offered
Montessori schooling up to grade six, covering the primary phase of schooling.
Due to the fact that most Montessori schools in South Africa only offer pre-school
education, this school was an ideal choice. An important factor in choosing an
appropriate school was based on the existence of a variety of learners with
different learning abilities. In this regard, Creswell (2012, p.206) cites Patterson
referring to purposeful sampling as intentionally selecting “information-rich”
participants that help to “develop a detailed understanding”. The chosen school
had a broad range of learners with a variety of learning abilities including
learners with physical and mental disabilities. Following the site selection, the

main participants were then selected.
3.6.2. Participant Selection

The main participants were the four teachers and were also selected via
purposive sampling before data collection occurred. | had liaised with the school
principal in advance, articulating my preferences for those teachers that were
more likely to use inclusive pedagogical practices with learners who had
additional support needs. Based on my request, the principal had chosen the two
oldest and most experienced teachers in each of the JP and SP phases as sites

for my research.

Participants in this study included the learners and teachers of two JP classes
and the learners and teachers of one SP class. The JP classes, which is the 6-9
year age grouping in a Montessori school, comprises of Year 1, Year 2 and Year

3 learners — which is the equivalent of the Foundation Phase in a regular school.
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The SP class consisted of two teachers and 23 learners, ages ranging from 9-12
years (Years 4-6) and is the equivalent of the Intermediate Phase at a regular
school. Some background details of the four participants can be found in Table 2

below:

Table 2: Participant Background Details

Participant Phase Qualifications Teaching
Experience
Teacher A | Junior 4 Year Montessori | 15 years
Primary qualification
Teacher B | Junior B.Ed. + Montessori | 15 years
Primary qualification
Teacher C | Senior B. Prim Ed + Montessori | 20 years
Primary qualification
Teacher D | Senior B.Ed. + Montessori | 18 years
Primary qualification

3.7. Ethical Considerations

Conducting research in the presence of children, especially young children,
presents new challenges — notably the challenge of the problematic ethical
issues that involve researching with minors. Lewis (2005, p. 215) posits that
although inclusive research involving child participants is conducted “in valid and
reliable ways, it is more problematic than is often recognised”, referring to, inter
alia, ethical considerations such as guaranteeing anonymity in small samples,
obtaining assent from the child over and above the parent’s consent, issues of
confidentiality and trust, as well as the possibility of the researcher initiating

intrusion in children’s social lives at school.

Although this study did not involve interviewing children, there were nonetheless
consensual issues surrounding their presence in the classroom during the time
that the study was conducted. Some of these consensual issues involving the
children’s presence included allowing a total stranger into their classroom as well

as their presence during the times that | audio-recorded some of the pedagogical
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practices. During this study, ethical considerations were afforded to all
participants, including the learners. These considerations included their right to
confidentiality, voluntary participation, the right to withdraw and informed

consent.
3.7.1. Confidentiality and Anonymity

During this study, the confidentiality and anonymity of each participant, whether
adult or child, was strictly guaranteed during the data collection and reporting of
the research. During data collection, | recorded incidents using pseudonyms, but
when reporting | chose to simply use the words “teacher” and “learner”. In order
to guarantee anonymity to the participants in this small sample, | refrained from
using pseudonyms during the reporting. As a result of the nature of the learning
disabilities and special needs disclosed to me, | also ensured that whatever
information the participants shared with me in the interviews will remain
confidential within the school community. Naturally this information was shared
with the supervisors in the study, but the participants’ anonymity was not
compromised. It was also clearly stated that no reimbursement of any sort would
be provided to participants in the study. Lastly, the participants were made aware
that all data and interviews would be kept in a locked and safe place, and as per
Kellet’'s (2010) suggestion, destroyed three to five years after the completion of

the study.
3.7.2. Voluntary Participation and the Right to Withdraw

From the outset, participants were notified that their participation was entirely
voluntary and that they could choose to withdraw at any time with no
consequences. In arguing that voluntary participation is a necessary precondition
for ethical research, Macmillan & Schumacher (2010) state that the participants
should be made aware that the study is for research purposes and that
participating in such an activity is entirely voluntary. Each participant individually
received a letter requesting their participation in the research study, (see
Appendices C, D and E) making it clear that participation is entirely voluntary
with no consequences for declining to participate. In addition, all participants
were made aware of their right to withdraw from the study at any time with no

consequences.
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3.7.3. Informed consent

Informed consent as argued by Kellett (2010) was employed in this research
study. A letter providing details of the research, informing future participants of
their roles as well as the duration of the study and the option to opt out at any
time was sent out to all possible participants. This included the four individual
teachers as well as each learner present in the three classrooms that were
observed. Kellett (2010, p.23) maintains that “before individuals can give their
consent they need some understanding of what is involved and exactly what they
are consenting to.” In this regard, the letters sent out were detailed (See
Appendices B and C) and provided information that allowed parents and

teachers to make informed decisions about their consent to the study.

Other ethical considerations that were adhered to included obtaining two different
consents from each participant: firstly to participate in the research and secondly
to be included in the audio recording. All the learners involved in this study were
minors. As a result, consent from their respective parents/guardians/caregivers
was required, as well as the consent of the four teachers of the classes in which
the research exercises were conducted. Although the learners were not
interviewed, written permission was obtained from the parents/caregivers for the
learners to be present at the time that the research was conducted. Letters of
consent were also given to each learner, explaining their participation in
language that was age—appropriate. Little icons with a happy or sad face were
provided at the end of each line. By circling the face that described their choice, it

indicated their agreement/disagreement of participation in the study.

In addition, ethical considerations also included an awareness of the way
teachers were interviewed so that they did not feel coerced or forced to answer
(Allan & Slee, 2008). Teachers were made aware that they need not answer if
they did not want to, or felt uncomfortable doing so. Similarly, cognisance was
given to the fact that some parents did not grant consent for their child to
participate and/or be audio-recorded. A total of four learners did not consent to
participation in the study. A sticker system was used to identify learners who
may or may not be included in the observation notes. Every child was given a

little round yellow sticker, either with a 1 or 2 written on it. Those with the number
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2 stickers were excluded from any mention in the study. In the SP phase, only
one learner did not consent to the study, and the teacher made me aware of this

learner on the first day.
3.8. Data Capture and Analysis

Data during this study was captured by means of handwritten field notes as well
as audio recordings. In describing methods in which observations and field notes
are taken, Emerson, Fretz and Shaw (1995, p.19-20) state that in some
instances the researcher “makes a brief written record of these impressions by
jotting down key words and phrases” that can be later written extensively to
“construct evocative descriptions of the scene.” The field notes of the direct
observation data were captured in a language similar to short-hand, in order to
obtain as much information as possible during the information-rich times when
pedagogical practices were observed. Thereafter, the key events were
elaborated upon as well as corrected for grammar and spelling. However, the
true essence of the events was always maintained and any elaborations made

were purely to clarify descriptions.

Data analysis techniques used in this study included a combination of inductive
and deductive thematic analysis. This was a replication of the analysis technique
used by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) on their study of inclusive
pedagogies. Using the deductive approach has a major limitation in that it tends
to present information as reductionist (Florian, 2014, p. 289), thus a combination
of both inductive and deductive approaches is favoured for research into
inclusive pedagogy. Both the deductive and inductive analysis stages are
described below. The following table was used as a tool to guide the
identification of inclusive pedagogical practices during the analysis of the direct

observations.
3.8.1. Deductive Analysis using Pattern-Matching

Analysis of the data arising from the direct observations was conducted
deductively using a pattern-matching exercise. Pattern-matching refers to the
comparison of two patterns to determine whether they match or do not match

(Hak & Dul, 2010). An essential component of pattern-matching in theory-testing
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according to Hak and Dul (2010) is that the expected pattern is specified before

the matching takes place. The specifications that | used in my pattern-matching

exercise appear in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Guide to identifying inclusive pedagogical practices

1.

Teaching strategies and practices
that promote collaboration:

What to look for:

Co-operative learning

Collaboration between learners as
they worked together
Sharing of information / non-
competitiveness

Positive engagement
learners

Working in pairs/groups

between

Peer-tutoring

Learners teaching each other

Teacher assigning/requesting learners
to help other learners
Sharing of information / non-
competitiveness

Positive engagement
learners

between

Co-teaching

Teachers working collaboratively to
teach lessons together

Teachers demonstrating adult
collaboration when assisting learners
who require one-on-one attention

Teaching strategies and practices
that promote access to the
curriculum:

What to look for:

Whole-class instruction

Teacher teaches the whole class at
the same time

Active teaching/presentation of a
lesson

All learners are included in the lesson

Differentiated instruction

Multiple opportunities are provided to
learn

Modifications of activities/instruction
Extra time given to learners without
announcing it to others

Catering for individual needs without
unwelcome attention to the learner

Direct Instruction

Six steps of Direct Instruction followed:
explicit step-by-step model, ensuring
mastery at each level, processing
corrections, gradual fading from
teacher-directed to learner
independence, using sufficient
examples for practice and a review of
newly learned concepts.

One-on-one or group setting

Learners feel comfortable asking for
help when required

Reflective teaching

Evidence of lesson being repeated/
redone in a different way
Need supplementary data from
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interview to determine teachers’
thoughts and feelings regarding

reflection
3. Teaching strategies and practices What to look for:
that promote recognition and
acceptance:
* Teaching social skills * Explicitly teaching ways of being

helpful, empathetic and kind

* Teacher models desired behaviour

* Acknowledging learners by providing
validation and praise when appropriate
behaviour is displayed

* Learner-selected work * Availability of a variety of activities that
learners can choose from

* Choices are learner-directed with no
input from the teacher

* Activities are available to all learners

* Learners’ choices are respected

When coding my raw data, | used the above-mentioned table to guide the
identification of inclusive pedagogical practices in action. Since the focus of this
study was on pedagogical practices that the teachers employed, | did not pay
attention to the management and disciplinary actions of the teacher, but
focussed on the teaching and learning interactions between the teacher and
learner/s.  Similarly, when observing effective teaching practices, Jordan,
Schwartz and McGhie-Richmond (2009, p. 536) noted that “non-academic
interactions between the teacher and student such as managerial and
disciplinary interactions are not coded.” Using coloured pens, each of the nine
practices was assigned a number (1-9) and colour-coded accordingly. The data
was then coded to match the colours of the nine practices wherever evidence of
those practices were found as employed by the teacher. For instance, Co-

operative Learning was assigned number 1 and underlined in pink, as shown:

The Y2 and Y3 learners are grouped together and qiven a task to imagine
that they have discovered a fossil. They need to write a page of
information detailing how the fossil lived, what animal it was, what it ate,
etc.

This part of the analysis was theory-driven. It is also worth noting that during the
analysis, a greater weighting was placed on the data generated from the
observations than the data derived from the interviews. This is because the focus

of the research is on the observable pedagogical practices in action, whilst the
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interviews served to strengthen the reasoning behind some of the practices and

thus enrich the findings.
3.8.2. Inductive Thematic Analysis

The analysis of the teacher interviews, however, was an inductive process and
thus data-driven. Inductive processes are those which Macmillan & Schumacher
(2010, p.367) define as “moving from specific data to general categories and
patterns”. The interviews were analysed line-by-line and key words were flagged
that showed correlations with the reasoning that informed inclusive pedagogy.
Some of the themes arising from these interviews were the teachers’ beliefs
regarding inclusive education, evidence of teacher reflections that form part of
Reflective Teaching, acknowledgement of learner difference and the belief in the

ability to teach all learners.

In terms of provision of learner support in a way that maintained the dignity of all
learners the following sub-themes were identified from the data: ‘including all
learners’, ‘providing choices’, ‘positive interaction between teacher and learner’,
‘respecting choices’ and ‘respond to various learners’ needs’. From these
indicators, categories were formed, then overarching themes emerged in relation
to these categories. Although the major theme is inclusive pedagogical practices,
there were four sub-themes arising from this, in what Cresswell (2012, p. 251)
refers to as “layering the analysis” which describes the way minor themes and
major themes will be subsumed within broader themes. The four overarching
themes arising from the above indicators were those that related to the
Montessori Method, namely, Classroom Setup, Montessori Materials, Mixed Age
Grouping and Highly Individualised Provision. The themes arising from the

teacher interviews enriched the data derived from the direct observations.
3.9. Credibility and Trustworthiness

This study followed the processes of crystallization, member checking and
working together with a supervisor to ensure credibility and trustworthiness.

These will be explored in more detail below.
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3.9.1. Crystallization

As argued by Tellis (1997, p.2) the case study is “known as a triangulated
research strategy”. The purpose of triangulation, as described by Macmillan &
Schumacher (2010, p.379) is “the cross-validation among data sources, data
collection strategies, time periods and theoretical schemes” to ensure regularities
in the data. Given that this study is focussed on the ways in which teachers use
inclusive pedagogy, which are the ‘moment-by-moment decisions’ that are
characteristic of a teacher’s everyday interactions with learners whilst teaching
(Hedges; 2012), | have chosen to use crystallization instead of triangulation to
fully explore the multiple facets of the data. Furthermore, Florian and Black-
Hawkins (2011) posit that when examining inclusive pedagogical practices, it is
necessary to explore the reasoning behind the actions observed, making
crystallization rather than triangulation a more suitable choice. Whilst
triangulation describes the arrival at the same findings following the analysis from
various sources of data, triangulation does not address the issue of divergent or
contradictory findings (Ellingson, 2008). In contrast, the use of crystallization
provides another way of achieving depth, through the compilation not only of
many details but also of different forms of representing, organizing, and
analyzing those details (Ellingson, 2008). In essence, Ellingson (2008, p. 4)
argues that “crystallization combines multiple forms of analysis and multiple
genres of representation into a coherent text whilst building a rich and openly
partial account of a phenomenon that problematizes its own construction”. In this
instrumental case study, both inductive and deductive methods of analysis were
employed that often resulted in divergent findings, lending itself to crystallization.
Crystallization was thus achieved when the data analysed from the direct
observations fit with the reasoning elicited from the teacher interviews. Although
the findings were at times strengthened and validated by the information
obtained from the teacher interviews, there were divergent views also elicited
from the teacher interviews in relation to the classroom observations. In this way,
crystallization rather than triangulation offered an appropriate choice to integrate

the findings in this study, which tended to be complex and multi-dimensional.
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3.9.2. Member Checking

To ensure credibility and trustworthiness of the data, the technique of ‘member
checking’ was applied. As defined by Cresswell (2012, p.259) member checking
is “a process in which the researcher asks one or more of the participants in the
study to check the accuracy of the account.” This involved taking back the
transcribed interviews to the participants so that they could determine the
accuracy of the data. Participants were offered an opportunity to voice their
opinion on whether descriptions provided in the interviews were complete and
realistic, and whether the interpretations are fairly represented. All teachers felt
that the capturing of their responses was accurate and fair. The interviews were
returned to me with minor changes from teachers: one provided corrections
regarding their qualifications whilst another included a reminder to use
pseudonyms when reporting. This study therefore complies with Barnes’ (2003,
p.12) assertion that the researcher’s choice of data collection strategies as well

as the research methodology “are logical, rigorous and open to scrutiny”.
3.9.3. Working with a supervisor

Working together with a supervisor ensures that | do not present data that has
been incorrectly interpreted therefore safeguarding against fabricated data. The
supervisor thus performs the function of an external audit, which Cresswell
(2012, p. 260) describes as “the services that a researcher obtains from an
individual that is outside the study to review different aspects of the research,
providing written communication about the evaluation of the study.” In this study
my supervisors offered constructive feedback at regular intervals which made
valuable contributions to the final research report. Furthermore, | had the
privilege of working with two supervisors; beneficially doubling the amount of

feedback | received during every stage of the research process.
3.10. Reduction of bias in the study

Since the study is qualitative in nature and based primarily on the researchers’
interpretations of the events observed, there are a number of biases that exist.
Foremost of these is the bias of myself (as the researcher) as primary research

instrument, as argued by Yin (2011). Naturally there would be the bias resulting
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from my personal beliefs and knowledge that arguably has the greatest influence
on the study. In order to reduce this bias, | have tried to adhere to conformability
standards with regards to presenting the information as it appeared in its natural
settings. Conformability refers to the degree to which the findings of a study can
be confirmed by others (Gobi & Lincoln, 1989). In this study, most of my findings
are not new and align with similar findings of other researchers, such as Florian
and Black-Hawkins (2011) and Vetiveloo (2008). | am also mindful of participant
bias, in that my presence in the classroom would likely have influenced the way
teachers behaved, as they were aware of my observation of their practice. In an
attempt to overcome this, | chose to observe two teachers in each phase. In
terms of reducing interviewer and interviewee bias, | have tried to keep a neutral
stance, by allowing the teachers to express their views and opinions freely with

no judgement on my behalf.
3.11. Conclusion

This qualitative study was designed to achieve the aim of examining the inclusive
pedagogical practices in the Montessori classroom as well as determining the
extent to which the Montessori Method influenced the practices found. Using an
instrumental case study design, this study provided rich descriptions of the
events viewed in an attempt to expand the body of literature on inclusive
pedagogies in South Africa. In this chapter, | have provided justifications for my
choice of research methods, data analysis, and selection of participants, data
analysis strategies as well as the various ethical considerations that have been

employed in this study.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Data Presentation and Findings

4.1. Introduction

This study seeks to examine the inclusive pedagogical practices in a South
African Montessori classroom at primary school level. This chapter reports on the
findings of the study and presents data to the reader using tables, a figure and a
detailed discussion. Firstly, the data presented will provide examples of inclusive
practices, and then a discussion of each inclusive practice follows, detailing what
makes the practice inclusive. Secondly, the influence of the Montessori Method

factors will be explored. Lastly, | will conclude with a summary of the findings.
4.2. Analysis of Data from the Observations and Interviews

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the first stage of analysis from the direct
observations was deductive, using a pattern-matching exercise. Data drawn from
the interviews followed an inductive approach, which was used to support and
enrich the findings from the direct observations. The information derived from the
deductive analysis was then subjected to an inductive approach in which
thematic analysis of the effects of the Montessori Method were coded and
collapsed into four themes (discussed later in section 4.4.). The first stage of
data analysis resulted in an expansion of the table that was used as an

observation tool. This is explored in 4.2.1. below.

Although the data revealed that eight of the nine identified inclusive pedagogical
practices were found in the Montessori classrooms, the following should be
noted too. Firstly not all teachers displayed evidence of all eight pedagogical
practices. For instance, evidence of practices such as Direct Instruction,
Differentiated Instruction, Learner-Selected Work and Peer Tutoring were
consistently found as they were used by all four teachers in their classrooms,
whilst Co-operative Learning, Reflective Teaching, Whole Class Instruction and
Teaching Social Skills were found in the classrooms of some teachers but not
others. No evidence of Co-Teaching as an inclusive pedagogical practice was
observed. Secondly, some teachers used the pedagogical practices in a way that

was more inclusive than other teachers. This finding is congruent with Florian
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and Black-Hawkins (2011, p. 819) who noted that sometimes teachers were
found to “engage in practices that are less inclusive”. However, for the purposes
of highlighting inclusive pedagogical practices in action, only salient examples of

such practices were selected.

Thirdly, the findings in this study derived from the direct observations and the
individual teacher interviews tended to be divergent and multi-faceted due to the
complexity of establishing the reasoning behind pedagogical practices. This too,
has been noted by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011); however Florian’s (2014)
later work attempted to address this by streamlining the inclusive pedagogical
tool via the IPAA Framework. As discussed in Chapter 2, inclusive pedagogies is
still in its exploratory stages in South Africa, therefore the earlier Participation
Framework (Florian and Black-Hawkins, 2011) is better suited to the South

African context.
4.2.1. Expansion of Table and Examples of Inclusive Practices

| have expanded on the Table of Inclusive Practices (from chapter 2) by
providing examples of the nine practices that | observed during my study. The
stance that | have taken in terms of the manifestation of inclusive pedagogy is
similar to that of Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011), which is based on learning
for all, and providing support in a way that is respectful to all. Based on the work
of Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011), the pedagogical practices can be been

grouped into three large themes:

1. practices that promote collaboration,
2. practices that promote access to the curriculum, and

3. practices that promote recognition and acceptance.

All three themes above promote inclusivity in the classroom. The first theme of
Collaboration involves working together effectively, sharing, non-
competitiveness and positive engagement between learners. The second theme
of Access to the Curriculum involves flexibility, providing for learners’
individual needs and offering multiple opportunities to learn. The third theme of
Recognition and Acceptance involves validation, approval and

acknowledgement of the learners as well as providing and respecting the
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learners’ choices. These themes will be discussed under the headings of each
of the nine pedagogical practices following the discussion of the table below.
Regarding the choice of examples presented in the table below, it is worth
noting that not every instance of the recorded pedagogical practice can be
mentioned here, as there are numerous examples. However, for the purposes of
illustration, | have selected the most salient examples that | felt best describes

the pedagogical practice in the Montessori setting.

Table 4: Expansion of Table of Inclusive Practices

Inclusive Pedagogical Practice Examples of such practice observed

in the Montessori environment

1. Teaching strategies and practices that promote collaboration:

* Co-operative Learning * Teacher splits the class into 4 groups for writing activity where each
learner has a specific function within the group as they work together.

e Two learners work together on the floor doing their Long Chains,
taking turns to add the beaded bits, doing addition together.

*  Peer Tutoring * Y2 learner helps Y1 learner to work on a word-matching activity.

* Co-Teaching * Not applicable.

2. Teaching strategies and practices that promote access to the curriculum:

¢ Direct Instruction * Teacher uses DI steps to teach Y1 lesson on parsing sentences.

* Teacher uses DI methods to teach Y1 learner (who has ADHD). The
learner sits next to the teacher on the floor working on a Montessori
Manipulative called the Snake game to complete his Subtraction

exercise.

*  Whole-class Instruction * Not applicable.

* Differentiated ¢ Teacher hands out work to all the learners who are in their respective
I . year groups, with some learners getting different work within the same
nstruction

year group.

e Teacher modifies the method of calculation for a Y4 learner with
disabilities, providing a calculator that allows the learner to participate
in the long division lesson.

* Reflective Teaching * Redoing the ‘adjectival phrases’ lesson in different formats (from a

short skit to written exercises on the whiteboard to finally providing
notes and a comprehension article) as the learners did not respond
well to the first 2 lessons.

* Changing the poetry writing from an individual to group activity
because the Y1 and Y2 learners were unable to work by themselves.

3. Teaching strategies and practices that promote recognition and acceptance:

* Teaching Social Skills * Teacher models good social skills by praising each child after reciting
poems and the rest of the learners imitate her behaviour.

*  Teacher whispers (modelling) as he reminds the Y5s to be quiet and
not to disturb those that are working as they return from their snack
break.

* Learner-selected Work * Two Y4 learners choose to use “racks and tubes” to work out their long
division sums.

* Y2 and Y3 learners choose which language activities to work on from
the selection available on the low shelves in the classroom.
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With regards to the information provided in the table above, the Co-Teaching
block appears with the words “Not Applicable” in the table. This is because there
were no examples of Co-Teaching recorded during the two week period. All the
inclusive pedagogical practices mentioned here occurred in both the JP and SP

phases.
4.2.2. Practices that Promote Collaboration

From the three broad groupings taken from Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011), |
will discuss the first one, namely, Practices that Promote Collaboration.
Collaboration here refers to the learners being able to interact with each other
positively and work together effectively, thus allowing a manifestation of
inclusion in the classroom to occur. This is facilitated by non-competitiveness
that results in sharing of knowledge and skills among learners in the classroom
and creating a sense of community. Within this grouping, the pedagogical
practices of Co-operative Learning, Peer Tutoring, and Co-Teaching will be

discussed.
4.2.2.1. Co-operative Learning

Co-operative Learning refers to a pedagogical practice that respects and
highlights each individual’s abilities as well as the sharing of authority and
responsibility. Two examples of Co-operative Learning observed in the
Montessori classroom will be discussed here. The first one focuses on mixed
age-groupings that add a different dimension to Co-operative Learning.
Naturally, the dynamics of having older and younger learners working together
on an activity in a co-operative way differs from that of same-age peers. The

following example illustrates this:

The teacher divides the class into 4 groups. Each group has a Y1,
Y2 and a Y3 learner. They have 20 minutes to write an acrostic
poem using FOSSIL as the acrostic. Since there are 16 learners
present that day, each group has 4 learners represented by an Y1,
Y2 and Y3 learner. The teacher asks the Y3 learner to write, but
everyone is encouraged to contribute. As the lesson progresses,
the teacher observes the interactions of each group. She reminds
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the Y3s not to intervene and to allow the younger learners a
chance to be heard.

The oldest learners (Year 3) are given the task of writing. The others have to
contribute to the content of the poem, but are not given the task of writing. In
addition, the intervention by the teacher shows that she is aware of the
possibility of marginalisation of the younger learners in certain groups. Whilst
the older learners are given opportunities to display their strengths and age-
appropriate abilities (such as writing), the teacher tries to ensure that individuals
within the group settings are not isolated and that everyone gets a chance to
participate in a meaningful way. The teacher observes each group and
intervenes when necessary. In doing so, the teacher tries to encourage
interpersonal skills between the learners in each group. This is congruent with
the small group skills and interpersonal skills mentioned by Loreman, Deppeler
and Harvey (2010) that “learners gain from collaborative learning activities”.

Another example of Co-operative Learning is provided here:

'y

The teacher gathers the learners around her for the “Long Chains’
activity, which is a Montessori Material used to explain
multiplication as well as cubes. The teacher asks the learners to
pair up for the activity. Each chain has 2, 3, 4, or 5 beads on it and
learners work together in pairs to build up their Long Chains.

In this instance, learners are working together in pairs to build their “Long
Chains”, adding the numbers as they go along. In the activity, the Montessori
Material (beaded chains) is used to enhance the understanding of complex
abstract concepts by providing tangible materials that are also high in visual
appeal. Again, the learners illustrate that they are active participants in the
classroom, as the teacher asks them to choose and pair with their own partners.
They also decide how long their chains will eventually be, and continue to take
turns in adding beads and keeping a running total of the sum of their beads. In
doing so, the learners demonstrate that they are able to work together, take
turns to add up the beads and then share their sum totals as they progress onto
longer chains. The sharing of information of the sum totals promotes inclusivity
as learners work collaboratively rather than competitively. These two incidents
indicate that inclusivity is maintained both by the use of the Montessori Material

that provides an opportunity for learners to work collaboratively, as well as the
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decisions made by the teacher that attempt to inculcate interpersonal skills

among learners.
4.2.2.2. Peer Tutoring

Peer Tutoring refers to the pedagogical practice that involves two learners
working as tutor-tutee, where tutees are the learners receiving instruction from
the tutor. In the Montessori classes, the Peer Tutoring that | observed was child-
led. | noted that learners helped each other when they saw a younger learner

struggling. The example below illustrates this:

A Y1 learner sat on the carpet with a Matching activity that
required matching the correct picture with the corresponding
word. Then a Y2 learner walked past and noticed the Y1 looking
at the cards and moving them about, without any matched
pictures and cards. The Y2 learner asked the Y1 learner what he
was doing and whether he needed help. The Y2 learner then
read out the words on the cards and the Y1 learner started
matching the cards correctly. The two learners worked together
for the next few minutes till the activity was complete.

From this example, | noted the positive engagement between the two learners
whilst they worked together to complete the activity. The Y2 learner serving the
role of a tutor as he taught the learner new words. In addition, there is
collaboration and the sharing of information, as the Y2 learner shares his
information with the Y1 learner, allowing him to complete the activity. In this
case, the manifestation of Peer Age tutoring involving an older learner tutoring a
younger learner is known as Cross-age tutoring. Hartley (as cited in Hattie,
2008, p. 187) argues that “cross-age tutors are more effective than same-age
peers”. As in the previous instance of Co-operative Learning, the learners were
observed working together in a non-competitive way, and in the case of Peer
Tutoring, assisting the younger classmates. The older Y2 learner was familiar
with the requirements of the activity having completed the activity himself in the
same class in the previous year. As a result, he was able to assist the Y1
learner without any intervention from the teacher. The next pedagogical practice

identified under Collaborative Practices is Co-Teaching.
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4.2.2.3. Co-Teaching

Co-Teaching refers to the way in which two teachers work together in the
classroom teaching collaboratively. There were no recorded incidents of Co-
Teaching noted in either phase. The JP phase had an arrangement of one
teacher per class, therefore providing no opportunity for Co-Teaching to occur.
Whilst the arrangement of two teachers in each SP classroom lent itself to
enable co-teaching, there were no indications of Co-Teaching taking place in a
collaborative way. Different subjects were presented separately at opposite
ends of the room by each of the two teachers present in the class. The following
description shows that whilst there was evidence of two teachers teaching at the

same time, collaborative teaching was not observed.

Each teacher executes a lesson at the same time at either ends of the
classroom. Whilst one teacher does Maths to the Y4s and Y5s, the other
Language with the Y6s.The above instance can be considered a non-example
of Co-teaching as an inclusive practice. This is because the observed instances
did not indicate that the teachers worked collaboratively to teach a lesson
together, as described by Gurgur and Uzuner (2011) whereby teachers are able
do the same lesson together at the same time, as a result of working together in
both the planning and execution phases. Whilst both SP teachers in their
interviews mentioned that they did, the lessons observed were executed
separately. The next group of pedagogical practices to be discussed are those

that promote access to the curriculum.
4.2.3. Practices that Promote Access to the Curriculum

In the second grouping of pedagogical practices the following four practices will
be discussed: Direct Instruction, Whole Class Instruction, Differentiation and
Reflective Teaching. Promoting access to the curriculum for all is about ensuring
that inclusivity is maintained whilst still meeting the needs of all the learners in
the classroom. Sapon-Shevin (2007) argues that sensitivity is key to ensure that
all learners’ needs are met in way that does not single out or embarrass the

learner. Access to the curriculum for all is enabled by offering multiple
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opportunities for learners to learn, thus providing for learners’ individual needs. It
should be noted that during the analysis, overlaps existed between Direct
Instruction in a one-on-one setting and Differentiated Instruction; as the former
can be considered as an example of the latter. However, | have included all
incidents that consisted of Direct Instruction in a one-on-one setting to be Direct
Instruction and not Differentiated Instruction. The first pedagogical practice to be

discussed in this category is Whole Class Instruction.
4.2.3.1. Whole Class Instruction

Whole Class Instruction is a manifestation of Direct Instruction and includes all
learners in the classroom as they are taught together. By definition, it is an
inclusive practice, as no learner is excluded from the lesson. Although the data
revealed instances when the whole class sat around the teacher on the floor,
not all examples observed of Whole Class Instruction were used in an active
teaching context, which is one of the criteria in Table 3 (page 43). | also noted
that in the Montessori classroom, the Mixed Age Grouping limits the execution
of this practice. Taking into consideration that all three years of each of the JP
and SP years are represented in one classroom, it is not likely that Whole Class
Instruction would be a common practice. There were two instances that illustrate

the examples that were observed. The first example is as follows:

The teacher is sitting cross-legged on the floor and explaining the
use of homonyms to the Y2s who are also seated on the floor.

In terms of an inclusive pedagogical practice, this can have two possible
interpretations. | have interpreted the following as an example of Whole Class
Instruction as the entire complement of the Y2 learners are present during the
lesson. In another instance, the teacher does have all the learners around her in

the morning, but she is not actively teaching:

The teacher greets everyone and the whole class is seated in a
circle on the floor around her. She asks whether the readers have
been signed off, takes the register and then reminds the class of
the visiting dentist presentation taking place later that day.

Again, the example above does not fully constitute Whole Class Instruction.
Given that it is an aspect of the morning routine when class matters are

discussed, there is no evidence that could qualify as “instruction”, as there is no
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active teaching taking place. However the physical act of having all the learners
circle the teacher can form part of a wider culture of inclusion within the
classroom. Thus | have interpreted the practice to be an example of Whole
Class Instruction. The next pedagogical practice to be discussed is

Differentiated Instruction.
4.2.3.2 Differentiated Instruction

Differentiated Instruction was observed in several instances both in the JP and
SP phases. In the example below, the teacher is demonstrating Differentiation

via the activities she provides:

The teacher explains the activities to the Y1s, based on their
level of understanding: they must draw fossils, and those that
can write should write six lines about their fossil, below their
picture.

The teacher allows the learners to do the activity based on their individual
abilities. It is interesting to note that she leaves the learners to decide for
themselves who should only draw fossils, and who should write as well as draw.
Apart from providing and respecting their choices, the teacher avoids causing
embarrassment to any of the learners as she does not single out learners to
write and/or draw. From the scenario above, | have noted that there are multiple
opportunities for learners to learn and that a choice of different tasks is offered
to learners. In another example below, | found it difficult to ascertain which of the
learners are receiving support in terms of differentiated class activities, as there
were a variety of tasks in both Language and Maths that were handed out at

once.

The teacher sits on the floor and calls the learners in each of their
year groups (first Y1s, then Y2s and then Y3s) to collect their work
for the day. There is different work allocated to different learners,
even within the same year group. Some are doing Language
activities whilst others are doing Maths activities.

At times, there were several activities within different subjects occurring
simultaneously so | was pleased that | had an audio-recorder to assist me in
capturing the events. Here the data is presented from both the interviews and
the observations in order for me to understand what was actually happening in

the classroom and that the worksheets were not randomly handed out in the
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above-mentioned incident. An indication of prior planning on the teacher’s part is
alluded to, as the teacher knew which worksheet was to be completed by whom.
Within each subject (Language and Maths) and year group, two different
worksheets were prepared. The teacher called up the learners in their groups
and handed out specific worksheets to particular learners. Later on that day, the
teacher mentioned that the group planning sessions that all the JP teachers
worked on together incorporated a variety of learning needs. She had this to
say:

“Planning takes place once a term and all (5) of us JP teachers

plan together. Teachers are free to move at a slower or faster pace

depending on the learners’ progress in their classes and can even

go into the next term if they want to...Sometimes the learners get

so interested in a particular theme that out of interest for that

theme we may stretch it into four weeks instead of an initial

planned 2-3 weeks for instance. We do share resources for each

theme and take turns to create the resources...It means that all 5
teachers do not proceed at the same pace or the same time...

The information provided by the teacher above shows that learners’ needs are
met and there is no expectation for all learners to work at the same pace, but
rather that they follow the needs and interest of the learner. This is accentuated
by the loose time frames associated with the Montessori Method, enabling
accommodations and multiple opportunities to learn. In another instance of
Differentiated Instruction, the teacher is re-teaching Long Division to the Y4s
and modifies the activity for one learner in order to include him. Below is an

extract:

The teacher is going over long division (a repeat lesson) with the

Y4s and asks for their input at every step, using the whiteboard to

show the result. One of the Y4 learners with a mental disability is

also working with the rest of the Y4s, but he uses a calculator to

assist him to do the long division sums. The teacher has given him

a calculator to include him in the lesson with the rest of the Y4s.
In the above scenario detailing the Long Division activity, a modification in the
activity is made, allowing the use of an assistive device. This allows the learner
with a disability to be a part of the Maths lesson with the rest of the Y4 learners
working out their long division sums using mental calculations. Differentiating the

activity not only allowed the learner access to the curriculum but has met the
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needs of all the learners during a single lesson without having to separate the
learner from the rest of the class or exclude the learner from the peer group. The

next pedagogical practice to be discussed is Direct Instruction.
4.2.3.3. Direct Instruction

Direct Instruction is an explicit way of teaching that comprises a step-by-step
approach in which the teacher ensures mastery and guides the learner to
working independently (see chapter 2 for more on Direct Instruction). Direct
Instruction can take a variety of forms, such as Whole Class Instruction (which
has been discussed in 4.2.3.1.), small group settings or one-on-one instruction.
In the Montessori classroom, Direct Instruction lessons that were observed
during the two week study took place in small group settings and in one-on-one
settings. In the following example, the steps of Direct Instruction are
demonstrated as the teacher teaches the Y1s a language lesson. Evidence of

the steps can be seen as follows:

1. Teacher sets out a farmyard poster on the floor and the Y1 learners help
to place the animals on it. She introduces the lesson and explains that
they will start with naming baby animals then move on to parsing
sentences.

2. Teacher asks the learners questions and prompts the learners to get the
right answer

3. Teacher engages in modelling by writing answers on her own handheld
whiteboard

4. Then she asks the learners to parse a sentence and checks that everyone
knows what to do

5. Finally, learners are allowed to work independently with their own
whiteboards under the teacher’s supervision.

In the above extract, the teacher teaches the learners the lesson and then
allows the learners time to complete a parsing exercise. The teacher
demonstrates all the steps required for successfully executing Direct Instruction.
With regards to providing multiple opportunities for learning, the following
example is when the teacher uses Direct Instruction methods to do one-on-one
teaching, and then lets the learner use a Montessori manipulative to enhance
her reinforcement of the Subtraction concept. Here is evidence of the ‘guided
independent practice’ which occurs once the initial steps of Direct Instruction

have already been followed:
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After the teacher uses Direct Instruction methods for a one-on-one
session with a Y1 learner who struggles to concentrate, she
ensures the learner understands each step and then allows the
learner to work independently whilst she keeps checking on the
learner. The learner sits next to the teacher on the floor working on
a Montessori Material called the Snake Game to do a Subtraction
exercise. The learner does not ask the teacher for help, but rather
keeps working and correcting the exercise as the learner proceeds
with the exercise in the book.

The data showed that the teacher made use of the tangible and brightly
coloured Snake Game, which is a Montessori Material made up of colour-coded
beads that are used to teach addition and subtraction. Given that the Snake
Game has a built-in control of error, the learner is able to work independently,
relying on himself/herself to provide the self-correction in the crucial feedback
stage of Direct Instruction whilst the teacher monitors his/her work. In addition,
the use of the Snake Game in the last stages of the Direct Instruction step
facilitates the way that one-on-one support is given to the learner by providing
an opportunity to use a tangible game that keeps him/her interested in the
concept. This shows that Direct Instruction can be enhanced by the use of an
appropriate Montessori Material. The next pedagogical practice to be discussed

is Reflective Teaching.
4.2.3.4. Reflective Teaching

Reflective teaching refers to the series of reflection sessions undertaken by the
teacher after teaching a lesson. This usually results in personal self-assessment
by the teacher about the way the lesson went and reflecting on how it could be
the next time. Usually it follows that the teacher the lesson if the initial lesson/s
successful. Given that Reflective Teaching covers a series of events, some of
which occur outside the classroom, it was necessary for me to interview the
teachers in order to shed light on any reflections that did occur. Here | have
presented the data from both the observations and the interviews. The following
are examples of lessons observed that indicate re-teaching of the lesson

subsequent to self-reflection:

After the Atlantis discussion, the teacher says she would like to go
over the adjectival phrases and clauses because it seems many
Y6 learners are having trouble with it. The learners agree.
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Then,

The teacher gives the Y6s another opportunity to work on their
adjectival phrases in a role-play exercise. Initially it was meant to
be a short-story writing exercise, but the learners request that they
enact it.

The teacher’s use of reflective teaching above is highlighted (and confirmed by
the teacher interview). The teacher realised that the method she used did not
work well and she felt that the learners did not grasp the concept of adjectival
phrases the first time. Another opportunity at adjectival phrases was provided to
the learners, which occurred the day after the first lesson. In her interview, the
teacher said the following when asked whether she engaged in reflective

teaching:

“Yes absolutely. Maybe | could have taught it in a different way, or
made it more interesting for the kids. Like the lesson on adjectival
phrases. | could see that the learners were just not getting it right,
so | let them do the story/drama today. | will see how that goes...if
they still don’t understand then | might have to spend more time
onit...”

By putting herself under scrutiny and evaluating her own lesson later on that
day, she concluded that the lesson did not go well because the learners were
not sufficiently engaging with the content and she resolved to redo it in a way
that the learners would find interesting. The ability to self-reflect and the
willingness to try new things showed her commitment to what was being taught
rather than to whom it was being taught. This resonates with Florian and Black-
Hawkins (2011) suggestion of implementing inclusive pedagogy, which focuses

on the what and how rather than the who.

In addition, it was noted that the Y6 learners requested that the teacher allow
them to act out their written sketch on adjectival phrases, to which the teacher
agreed. The fact that their choices are respected and accepted by the teacher
further contributes to the inclusivity of this pedagogical practice. Corbett (2001,
p. 59) emphasises that “listening to and valuing what children have to say is
fundamental to inclusive learning”. In another instance, the teacher changes the
individual poetry-writing exercise to a group activity when the Y1 learners do not

respond favourably.
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The teacher changes the poetry writing exercise to a group activity
(incorporating the Y2s and Y3s) a few days later when she
realises that the Y1 learners are not able to work by themselves.

The teacher also mentioned the following in her interview when asked about

Reflective Teaching:

“Often at night, | think about what worked and what didn’t. For
instance, in yesterday’s group work with the Y1s on acrostic
poems, it was the first time that the Y1s were exposed to this. Last
year we had done acrostic poems in a group setting quite a few
times, so that the others [Y2+Y3s] knew what to do. | should have
spent a bit of time talking about poems in general, as well as other
types of poems, so in a way | kind of threw them into the deep
end.”

The teacher’'s admittance to the way the lesson went and her reflection on how
she had successfully done such a lesson in the past reveals that she analysed
her lesson and was aware that the lesson did not go well. As a result, she acted
upon her reflections and chose to redo the lesson thus providing another
opportunity for the learners to gain knowledge of poetry-writing. The above two
examples highlight the inclusivity of the practice of Reflective Teaching and how
it was used to provide multiple opportunities to learn, thus promoting access to
the curriculum. The next group of pedagogical practices to be discussed

promote recognition and acceptance of learners in the classroom.
4.2.4. Practices that Promote Recognition and Acceptance

In this grouping, the focus is on the pedagogical Practices that Promote
Recognition and Acceptance of all learners in the classroom. Recognition and
acceptance refers to the validation, approval and respect that is given to
learners’ choices (Sapon-Shevin, 2007) allowing the learners to feel included in
the classroom. Validation is facilitated by praise and recognition of learners’
talents, whilst respect for the learners’ choices contributes to the feeling of
acceptance within the classroom. Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) state that
maintaining the dignity of learners in the classroom promotes recognition and
acceptance. Within this grouping, the pedagogical practices of Teaching Social

Skills and Learner-Selected Work will be discussed.
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4.2.4.1. Teaching Social Skills

Social skills refer to a broad category of skills that can be taught to learners to
ensure appropriate social behaviour. Behaving appropriately contributes to the
way inclusivity is maintained in the classroom with learners of varying abilities
(Fenty, Miller & Lampi, 2008). The data revealed evidence of social skills being
taught in the Montessori classroom. In many instances, the teachers observed
modelled the kind of behaviour they would have liked to see in their learners.
Learners in the younger phases especially, readily imitated the teacher. The

following example provides more insight:

The whole class is sitting in a circle around teacher B on the carpet.
The learners are taking turns to stand up and recite their poems;
each year group gets a different poem. Some learners do not know
the whole poem as is evident by the hesitating and moments of
quiet in the middle of the recital. Other learners help by prompting
the first few words of that stanza. There is no mocking and no
Jeering. The class applauds every learner’s recital — not just for
perfect recitals. Teacher B praises each learner with a “well done
(learner’s name)” and the learners mimic teacher B’s praise.

In the above extract, the class notices that the teacher applauds and praises
each learner after their recital, therefore they do the same. By modelling the
appropriate response, the teacher shows the learners how they should behave.
Even when a learner was in a vulnerable situation such as not remembering the
initial lines of the poem, the teacher provided validation at the end of the recital
(applause and praise). This is what makes the practice inclusive — all learners
were praised, and no distinction was made for those that were unable to recite
their poetry perfectly from those that were able to. Similarly, in the extract below,
the teacher exhibits to the learners that they need to be quiet. The teacher does

this by modelling the learners’ behaviour, speaking to them in a whisper.

Teacher C whispers as he reminds the Y5s to be quiet and not to
disturb those that are working as they return from their snack break.
They walk in quietly and sit down at their tables.

Again, Teacher C displays the behaviour that he expects the learners to follow,
which was to remain quiet. Moreover, the inclusivity in the practice — which was
the choice to whisper to the learners — indicated the gentleness with which the

message was communicated. In doing so, the dignity of the learners in the
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classroom is upheld, which Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) stress as being

important when deciding which pedagogical practices are inclusive.

Social skills can be taught in numerous ways and there is no set way to teaching
the learners social skills. However, it has been noted that social skills are
necessary for inclusive classrooms to function (Fenty, Miller & Lampi, 2008;
Sapon-Shevin, 2007). Seeing that the Montessori Method is centred on respect,
learners are explicitly taught how to be helpful, empathetic and kind from the
preschool stage (Lillard, 2005). This kind of preparation in modelling good
behaviour carries through to the later years, and is facilitated by older and
younger learners belonging to the same classroom. The next (and final) practice

to be discussed in this category is Learner-Selected Work.
4.2.4.2. Learner-Selected work

One of the characteristics of a Montessori classroom is the learners’ freedom to
choose their own work, sometimes under guidance from the teacher. A variety
of activities with varying levels of difficulty appeared in marked boxes (some
according to year group) on low shelves. Amongst the activities available were

the Montessori Materials. Here is evidence of learners choosing activities:

Y2 and Y3 learners choose which language activities to work on

from the selection available on the low shelves in the classroom.
The data revealed that when the learners selected their work, they were at
liberty to choose which exercises they wanted to do, with no direction from the
teacher. A similar finding of “work choice” was noted by Florian and Black-
Hawkins (2011) during the poetry-writing activity and referred to as an example

of inclusive pedagogy being practiced.

What makes Learner-Selected Work an inclusive pedagogical practice is that
the learners are given the liberty to choose their own activity from a selection of
pre-determined activities. The fact that the materials are available to all is
stressed by Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) as what defines the inclusivity in
accommodating for individual differences. The availability of tasks and activities
for the learners covered a variety of learners’ needs but were ultimately left for

the learner to decide which activities they would like to do.
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In another example, two Y4 learners choose to use a Montessori Material called
“‘Racks and Tubes”, which is used as a tangible manipulative to calculate long
division sums. This material has multiple uses and it is used in the Montessori
JP phase for simple calculations and for more complex calculations in the SP
phase. Therefore the SP learners are familiar with the way the material is used,

and know when to use the appropriate material to assist themselves.

Two Y4 girls walked up to the shelf and chose to use ‘racks and
tubes” to work out their long division sums.

Allowing learners to select their own work allows learners to exert their
independence. By providing learners with a choice of materials that they could
use, the teacher does not choose which learners should use the materials and
which learners should not, thereby accommodating a variety of learners’ needs
in a discreet manner. Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011, p. 822) note a similar
finding when learner provision is catered for without outwardly marking learners
as different as long as “the outcome is that learners’ needs are met but

individual students are not marginalised”.

In this section | have shown how each pedagogical practice was used, or not
used (in the case of Co-Teaching) in an inclusive way by the teacher. In the
following section the focus shifts to factors from the Montessori Method itself
that have influenced and/or enabled some pedagogical practices to be
employed by the teacher. This will be discussed in further detail in the section

below.

4.3. The Influence of the Montessori Method and Environment on the

Inclusivity of the Pedagogical Practices

Inductive thematic analysis of the data revealed that the Montessori Method
influenced the way pedagogical practices were presented and implemented by
the teachers. | have identified four broad themes relating to the influence of the

Montessori Method. These four themes are:

1. Classroom Setup
2. Mixed Age Grouping

3. Montessori Materials and Method
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4. Highly Individualised Provision

The Classroom Setup consists of large, open spaces with low shelves and
interconnecting rooms, allowing learners free movement between these different
spaces. The Mixed-Age Grouping refers to the three-year bands in which
learners are grouped per class. In JP classrooms, there are learners aged 6-9
years, and in the SP class there are learners aged 9-12 years. These
environmental aspects form part of Montessori classrooms that “typically share
many features” (Lillard, 2005, p.18). The first two themes (the Classroom Setup
and Mixed Age Grouping) are environmental and relate to those elements that
the teacher finds within the classroom and that s/he has little control over. The
Montessori Materials and Method refer to the way in which the various
manipulatives are typically used in Montessori classrooms, such as the Golden
Beads, the Short Bead Stair and the Geometric Solids etc. to enhance efforts at
meeting the learning needs of all learners. Lastly the fourth theme is the
manifestation of Montessori’'s core concept of “following the child” (Montessori,
1969). The theme of Highly Individualised Provision relates to the way in
which learner support is viewed in a Montessori classroom. The distinguishing
factor of individualised provision is to follow the interest of the learner, whilst the
teacher serves as a guide that assists the learner to choose what can be
learned and how. The third and fourth themes relate to the Montessori Method
and both of these can be highly variable as the teacher has a greater degree of
control over how the Montessori Materials and Method are used, as well as to

what degree the teacher “follows the child”.

Some of the factors affecting the way pedagogical practices are carried out are
environmental, such as the Classroom Setup and the Mixed-Age Grouping.
Others are related to the Montessori Method, such as the availability of visually-
appealing, concrete manipulatives that are colour-coded according to specific
criteria. Yet other factors appear as a result of the emphasis on respecting the
child by following their individual interests. The existence of an egalitarian
atmosphere in which the children and adults are equally important members of
the classroom is brought about by Montessori’'s concept of “following the child”.
Some of the ways in which the teachers stood out as being inclusive is the way

in which teachers were respectful of the learners and the level of freedom given
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to the learners when making decisions about their learning. These are

discussed in further detail below.
4.3.1. The Classroom Setup

The Montessori Environment, or the “prepared environment” (Cossentino, 2010)
appeared structured and neatly organised with colour-coded activities set out in
boxes and baskets on low shelves. ‘Prepared’ refers to the selection of pre-
determined activities available to all the learners. Florian and Black-Hawkins
(2011) describe the availability of tasks and activities that learners can choose
from as being an inclusive way of accommodating a variety of learners’ needs
whilst avoiding stigmatisation and marginalisation. The data revealed that some
activities were available for specific year groups and are labelled accordingly,
such as the comprehension cards (see 4.2.2.2.), whilst others such as the Long

Chains (see 4.2.2.1.) are available to all.

The arrangement of the JP Montessori classroom had ample open, carpeted
areas, with steps leading down into an adjoining Cultural room, filled with
Montessori Materials and books arranged neatly on low, easily accessible
shelves. These two areas were separated by a large glass sliding door and
learners were able to move freely from one space into another. There was no
chalkboard in the classroom, only a small whiteboard used for notices and
reminders. Thus most of the teaching was done on the floor with the learners.
There were tables and chairs available in the classroom for the learners to sit
and work. The freedom of movement facilitated the inclusivity of the classroom

as learners were given the choice to work wherever they felt comfortable.

In the SP classroom, there were two entrances into the room. On one end there
was a carpeted area with shelves filled with Montessori Materials, on the other,
a large table with eight chairs and a whiteboard. In the centre there were
learners’ desks and chairs. Next to the large table there was a reading corner,
with two bookshelves and two desks next to each bookshelf. These two desks
are for learners who want to work alone and undisturbed. This type of
arrangement enabled the teacher to move freely between the learners as well
as provide a few secluded spots for those that needed a place to work alone.

The following two examples are instances in which the environment can be
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seen as influencing the inclusivity of the pedagogical practices. In the first
instance below, the arrangement of the classroom can be seen as a positive

contribution towards meeting the needs of a child with a short attention span:

A learner in Y4 who struggles to concentrate sits and works
undisturbed at the table which is situated between the two
bookshelves.

Providing predetermined quiet areas away from stressful classroom situations
for learners with ADHD is stated by Du Paul and Stoner (as cited in Cooper,
2005) as a useful strategy for ADHD learners. In the second example, the

environment enhanced the execution of Whole Class Instruction:

The teacher sits on the carpet together with the learners in a circle

This contribution to the inclusivity of the teacher sitting in the centre of a large
open carpeted area and surrounded by the learners. Sapon-Shevin (2007)
describes the circular arrangement of the learners around the teacher as being
one that is learner-centred rather than teacher-centred. The link between the
inclusivity and learner-centeredness of the class can be seen in the physical
arrangement. Corbett (2001, p. 57) argues that an overtly child-centred
approach does not make an anarchic school, but rather makes learners “feel
safe, comfortable and confident”. | noted that the learners were free to choose
where they were most comfortable to work, demonstrating the learner-
centeredness of the classroom. The next theme in the contribution towards

inclusive pedagogical practices is the Mixed Age Groupings.
4.3.2. Mixed Age Grouping

The Mixed Age Grouping refers to the practice of placing learners within similar
age bands together in the same class. As a result of the vertical age groupings,
there are a variety of activities relevant to each age group occurring
simultaneously in the classroom at any given time. It has occurred to me that
when there are outside interventions for some children who received additional
support, it is less noticeable due to the Mixed Age Grouping. This was

confirmed by one of the teachers interviewed who said the following:
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Teacher: “Also... because there is a 3-year age grouping, it is not
easy for learners to see which learners are receiving support’.

The three-year age groupings also mean that the same teacher is with the same
child for a period of three years, allowing the teacher to get to know the learner
very well and thus respond to the learners’ individual needs. As one teacher

remarked:

“There are learners we have come to know very well as the years
have progressed and because of this we know who would need
what from the outset”.

Here the teacher is referring to Y2 and Y3 children that have been with her in
previous years. The familiarity between teacher and learner allows the teacher
to immediately respond to additional needs of the learners as she has taught
them in previous year/s. Although not an inclusive pedagogical classroom
practice, this is known as “looping” as is considered a school-wide inclusive
practice (Nevin, Cramer, Voigt & Salazar, 2008). When asked if the Mixed Age
Grouping had any effect on the provision of support, one teacher said the

following:

“There are times when the older ones support and look out for the
younger ones, and other times that the younger ones help the
older kids out”.

The Mixed Age Grouping thus enables a sense of community as the learners
learn and support one another in their environment. As discussed earlier in the
previous section, the Mixed Age Grouping adds a new dimension to
pedagogical practices such as Co-operative Learning and Peer Tutoring, which
provides opportunities for Cross-age tutoring in the Montessori classroom. At
times the Mixed Age Grouping can be useful, as can be seen in the form of
Cross-Age tutoring where experienced older learners tutor the younger ones.
Not all the differences are positive, however. The Mixed Age Grouping could
add a new set of concerns to the way Co-operative Learning is used, for
instance. This is because there would be older and younger learners within the
same group, creating a situation that might allow marginalisation of the younger
learners to occur (see 4.2.2.1.). In addition, the Mixed Age Grouping reduces
opportunities for Whole Class Instruction, given that there are three different

year groups in the same classroom that require teaching at three different
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levels. The next theme in the contribution towards inclusive pedagogical

practices is the Montessori Materials and Method.
4.3.3. Montessori Materials and Method

The Montessori Materials facilitate the implementation of inclusive pedagogical
practices by allowing the learners to work independently. King-Sears (1997)
argues that inclusive teaching strategies should guide learners towards
independent learning. In addition, Florian and Black-Hawkins (2011) advocate
for the learners’ dignity to be maintained and respected whilst providing support
inclusively. Many of the Montessori Maths manipulatives have a control of error
built in, so learners know when they are doing something incorrectly without
having the teacher point it out to them, reducing unwelcome attention. This also
enhances their ability to work independently. One of the teachers had this to
say:

‘“Many of the Montessori Materials are self-correcting, so we don't
need to correct the child...”

In the Montessori classroom, some of the materials have been previously
introduced to the learners in the preschool class and learners are knowledgeable
in its use, for example the Golden Beads and the Long Chains. Given that the
materials are readily available in each classroom within reach of the learner, the
learners are able to access them easily as required. When interviewed, one
teacher mentioned the use of the Montessori Materials in the provision of support

in Maths. This is what the teacher had to say:

“The Montessori Materials are used to assist the learners, particularly
in Maths. Many of the children use them when they need fto... to
work out their sums, to count and things like that”.

Since the learners are aware of how the materials are used, they are able to help
themselves to the appropriate materials when they require it. This means that
learners got up and walked to the shelves for materials at any time. As |
observed this, the classroom always looked busy. | also noted that learners had
different activities to complete, even within the same year group. This brings me

to the next theme, which is Highly Individualised Provision.
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4.3.4. Highly Individualised Provision

The strong focus on the individual learner appears to be a defining characteristic
of Montessori classrooms (Vetiveloo, 2008). All the teachers interviewed
confirmed that the school takes in learners who have special education needs.
This is typical of Montessori schools, following Lillard’s (2005) description of the
Montessori belief that all children have the potential to learn and that every
learner has interests that they must be allowed to pursue. One of the teachers

had this to say:

“As Montessorians, we are expected to see each child’s individual
capabilities and work with those”.

A commitment to teaching each and every learner can be seen in the teacher’s
statement above. The “commitment to the support of all learners is an outcome
of underlying assumptions of inclusive pedagogy” when teachers believe that
they are capable of teaching all children, as argued by Florian and Spratt (2013,
p.124). In the Montessori classroom, the emphasis is always to ‘follow the child’
and this ensures a learner-centred classroom. The data revealed many
instances where learners were respected as full members of the classroom and
allowed to make their own choices. This is congruent with Hugo’s (2013)
assertion that learner-led pedagogies are optimal pedagogies, which allows the
teacher to do many things at the same time. In addition, teachers provide
learners with a variety of options, and have a work schedule that allows for both
compulsory and optional work. With regards to the optional work, individual
learners choose what and how they want to learn. When they require assistance

and support, they either approach the teacher or fellow classmates.

4.4. Figure of Influential Factors on the Inclusivity of the Pedagogical

Practices

Following the discussion above, the following figure is a diagrammatic
representation of the factors arising from Montessori settings (four blue ovals)
that were observed to have an effect on the identified inclusive pedagogical
practices (eight peach rectangles). The effects of the four identified Montessori
themes can be seen by the arrows that match the theme with each identified

pedagogical practice. Co-Teaching does not appear in the figure, since no
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evidence of Co-Teaching as an inclusive pedagogical practice was found in the

Montessori classroom. A description of the figure follows the image.

(

\

Mixed Age
Grouping

KEY:
Inclusive Pedagogical
Practices

Montessori factors

Figure 1: Relationship between Montessori Factors and Inclusive Pedagogical Practices
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The influence of the Classroom Setup indicated that the use of open spaces
within the physical environment promoted the inclusive pedagogical practices of
Co-Operative Learning, Whole Class Instruction and Direct Instruction. In
addition, the materials that appeared within easy reach of the learners enabled

the pedagogical practices of Peer Tutoring and Learner-Selected Work.

The Mixed Age Grouping influenced the way the inclusive pedagogical
practices of Co-Operative Learning, Peer Tutoring and Whole Class Instruction
manifested in the classroom. By having three age groups within the same class,
opportunities existed for the older and younger learners to learn from each other
during Peer Tutoring, Teaching Social Skills and Co-operative Learning. In this
way collaboration rather than competition is emphasised as learners worked
together in the classroom community. However, the Mixed Age Grouping
appeared to limit the use of Whole Class Instruction as the teacher would not

actively teach all the year groups simultaneously.

The Montessori Materials and Method facilitated the provision of choices for
learner activities in Learner-Selected Work, allowed learners to work together
during Peer Tutoring, encouraged the respectful concepts that enhanced the
Teaching of Social Skills, facilitated the use of Direct Instruction by having a
self-correcting feature in many materials, promoted the use of Differentiated

Instruction and Reflective Teaching by providing multiple opportunities to learn.

The Highly Individualised Provision adheres to the concept of “following the
child” and had an influence on the way in which Direct Instruction often
appeared in sessions between the teacher and one learner, Differentiated
Instruction appeared in a variety of instances and daily activities, Learner-
Selected Work that catered for individual interest of the learners, as well as
Reflective Teaching which allowed for all learners’ needs to be met by enabling

multiple opportunities to learn.
4.5. Conclusion

From this discussion, | have drawn several conclusions. Firstly, there were a
number of examples of identified inclusive pedagogical practices found across

the four Montessori classrooms. Out of the initial nine identified practices,
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evidence of eight practices was found. This suggests that overall the four
teachers observed in Montessori settings did engage in inclusive pedagogical
practices. Secondly, the Montessori environment allowed some pedagogical
practices to be articulated in ways that differ from those described in the
literature (where evidence is mainly derived from mainstream classrooms). The
most notable differences were recorded in the manifestation of practices such as
Peer Tutoring and Learner-Selected Work, which were noted to be learner-
directed rather than teacher-directed. Thirdly, the Montessori environment, its
setup and materials, enabled and facilitated many pedagogical practices that are
inclusive, but it is up to the teacher to use them effectively. As a result, not all
teachers displayed the same pedagogical practices even though the tools in the
classroom might have allowed them to do so. This ties in with Vetiveloo’s (2008)
findings that the Montessori environment can be used as an inclusive tool. Lastly,
there is an indication that some of the classroom practices found fall within a
wider culture of school-wide inclusive practices. However, more research is

required to explore these school-wide practices within Montessori settings.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Summary, Recommendations and Conclusion

5.1. Introduction

This study has examined the inclusive pedagogical practices that were evident in a
South African Montessori classroom in the Primary Schooling phase. A case study
design was used and data analysis took place via a combination of deductive and
inductive approaches, as discussed in Chapter 3. The findings and analysis of the
pedagogical practices were detailed in Chapter 4. This chapter will summarize the
general conclusions and address the implications of the study. The strengths and
limitations of the study will also be discussed. Then, recommendations for both
primary schools and teachers will be made, as well as recommendations for further

study.
5.2. An Overview of the Study

This study focussed on the inclusive pedagogical practices that were examined in
the Montessori classroom, at primary school level. The study aimed to assist in
addressing the issue of the paucity of literature on inclusive pedagogy in South
Africa (Makoelle, 2012) as well as providing practical examples of how some
teachers maintained inclusivity in the Junior and Senior Primary phases of the
Montessori classroom. Interviews and direct observations were carried out on four
teachers during the two week data collection period at a Montessori primary school
in Gauteng. The observed practices were analysed deductively using the pattern-
matching technique against a table of nine pedagogical practices defined in the
literature as being inclusive. In order to enrich the data obtained from field notes, the
teacher interviews were analysed to find corresponding evidence of the reasoning

behind the use of pedagogical practices.
5.3. Answering the Research Questions

The overarching question guiding this study was “Which inclusive pedagogical
practices, as identified by the literature, can be found in a South African Montessori

primary classroom?” with three sub-questions, “Which pedagogical practices are
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identified by the literature as being inclusive?”, “What do these pedagogical practices
look like as they are employed by teachers?” and “Does the Montessori Method have
any influence on the inclusivity of the pedagogical practices found?”. In this section,

the answers to these questions are provided.

5.3.1. Which inclusive pedagogical practices, as identified by the literature, can

be found in a South African Montessori primary classroom?

Teachers in the Montessori classroom were found to be using eight of the nine
inclusive pedagogical practices that were identified from the literature. One
pedagogical practice that had the possibility of being executed in the Senior Primary
phase, but of which no examples were found, is Co-Teaching. Evidence of the
remaining eight inclusive pedagogical practices was found in the Montessori
classroom in both the JP and SP phases. These included Co-operative Learning,
Peer Tutoring, Whole Class Instruction, Direct Instruction, Differentiated Instruction,

Reflective Teaching, Teaching Social Skills and Learner-Selected Work.
5.3.2. What does the literature regard as inclusive pedagogical practices?

The pedagogical practices identified as being inclusive in this study were those that
related to collaboration, access to the curriculum and the recognition and acceptance
of learners. Whilst by no means exhaustive, | have identified the following nine

practices as being inclusive for this study.

1. Co-operative learning (Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010; Florian & Black-
Hawkins, 2011; Hattie, 2008; King-Sears, 1997)

2. Peer tutoring (Mitchell, 2008; Hattie, 2008; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey,
2010; King-Sears, 1997)

3. Co-teaching (Gurgur & Uzuner, 2011; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010;
Sapon-Shevin, 2007; King-Sears, 1997; Hattie, 2008)

4. Whole-class instruction (Florian & Rouse, 2005; Florian & Black-Hawkins,
2011; Tomlinson et. al, 2003)

5. Differentiated instruction (Wormeli, 2007; Walton, 2013; Tomlinson et. al,
2003; Loreman, Deppeler & Harvey, 2010)

6. Direct Instruction ( King-Sears, 1997; Hattie, 2008; Loreman, Deppeler &
Harvey, 2010)
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7. Reflective Teaching (Zeichner & Liston, 1996; Sapon-Shevin, 2007; Loreman,
Deppeler & Harvey, 2010)

8. Teaching social skills (Florian & Rouse, 2005; Fenti, Miller & Lampi, 2008;
Shoenfeld, 2012; Sapon-Shevin, 2007)

9. Learner-selected work (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011; Loreman, Deppeler &

Harvey, 2010; Hugo, 2013; Tomlinson et. al)

5.3.3. What do these pedagogical practices resemble when they are employed

by teachers?

Most of the practices look similar to the way pedagogical practices are described
from literature that is based on mainstream classrooms. Six of the eight inclusive
pedagogical practices found, appeared as per descriptions in the literature, namely
Whole Class Instruction (2.4.4.4. in chapter two), Direct Instruction (2.4.4.6. in
chapter two), Differentiated Instruction (2.4.4.5. in chapter two), Reflective Teaching
(2.4.4.7. in chapter two), Teaching Social Skills (2.4.4.8. in chapter two) and
Learner-Selected Work (2.4.4.9. in chapter two). Two practices that differed slightly
from those described in the literature were Peer Tutoring (2.4.4.2. in chapter two),
and Co-operative Learning (2.4.4.1. in chapter two). Peer Tutoring was perceived to
be learner-led rather than teacher-directed. The differences in Co-operative Learning
were minor in the way that it was executed with learners of different ages as
opposed to learners that are same-age peers. | also noted that the variation in peer
ages during Co-Operative Learning had unique characteristics that were specific to

having older learners and younger learners working together co-operatively.

5.3.4. Does the Montessori Method have any influence on the inclusivity of the

pedagogical practices found?

The data showed that there was an influence of the Montessori Method in the way
inclusivity was maintained in the pedagogical practices of the teachers. Four broad
themes were identified as having influenced the pedagogical practices found. These
four themes are the Classroom Setup, Mixed Age Grouping, Montessori Materials
and Method as well as Highly Individualised Provision. These four themes were
found to mostly enable and facilitate the inclusivity of the pedagogical practices in a

variety of ways, but not all the influences of the Mixed Age Grouping were positive.
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The Classroom Setup consisted of large, open spaces with low shelves and
interconnecting rooms which provides ample space for freedom of movement of the
learners. The Mixed Age Grouping referred to the vertical age groupings of each
class and it had both positive and negative effects on the pedagogical practices. The
Montessori Materials and Method were also noted to have a positive effect on the
pedagogical practices. The Materials refer to the tangible items found in the
classroom that facilitate the grasp of concepts, whilst the Method refers to the
Montessori system from which the pedagogy is derived. Highly Individualised
Provision refers to the learner-centred view that teachers possess and stems from
the core Montessori belief of “following the child”. Teacher interviews revealed that
teachers treated each learner as being able to learn, even when the learner had a
disability that they felt they were not trained to manage. This finding is consistent
with Florian’s (2014) assertion that teachers need to believe that all learners can

learn as it forms the basis for inclusive pedagogy.
5.4. Limitations of the Study

In order to provide an objective perspective, it is necessary to acknowledge the
limitations of the study. Limitations in the design, execution and findings are

mentioned below.
5.4.1. Limitations in Design

One of the major limitations of the case study design relates to the issue of
generalisation. Case studies by definition make no assertions of being typical
therefore there are no expectations to the generalisability of the study. | have
presented the data that | found in the primary Montessori classrooms of one school
but due to the contextual nature of Montessori schooling, using this study | cannot
generalize that the findings would be the same across other Montessori schools in
South Africa.

5.4.2. Limitations in Execution

There were three limitations with regards to the execution of the study. The first
relates to the time frame of the data collection period. Whilst it was presumed that
the Montessori Method of teaching was used in all classes throughout the day, this

was not the case. Certain subjects such as Music, Physical Education and French
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classes were taught by outside providers that did not use the Montessori Method.
Thus, those classes were not observed, resulting in a shorter data collection period

than was initially envisaged.

The second limitation in the execution of the study was the way in which the
interviews were carried out, seeing that only one of the four participants knew what
inclusive education was. This meant that as the interviewer, | had to explain what
certain practices referred to. In doing so, the teachers might have been inclined to
answer in a way that elaborated on their positive aspects and might have tried to

“sound inclusive”.

The third limitation relates to the sample size, particularly the size of the classes
observed. There was a maximum of 23 learners in the SP class, whilst there were
only 18 learners in each of the JP classes observed. The class size could have
affected my findings and the outcomes might have been different with a larger class
size. Seeing that the small class sizes are not representative of South African
classrooms in ordinary schools, it cannot be concluded with certainty that the

practices observed can be successfully replicated in other, larger classes.
5.4.3. Limitations in the Findings

Given that it would not have been possible to record every pedagogical practice that
might occur in a Montessori classroom, this study focused on examining nine
inclusive pedagogical practices that were identified in the literature as being inclusive
prior to the study. Therefore the findings of this study were limited to these nine
pedagogical practices, with the possibility that other pedagogical practices that were
not part of the nine identified practices might have been excluded from the findings.
Despite this, there were some strengths to the study, and these are discussed

below.
5.5. Strengths of the Study

Whilst the limitations of the case study have been acknowledged above, this is not to
say that the knowledge and insight provided by case studies cannot be useful. One
of the major strengths of a descriptive case study is that new insights are presented
in detail, providing a deeper understanding rather than a generalization. Seeing that

a study that looked at a combination of inclusive pedagogical practices in Montessori
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settings was not conducted in South Africa before, the vivid descriptions of how
inclusive pedagogical practices are implemented can be a valuable source of
information particularly to practitioners. A further strength of the study is that it has
expanded on the body of literature in the field of inclusive pedagogy, which is an

area of little research in South Africa (Makoelle, 2012).
5.6. Recommendations

The findings of the study indicate that there a number of elements from the
Montessori Method that contribute to the inclusivity of the pedagogical practices
found. There are some elements that can be immediately implemented such as non-
competitiveness, respect for the individual learners and the learner-centeredness of
the classes, and can be of benefit to both primary schools and teachers in achieving
inclusivity in the classroom. Recommendations for further research will also be

made.
5.6.1. Recommendations for Primary Schools

Changing the physical environment of schools can be costly and impractical, but
schools can rework their existing classrooms to include spaces that facilitate rather
than obscure the teacher’s ability to promote inclusivity within the classroom.
Features such as large, open spaces can assist in the successful implementation of
pedagogical practices like Co-operative Learning and Learner-Selected Work.
Primary schools might also want to consider the physical environment and how it can
be optimised for inclusion, by providing options of working spaces for learners, as

opposed to only working at a desk.
5.6.2. Recommendations for Teachers

It is likely that some of the practices mentioned in this study might already be part of
a teacher’s repertoire, but the descriptions provided in this study could perhaps
enhance those efforts. Descriptions of eight of the nine inclusive pedagogical
practices found in this study (Co-operative Learning, Peer Tutoring, Whole Class
Instruction, Differentiated Instruction, Direct Instruction, Reflective Teaching,
Teaching Social Skills and Learner-selected Work) can assist teachers with practical

examples of inclusive pedagogy in action. These descriptions can enhance the
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implementation of pedagogical practices by teachers who seek to be more inclusive

in their classrooms.

Whilst there are many ways in which teachers can use these easy-to-implement and
valuable inclusive practices, the practices that the teachers in this study engaged in
revealed the importance of a teachers’ attitude towards the learners: all learners are
respected and treated as equal, active members of the classroom. Of the inclusive
pedagogical practices that were observed in the Montessori classroom, most related
to upholding the dignity of the learners as well as the freedom that the learners were
afforded, highlighting the learner-centeredness of the classes observed. This
recommendation is similar to that of Corbett (2001) who advocates for a learner-
centred interpretation of inclusive pedagogy. Therefore the implication from this
study for teachers that would like to enhance their inclusivity in the classroom would
be to encourage their classes to be more learner-centred. This can be done by
providing opportunities for learners to make choices and then respecting those
choices, recognising and acknowledging learners by providing appropriate validation
and approval, and providing learner support in a way that maintains the dignity of the

learners.
5.6.3. Recommendations for Future Research

This study involved the balancing of two very large conceptual bases, Inclusive
Education and the Montessori Method. Combining these two conceptual bases in
this way means that | have simply scratched the surface and more research is
required to fully explicate this topic in the South African context. In light of this,
similar studies with a larger sample of Montessori schools, perhaps in other areas in
South Africa, might affirm or reject the prevalence of inclusive pedagogical practices
in other South African Montessori schools. In contrast, comparative studies of
inclusive pedagogy that focuses on Montessori schools balanced against ordinary
South African schools could provide greater depth of inclusive pedagogy. Given that
inclusive pedagogy is a scarcely researched topic in South Africa, it is hoped that
future research would focus on more “glimpses” into the classroom that would shed
light on the ways in which teachers use inclusive pedagogical practices in a variety

of contexts.
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5.7. Conclusions

Examining inclusive pedagogical practices that were found in the Montessori
classroom provided new insights on how certain established practices are found in
an alternative context. Since the focus of the research was on the ways in which
teachers used pedagogical practices inclusively within the Montessori classroom,
this knowledge might prove useful to South African teachers in ordinary schools that
are seeking deeper understandings as well as practical examples of inclusive
pedagogy in action. In addition, a variety of ways in which the learner-centeredness
manifests in the Montessori classroom is highlighted, which has a fundamental
impact on the inclusivity of the practices following a rights-based interpretation of

inclusive pedagogy.
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APPENDIX A

INFORMATION LETTER TO THE PRINCIPAL

APPENDIX A

[Date to be filled in]
The Principal
(Schools name)

Re: Permission to Conduct Research at Your School

My name is Shakira Akabor, and | am a Masters student at the School of Education
at the University of the Witwatersrand. As part of my degree | am conducting
research within the field of inclusive education with a focus on finding inclusive
pedagogical practices that occur in a Montessori classroom, with a specific focus on
the 6-9 year age group. The title of my research is Inclusive Pedagogical
Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case Study.

It is my understanding that there are not many Montessori primary schools in
Gauteng, and this is the reason for your school being selected. Your school’s
involvement in this case study is of vital importance but is however completely
voluntary and refusal for your school to be involved or choosing to discontinue
involvement during the study will not be held against your school in any way. | would
however require your assistance in purposively selecting two classes in the Junior
Primary phase (6-9 years) that | may invite to participate in the research, which is a
case study. Thereafter it would be greatly appreciated if you could assist in
facilitating the process of privately contacting and meeting each teacher individually
to ensure that they are happy to participate in this project from the onset.

Participation will require that each of the two classes, including the teacher and
learners, with their consent as well as their parents’/ guardians’ / caregivers’ consent,
agree to allow me to observe the classes as they occur over a period of one week
each. Apart from me taking notes by hand, the observations shall be audio-taped
and transcribed. In addition to this, the two teachers, with their consent, will partake
in @ maximum total of five interviews lasting about 30 - 40 minutes which will be
audio-taped and transcribed. All expenses incurred will be covered by myself. The
data collection process will take place during the school term that is most convenient
for you, however | would like to suggest either the first or second term giving me time
to analyse and code the data thereafter. Although | will be an observer in the
classroom, | do not intend interrupting any contact time neither will | interfere with the
day to day running of the school.

The data will be documented in a research report and it is envisaged that the
research findings be used for academic purposes including books, journals and or
conference proceedings and therefore your school’'s name will never be divulged and
all participant details will be strictly confidential. Please be assured that all
participants’ names and identities will not be mentioned at any point within the
research report or any other academic publications. To ensure this confidentiality,
pseudonyms will be used. All school participants may also refuse to participate;
refuse to answer any questions in the interviews conducted; and may also choose to
withdraw their consent at any time during the research study without any negative
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consequences. There are no foreseeable risks in participating in this study and no
form of remuneration will be offered to participants.

All research data will be kept securely in a locked cabinet and will be completely
destroyed within 3 — 5 years after completion of the project.

Should you require further information throughout the course of the research, please
do not hesitate to contact me on (012) 654 000 or 082 111 0000, or via
Shakira.akabor@gmail.com. Alternatively you may contact my supervisors:

Dr Yasmine Dominguez-Whitehead on (011) 717 3283 or via yasmine.dominguez-
whitehead@wits.ac.za or Dr Elizabeth Walton on (011) 717 3768 or via
elizabeth.walton@wits.ac.za.

A summary of the research report and findings will be made available electronically
upon finalization in February 2015 should you wish to receive one.

| look forward to your response as soon as is convenient.

Yours sincerely,
Shakira Akabor
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Principal: Acknowledgement of information sheet and proposed research
study
Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case
Study

It would be greatly appreciated if you could please acknowledge receipt of the
information sheet requesting permission to conduct research in your school.

You will be acknowledging that:

- Involvement is completely voluntary and selected participants may choose not to
participate or to withdraw their consent at any given time without any negative
consequences.

- You have read and understand the information sheet and acknowledge its
contents.

- The school's name and participant’s information will be kept confidential and
pseudonyms will be used to ensure anonymity.

- Learners’ and their parents’ / guardians’ / caregivers’ consent will be obtained
before data collection begins.

- If upon entering the field it becomes evident that the participants’ parents / guardian
/ caregiver is unable to read and/or understand the information and consent forms, |
undertake to have them translated at my own expense. Alternatively | will arrange a
home visit with a translator to ensure that parents / guardian / caregivers are aware
of what they are consenting to.

- The data collection process will not interfere with the day-to-day running of the
school, nor will it interfere with the learners’ schoolwork.

- It is envisaged that the research findings will be used for academic purposes
including books, journals and/or conference proceedings.

l, (Principal’s  full
name) acknowledge the information stated above and grant permission for Shakira
Akabor to conduct research within

(school’s name) in 2014.
Please provide details should you wish to receive an electronic summary of the
research findings.

E-mail address:

Principal’s Signature: Date:
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INFORMATION LETTER TO THE TEACHERS APPENDIX B

APPENDIX B

[Date to be filled in]
Dear (Teacher’s name)
Re: Information letter regarding participation in research study

My name is Shakira Akabor, and | am a Masters student at the School of Education
at the University of the Witwatersrand. As part of my degree | am conducting
research within the field of inclusive education with a focus on finding inclusive
pedagogical practices that occur in a Montessori classroom, specifically on the 6-9
year age group, which is the Junior Primary phase. Inclusive practices refer to the
ways in which the Montessori classroom makes provision for everyone to learn,
regardless of their ability level or any special needs that they might have. The title of
my research is Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in a Montessori primary
classroom: A Case Study.

| would like to invite you to participate in my research study. Participation entails my
observing your class for the duration of one week (five school days). Your
involvement in this case study is of vital importance but is however completely
voluntary and refusal for you to be involved or choosing to discontinue involvement
during the study will not be held against you in any way. Additionally, any
observations | make will be for the purposes of research and will not be used in any
way to evaluate you as a teacher. No information generated from the study will be
used against you in any way.

Participation in this study involves allowing me to sit and observe you and the
students in your classroom for the duration of one school week (five days). Apart
from me taking written notes, the observations shall be audio-taped and later
transcribed and brought back to you for verification of authenticity. This is to ensure
accurate observation of the events. All expenses incurred will be covered by myself.
In addition, | would like to ask you a few questions in the form of a short reflection
session at the end of each school day, if you agree. This reflection session,
consisting of three open-ended questions, should take 10-20 minutes. On the last
day of the study (Friday), | would like to interview you to gain your input and insight
on inclusive pedagogical practices that might be occurring in the Montessori
classroom. This interview should last approximately 30-40 minutes and will not take
place during class time, but after school. Although | will be an observer in the
classroom, | do not intend interrupting your class in any way.

Your input will be vital to my study and greatly appreciated. Your name and identity
will be kept confidential at all times and in all academic writing about the study, such
as journal articles, conference papers etc. Pseudonyms will always be used. Your
individual privacy and anonymity will be maintained in all published and written data
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resulting from the study. If you change your mind about agreeing to the study, you
may say so and there will be no repercussions either for you or the children in the
class. Please do remember that there will be no payment of any kind. Apart from the
inconvenience of sharing your time with me for reflection sessions and an interview,
there are no foreseeable risks in participating in this study and no form of
remuneration will be offered to participants.

All research data will be kept securely in a locked cabinet and will be completely
destroyed within 3 — 5 years after completion of the project.

Should you require further information throughout the course of the research, please
do not hesitate to contact me on(012) 654 000 or 082 111 0000, or via
Shakira.akabor@gmail.com. Alternatively you may contact my supervisors: Dr
Yasmine Dominguez-Whitehead on (011) 717 3283 or via yasmine.dominguez-
whitehead@wits.ac.za or Dr Elizabeth Walton on (011) 717 3768 or via
elizabeth.walton@wits.ac.za

The research report and findings will be made available electronically upon
finalization in July 2015. Please do provide an email address should you wish to
receive a copy.

| look forward to your response as soon as is convenient.

Yours sincerely,

Shakira Akabor

TEACHER’S INFORMATION SHEET: Acknowledgement of information sheet
and audiotape consent for proposed research study “Inclusive Pedagogical
Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case Study.”

It would be greatly appreciated if you could please acknowledge receipt of the
information sheet requesting permission to conduct research in your school.

By signing this form, you are acknowledging that you understand what it will
mean to consent and participate in this study:

- My participation is completely voluntary and may choose not to participate or to
withdraw from the study at any time without any punishment or negative
consequences. | will also not be advantaged, disadvantaged or paid for participating.

- My name and all information about me will be strictly confidential in all academic
writing including books, journals and conferences by using a fake name
(pseudonym).
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- | have read and understood the information sheet and acknowledge its contents.

- Learners’ and their parents’ / guardians’ / caregivers’ consent will be obtained
before data collection begins.

- The data collection process will not interfere with the day to day running of the
school, nor will it interfere with the learners’ schoolwork.

- The research findings will be used for academic purposes including books, journals
and/or conference proceedings.

- The audio recordings will be used to make sure the researcher uses exactly what |
answered in the interview questions.

- | acknowledge that all audiotaped and transcribed responses will be safely kept in a
locked cabinet and completely destroyed between 3 — 5 years after completion of the
project.

l, (Teacher’s full
name) acknowledge the information stated above and grant permission for Shakira
Akabor to conduct research within my classroom in 2014.

E-mail address:

Teacher’s Signature: Date:
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARENTS APPENDIX C

APPENDIX C
[Date to be filled in]
Dear [Parent / Guardian / Caregiver]

My name is Shakira Akabor, and | am a Masters student at the School of Education
at the University of the Witwatersrand. As part of my degree | am conducting
research within the field of inclusive education with a focus on finding inclusive
pedagogical practices that occur in a Montessori classroom, with a specific focus on
the 6-9 year age group. The title of my research is Inclusive Pedagogical
Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case Study.

You are receiving this letter as your child’s class has been purposefully selected as
one of the two classrooms in which | shall carry out my study. Although your child will
not be directly interviewed or involved in the study, he/she will be present at the time
that the research is conducted, and is thus invited to partake in the research study.
Participation is completely voluntary and there are no negative consequences should
you or your child choose not to participate. Participation will involve your child’s
presence in the classroom during the time that | shall be observing the teaching
practices.

The observations will, with your permission, be audiotaped and transcribed to ensure
accurate recording and analysis of the teacher’s practices. In agreeing to your child’s
participation, please be advised that you will not incur any expenses and your
son/daughter will not be advantaged or disadvantaged in any way, nor will he/she be
given any money for participating. He/she will be reassured that he/she may choose
not to participate or choose to withdraw his/her permission at any time during the
research study without any penalty or punishment.

The data will be documented in a research report and it is envisaged that the
research findings be used for academic purposes including books, journals and or
conference proceedings and therefore it is of utmost importance that your child’'s
details as well as the schools details be kept confidential. In no way will your child’s
name and identity be mentioned at any point within the study or research report. His
/ her individual privacy will be maintained at all times. A pseudonym (fake name) will
be used to ensure that no-one would be able to recognise your child in any
publication or presentation arising from the research. A summary of the findings will
also be made available should you be interested.

| guarantee that all research data will be kept securely in a locked cabinet and will be
destroyed within 3 — 5 years after completion of the project. Should you require
further information throughout the course of the research, please do not hesitate to
contact me on (012) 654 000 or 082 111 0000, or via Shakira.akabor@gmail.com.
Alternatively you may contact my supervisors:

Dr Yasmine Dominguez-Whitehead on (011) 717 3283 or via yasmine.dominguez-
whitehead@wits.ac.za or Dr Elizabeth Walton on (011) 717 3768 or via
elizabeth.walton@wits.ac.za.

Please complete and sign the attached consent forms and return it to me via your
child’s class teacher no later than 31 January 2014.
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Thank you very much for your help.

Yours sincerely,
Shakira Akabor

Participation in the research project:

Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case
Study.

Parent / Guardian / Caregiver: Informed consent for presence in classroom
during study

l, (parent /
guardian / caregiver’s

full name) Give consent / Do not give consent for my child to participate in the
research project by being present in the classroom during the time in which
the observations are to be conducted.

| acknowledge that:

- | have read and understand the information sheet.

- My child’s participation is completely voluntary and he/she may choose not to
participate or choose to withdraw from the study at any time without there being any
negative consequences. He/she will also not be advantaged, disadvantaged or
reimbursed in any way.

- The researcher will keep my child’s identity and all information strictly confidential in
all academic writing including books, journal and conferences by using a pseudonym
(fake name).

Parent Signature: Date:

Participation in the research project: Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in
a Montessori classroom: A Case Study.

Parent / Guardian / Caregiver: Informed consent for audio-recording and
transcribing classroom observations.

l, (parent /
guardian / caregiver’s

full name)

Give consent / Do not give consent to have my child’s classes audiotaped and
transcribed for the duration of one week in which the researcher will be
conducting direct observations of the way the classes are conducted.

| acknowledge that:

- My child’s participation is completely voluntary and may choose not to participate or
choose to withdraw from the study at any time without there being any negative
consequences. He/she will also not be advantaged, disadvantaged or reimbursed in
any way.
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- The researcher will keep my child’s identity and all information strictly confidential in
all academic writing including books, journals and conferences by using a
pseudonym.

- The audio recordings will be used for data collection and to ensure accurate
recording and analysis of observations.

- My child’s audio recorded and transcribed classes will be kept securely in a locked
cabinet and destroyed between 3 — 5 years after completion of the project.

Parent Signature: Date:
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APPENDIX D

INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS (LEARNERS)

APPENDIX D
[Date to be filled in]
Dear [Participant’s full name]

My name is Shakira Akabor and | am a student at the University of the
Witwatersrand School of Education. As part of my degree, | need to do research
within the field of inclusive education and | will be sitting quietly in your classroom for
one week, whilst taking notes on the special way in which Montessori classrooms
work.

My research is called Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in a Montessori
classroom: A Case Study. This means that | am interested in seeing how your
Montessori-trained teachers teach you and how you respond to their special way of
teaching.

You are receiving this letter because you are part of the classroom in which | have
chosen to study for one week. | shall not disturb your classroom in any way, you will
see me taking notes in my notebook whilst your lessons are going on. | am asking
your permission to allow me to sit and observe your class.

Remember, you can decide if you are happy with me sitting and observing you in
class. You will not get into trouble if you say no. Since you are not yet 18 years old, |
will also be asking your parents / guardian / caregiver for permission if you would like
to participate. If you and your parents / guardian / caregiver agree, participation will
involve your presence in the classroom during the one week in which | shall be
observing your class. The observations, with your and your parents’ / guardian’s /
caregivers’ permission, will be audio-taped to make sure accurate information is
used.

Please choose one of the following faces to show that you agree. Circle the face you
agree with.
1. | am ©/® to allow Shakira to sit and view my classroom and take
notes.
2. | am ©/® to allow Shakira to use an audio recorder to help her take
notes.
3. | know that | will not get into any trouble during this project. ©/®
4. | am ©/® that my name or the name of my school will not be used in
this project.
Please understand that your participation is very important in this study but you will
not be forced to participate. This is not a test or for marks so if you agree to
participate, you will not be advantaged, disadvantaged or paid in any way.
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Participation in the research project:

Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case
Study.

Teachers’ informed consent for audio-recording and transcribing individual
interviews.

l, (participant’s full
name)

Give consent / Do not give consent for all interviews to be audiotaped and
transcribed

Please tick either the yes or no block to show that you understand what it will
mean to consent and participate:

- My participation is completely voluntary and | may choose not to participate or to
withdraw from the study at any time without any punishment or negative
consequences. | will also not be advantaged, disadvantaged or paid for participating.
Yes / No

- My name and all information about me will be strictly confidential in all academic
writing including books, journals and conferences by using a fake name
(pseudonym). Yes / No

- The audio recordings will be used to make sure the researcher uses exactly what |
answered in the interview questions. Yes / No

- All audio recorded and transcribed responses will be safely kept in a locked cabinet
and completely destroyed between 3 — 5 years after completion of the project. Yes /
No

Signature: Date:

105



APPENDIX E

APPENDIX E

Inclusive Pedagogical Practices found in a Montessori classroom: A Case
Study.
Teachers Interview Process and Question Schedule

INTERVIEW ONE (semi-structured interview)

Introduction

Introduce myself as the researcher and explain the purpose of the research.
Exchange contact information to keep in contact throughout the duration of data
collection and thereafter if needed.

Remind the teachers of the interview protocols:

- What the interview will entail.

- Their right to withdraw from the study at any given time.

- Re-assure participants of confidentiality and that a pseudonym will be used. Allow
them the opportunity to select a pseudonym.

- Their right to refuse to answer any questions they are not comfortable answering.

- Their right to withdraw any information given during the course of the study.

Proceed with interview questions

This will be a semi-structured interview and the following questions will be used as a
guide. Instances may arise where probe questions will be asked to provide clarity of
the teachers’ responses.

1. What do you understand by inclusive education?

2. Do you consider this school to be an inclusive school? Please elaborate.

3. What are your thoughts on the Montessori philosophy of teaching and inclusive
education?

4. How are learners needs catered for during the planning of lessons?

5. Do the learners see any other professionals, such as OT’s, speech therapists, etc.
at school?

6. Is there is a special way to teach learners with disabilities?

7. What are your thoughts on the 3-year age grouping: is it useful (or not) in the
classroom?

8. How are learners supported if they do not understand their work?
9. What are your thoughts on reflective teaching? Please elaborate.

Thank the teachers for their time and for allowing me the opportunity to
interview them. Answer any questions that the teachers may have for me.
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APPENDIX F: THE FOLLOWING TWO PAGES ARE EXTRACTS FROM THE
RAW RESEARCH DATA. (TRANSCRIPT OF ONE TEACHER INTERVIEW AND
AN EXTRACT OF A CLASSROOM OBSERVATION IS ATTACHED)

_— f‘“"“*/

@ \We got different children here, like —Was here Iast here W|th Down’s, and years ago | had a
. child in my class w‘rtﬂt_w_ge_rebra! Palsyf t the moment there are all types of children in the school, some-
with ' ADHD, . also there are some with other Iearnlng disabilities.

Me: Do you plan for dlffere Iearnlng abilities when plannmg lessons"

e Absolutely There a few Iearners who we have come to know very well as the years have progressed
_-=nd because of this, we know exactly who would need what from the outset. Also, as the lessons .

se.ng taught we Iook out for those that are struggling with particular concepts or take Ionger to grasp —

Me Is thepe a specnal way to teach learners with disabilities?

. ‘ Yes | think that teachers tramed |n specral educatlon are better sunted to teachmg children with

ducatlon dunng

e ' X 3
Me: How do you plan your lessons’ Are the dlfferent Iearnlng abllltles thought of?

-Yes all the JP teachers plan together as a phase. The Montessori materials are used to assist the ‘
learners particularly in Maths Many of the chlldren use them as needed in order to work out their sums,
to count and thlngs Ilke that

Me: How are learners supported if they don’t understand or struggle with work?

@B They know that they must come to me and ask for help. Often | can predict which child mlght find a
certaln “activity challenging and | will work W|th those klds separately .

Me: Do you think the 3 year-age groupings is useful to you as a teacher, or does it complicate things? *

‘I don’t think it is complicated, I'm used to it. l-also think it is very good for the older and younger

children to be together and-learn. from_each other. There are times when the older ones support and «

Iook out for the younger ones, and other tlmes that the younger ones help the older kIdS

Me: Do you engage in reflective teaching? (I elaborate on what this means, as@Ell® requests me to) v~

@ Yes, definitely. | always ask myself how | could have improved what | did or said, or if there was a
_way to approach the subject better for a specuﬂc child. I do do this often. Often at night, | think about )

~what worked and what didn’t. For i instance, in yesterday s group work with the year 1’s on acrostic|

poems, i it was the ﬁrst time that the year ones were exposed to this. Last year we had done acrostic )

poems in a group. settmg quite a few ‘times, so that the > others knew whatto do. I wasa bit apprehensive |

With this group of year ones, but T felt |tmery well and they enjoyed the expenence Tdot think tha

before’ |ntroducmg the acrostic poems to the year ones | should have spent a blt _of time talking about

—

poems in general as well as other types of poems so in a way | kind of threw them into the deep end. | k -
Last year | did a background c?poEy w1th the year 1’s and 2's (now Y2’s and 3’ s) so  they | knew what |t TN
“was. o

32
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. explaining each year group’s tasks. She then calls all the Y1’s to her and sends the rest away to Y

] groups of 4 and two of 5, whil st- class has a large U-shaped arrangement. Learners niove m,__..7 ) s vk

P readmg corner, it is carpeted, filled with shelves and cushlons to sit on, with large

1 must ask a year 2 or 3 to assist them The rest of the class is busy workin on t n as S5 vA‘,ﬁ

(o) ’1 ”v\
\éfe))( \/, and ] Language. Kids are free to dress however they wish, there is no school uniform. They are also 7

g XY AltheYlsawa to work, a Y2 learner, er saying she is ¢ %‘ 77@

the red onesare in the hundeds. Do you see

. She eventually gets it right.

Day 1 Observations
Date: 19 May 2014; 9am.

Teacher 4l class; JP XX =7 A'ro C‘f@ &’ ¥ 7
g_S_SngLCross legged on the floor, with the whole class around her in a circle. She 1S o

work. Kids are very excited and come over to greet and smile at me. This class seem to be very —=

willing and eager to be watched. ) 2NV | v 4=
@ has all the Y1's in a circle around her. They each have work that she is checking on, and s
‘advising them on how to proceed. She then explains to@® how to fix his mistakes. She watches as

he does it correctly then she moves on to the next learner. Then@illi® follows learners to help -

them wherever they are seated around the classroom. If they are seated on the floor, then she too —=% eﬁé,ul» ”}
sits’omn the Hoor 1ex ith work, but the class is not quiet. Occasionally Mmdes%

“a_child will ask a question loudly, or there would be a quiet chatter going on between two
learners whilst others are working. T noticed that this classroom has the tables set in small® N\ th o =

£au

d -
and around the classroom with ease and no permission required. Two of them move outside to7 V" °

g'WmngcultﬁHE‘Mdeade to sit and work there. The culturals roqm is like a \_\\A\Af“’
(vaméews\ Mo,.}e_&g‘“

_overlooking the garden. Because there is no library at the school, each class has its own re 7

corner in the culturals room.

fossils were created. QU is explammg the various actlvmes to them based on their | g vel of / \
understandmg they must draw fossilsa fﬁ"TCénrﬁT?E’ﬁEﬁTer t to draw, then they \«,}

1s discussing the fossils exer 1’s. Agai e that the older kids (Y2+Y M‘;.
up and help themselvesto t ontessori materlMt they need to assist them in Mathematlcs

(free to wear socks,/shoes/remain barefoot within the classroom, as they wish. Oncoflll® sends

@B PP stay there let me finish up and I will come to you. )
Mow '\L ===

o ok oakAnan /-

e\

(A few minutes pass). cans
” What can I help yoﬁ with? What's confusing you my girl?

“ the abacus. Im not sure what it should look like. ‘

“: See the different coloured beads. What do they mean?

AW 'm not sure.

" okay let’s have a look here. The green beads are units, all right. The blue beads are tens, and

.: yes.

.: and on the side, it tells you 1’s, 10’s, 100’s. Ones mean units. It's the same thing, see.

@8 Can 1 do the sum again“?

' of course you can, let’s see how you do it.

>~is confused about the abacus and has mixed up the beads value. asks her to do it again, . .
~and tries to show her where she went wrong. After a few attempts, seems to get her
mistake. She still looks a bit unsure of herself, but‘encourages her to work independently.
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Inclusive pedagogical practices found in a Montessori classroom: A case study
The committee recently met and I am pleased to inform you that clearance was granted.
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etc.) and include it in your research report or project on the title page.

The Protocol Number above should be submitted to the Graduate Studies in Education Committee upon
submission of your final research report.

All the best with your research project.

Yours sincerely

M M\%

Matsie Mabeta
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011 717 3416

Cc Supervisor: Dr Y Dominguez —Whitehead
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