CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Intelligence tests are still the most widely usedhwodtfor identifying learning
disabilities globally, despite considerable researeh tfueries the usage of Intelligence
Quotient (1Q) scores for identifying learning difficulties gNutino, Scanlon & Lyon,
2000; Lyon, Fletcher, Shaywitz, Shaywitz, Torgesen, @yddchulte & Olsen, 2001;
Bradley, Danielson & Hallahan, 2002; Donovan & Cross, 200&;ner, Dede, Garvan &
Conway, 2002; D’Angiulli & Siegel, 2003; Pfeiffer, Reddy, &del, Schmelzer & Boyer,
2000; Watkins & Worrell, 2000; Smith, Smith, Bramlett & HicRO00). The main cause
for this dissatisfaction revolves around underpinninghemamely 1Q tests are based on
the premise that learning difficulties are caused by negicdl developments. In
contrast, a large body of research suggests that #rerenany systemic factors that
contribute to learning problems, such as attendance atrysid®ol, parental education,
socio-economic status and inadequate learning opporturiidsatms & Bor, 2006;
Manly, Jacobs, Touradji, Small & Stern, 2002; Donovan &3Sy 2002; Gorey, 2001,
Torgesen, Alexander, Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller & Cgni&801; Espy, 2001; Fagan,
2000).

The dissatisfactions with 1Q testing and a tendentoprayst some researchers
towards moving away from a psycho-medical to a sociastcactivist framework
prompted some research into alternatives for identifyiagnlag difficulties. Short-term
instructional intervention was one area examined anddféaibe a fairly effective means
of identifying learning differences (Foorman & Torgesg®d01; Ikeda & Gustafon, 2002;
McNamara & Hollinger, 2003; McMaster, Fuchs, Fuchs & Comp&003; Vaughn,
Linan-Thompson & Hickman 2003; Vellutino, Scanlon, Small RBanuele, 2006).
However, other studies concluded that these instructiopproaches are fairly
ineffective as they still focused on the individual’'semmal factors as causing the learning
difficulty, while other environmental and other systenfiactors were ignored.
(Shuttleworth-Edwards, Kemp, Rust, Muirhead, Hartman & |638d2004; Rushton,
Skuy & Fridjhon, 2002; Espy, 2001; Kwate, 2001; Gorey, 2001; Guonde& Siegel,
2001; Coffey & Obringer, 2000; Fagan, 2000).

In the light of these findings, an alternative method itlentifying learning
difficulties that is compatible with human rights, luisive education and social



constructivist principles was generated. This approach asodes to examine the
multiple causes of learning difficulties as wellths efficacy of incorporating informal
assessment into the identification process.

In this approach the dynamic interplay between intsapel, interpersonal and
situational variables is examined. During this proceswuarinteracting variables are
suggested as the cause of learning delays as opposed tongssitjndifficulties to
neurological aetiologies. This approach has been nameedcthsystemic framework. A
graphic organise, based on the ecosystemic framework ewesloged for use by
Harcombe (1993) as a training tool for learning support spédsiapsychologists and
teachers. This graphic organiser depicted graphically teeattion between the systems
that surround children and adolescents as they developdnits. This tool was named
the Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organiser by theogeveHarcombe (1993) and
has been used ever since then in various training progranirhes.study aims at
exploring this alternative approach in a South Africantext.

Changing the assessment of learning difficulties toysiesis framework has
implications for placement and treatment. For examplesessment processes that
involved 1Q testing usually resulted in placement in spedacation, in which the child
received the treatment and support. On the other handgnsgstassessment and
consequent interventions are aimed at providing supporthérvarious systems that
function as barriers to the assessee’s developmbist.means that a study of this nature
needs to include the best ways of providing this systempipat.

One approach to providing support in education that has tesearched fairly
extensively worldwide is the collaborative consultanggraach (Meck & Barrow, 2005;
Levac, 2004; Amatea, Daniels, Bringman & Vandiver, 2004;t@enHasbrouck &
Sekaquaptewa, 2003; DeWert, Babinski, Jones, 2003; Kennedy, Higgih$ierce,
2002; Doerries & Foster, 2001; Lusky & Hayes, 2001). These rdmra found that
collaborative consultancy was effective in support ertst as it is a user-friendly
approach that makes use of techniques and strategies com@ppled in the
behavioural and social sciences. Accordingly this amggregbeing used in this study to
examine the effects in a South African context.



Rationale

The practice of using intelligence testing scores for ithentification and
placement of learners who experience barriers tmileg has been queried by many
researchers and practitioners. For example, using 3Qstmres solely as a means of
identification and placement focuses on the performaricthe child and omits the
examination of environmental issues and how they rétatke child’s development. In
addition, norms are often formulated in other countmdsch make their usage in South
Africa unethical. In addition, recent legislation ioush Africa emphasizes inclusive
educational practices and the sole usage of IQ testiagnasans of identification does
not give credence to the notion of examining environmdssales and their effects on
learning, which is necessary in an inclusive context. Tfaeters have made the study of
an alternative method for identifying learning needs evere magent.

Accordingly an ecosystemic approach to identifying lesgmeeds is examined
in this study. This approach is based on constructivism gstéras theory (Vygotsky,
1987 & Feuerstein & Rand, 1974) and as such emphasizes théhaolenteracting,
systemic factors play in a child’s learning and develepmIin other words instead of
emphasising the fact that the child cannot learn becdulsis/ber cognitive challenges
(cf. 1Q scores) the ecosystemic approach emphasizeslthéhat adults and more able
peers as well as the broader social and economia$gafay in the child’s development.
This approach is also suggested as a relevant instrumelmt icutrent South African
context since it is more in line with the principt#sdemocracy and inclusive education.

It is therefore proposed that this study will use, tlee purpose of identifying
pupils learning needs, an ecosystemic approach, whiclprssented graphically in the
Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organiser (EAGO; Hareorh®93; 2003). It is
anticipated that this approach will enable educators s shidy to identifying the
interacting factors that promote or prevent learningdenelopment.

Inclusive education practices emphasize that teachers ded waile players
should be provided with support rather than specialists gisingport to individual
learners alone as advocated by traditional special edngattactice. Therefore in this
research study a collaborative consultancy approatgather support will be used. This
approach was chosen because it strives to build positivking relationships, so that



people from different backgrounds, who have differentdeagean work harmoniously
and productively together in the support process.

Definition of keywords

Before delving into the research report, it is necgsgarclearly define some of
the commonly used concepts and related terms used.

Medical model or psychomedical model approach/framewdhis approach is
often used to underpin psychological interventions. Thigleh has also often been
adopted in education and been applied to learners whohimsteeically not managed to
keep up with mainstream education (Gresham, 2002; Fornesavé&lds 2001; Lerner,
1993). From this viewpoint such learners are considered patiEnts with a disease that
needs diagnosis and treatment and such treatmentayugnen by a professional often
in the context of special education schools (Harcombe, ZFagBess & Kavale, 2001).

Ecosystemic approach/frameworkEcosystemic models are often seen by
theorists as being less reductionist than medical modelsthey do not focus on only
one or two contributing factors to a situation or ctindi This approach views a learner
holistically i.e. as being affected by the context incahkhhe or she functions, such as
society, schools, homes, etc. This approach also takes account the genetic
endowments of learner in interaction with contextuatdes (Spann, 2005; Harcombe,
2003; Sutherland & Morgan, 2003; Donald in Engelbrecht, Grd¢aicker &
Engelbrecht, 1999).

In this study a graphic representation of an ecosystapproach has been used.
This tool has been developed by Harcombe (2003). A copy odjitiyshic representation
and a more in-depth explanation is available in the Appdipdige 59).

Learning disabilities, learning difficulties, learning problems, learningds
barriers to learning and learning diversityThese terms have all been used
interchangeably in this research, as they are termishéhee been commonly used over
the years in identifying learning problems. In addition il Wweé noted that some terms
will be used more frequently when a particular theoaétiunderpinning is being
discussed. For example, psychomedical models are nhetg o have used the term



learning disabilities whereas an ecosystemic model wodde likely to have used
learning diversity or barriers to learning.

Collaborative consultancyl'he term collaborative consultancy refers to acess
whereby a consultant (the researcher) offers suppartdther professional, the consultee
(the educators). This process suggests that problem-sohengsdeetween the consultee
and the consultant in a collaborative, supportive etaghich each party has expertise
to offer. Thus, the consultation is portrayed as alitrjainteractive relationship among

the consultant, the consultee and the client (tenérs) (Levac, 2004).

Structure of the research report

An outline of the structure of this report follows. Thisrrent chapter is an
introduction to the research report, which covers #temale, a description of keywords
and the structure of the research report.

Chapter two presents a survey of the literature revdenggarding the different
approaches for identifying learners with learning diffi@sgti Theoretical underpinnings
and studies examining the various processes for idetitiicaf learning needs are
reviewed.

Chapter three presents the methodology used in this rese@art. This includes
the aim of the research, the research questions aratcles#esign. In addition methods
of data analysis and collection used in this study apéagyed. The context of the study
and the participants are then described in terms o$t¢heol and participants used. A
brief description of the intervention programmes i® glsovided. This chapter is then
concluded by a discussion of research ethics.

Chapter four presents the findings of the research. i$hdene by dividing the
chapter into two parts, namely findings regarding Harcomli®AGO and findings
regarding collaborative consultancy. The effectiveness Harcombe’s EAGO in
identifying learner’s individual needs is demonstrated by tsections, namely
participants’ ability to fill in the EAGO effectively drunderstanding of the concepts that
underpin the EAGO. Similarly findings regarding the callaive consultancy are
demonstrated by the following behaviours that were ndtice the educators:
participants’ ability to understand and use collaboratiwh @articipants’ ability to apply



the concepts of collaborative consultancy to supportingh eather when using
Harcombe’s EAGO.

Chapter five presents the discussion of the study. TEhidone in terms of
examining the findings of this study in the context ofshedies reviewed in the literature
review.

Chapter six is the concluding section of the report amsnies the implications
and the limitations of the study. This is followed bgliscussion of the areas highlighted

for future research.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Learning difficulties have through the years been givanous names, such as
minimal brain dysfunction, learning disabilities or liars to learning. Terminology often
reflects the theoretical underpinnings used for understgni#iarning differences. In
other words the identification of the causes of learuiifigrences often depends on the
theoretical framework used by the assessor. For exawipd® using a psychomedical
model a learner would be identified as havlegrning disabilities, dyslexia, reading
disorder, mathematics disorder, disorder of written expresswhile an ecosystemic,
inclusive education model would identify systems that promotenpede learning and
development. This approach could include terms suddaagers to learning, promoters
of learning and learning diversity

It is also interesting to note that in spite of tleiwal and terminology debates
regarding learning diversity, the identification of leansywith learning differences has
increased more than 200% since the concept was formaltiyoatedged in 1977
(MacMillian, Gresham, Lopez & Bocian, 1999 in Vaughn, Lindmwmhpson & Hickman,
2003). Despite the many possible explanations for theasetkidentification of learners
with learning differences, there is little doubt thdwe tgrowth rate is high, the
heterogeneity of individuals identified as learning difféhe is great and that many
students are either misidentified or unidentified (Macldilet al., 1999 in Vaughn et al.,
2003).

The purpose of this research was to twofold. Firstlyexplore the issue of the
identification of learning difficulties in a South Africahigh school population and
secondly, to explore the collaborative consultanmyraach to providing teacher support.
Traditionally South African educators and specialists tifled learners with special
needs by using a psychomedical model, which correspondedheitfocus of exclusive
education in this country, namely that students with digigisilwere traditionally catered
to in special schools or special classes. Alternigtithis paper proposes using a
constructivist, ecosystemic framework for understanding atentifying learning
differences. Accordingly this chapter commences waitbroad description of how a
medical model is used to inform an understanding of legruifficulties. Then the
concerns about utilising this approach are highlighted ingerhtheoretical and ethical



grounds especially in the South African milieu. Then thesgstemic framework for the
identification of learners with barriers to learning @gamined in the context of an
inclusive education system. Since using an ecosystemic appregaires that the
education system and forms of delivery are more inclusine supportive in terms of
identification and intervention for learners and tesshand other stakeholders than is
experienced in more exclusive educational settings|labooative consultation mode of

support for teachers is discussed at the close of tat@h

The identification of learning difficulties

As mentioned earlier, many frameworks have been usedpiai®xnadequate
learning and developmental progress and one of those Bychomedical model. The
model categorised learners in ways such as learning disaBlkteition Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), dyslexia, reading disordenathematics disorder,
disorder of written expression and so on. For examgelusive education systems
tended to categorise learners according to disabilibjchv resulted in their being
educated separately from mainstream education in terrteiofcategorisation (Kagan,
2002; Lerner, 1993). This means that within-person/internabrfscsuch as underlying
psychodynamic conflicts, ‘minimal brain dysfunction’, logical antecedents, etc
(Gresham, 2002) were, amongst other factors, seen as Ieingrimary causes of
learning difficulties It was assumed that the learner’s condition hadetaliagnosed,
treated and usually referred to some form of special aauc and/or specialist help
before any meaningful learning and development could ensueed®& Kavale, 2001).

The effect of this theoretical perspective inclined sgdests, parents and
educators towards conceptualising learning differences a®lpgital (Adelman &
Taylor, 1993). An example of this trend in thinking is embddrethe United States of
America’s Federal Public Law 101-47@&dividuals with Disabilities Education Act
1990’s definition of learning disabilities (in Sternberg &igarenko, 2001). This
definition states that specific learning disabilities @esved as intrinsic disorders in the
basic psychological processing which needs to be dssghaccording to whether there is

a severe discrepancy between achievement and int@lleability. The discrepancy



notion, the USA Federal definition and other factorsnfeahy researchers and specialists
to use intelligence tests to identify learning difficulties many years.

A considerable number of studies have been conducted lglobghrding the use
of intelligence tests as a means of identifying learnifigcdities in children and youth.
These studies have used various methods of establishinglidieyvaf their argument,
and, in addition, differing forms of intelligence testsevased. An exhaustive search of
the literature since 2000 revealed that over 100 studiesedatire validity of using
Intelligence Quotients (IQ) tests as means of identfylearning difficulties. Only a
selected few of these studies are reviewed in this paper.

The high majority of these studies found that 1Q tesish as the WISC-III, were
able to identify a learning disability based on the diz@ney between the learners’
intellectual ability, as measured in 1Q scores, and auadechievement (Pfeiffer, Reddy,
Kletzel, Schmelzer & Boyer, 2000; Smith, Smith, Bram&tHicks, 2000; Watkins &
Glutting, 2000; Watkins & Worrell, 2000; Canivez & Watkins, 206igle, Fiorello,
Kavanagh, Hoeppner & Gaither, 2001; Vaughn, Linan-Thompsonicknkan, 2003;
Phelps, McGrew, Knopik, Ford, 2005; Robinson and Harrison, 20@5\&an Luit,
Kroesbergen, Naglieri, 2005). No other factors that mayydekrning and development
were researched in any of these studies.

On the other hand, at least 300 of the additional studigsd, in this period,
strongly queried the usage of 1Q scores alone in detemgnithe cause of learning
difficulties. (Vellutino, Scanlon & Lyon, 2000; Lyon, Fther, Shaywitz, Shaywitz,
Torgesen, Wood, Schulte & Olsen, 2001; Bradley, Daniedatahan, 2002; Donovan
& Cross, 2002; Warner, Dede, Garvan & Conway, 2002; D’Angsulbiegel, 2003). For
example, a large majority of these researchers suggegperformance on IQ tests alone
is an ineffective predictor in the identification ealning difficulties. More specifically
other studies offered many reasons for the ineffectigeaésising 1Q tests as the main
criteria for diagnosing learning differences and disadslit

An example of one strand of this research that exairine usage effects of 1Q
tests in relation to cultural groups, found that IQ teéstsd to be culturally-biased
(Shuttleworth-Edwards, Kemp, Rust, Muirhead, Hartman & |I638d2004; Rushton,
Skuy, Fridjhon, 2002; Kwate, 2001; Gunderson & Siegel, 2001; Cd&&feybringer,



2000). This suggests that the sole use of 1Q tests for figagtilearning needs is not
responsible practice as certain cultural groups are\disdéalged. Apart from querying the
relevance of 1Q scores in determining learning problenas)ynstudies found that other
causes of learning difficulties, such as inadequate learningrtogies and the
development of reasonable motivation for learning wémnger predictors of learning
problems than 1Q scores (Shuttleworth-Edwards, Kemp, Rysithead, Hartman &
Radloff, 2004; Coffey & Obringer, 2000; Gunderson & Siegel, 2001)

Other research suggests that learners who startdaty school at a preschool
level have an advantage over those learners who dattertd nursery school as they
score higher on 1Q tests (Gorey, 2001; Torgesen, Alexakdagner, Rashotte, Voeller
& Conway, 2001; Manly, Jacobs, Touradji, Small & Stern, 2@2ir, Gamson, Thorne
& Baker, 2004). This, therefore, suggests that some leanmdréowered 1Q scores may
be unnecessarily diagnosed as learning disabled.

In addition, Fagan, (2000); Espy (2001); Garcia Bacaete &IRRemirez (2001);
Donovan & Cross (2002); Garlick (2003); Lawlor, Najman, fRatO’Callaghan,
Williams & Bor (2006) argue that factors such as parentalaauc income and other
indices of socio-economic status, predict academic aement as well as 1Q scores,
which suggests once again that using 1Q tests scoresislnoteresponsible practice.

It is considered that there is sufficient evidencenfitbe studies cited to suggest
that using 1Q test scores alone as predictors of Ilegqrniisabilities causes
misunderstandings and misapplications. This can be damagirigarners and their
families as well as being seen to prevent meaningfefvantions that assist the learners
with their learning.

It is interesting to note that after exhaustive regeanly one other alternative to
using 1Q testing for identifying learning difficulties wémund. This alternative is based
on the concept of using short-term instructional inteigest namely Response-to-
Intervention (RTI) as a means of identifying learnershwiarning problems. For
example, Foorman & Torgesen, (2001); lkeda & Gustafon, (2002ZNamara &
Hollinger, (2003); McMaster, Fuchs, Fuchs & Compton, (2003); Vaudhnan-
Thompson & Hickman (2003) and Vellutino, Scanlon, SmalF&uele, (2006) tested
this notion and found that on the whole using a steyrt instructional intervention did
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preclude certain learners from being classified as legraiisabled/dyslexic, which
prevented them from being routed to special education. Hawether researchers
criticised RTI studies’ assumptions that learners @Wbaot respond to instruction have
an inherent deficitin other words the adequacy of the instructional programasenot
queried on any level (Kavale, 2005; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003; Simaer& Swanson,
2001).

However, it is argued here that the concept of usingoat-s&rm intervention
process instead of using 1Q scores alone is a move gtiitedirection, though it is still
not considered sufficient as an assessment tool asnmsderation is taken of interacting
factors, such as the learners’ emotional status, tHaefiveen the intervention and the
learner and so on (Semrud-Clikeman, 2005.)

The findings of the RTI studies demonstrates that thesdoban some shift away
from solely using a psychomedical model for understanttarning differences towards
thinking systemically about the causes of learning problems.

Towards a constructivist, ecosystemic framework for idetifying learning
differences

One of the most cogent reasons for using a construcegdssystemic framework
as a basis for understanding learning differences ighigbtsychomedical model is very
simplistic and therefore precludes the examination of nfiactprs that have been found
in many studies to cause differences in learning and develttpi®n the other hand, a
complex politico-socio-economic developmental frammdw (Edmondson, 2002) is
viewed by many theorists and researchers (Spann, 2005; Hac@003; Sutherland &
Morgan, 2003; Tyler & Jones, 2000) as being a more valid fremie to use in
understanding learning differences. Such frameworks ewathie interactive effect of
school, home and intrapersonal systems on the dawelot of individuals, which has
been variously called ecosystemic / interactive / agrakntal / interaction frameworks
(Shapiro & Biber, 1972; Adelman & Taylor, 1993; Donald, 1996 in Hmgeht et al.,
1999; Harcombe, 2003).

Social constructivism has changed our views of how weenalise the way
humanity develops and learns. For example from this viewpdearning is
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conceptualised as being a process in which knowledge igactes! by, for and between
members of a discursively mediated community (Hruby, 20019tHer words if learners
are not a part of an ongoing, mediation process (Schur,, @asman and Fridjhon,
2002) they will appear as if they are learning disabled ane scadequately on IQ tests.
According to this view, however, it is not their leagiability which is seen as being at
fault but rather it is the inadequate mediation theyivede(Vygotsky, 1987; Feuerstein
& Rand, 1974).

When using this framework it becomes clear that thendgais not labelled as
‘sick’ or ‘the one with the problem’ but rather hegbre is viewed as having only a small
part to play in the complexity of the interactions betw systems and historical events
(Harcombe, 2001 cited in Engelbrecht & Green, 2001.) Thusdbsystemic approach is
viewed as being multidimensional, holistic and dynamiaature (Engelbrecht et al.,
1999) and therefore a more valid explanation of learnirfgrdifices than a reductionistic,

medical model view.

Ecosystemic thinking and assessment procedures

When a constructivist, ecosystemic approach is used figrstanding learning
differences, all the relationships between the systéhome, school and the wider
politico-socio-economic spheres) within which the fearinteracts with are examined in
terms of their effects on learning and development @fabe in Engelbrecht & Green,
2001). These relationships help pinpoint the various causearaing difficulties.

Therefore constructivist approaches to assessment prosedtgeconsidered
theoretically appropriate for use in any country but duéé¢optast and residual political
and socio-economic disadvantages in South Africas iirgued that this approach is
especially suitable to the South African context. gsthis framework ensures that
learning barriers are identified enabling educators and at#lervant people to be
supported according to the barrier. In addition South A%icurrent education reform
(inclusive education) requires that all learners berd#id equal rights to a quality
education and to be protected from discrimination and ibeqg(@Department of
Education, 2001).
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Although ecosystemic theory has been applied in varids (Spann, 2005;
Guruge, 2004; Creech & Hallam, 2003; James, & Meezan, 2802xtensive survey of
recent literature found no studies which used ecosystamiking to underpin
assessment procedures for determining the causes of leproisigms. Only one study
was found in which this theory was applied to understandetg\ioural differences,
though this study was not related to learniey se(Tyler and Jones, 2000). This study
utilised a program that trained educators in understanding diwonic behavioural
problems occur as part of a dynamic, interactive prooesseen the child and his/her
environment. In this study it was found that although mesthers found the theoretical
ideas difficult to understand, they obtained a prakcticaderstanding of ecosystemic
interactions, which helped the respondents to showngovement in behavioural
problems as well as academic improvements (Tyler &s]ld2@00).

Useful though the previous study is in showing how thinkingesygally can
improve chronic behavioural problems, it is concerning te tiwdt no studies were found
using constructivist, ecosystemic thinking in relation toacidating learning and
development, especially in relation to learning differsfaisability. This means that
children with learning problems are still, world around, l§rdeeing diagnosed using
medical model instruments, such as IQ tests. As dt refsthis many learners are being
relegated inappropriately to special educational settimgs raany of the underlying
causes of learners’ developmental and learning delaysasusthucation, socio-economic
conditions and resultant inadequate parenting, teachimd)y available resources,
(Engelbrecht et. al., 1999) are being unaddressed.

Therefore, it seems clear that a theoretical undenpg that takes various factors
into consideration, when analysing learners developmheand learning needs, is
essential for the South African context. It is arguleat a constructivist, ecosystemic
framework fulfils these requirements and that the stfdhis approach to assessment is

urgently required.
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Using Constructivist, Ecosystemic Approaches to AssessmentHarcombe’s
Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organiser (EAGO)

Since social constructivism is a very complex theorlgiclv examines the
interaction between many factors, it became necedsadevelop an instrument that
would enable educators and other care-givers to gathearaigse such data in a fairly
simple and comprehensive manner. Accordingly Harcombe (189&loped a graphic
representation to be used as an instrument in the as=@sprocess for identifying the
factors that hinder and promote development and learnings Tihis study utilised
Harcombe’s Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organis€s(EAlarcombe, 2003).

When using the EAGO practitioners are able to identifyitiberacting factors
that trigger and are triggered by one another in a cydtattern, and examine the
dynamic interplay of intrapersonal, interpersonal sihghtional variables. In other words
the EAGO highlights the interactions between histonterpersonal characteristics,
political status, socio-economic status, social strestuand other characteristics that
promote understanding learning diversity. This instrument wgasl as a basis for this
study (see appendix B, page 75 for a copy of the EAGO and @digp&npage 54 for a
more detailed description of it).

Ecosystemic thinking and support delivery

When an ecosystemic model is used to understand learningitivespecially in
an inclusive education context, it becomes clear thatrdagventions should move away
from solely providing support for the learner (as happenedwbkgchomedical models
were used) towards providing support to teachers, caregispesialists and socio-
economic systems, where necessary, in an effort towgie the optimal interactions
between the various systems necessary for adequate pieesit to take place.

Such support should enable teachers and other role playensanage the
systemic interactions themselves, instead of being ednlitom the expert loop as usually
occurs with the psychomedical model approach to suppbdre the learner alone was
usually supported by the expert. Such a supportive method &l ¢k collaborative
consultancy approach, which has been researched fatdpsavely in North America
over the last few years in various contexts (Amataniels, Bringman & Vandiver,
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2004; Denton, Hasbrouck & Sekaquaptewa, 2003; DeWert, Babingkgs,J@003;

Doerries & Foster, 2001; Lusky & Hayes, 2001) and in partictdgarding inclusive

education (Meck & Barrow, 2005; Levac, 2004; Kennedy, HiggirsRiarce, 2002). In
general these studies suggest that the collaborativeultaomsy approach is highly
effective for providing support to collaborants in educatmd other contexts. A few of
these studies are examined below.

For example, the Amatea, Daniels, Bringman & Vand(2&04) and Doerries &
Foster's (2001) studies, which were conducted in United Stdtesmerica (USA),
illustrated the effectiveness of using a collaboratiemsaltancy model for family
counselors. This model combined a systems-ecological appratt solution-focused,
problem-solving strategies. The aim of these studiestavdemonstrate that the child is
very seldom the source of the problem and that it iessy to involve the family in
order to broaden counselors’ interventions. Thesearelsers found that collaborative
consultancy was effective as it is a user-friengdpraach that makes use of techniques
and strategies commonly applied in behavioural and sockhce available to both
counselors and parents in order to best help the child.

Another USA study by Kennedy, Higgins & Pierce (2002) fourat tieneral
education teachers rarely have the training to work wsitldents who have multiple
exceptionalities in the general education classroom.dthtian this study found that
collaborative consultancy between general educatiachsrs and special education
teachers was highly effective in improving pupil learning agkneral classroom.

Similarly additional USA studies by DeWert, Babinski #nes (2003) and
Denton, Hasbrouck & Sekaquaptewa (2003) utilized collaboratimsultancy to provide
support to novice teachers. This study found that throudlabooative consultancy
beginning teachers were provided with increased emotiapgalbst, decreased feelings of
isolation, increased confidence, more enthusiasm fok,waereased reflection, ability to
adopt a more critical perspective and improved problem-soskiiig.

These studies have provided some evidence to show thabaative
consultancy can be an effective method in providing supparticularly since problem-
solving is done in such a way that the consultee is edabl handle future challenges
independent of the consultant. However certain reseesdtom the USA maintain that
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collaborative consultancy takes time to implement amdproduce change in any
environment (Lusky & Hayes, 2001). They add that the mannghich the consultant is
identified, selected and gains entry into the school wdlve a major impact on
establishing a collaborative relationship. Furthermoeedbnsultant needs to develop a
rapport with the people in the school community in ordeattempt to understand the
difficulties they encounter. Thus the consultant canmpose his or her agenda on the
school personnel and all parties involved in the procesd te be open to modifying
their behaviour in order to be effective in the developmeand implementation of
solutions (Lusky & Hayes, 2001).

Conclusion

In this literature review studies examining the effectass of various methods of
identifying learning needs were reviewed. Though many of theestushamined the
concept of using 1Q testing as a viable method of idengfylearners with learning
difficulties, the findings largely suggest that this neeths not useful as many of the
other factors that affect learning and development wereasearched and/or taken into
consideration. However, in spite of the dissatisbectvith this method only one other
method was found namely, the Response-to-Interventidi) (Rodel. This alternative
approach for diagnosis and identification, however, gdethe effectiveness of RTI
models, as well as the many other factors that couldrfare with learning and
development not being examined. No studies were found on @asingcosystemic
approach to the identification of learning difficultigsowever, an argument for using
this approach was presented.

When an ecosystemic approach is used in identifying learnuggsdy a team
approach is needed to set such a process going. Accordingliaborative consultancy
approach was posited as being effective in such circumstaigtedies examining
collaborative consultancy models were therefore reskwAlthough not many studies
were found, a fair body of evidence suggests that this agpreauld be effective when
paired with an ecosystemic approach to identifying learniegse
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This chapter explains the methods followed in this studyovers the aims of the
study, research questions, research design, the daetioolland analysis strategies. The

intervention program and research ethics are als@iesuol.

3.1 Aim

The aim of this study was twofold, namelyexxamine the EAGO as an alternative
strategy for identifying learning needs in a South Africablipuisecondary school, since
more traditional psychomedical models of identifying fetors that promote or inhibit
learning, namely using intelligence tests have been founadlegquate by many
researchers. The second aim was to examine a cdltalmiconsultancy approach to
providing support to educators in the same school, as theipants are situated in an
inclusive educational context and as such require enabldonduture work.

It was decided to use Harcombe’s EAGO as a tool fopiiglparticipants
understand the practical implications of using an ecosystapproach. The EAGO is
based upon an ecosystemic framework as conceptualised rlmusvaheorists and
researchers (Spann, 2005; Harcombe, 2003; Sutherland & M@@@3r, Tyler & Jones,
2000). For a more in-depth description of the ecosystaamsework and on Harcombe’s
EAGO used in this research see appendix A, page 54.

It was decided to use a collaborative consultancy appraiace research
reviewed in this paper indicates that educator supportas bftst provided by using this
approach (Meck & Barrow, 2005; Levac, 2004; Amatea et. al., 2D@4afon et. al.,
2003; Doerries & Foster, 2001). For a more in-depth descrigtiotme collaborative

consultancy approach used in this study see appendix A, page 57

3.1.1 Research questions

The research questions are grouped under the two airokoagsf
Aim 1. To examine the usage of the EAGO as an alternative strategy fatantifying
learning needs in a South African public secondary school

1. Was the EAGO effective in helping the participants’ dentify learners’

individual needs?
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2. Were the participants able to demonstrate an undersgaodithe concepts
that underpin the EAGO?
3. Were the participants able to demonstrate a shift xanedical model to an

ecosystemic model of understanding barriers to learning?

Aim 2: To examine the usage of a collaborative consultancy approatt providing
support to educators in using Harcombe’s EAGO.
4. Were the participants able to understand and use the aeitale
consultancy approach?
5. Were the participants able to use the collaborative ultamey approach to
support each other when using Harcombe’'s EAGO?

3.1.2 Research design

This intervention study was designed to be qualitative, ased participatory
action research (PAR) as a basic part of the resedesign (Babbie & Mouton, 2003;
Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Babbie & Mouton (2003) describes PAR batng a
community-based collaborative approach to investigatiohjchw seeks to engage
‘subjects’ as equal and full participants in the redearocess. Therefore PAR was used
as this intervention studied was situated in a communmiftich needed collaborative
support in relation to improving the performance of pupitthvearning differences. It
was considered the best approach to use for this study.

In addition to PAR, a case study approach was usedassilitl supply more in-
depth evidence than is possible with PAR. Further a Gukation" approach was used
for the case study data in an effort to strengtheneearch findings.

Data in this study was gathered from using focus group8cipant observation
and formative evaluation (Scholz & Olaf, 2002). Focus grobage only recently
emerged as a standard data collection technique for qualitaBearchers. They provide
an alternative to other forms of interviewing as therttion among participants is the
source of data, with the researcher taking on theofoleoderator who gently guides the
discussion. Such guiding may “involve periodically recallthg original focus of the

group, prompting group members to respond to issues raised hy othdentifying
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agreements and disagreements among group members.’g(\V2004:29) In this study
focus groups were used in the beginning of workshops four &ed The participants
were asked to recall information from the contenthef previous workshops in order to
evaluate the knowledge acquired and evaluate the partigipaloility to apply this
knowledge to their learners.

Since the collection of many sources of data wasidered necessary, participant
observation was included in the study. Gathering this nmébion had to be done
carefully as | had to become a member of the grouprefdre during the group process |
endeavored to observe the interactions between angktheptions of the participants to
the best of my ability. As soon as the workshops wesr | committed my observations
to paper. It was decided not to make the participantsea@fathis observation process as
firstly it might have interfered with the developmeittrust between us and secondly it
may have made the participants self-conscious.

Formative evaluation was conducted in order for me o fggedback on each
workshop. This was done by either handing out evaluatiomsfoat the end of the
workshop or by collecting Harcombe’s EAGO (see appendixpBge 91-94 for
examples) once the participants had completed it. aiitmeof collecting these graphic
organisers was to assess whether the participants blereoacomplete them without my
assistance. The evaluation forms focused on providing wat@answer the research
guestions thereby examining the efficacy of the interganiThus data was gathered by
continuous evaluations based on educators learning, appigatd learning and
perceptions of the process.

3.2  Context of study
3.2.1 The school

The study took place at a public secondary school, which s¢éheeresidents
located in one of the suburbs of Johannesburg. Botlthim®kand the people in the area
provide a number of services to the community. Therecisnamunity centre, as well as
many places of Christian worship, seven educationatutisins, a police station and two
medical clinics. Although there is no shopping centres streets of this area are
overflowing with hawkers and the main street is compadgulivately owned shops.
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The school is situated on the outskirts of the afée. parent population is of a
low socio-economic group, as most of them are predoetinatnemployed. Some
parents work as hawkers, domestic workers, security gusttdsators and waiters.

Since the residents of this area have a low so@oeruic status, the school has
gone to great lengths to ensure the security of the pesmsuch as the school gate,
which is always closed as well as locked. A security @juspresent for visitors to sign
in. In addition there is a police station opposite shhool, providing the stakeholders
with a sense of security.

The school has a number of school fields used by theelesaduring break time
and extracurricular activities. The school comprisesafadministration building, a
number of classrooms situated within four buildings coretebly corridors and gardens.
There are toilets at the end of each building. Tler@so a school hall as well as a

computer centre.

3.2.2 The patrticipants

Participants were selected by means of non-probalplitsposive sampling. The
original intention of the research was to obtairamgle from the school, comprising of
both male and female educators teaching grades eight andasimell as the heads of
department and principal. However it soon became apptranthe principal did not
have the time available to join the group as he wastaothg attending meetings with
parents, members of the Department of Education or educhtaddition the principal
left the school in June 2005, half way through the intérerrand one member of the
group, who was Deputy Principal at the time, took overrexipal, which meant he was
not able to complete the workshops.

Participant 1 was a 58-year-old male who had been wgpkirthe school for 20
years. He was the Acting Deputy Headmaster and the éfahe Technical Department.
He had a National Teachers Diploma (Technical), a NdSdechnical certificate as well
3 Structural Draughtsman Diplomas which were obtained @& technical colleges.

Participant 2 was a 47-year-old male who had been wogkirige school for 6
years. He was an educator at the school and had obtamefigher Education Diploma

at a local university.
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Participant 3 was a 32-year-old male who had been wogkirige school for 9
years. He was an educator, sports master and was H€addraising at the school. He
had obtained his Higher Education Diploma at a local usite

Participant 4 was a 26-year-old female. This was Inst year at the school. She
was a Grade 9 and 10 educator who had obtained her Higblenfai in Education from
a local university.

Participant 5 was a 34-year-old male. This was hisyeat at the school. He was
an educator who had obtained his Higher Diploma in Edutd&tom a local university.

Participant 6 was a 38-year-old male who had been wogkirige school for 2
years. He was an educator and a sports coach. He hadedbbés Personnel Manager
Diploma from a local university.

Participant 7 was a 43-year-old male who had been wgpiirthe school for 17
years. He was an Outcomes Based Facilitator, HeadanfeGLO and rendered support to
educators. He had obtained his Masters Degree in Geographwflocal university.

Participant 8 was a 31-year-old male who had been wogkirige school for 3
years. He was an educator who was on the School gkases Team as well as being on
the sports committee. He had obtained his Bachelgducation and Honours Degree in
Technology from a local university.

Participant 9 was a 36-year-old female who had been wpédtithe school for 15
years. She was an educator as well as being Head ofrikaahs Department and Head
of Grade 8. She had obtained her Higher Diploma in Educ&bm a local university.

Participant 10 was a 42-year-old male who had been woakitige school for 19
years. He was an educator at the school and had edtaitligher Education Diploma
from a local university.

Participant 11 was a 28-year-old female who had been vgpstithe school for
one year. She was an educator who had obtained her Higdlema in Education from a
local university.

Participant 12 was a 40-year-old male who had been wodtitttge school for 18
years. He was an educator who had obtained his Honogre®e Education from a

local university.
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| was participant 13, a 26-year-old female and had beekingoat the school for
two years. | had obtained my Honours Degree in EducdBocational Psychology)
from a local university. My initial contact with thechool was initiated during the
community project component of my Masters degree. Smgeinteraction with the
participants had been so positive, my supervisor and | detaedntinue providing
services to the school for the research report aitéor my Masters Degree in
Psychology (Educational Psychology).

Participant 14 was my supervisor, a 62-year-old female tdmb also been
working at the school for four years supervising honoursnaasters research. She had
obtained her Masters Degree in Education (EducationathBfgy) from a local
university (see appendix B, page 61 for a table with furtheilgle

Almost all of the educators had at least a diplomeeathing and most of them
have lived in the area at some stage in their life.yTdre therefore familiar with the

community and area.

3.3 Intervention programmes
3.5.1 Description of pre-intervention process

Since this research utilised participatory action re$gatbe process of
intervention is important. It is for this reason thiais section is lengthy. | conducted a
community project during my Masters degree in Education (Emued Psychology)
course work year, which formed the basis for the implaation of the research
conducted in this study.

The research commenced on 11 March 2004 when Dr. A, M@dHdMr. N
together with the Educational Psychology Masters stgdbeatd a meeting with the
principals of the schools in the area concerned inrot@econduct their community
projects. | informed the principal of the school thatds planning on continuing my
research in their school once the community projadtdnded.

The second visit took place on 18 March 2004 when | and tlileagaes met
with the principals of all the schools involved in ortlerexpress any concerns, opinions
and beliefs regarding the work to be done. The princigatsraquested a commitment of

at least a year’s involvement in the various schools.
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A third visit, held on the 25 March 2004, comprised of a dsoaswith myself,
my colleagues and the educators in order to find out themafion needed for the
mapping of the community. We requested one or two of theasohsc who had been
living in the area for a number of years, to assistnugathering this information. In
addition a needs analysis was conducted so that we estdblish what the educators’
needs were. From this we could see what the commdsigons or needs were and the
workshops would be based on these identified needs and problems

During this visit we discussed collaborative consultang the educators and
explained that the workshops would cater for the needsedadducators for the benefit of
the school. It was also explained that for collabweatonsultancy to be a success it
needs to be experienced as a learning process, whandirgte@nd participating in the
workshops should be a voluntary process.

The needs were brainstormed and written down in a mindstyég The need
prioritized by the educators was that the learners Wadéy behaved both in and out of
class. The educators explained that with corporal punishipeémg prohibited, they were
unaware of other techniques to maintain control andpligeiat all times. Another need
identified, which would be covered by me during the followirgary was that the
educators were unaware of how to identify and accommddateers with barriers to
learning. It was agreed that the focus of the communitypreyould be the examination
of alternative forms of discipline.

The community project commenced on 6 May 2004 in the gulsbol term and
ran into the first few weeks of the fourth schoohteof 2004. Towards the end of 2004
another needs analysis was conducted in order to establishhemaining needs the
educators had. It was established that the educators wenaadble to identify or assess
learners with barriers to learning and required workshapsagsist them. These
workshops were scheduled to commence in the beginning of 2005.

3.3.3 Description of intervention process
This study commenced in 2005 and the workshops took place aresddy
afternoon after school ended for 1 hour and 30 minutes,aperiod of 14 weeks. These

afternoons were booked for the research at the end of 2004.
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On 19 January 2005 | contacted the principal, Mr. G, to ésttabbntact and
organize dates and times for the year. He informed nmeltleato his workload he had to
hand the organization of the project over to one oHeiads of Departments (H.O.D) and
that | should visit the school any time to speak to her.

| telephoned the H.O.D on 1 February 2005 to confirm a mgédr that day. The
H.O.D explained that Mr. G had had no time to explainptegramme and thus she had
no information regarding it. | explained the programmeh® H.0.D, as well as my
commitment to the school for the duration of the paogne. The H.O.D stated that the
educators were having a staff meeting the following weekiavited me to attend this in
order to promote the programme. In addition she inforndiligussed the problems they
were having with two learners.

However, on 7 February 2005 the H.O.D called me to expitat the school was
having a sports day on that day, and, as a result, tfierstating was cancelled. She
requested that | attend the meeting the following weekrived at the school on 15
February 2005. The meeting was conducted with the Grade anghhine educators
only, as this was what the principal had instructed. e of the educators slept
during the meeting, the others appeared to not be listenimg fédnale educator asked if
there would be certificates issued, while another edueatad for information about the
programme. Both the H.O.D and the Deputy Head Principadl the time to ask whether
the programme would be able to identify and remediatendzs. This was done as a way
of promoting the programme to those educators who appeatsdriot listening. At the
conclusion of the meeting the H.O.D requested thaehdtthe following week’s Grade
10, 11 and 12 staff meeting in order to promote the programnmtief.

| arrived at the school on 22 February 2005 at 14h00 and waitbd astaffroom
for 30 minutes as only three educators were present. At 14ta@@0ea educator arrived
and apologized for the missing educators, saying there weee meetings taking place
at the same time. Six educators arrived thereafterrendrogramme was explained. One
male educator requested if certificates would be issusgbplonded to the question by
emphasizing the importance of his commitment to the ygaogramme.

The H.O.D explained to me that as educators they woelldery busy until the
end of the term and advised that the program comment2 April 2005. | arrived at the

24



school on 12 April and discussed the programme with the sagcastablishing dates
and times of the workshops and a letter was drawn u@fgendix B, page 68).

Workshop one took place on 19 April 2005. The goal of this wogkstas to
negotiate the programme dates and content for the Jharparticipants were asked to
fill in a survey of their personal experiences at scliseé appendix B, page 69). They
were then asked to indicate which factors may havefénezt with their learning at
school. Their information was then transferred ontarge, single sheet comprising of
the same material. A discussion was then held reggattle information collected and the
factors that they felt had played a role in each ansWer discussion was recorded on an
A3 piece of paper by grouping their answers into simhantes. These themes would
later be the basis of the EAGO presentation.

A discussion ensued based on the fact that the old gmlucsystem, which was
based on exclusive education, was founded on the medichdl mpproach to learning.
The participants were then asked to think about how efée¢hey considered this
approach to be. They were then introduced to the e@wsigstapproach to learning.
However, no headings or theory was given as it waggsary to allow them to start
developing an understanding of the ecosystemic approaehpdrticipants then filled in
evaluation reports based on the workshop (see appendig@,70&

The goal of workshop two was to introduce the participémtdhe ecosystemic
approach. The information collected from workshop one rddgg the participants’
opinions of their school experience was revised in wanstwo. Each group of
information was given an ecosystemic heading. For pi@niPolitical and Social
Structures’ was the heading supplied for ‘lack of accesdibraries and lack of
resources.’

The ecosystemic approach was then explained to theipartis using their prior
knowledge of systems theory. The participants weredotred to Harcombe’s EAGO as
a tool for understanding learners in an ecosystemic way.

A case study of ‘Jabu’ (see appendix B, page 72) was thdraodhe participants
and together they filled in Harcombe’s EAGO as beghag could with my assistance.
Once again an evaluation form was supplied at the enddshwop two (see appendix B,
page 76).
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The goal of workshop three was to gain an understandihgamers’ emotions
and how these emotions promote or hinder learning. Tdwikskop began by revising the
EAGO of ‘Jabu,” which had been filled in the previous weHlhke participants were then
asked to discuss what stressors they thought they andnlght have had at school. This
information was recorded on an A3 piece of paper. Theyn tdiscussed the different
emotions children and adults may have as a result sé tsleessors, as well as the types
of methods children and adults may use to defend themsagaasst these emotions,
such as anger and anxiety. | then handed out information pagesding defense
mechanisms and what these mechanisms really meargllagsmvays of understanding
and assisting these learners. Evaluation forms weréekdaout at the end of workshop
three and participants were asked to fill them in (see appen page 78).

Workshop four began by revising the stressors and defensenm@ois children
use in the form of focus groups and their information ecdlected by the researcher (see
appendix D, page 105). | put up ‘Jabu’s’ EAGO and this case stagyrevised. The
participants agreed that Jabu’s environment and learning momsdéffected his ability to
succeed at school. This lead into a discussion of thereift types of cognitive
processing styles, namely successive and simultaneoussping, and what each style
means. Examples of each type of processing style werasded and a story based on
Disney World was read to the participants. The participhatsto write down as much
information that they could remember after the stoag been read. A discussion then
ensued regarding the amount of information they had remenhbelating to their
cognitive processing styles and how this was related tio pinevious knowledge of
Disney World. Finally, an evaluation form was handed outthie participants to fill in
(see appendix B, page 80).

The goal of workshop five was to introduce and facilitager ways of assessing
learners’ reading in an informal manner. The workshop rbelgg grouping the
participants into small groups and requesting they discusthan feedback to the larger
group what they had remembered about successive and seauisaprocessing (see
appendix D, page 107). The different type of cognitive procgsiiles was then linked
to reading. We then discussed how they assess arsaeeding and this was linked to

the informal reading process (see appendix B, page 82-82)nfohenal reading process
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occurs by firstly choosing books relating to the ledsngrade level, language style and
interest level. Secondly, the learner is allowedoittk one book of his choice to read
from, whilst the educator records the learner’s readimyféls in the learner’'s miscues.
These miscues were explained to the participants andwdeygiven a chance to try this
by reading to each other.

Participants were asked to informally assess a léarreading in order to utilize
it for workshop six. However, when | arrived for worksghsix, | discovered that the
participants were very stressed and anxious. They explamede that there were a
number of learners who were not succeeding academiaatly they were unable to
provide the necessary assistance. An informal discussisned around the type of
resources available and the ways in which they couldtag@se learners with the
knowledge they had already acquired and the knowledge td\gined through the
workshops.

Workshop seven began by the participants revising the iador@ading process
and discussing how they had experienced the assessnitraearners. Some of the
participants had forgotten to do this. The participants hdub forgotten to do this were
then asked to informally test the other participantsdento gain a better understanding
of how the process works. Once this was done, the emits discussed their feelings
and findings of the learners they had assessed.

The goal of workshop eight was to complete HarcomB26&0O done on the
learners that had been assessed by filling in the refuolbs the informal reading
assessment, as well as any new knowledge gained ovpretvieus weeks, such as the
learners’ defense mechanisms or the learners’ cognitiveegsing styles. Once
Harcombe’s EAGO were completed the participants andcdudsed ways of supporting
these learners. Thirdly links between the school anddhenunity were beginning to be
established.

Workshop nine was aimed at establishing whether the partisipeare able to
identify learners with barriers to learning using Harcomiig?$50O. The session began
with the participants bringing in background information e#&rhers experiencing
difficulties, as well as an informal reading assemsinof that learner. These learners were
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not ones previously identified. Participants worked iralsrgroups to identify these
learners and areas where they could render support.

Five follow-up groups were held, which allowed the participatat identify
learners who had barriers to learning and were not preyiodshtified. These groups
involved the participants bringing in background informationwa#i as an informal
reading assessment based on the learner. The participsed the information to fill in
Harcombe’s EAGO in order to identify and assist thenles. However, | did not
contribute much to these follow-up groups, but rather @bgeand supplied information
when necessary. The reason for this was that it wasriemgoto see whether the
participants had successfully understood the conteneaktiikshops (for an example of
the EAGO's filled in by the participants see appendix @epa3-94).

3.4 Data collection

Data was collected using four types of methods, namedtircmus evaluations,
focus groups, Harcombe’s EAGO and participant observatiewaluation forms,
evaluating both content and perceptions, were handedoottie participants at the
conclusion of workshop 1, 2, 3 and 4. Participants fillegit in anonymously, which
helped guide the planning for the next workshop (see appé&nhdiages 70, 71, 76, 77,
78, 79, 80 and 81).

Focus groups were held at the beginning of workshops 4 ande5oarticipants
were asked to get into two small groups and recall thermtion on defence
mechanisms, stressors children face, simultaneous arwmkssive processing. This
information was taught during workshops 3 and 4. This wasenrdown and discussed
as a large group (see appendix D, page 105 and 107).

Participants were asked to fill in Harcombe’'s EAGQdshon the learner being
identified. These EAGO’s were then collected by méhatend of workshops 8 and 9 as
well as at the end of the 5 follow up groups (see appendrady 75 & appendix D, page
93-94). (See appendix A, page 54-56 for further details)

Lastly I wrote down informal observations at the eridewery workshop and
follow up group. This was done in order to record any infolanahat would be useful in
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evaluating whether the intervention was successfubbfsee appendix D, page 97, 100,
103, 105, 107, 108, 110, 112, 114, 116, 119 and 121).

3.5 Data analysis

The method chosen to analyse the evaluation folmsEAGO, the focus groups
as well as the observations was comparative analysis. strategy involves taking
various pieces of data from different souraed triangulating them in order to provide
sufficient evidence to answer the research questBabkhje & Mouton, 2003; Glaser &
Strauss, 1967). For this study, | compared the evaluatiathe @harticipants and my own.
In this way, | was able to find out how effective codlladitive consultancy is for
delivering support to the participants of the study.

Each question from the evaluation forms, focus groups, @AS well as my
observations were analysed by assigning each to thealespaestion it answered. In this
way, evidence was provided for each research question aras lable to assess the
effectiveness of the researched intervention regaidegifying learners with barriers to

learning.

3.6  Ethical considerations

The starting point of ensuring ethical measures in thearelsgprocess was to
fulfil the University of Witwatersrand’s standards olfiies set for research (see appendix
C, page 84). In doing so the person and the property of dltipants is respected. The
researcher obtained permission from the DepartmeGto€ation (see appendix C, page
85 and 86) to conduct this study as well as from the princigakoschool (see appendix
C, page 87).

Contact with the participants and the associateditia@hly commenced once
ethical clearance from the University and the Departn@nEducation had been
obtained. Participants were informed from the outsat tiiey would be utilising graphic
organisers and supporting data in order to answer the respagstions.

The subject information form (see appendix C, page 88 and &9piven to the
participants. Although participants were informed that deeision to participate was
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entirely voluntary, certificates (see appendix C, p@@ewere given for participating in
the study.

Confidentiality was assured under all circumstanceadthition any recording of
the data was done without reference to the person’esahius, anonymity can only be
assured in terms of the biographical questionnaires, evaluatims and EAGO, as no
names appeared on the forms. In addition, all particpaate volunteers.

No deception of any nature was used in the research prasgsaticipants were

informed of the exact nature of the study.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

The aim of this study was twofold, namelydramine the usage of Harcombe’s
EAGO as an alternative strategy for identifying learniegds and secondly to examine
the effectiveness of using a collaborative consultapgproach in support of educators in
their usage of Harcombe’s EAGO.

In this chapter the two strands of findings of this studypaesented. Both sets of
findings were obtained by means of the following techrsqu#arcombe’s EAGO that
the participants filled in, focus groups, participants’ camts, researcher’s observations
and evaluation sheets. Data revealed that firsthetheators found Harcombe’s EAGO
to be effective in identifying the learning needs of tHearners. Secondly findings
revealed that the collaborative consultancy was dectefe strategy for delivering
support to the participants of the study in their usageantdinbe’'s EAGO.

4.1 Findings regarding Harcombe’s EAGO
The effectiveness of Harcombe’s EAGO in identifying teais individual needs
was demonstrated by (4.1.1) participants’ ability to fillthe EAGO effectively and
(4.1.2) by their understanding of the concepts that undémpiEAGO.

4.1.1 Participants’ ability to fill in the EAGO effectively

It was evident from the researcher’s observations, céedwdter each workshop
and follow-up groups, and from the participants complete@@8Aheets, as well as from
the participants’ evaluation comments (obtained froarkshops seven, eight and the
five follow-up groups) (see appendix D, page 95-100), that thecipaniis demonstrated
an improvement in their ability (i.e. during the timetbé intervention) to fill in the
EAGO effectively. Initially both groups struggled during wdr@ps seven and eight, as
well as during follow-up group one. They all left out vitdiormation and required my
assistance in filling out the EAGO. They would contindpwsk what each statement
meant and what they were supposed to fill in.

During follow-up groups one and two, they all seemed to lgaeed an
understanding of what was required, as they were ableotw an understanding of the
various subheadings, but they all still struggled to fillthe information they had
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gathered. By the end of the follow-up groups a noticeablt whis seen in how the
participants filled in the EAGO as they were able tbifilthe EAGO effectively and
required no support from me (see appendix D, page 93-94 forpéegmit was clear
from the way they filled in Harcombe’'s EAGO that tparticipants were able to
understand the learners in a holistic manner as weléa®nstrating an understanding of

individual learners’ developmental needs.

4.1.2 Understanding of the concepts that underpin the EAG

It was evidence from the researcher’s observationsparticipants’ evaluation
sheets from workshops one, two, three and four, HaremmBAGO and follow up
groups (see appendix D, page 101-110) that the participants wer aldmonstrate an
adequate understanding of the concepts that underpin aysemmic approach to
understanding learning and developmental diversity.

It was evident from the all the observations of thekshops; the comments of
the participants during the workshops and from the coegpldEAGO’s that the
participants took time to move from a medical model viemiptn an understanding the
principles that underpin an ecosystemic approach. This ewédent during early
workshops when the majority of the participants weearty thinking in a medical model
mode as many considered that learners with special séeddd be placed in a special
school and that a learning disability was the resulirain dysfunction (see appendix D,
page 101). As the workshops progressed the principles that imdesgstemic way of
thinking were discussed and applied using Harcombe’s EAGCe @yain observations
and participants evaluative comments indicated thatcpaatits at the end of the
intervention understood why learners should be placeadcinsive education settings,
showing how they had moved away from a medical modaetatds thinking
ecosystemically. For example, in workshop 4 one pp#iti commented that he always
thought students were bad spellers because they were ndzgli not practice their
spelling. He added that he now understood that such leameer®tlazy but might be
bad spellers due to being inadequate successive processors.

Another reason why participants made the shift towardtgesyc thinking was
because they started to develop an understanding thatténactions between a person
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and external factors as depicted on Harcombe’'s EAGOy aaceconomic conditions,
social support, background history and traumatic events prenaotprevents learning
and development. For example one participant comrmdetitat he had never had
assistance with his homework, and he was confused abydhe same reason would
affect other learners’ ability to learn. When it wascdssed the participant stated that he
had never thought that different learning styles coulccaféarners’ learning, and stated
that perhaps the difference in learning, together with rexeiving homework
supervision, was causing the learner to fail.

Participants also showed an adequate understanding oihtenactions between
external factors such as social support and internadriasuch as temperament can result
in barriers to learning and development. For example wthendiscussion on how
interactions can cause emotions to function as an@ier or barrier to learning the
participants were very enthusiastic and excited. Famgke they enjoyed looking at
which defence mechanisms they use and continuously relaethformation to both
themselves and their learners (my observations).idewthat the participants understood
how emotions could act as either a promoter or batwidearning, and in the following
workshop the majority commented on how much knowledge iaelygained during the
previous workshop (see appendix D, page 105). They added th&itheyiched during
the week, as they were able to start understanding whyetrners were behaving in
certain ways.

Another example of participants understanding of theeractions between
internal and external factors was when discussionssted around simultaneous and
successive processing as a promoter or barrier to leafrabgerved that the participants
enjoyed learning about the different cognitive processiytes as it enabled them to
better understand their learners and themselves and lese styles affect learning and
teaching. | observed in workshop four that the participawei®e able to understand the
different processing styles on a fairly deep cognitivelléut it took them a long time to
do so, and many examples had to be used.

The final example of how participants understood theraote®ns between
internal and external factors was when links were astedad in workshop five between

cognitive processing and literacy instruction and the dpwedmt to barriers to literacy
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learning. For example in workshop five one participant cented, “Does this mean that
many of our learners are poor successive processors ang this reason they spell
badly.” He added, “In what ways can then we assishtfigsee appendix D, page 108)
This then lead onto the informal reading assessmentnasttaod to assess their reading
and cognitive processing style. | noted the eagernesshéhgtarticipants exuded during
this workshop. The participants commented on how theye wg@ing to assess their
learners’ reading, and what an effective technique this Wwa®ddition, they were

noticeably shocked at how easy the method was and hdtnot require a standardised
assessment to be purchased (see appendix D, page 108) lonadidiparticipants were

linking other internal factors together in relation tadieing and learning. For example, in
workshop four educators noted how often their teaching ssiyte not match learners

learning styles, which explain why many learners werdaaohing well.

4.2 Findings regarding collaborative consultancy
Findings revealed that the collaborative consultancyamasffective strategy for
delivering support to the participants of the study in theage of Harcombe’s EAGO.
This was demonstrated by the following behaviours that wetieed in the educators:
(4.2.1) participants’ ability to understand and use cotiatimn and (4.2.2) participants’
ability to apply the concepts of collaborative consultatacgupporting each other when
using Harcombe’s EAGO.

4.2.1 Participants’ ability to understand and use collaboration

It was evident from the researcher’s observations, céedwdter each workshop
and follow-up group, as well as the evaluation commentitgained from the first four
workshops, that participants enjoyed working collaboratiweith myself and found
collaboration an effective way of learning HarconsbB AGO concepts (see appendix D,
page 111-116). During the workshops, for example, all twelvéicjpants reported
positively that they found the collaborative mannewlnich | presented the workshops
‘stimulating,” ‘interesting,” ‘accommodating,” ‘open’ arfdnderstanding’. Overall they
reported that they thoroughly enjoyed the workshops, adding thas ‘supportive,” as
well as ‘encouraging discussion’ amongst the particgantich indicates that they
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appreciated the collaborative approach. Evidence to support dppreciation was
obtained from my observations as some participants waautte early in order to discuss
certain learners that were causing behavioural or acad#fficulties. Other participants
would stay after the workshop had ended and some wouldthgsevorkshop for
discussion of their learners’ problems.

It is interesting to analyze the process of these wopsishowing how the
participants became used to the collaborative approachthemd how they began to
appreciate it. At the beginning of the workshops the ppérdis would stop talking when
| approached their group to facilitate discussions or idéasppeared that they were
concerned whether | was going to correct or interrupnites an educator might do to
her learners. After a few sessions, however, the ggaatits continued to talk and
included me in their discussion, or asked me a questiory. feared to be more at ease
with the idea of collaboration and realised that | wasaty there to stimulate further
discussions or steer the conversation onto the right By the end of the sessions it was
clear from observations that the participants werg gemfortable with the collaborative
process and benefited from using it.

The following extracts from workshop evaluation sheetticate how all the
participants enjoyed the collaborative process. For plgnall twelve participants
commented favourably in one way or another on the cabdive atmosphere in the
sessions: “today’'s discussion really got me goingg tacilitator is “stimulating,
encourages participation and debate;” “accommodating, -paefiared, facilitating
between groups;” “very accommodating, very open. Usesigahexamples to clarify
some answers;” “not only speaking but also gave us a ehanspeak;” “helpful in
explaining things, involves us all the time;” “very suppaatiup-to-date, very helpful and
very friendly.”

Another example of how participants valued collaboraamd supporting each
other was how participants valued working in groups. For ebaraght participants in
workshop one and ten participants in workshop two commehstdhey felt they were
able to work better and gain a better understanding of canedyn placed in groups

(see appendix D, page 117). In addition nine participants irkshop one and ten
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participants in workshop two stated that they are abteeti@r understand the work when
they work in groups.

Another of the benefits of working collaboratively et people are able to make
optimal use of each other’'s expertise. This was shawthis study as the twelve
participants were able to access my expert knowledge wtifheling threatened. In one
way or another they expressed that they appreciatekrib@ledge and expertise |
portrayed throughout the workshops. For example, theyidedame as being “very well
informed,” “pleasant and informative,” “very informes, very friendly person” and
“Knowledgeable and cleafsee appendix D, page 111).

Similarly, since | was working collaboratively with theit was clear, from my
observations, that they perceived that | valued thaowkedge and expertise. This
attitude often enabled the participants to access their lkonowledge and expertise in
relation to the new knowledge presented in the workshelpsh empowered them and
enabled them to learn better. This was made clear tm rmaewvorkshop discussion (see
appendix D, page 116) where they commented that far too pdt®ple came to lecture
them on certain methods and techniques and very oftem pleeple were unaware of the
community with which they are involved as well as naking cognizance of their
knowledge. The participants reported that this often mex$ult the speakers’ techniques
not working, nor was there any time allowed in the lecttioereport this. In comparison
my collaborative teaching style encouraged the participgantsport anything that they
felt was necessary, which made them feel part of evegyths well as ensuring that
Harcombe’'s EAGO process was effectively implementeédaldo enabled them to
construct new knowledge based on the knowledge they hadedm lwith, a la
constructivist theory (see 4.1.2 above)

It is also clear from my observations and participaegluations that they
constructed a sophisticated understanding of the collaberatinsultancy approach as
for example they were able to favourably compare dtter ineffective approaches (see
appendix D, page 116). In addition they were able to use theampedfectively in the
workshop situation.

Overall these results suggest that the collaboratppromch used in the
workshops was very effective. The participants felythere part of the intervention
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process; that their expertise was valued in relationyt@xpertise. It was also clear that
they developed a sound knowledge and understanding of thisaralli@e approach as
they were able to use the approach during the workshopkiMyarollaboratively also
enabled them to build on prior knowledge and to developuadsanderstanding of
Harcombe’s EAGO. For these reasons it is suggestethéhabllaborative approach was
very helpful for these educators in building their Wiexige and practice for the

accommodation of the learning diversity present in ttlassrooms.

4.2.2 Participants’ ability to apply the concepts of collaborative onsultancy to
supporting each other when using Harcombe’s EAGO

It was evident from my observations and from the partitgiacompleted
EAGO'’s, obtained during the last two workshops and theféilew-up sessions, which
were devoted to working with Harcombe’s EAGO, that thetigpants used the
collaboratively consultancy approach effectively tipleach other (see appendix D, page
117-121).

There were a fair number of indicators showing that plaeticipants had
internalised working collaboratively in these sessidfor example, six male participants
commented on four different occasions, especially durindkstmps that did not include
activities which offer adequate opportunities to do worgroups, that they would like
all group members to interact more. Considering that thkshops were conducted in
the afternoon, a contrasting view could be that thagg@ants preferred group activities
because they were tired, and their minds could not take agythat required intense
concentration. However, my observations indicate thathis study the participants
acquired a sense of interdependency. In other words,ahyayared to realise that the
responsibility for planning for diversity accommodatiore.(iwhen using Harcombe’s
EAGO in this instance) can never be successful withio@tinvolvement of relevant
parties.

It was also clear from my observations (see appendix @ pa9 and 121) during
the intervention that the participants were able tlisateach other’s opinions and work
collaboratively when completing Harcombe’s EAGO'8his enabled them to complete
the EAGO’s more effectively thereby helping them to ustand the systems that
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affected the relevant learners’ learning and developrditersity. For example, if a
participant knew the learner under discussion he/she lag@add information and if
he/she did not know the learner he/she were thentaleestion the other members of
the group to elicit further information. In addition, tlkeisabled them to see more clearly
that the learners were not being ‘lazy,” but weréeanot being stimulated or assisted at
home.

Overall these results suggest that the participante vedrle to work in a
collaborative manner when completing Harcombe’s EAGKeY were able to verbalise
their ideas and experiences and thus contributed to mccarate completions of
Harcombe’s EAGO, thereby providing a better understandinigeofactors that promote

and prevent optimal development and learning.

Overall summary of study results

The results of this study provide qualitative evidenceuggpert the efficacy of
using an ecosystemic approach for helping teachers gémeifiearning needs of learners
in a secondary school setting. . Furthermore, partitspaere able to demonstrate a shift
away from using a medical model towards an understandirecadystemic thinking,
especially in terms of how the various systemic inte&vas can promote or hinder
learning and development. In addition, Harcombe’s EAGO foasd to be effective in
terms of helping educators identify and understand systeateiactions and their link to
learning and development. Finally, evidence was found wéugyests that using a
collaborative consultancy approach for helping educatevglop ecosystemic thinking
and practice was effective.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The results of this study are set in the contexthef findings of the studies
reviewed in chapter two. As hypothesized, the participantisis study appeared to find
the ecosystemic approach studied as helpful in identifyeugpileg needs, which suggests
that this approach may be a viable alternative to usiedligence testing as a means of
identifying learning diversity and needs. In addition, as hymsed, using a
collaborative consultancy approach for helping educatevglop ecosystemic thinking

and practice proved effective.

5.1 Using an ecosystemic approach for identifying and understamog learning
diversity and needs

Many studies have found that using a psycho-medical, igeatte-testing
approach to identifying and understanding learning differeisce® simplistic a method
(Vellutino, Scanlon & Lyon, 2000; Lyon, Fletcher, ShaywBhaywitz, Torgesen, Wood,
Schulte & Olsen, 2001; Bradley, Danielson & Hallahan, 2@hovan & Cross, 2002;
Warner, Dede, Garvan & Conway, 2002; D’Angiulli & Sieg2003).In fact, many of
these studies suggest that contextual and systemic iibesaare far more likely to cause
learning difficulties than cognitive factors alone (Shlawthrth-Edwards, Kemp, Rust,
Muirhead, Hartman & Radloff, 2004; Garlick, 2003; Gorey, 200drgesen, Alexander,
Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller & Conway, 2001; Espy, 2000; Faz01). Accordingly, it
was decided to test an ecosystemic approach to identifgangihg differences, even
though only one study was found using a similar approachh®ridentification of
behavioural problems (Tyler & Jones, 2000).

On the whole, the educators in this study, like thodbanTyler and Jones study
(2000), found that the ecosystemic approach used was effeotihelping them to
practically identify and understand how ecosystemicraat®ns promoted or hindered
learning and development. In other words, like the pariitgoan the Tyler and Jones
study (2000), these participants demonstrated a practicatstaweing of the causes of
delays and /or advances in learning and developmentexaonple, some findings from
this study suggest that educators understood that the imesadietween extrinsic
factors, such as economic structures, caregiver suppdringrnsic factors, such as
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emotions and cognitive processing, as well as literapgrgence, can promote or delay
learning and development.

On the other hand, only a minority of the participantshis study were able to
demonstrate a theoretical understanding of an ecosystgproach, which confirms the
findings of Tyler and Jones (2000) that systemic thealetideas are difficult to
understand. Together, the findings of Tyler and Jones (20@0)h#s study suggest that
educators intuitively find a systemic approach congruenh whieir experience, and
therefore they find it a practical vehicle for undemsdiag the causes of learning and
development promotion and delay. It is also suggestetebyiridings of this study that
using a graphic representation of systemic interactisnsh as Harcombe’'s EAGO,
could promote a practical, applied understanding of ecosistbeory.

Constructivist thinking may also help explain why educatoay find applied
understandings easier than theoretical understandtogsxample, expecting educators
to move from a fairly simplistic psychomedical model wifiderstanding learning
differences to a complex, multifactorial systemic ustinding of learning diversity, i.e.
changing their conceptual understanding in the spaceent avéeks’ intervention, is too
much to expect of most people. However, it is intemgstd note that three of the twelve
participants were able to make this shift, which suppoesthion of differing individual
conceptual development. In other words, a few of thBggaants shifted, to some extent,
from understanding learning diversity from a psychomedi@ipoint towards a more
complex systemic understanding. Constructively speakiagh garticipants’ zone of
proximal development (Vygotsky, 1987; Feuerstein & Rand, 197vdpled them to
construct meaning rapidly from the presentations, byernabling them to develop
complex ecosystemic constructs. On the other handan#jarity of the participants’ zone
of proximal development made it difficult for them todge the gap conceptually to
ecosystemic theoretical thinking.

In summary, the findings of this research tentativeliggest that using an
ecosystemic approach to understanding learning differaacesalid way of assessing
learning and developmental diversity. In addition, ewodée suggests that using
Harcombe’s EAGO is an effective way of helping eduato analyse the differing
ecosystemic interactions that affect learning and dpvedmt.
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5.2 Using a collaborative consultancy approach for helping edators develop
ecosystemic thinking and practice

Although collaborative consultancy has not receivedanash research attention
over the past five years as it had in the previous dechele@esearch found during this
time period indicates that this approach is highly effectvhen support intervention
programmes are provided (Amatea et. al.,, 2004; Hasbrouck &qGaptavea, 2003;
Meck & Barrow, 2005; Levac, 2004; Kennedy et. al., 2002 findings of this study
support this trend as all the participants responded very teavethis collaborative
approach. For example, it was clear that the colith@ approach of the researcher
empowered the participants to participate and accommaskth other's needs. In
addition, they were able to demonstrate effective cofitive group work, all of which
promoted learning and laid a foundation for future collabogatierk, which was one of
the reasons for using this approach.

In fact, these findings support the notion researched &r stindies, namely that
collaborative consultancy is highly effective when usedeliver support. These findings
are of particular importance to inclusive education whexfuires high levels of support
provision (Harcombe, 2003; Donald, 2002; Department of Eduga2i@01). In addition,
these findings suggest that using a collaborative approgether with an ecosystemic
framework for understanding learning differences is higffigcéive, as learners need to
be considered holistically, and this cannot be done sirdefew educators collaborate
together.

Constructivist approaches to teaching and learning were uniguedyporated
into the collaborative consultancy approach used & shudy. Findings show that the
participants responded well to the constructivist methadghe teaching and learning
styles used in the workshops were effective. The partitspaoted that they felt part of
the intervention process and were therefore open tkimgpcollaboratively. In addition,
the participants felt comfortable enough to question enngent on any topic raised.
These reasons, along with the researcher’s methotasiig the construction of new
knowledge on the knowledge acquired already, suggest thabtis¢ructivist approach
was helpful for these educators, and, as such, is actigff part of a collaborative
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consultancy approach. Finally, it is suggested from tfiedengs that though there was
positive responses to constructivist methodology, onmiaority showed theoretical
understanding of the ecosystemic approach, although thdy sdow practical
understanding. It is suggested that a constructivist teachahdearning approach needs
more time, and maybe even more individualized planssdoh teaching and learning to
be optimal.

It is also considered that one of the major reasdns aellaborative consultancy
worked so well in this study is because the researcherhan supervisor established
close links with the community before the interventwen started. It is possible that this
earlier contact facilitated the effectiveness of¢b#aborative consultancy approach used
in this study. This finding supports the conclusion that Luskg Hayes (2001) made
based on their collaborative consultancy interventiwhich was that the consultant
needs to develop a rapport with the people in the sdwommunity.

Thus, collaborative consultancy can be seen as antieffeenethod for
implementing support interventions for improved educator nstaleding of learning and

developmental diversity.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS

This study has demonstrated positive findings on manydeitels interesting to
note that this group of secondary school educators respaedgdavourably both to
thinking ecosystemically about learning and developmentgersity and to a
collaborative consultancy approach to support. Thus thiediegs suggest that using an
ecosystemic approach to understanding learning diversityd coark better than a
psycho-medical intelligence testing based model. Tmslasion is particularly pertinent
to the South African situation due to the emphasis ingusystemic approaches in
inclusive education policy in South Africa. It is also pexht due to the inadequacy of
economic realities and the poor educational provisiortfermajority of South African
learners.

However, though the findings of this ground-breaking studypasitive in terms
of thinking ecosystemically, and though it is suggestetldhah an approach could be
effective and equitable for many reasons in a South air@mntext, there is need for far
more research to add evidence to this supposition.

There are also constraints to using this approach, whiehsianilar to the
constraints found in the Tyler and Jonswdy (2000).For example, though all
participants were able to practically identify learneithvibarriers to learning using an
ecosystemic approach, probably due to Harcombe’s EAGE,stinuggled to understand
the theoretical framework underpinning the model. One ofehsons for this could be
that this model takes time to internalise, as often &dwus have been taught to
understand learning and developmental difficulties via edioal model approach.
Changing one’s way of thinking from a psycho-medical viewptd an ecosystemic
approach, is a difficult process, and it takes time apgart to effect the changes. Itis
suggested that support programmes aimed at moving participamsuhderstanding
learning differences from the psycho-medical model te@systemic model need to be
longer than many usually are in order to be effectives Tieans that instituting this
approach can be costly in terms of effort, support and ymaseit is considered that
ecosystemic programmes should be conducted for at |@ashihs.

The researcher’s own conceptual and applied understanditige adfcosystemic
approach could also be a constraint to using this appraaahany people, as this study

43



has demonstrated, take a fair amount of time and peadt attain this level of
understanding. If the facilitator is not too clear hilihge herself on this approach, then
the participants are not likely to develop sound conceibisre

The results of this study demonstrated that a collalverabnsultancy approach
studied in other countries could be used as a methodadoglgd support of teaching the
ecosystemic approach in South African inclusive educatitimge Such an approach is
considered to be of particular relevance to the Souticgkfrcontext as the political and
socio-economic structures of the country, generatedebprétvious government for a few
generations, have not enabled and empowered educatigrnadistats or learners in the
school context to be part of problem-solving processexe(gain, however, it is
acknowledged that far more research needs to be dgmewwle additional supporting
evidence in a South African inclusive education setting.

It is also acknowledged that there are constraints tmgusollaborative
consultancy in any context, as it is important to @bersthe amount of time a
collaborative consultancy approach takes to successffilement in any setting. For
example, the facilitator needs to establish closeambnwith the participants before a
collaborative consultancy project commences. Anott@nsideration is that since a
collaborative consultancy implies that all partammps in the process are experts in their
field, there needs to be mutual consent by these expeatttharconsultant, as well as
mutual commitment, to the objectives. Thus when unkiega a collaborative
consultancy project it is important to follow the @t procedures and respect all
participants as being experts in their field and not assheneole of the expert.

It is also clear that the facilitator must have aeptual development and practical
experience in this area, especially in a South Africamtext, as a relatively paternal,
authoritarian role has tended to be assigned to exmarntsa more subservient role to
educators, parents and learners in the educational milieu.

It is clear that more research is needed to add validitysing an ecosystemic
approach to understanding learning diversity and barriemsglhss the need for using a
collaborative approach in the process. It is alsordlat constraints apply, as the
process takes time, patience, expertise and money péerment. However, it is
considered that there is enough positive evidence to dugmomotion that this, or a
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similar systemic approach to diagnosing learning diffiesltshould work well in any
context. It is also considered, based on the evidaheg,it is a viable option to use
instead of a psycho-medical, intelligence-testing thasedel of understanding learning

and developmental diversity.
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APPENDIX A

Harcombe’s Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organiser (EAD)

It is interesting to note that an extensive survey aémediterature in the field of
the identification of learning difficulties did not realeany studies based on the
ecosystemic framework. Thus this study utilised the Estesyic Assessment Graphic
Organiser (EAGO), which was developed by Harcombe as &oohedf identifying
learners with barriers to learning (Harcombe, 2003).

An important aspect of the ecosystemic approach iscthage and effect is seen
as two-directional. Actions and relationships, therefoogh trigger and are triggered by
one another in a cyclical pattern. It acknowledges @emdynamic interplay of
intrapersonal, interpersonal and situational variablesrevitearning differently is not
seen as pathological but rather as being more/lespeatent in certain areas of
functioning.

The EAGO method of identifying learners with barriersefrning highlights the
areas of history, interpersonal characteristics, palitstatus, socio-economic status,
social structures and socialisation characteristict @h@ imperative in understanding a
learning difference (Donald, 1996).

The EAGO proposes that a learning difficulty could berdsault of a number of
factors. When attempting to find that cause of a learnifigudty, one must look at a
holistic picture of the learner. His/her life eventshistory could cause major problems
such as complicated prenatal conditions or he may hege lwithness to a traumatic
incident, which has affected him/her to the extent thatdults in a learning difficulty
(Adelman & Taylor, 1993.)

Once the history has been established the interpersonalctdréstics must be
examined. Interpersonal characteristic are viewed afathdy support system; who the
learner is living with and why; what type of family dynasithe learner experiences; the
type of emotional support and the possible neglect or abeskedrner is suffering. All
these characteristics place stress on the leanterstudies (Brenner, 1989; Dubow &
Tisak, 1989; Maccoby, 1988) have shown that this ongoing gtfasss the learner at
risk for a developmental delay. Although schools provideraective form of social
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support for these learners, they are unable to towthowe the factors that may cause a
learner to feel unprotected, unsafe and stressed (Haec&003.)

Thirdly, political structures of the country are impottémtake into account. In
South Africa, apartheid caused many riots, school bts/@td protests which lead to
damaged life styles, properties, lives and traumas. Thicpbstress of a country is
therefore very important in assessing the presentidag lconditions, familial structures
and economic status of a family because it essgntialised these conditions (Adelman
& Taylor, 1993.)

As stated above, apartheid policies influenced the ecanstmictures of South
African society, especially affecting the employmesducation and housing of black
South Africans. Thus the EAGO explains that the seconomic status of the family
must be taken into consideration. The socio-econotatosrefers to characteristics such
as indwelling density and economic status. Findings haverslibat people who are
poorly educated and who are constantly changing employarentnore likely to have
children who perform unsuccessfully in academic areasc(tane, 2003). In addition,
learners who live in lower socio-economic status dasns are more likely to develop
illnesses and malnutrition. It is, thus, apparent howstwo-economic status of a family
will affect the learner’s learning potential (Harcome0s3).

Health care and schooling are sections of the saciaitares of South Africa that
have also been affected by apartheid. Legislation waseatkin such a way that it lead to
minimal or non-existent health care facilities andower level of education (Bantu
Education) for black South Africans (Donald, 1996.)

Finally, socialization characteristics are vital impkining the ecosystemic
approach to identify learners with barriers to learningabse the values and beliefs the
South African learners hold will be brought into the ashenvironment. Evidence is
offered suggesting that subtle attitudes and beliefs helloloyh Africans themselves is
informed due to their status in society, and this theeeioterferes with the way they
adapt to their world.

To illustrate the EAGO model in the South African cabinsider a learner who
does not comprehend what he reads, and many ecosystenoics faah therefore be
explored to get an understanding of why he does not commlelSome of the many
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reasons he does not comprehend could be related &xyitekperience, English being his
second language, undeveloped acquired knowledge and only beigigt tshonetic

analysis. It is evident that this learner may have uyider factors affecting his reading
which, inter alia, may not be related to developinthatcorrect maturational level; or a
result of incorrect instructions regarding work given ia gast; or a breakdown in the
processing en route to the long-term memory store. drcaor, if working from an

ecosystemic perspective, would be correct in his/hsuragtion that there are other
social factors that influence this learning differencecaxdingly, the intervention used

would address the unique needs of each learner and focughar becific growth.
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Motivation for using a collaborative consultancy approach.

In order to effectively implement the ecosystemic apph in South African
schools, an approach needs to be utilized where the eduvaidtstogether with the
researchers/psychologists. In this way educators doerbirfferior to the psychologists
and the psychologists do not enter the school as ‘exp&tich an approach is the
collaborative consultancy approach which is able tp kelucators meet the challenges
faced by South African schools.

Since consultation has been used as a general temust be given defining
characteristics in order for it to be understood. Chason often refers to the process
whereby a consultant assists another professionakbahsultee, with regard to an area
that the consultee is finding difficult. The consutt@there to problem-solve with the
consultee in order to empower and render responsilidityhe consultee. Thus, the
consultation is portrayed as a triadic, interactemtionship among the consultant, the
consultee and the client (Levac, 2004). In a secondarybkehgironment, this triad may
involve any learning or behavioural specialist (consultariBracting in a professional
manner with the educator (consultee) on a matter mgléti the learners (client).

Although there are many models of consultation, sucth@snental health or
behavioural consultation model, the collaborative caasah model appears to be the
most pertinent to the South African situation. Thason for this is that it takes into
account people's history, culture, interactional practised emotional lives, thus
operating like the ecosystemic approach. It is a usendty approach that makes use of
techniques and strategies commonly applied in behavioudhlsanial science. The
benefit of this approach is that it is presented in $etmt both professionals and laymen
can understand (Lusky & Hayes, 2001).

The collaborative consultation model starts off witle understanding that all
principals, educators, educator assistants, community msjisregivers and support
staff are experts in their field. Thus, in order forlladworative consultancy to be
beneficial, there must be mutual consent by these tsxpad the consultant, as well as
mutual commitment to the objectives. The approach impiias all collaborators solve
problems by mutual negotiations. Then they jointly devalog implement the solutions
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of the problem in such a way that the consultee lehowg to handle future problems
more sensitively and skillfully (Harcombe, 2003).

Much of this mutual consultation depends on the empathgptaace, social
skills and problem-solving ability experienced and modelethéysychologist, although
other factors are also involved, such as the school an@dhsultant's availability to
collaboration (Amatea et al., 2004).

The key issue is that collaborative consultancy isanprocess whereby experts
advise other experts, but rather one in which ideashared in order to solve problems
effectively. Thus, collaborative consultancy is natraversal cure for all ills and it does
not resolve all problems, but it does provide a meangdople to learn to handle their
difficulties and formulate solutions.

Consultation can radically change a consultee’s péores about his/her learners.
The reason for this is that the consultee's leaumtterstand the learners’ emotional and
social functioning, as well as their learning. In this wiagy learn how to accommodate
their teaching for better results.

However, collaborative consultancy can only be effectf the consultees are
open to modifying their behaviour and in participating in thevelopment and
implementation of solutions. For a collaborative fudtancy approach to work, educators
must be open to the idea of change. They need not onlyatise that they may need
assistance, but also that there may be an idea, apnimethod that they are using that
is not proving successful. Educators often see theik vasr being dependent on the
amount of experience they have and not on the re3iies; can, therefore, misinterpret
learners and their behaviours (Donald, 1996).

Another problem with the collaborative consultancy apphois that due to our
history, South Africans are used to an authoritariare sbf giving or receiving
information. This may cause resistance as some @y identify areas of need, but
may require an "expert" to enter the school and "letthie staff on possible changes
and solutions. In addition, educators may not have tne fvailable to effectively
participate in the collaborative consultancy workshdp®y, therefore, may see it as a

burden and therefore see it as unproductive.
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Yet even with these hindering factors, a collaboratmesaltancy model can be
adapted to South African conditions. Working collabodyivSouth Africans can pool
their diverse expertise and experiences towards a camguwal of developing
consultation as a viable, effective solution to a nunddeeducational problems. It has
been proven that even with these difficulties, collabee work within school staff can
bring about a fundamental reform of teaching practicelserckassroom (Levac, 2004).

The reason for this is that collaborative consualfaaims to change the social and
personal dynamics of the situation so that it is namwmetitive and non-exploitative,
which at the same time enhances the lives of all tidgeengage in it. This approach
strives to build positive working relationships, so t@bple from different backgrounds,
who have different needs, can work harmoniously and prodlgtio achieve their

various goals.
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APPENDIX B

Participants’ Biographical Questionnaire

Could you please answer the following questions as they wdld in this research
project. No names will need to be printed on this sheetherefore guaranteeing

anonymity.

= Male Female

= Age

= What is your highest level of education?

= Where did you obtain this level of education?

I.  How many years have you been teaching at Westbury Secdadaop|?

years

= What roles and responsibilities do you have at Westlgaggondary
School?
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Participant information

Graphic organiser depicting participants background

Years
Position at teaching
Participant | Age Sex Quialifications Quialification obtained at: Westbury at
Westbury
National Teachers Diploma
(Technical) Head of technical
N1 to N5 technical certificate department
3 Structural Draughtsman Witwatersrand Technical | Acting Deputy
1 58 Male | Diplomas and Highveld College Principal 20 years
2 47 Male Higher Education Diploma University of Johannesburgducator 6 years
Educator
Sports master
Head of fund raising
3 32 Male | Higher Education Diploma University of Johannesburg 9 years
Grade 9 & 10
Johannesburg College of | mathematics educatar
4 26 Female | Higher Diploma in education | Education First year
34 Male Higher Diploma in Educatior]  University of Witwatand| Educator First year
Educator
6 38 Male | Personnel Manager Diploma| Damelin Sports Coach 2 years
Outcomes Based
Education facilitator
Head of Grade
Renders support to
7 43 Male | Masters in Geography University of Johannesburg educators 17 years
Educator
Sports committee
Bachelor in Education School Assessment
8 31 Male | Honours in Technology University of Johannesburg Team 3 years
Educator
Head of Department
Head of grade
Renders support to
9 36 Female | Higher Diploma in Education| Rand College of Education| learners 15 years

61



Educator

10 42 Male | Higher Education Diploma University of Johannesburg Head of discipline 19 years
Johannesburg College of
11 28 Female | Higher Diploma in Education| Education Educator 1 year
12 40 Male Honours in Education University of Johanneshurg HEauca 18 years
Honours in Education (Ed.
13 26 Female | Psych) University of Witwatersrand Researcher 2 years
14 62 Female| Masters in Education (Ed.
Psych) University of Witwatersrand Supervisor 2 years
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Data Collection
The table below depicts the instruments that were usediar to collect data, as

noted in the research design.

Graphic organiser depicting data collection

Name of method | When the data was collected How the data was collected

used

Evaluation forms, evaluating both content and perceptions

Continuous Data was collected at the were handed out to the participants who filled them in
evaluations conclusion of workshop 1, 2, 3 | anonymously. This guided the planning for the next workshop
and 4. (see appendix B, pages 70, 71, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80 and 81)

Participants were asked to get into two small groupseca
Focus groups Focus groups were held at the | information from the previous workshop. This was written
beginning of workshops 4 and 5| down and discussed as a large group (see appendix C, pagel
and 107).

Participants were asked to fill in Harcombe’s EAGO Haze
Harcombe’s EAGO was collectedthe learner being identified. These EAGQO’s were then
Harcombe’s EAGO | at the end of workshop 8 and 9 asollected by me at the end of the workshop or follow up group

well as the 5 follow up groups. | (see appendix B, page 75 & appendix D, page 91-94).

I wrote down informal observations in order to record any

Participant This was done by the researcher information that would be useful in evaluating whether the
observation during and at the end of each | intervention was successful or r{see appendix D, page 97,
workshop and follow up group. | 100, 103, 105, 107, 108, 110, 112, 114, 116, 119 and
121).
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Pre-intervention process

The table below depicts the pre-intervention process

Table 2: Graphic organiser depicting the process of implemeation

Date

Pre-intervention process

11 March 2004

Initial meeting in Westbury
Dr. A, Mrs. H, Mr. N and the Educational Psychology Messtiegree students met with the

principals of the schools in the area.

18 March 2004

Meeting with the school principals
The students met with the school principals in order to ex@@g concerns, opinions and belief

regarding the work to be done.

12}

25 March 2004

Needs Analysis and mapping the community
A needs analysis was conducted with the educators whadblethe researchers on a visit of the

community in order to map it.

1174

Community project commences

6 May 2004 Workshops took place on a Thursday after school ended for BBauimutes for a period of 8
weeks.
27 May 2004 Community project ends and another needs analysis is condect
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Intervention process

The following table depicts the intervention process.

Table 3: Graphic organiser depicting the intervention process

es

59)

Workshop Date Intervention process
Contact is established
Discussion| 19 January | | contacted the principal of school W to establish contattoaganise dates and times for {
2005 year. The principal handed the organization over to one of tadsHd# Department (H.O.D
Meeting with the H.O.D
Discussion| 1 February | | held a meeting with H.O.D in order to inform hertioé project as well as to establish dat
2005 and times. H.O.D requested that | come speak taalffietise following week.
7 February | H.O.D. cancelled the meeting with researcher due tosports day
Discussion 2005
Discussion| 15 February | | meet Grade 8 and 9 educators
2005 I met the Grade eight and nine educators and informs oifi¢ine research to be conducted
| meet Grade 10, 11 and 12 educators
Discussion| 22 February | | met the Grade ten, eleven and twelve educators anmunsfinem of the research to be
2005 conducted.
Research commences
Discussion| 12 April 2005 | The programme is discussed with the educators establidhiag and times of the
workshops and a letter was drawn up (see appendix B, page 68).
Goal: Negotiate programme dates and content
Participants filled in survey of their personal experiereteschool (see appendix B, page ¢
Answers were then discussed as a large group and grimipédemes.
1 19 April 2005 These themes informed the content of the intervention gnuge.
Discussed exclusive education and its links to the medicallmode
Introduced the ecosystemic model.
Evaluation reports filled in (see appendix B, page, 70-71).
Goal: Introduce participants to the ecosystemic approach
The information collected in the survey during workshop 1 meeised and headings were
2 26 April 2005 | given for each theme captured.

Ecosystemic approach was then explained.

Harcombe’s EAGO was supplied to the participants and explained
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A case study of Jabu was read (see appendix B, page aad#arcombe’s EAGO (see
appendix B, page 75) was filled in together as a group.

Evaluation report filled in (see appendix B, page 76-77).

3 May 2005

Goal: Understanding learner's emotions as a promoter/barrieiof learning
Revised Harcombe’'s EAGO of Jabu from workshop 2.

Discussed what stressors participants thought theyaamdndight have had at school.
Discussed emotions children and adults might go throudldefence mechanisms used.
Hand out was given regarding defence mechanisms and tkeimimg.

Evaluation report filled in (see appendix B, page 78-79).

17 May 2005

Goal: Successive & simultaneous processing as a promoter/barito learning
Focus group: Revised stressors and defence mechan@ms/érkshop 3 (see appendix D
page 105).

Discussed Jabu'’s case study in order to introduce ditfeogmitive processing styles.
Discussed simultaneous and successive processing

Read Disney World story to participants and allowed themrite down as much
information as they remembered as possible. Linkeddttlseir cognitive processing style.

Evaluation report filled in (see appendix B, page 80-81).

24 May 2005

Goal: Informal reading assessment part 1

Focus group: Revised cognitive processing styles (See appendigdd] @a)

Linked different cognitive processing styles to reading

Explained informal reading assessment process

Participants assessed each other’s reading for praciitesere asked to assess a learner

bring the information for the following workshop.

and

31 May 2005

Goal: Informal reading assessment part 2
Participants arrived stressed and anxious due to celitqult learners they were dealing
with. Therefore this workshop was postponed for the followiegknand an informal

discussion ensued around the resources available forl#laesers and ways in which the

participants could assist these learners with the knowléndgehad gained in the workshops.

7 June 2005

Goal: Informal reading assessment part 2
Participants were asked to discuss the findings of tharndl reading assessments they

done. Those who had forgotten to do this were asked tcsaesses other.

had
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Goal: Fill in an EAGO

Participants were asked to fill in Harcombe’s EAGO Hasethe learner they had assesse

8 14 June 2005 Ways of supporting the learner were discussed and links be®Sa®wol W and the
community started being established.
Participants were asked to informally assess othandesi reading, who were having
difficulty learning
Goal: Identifying learners with barriers using Harcombe’s EAGO
Participants were asked to fill in Harcombe’s EAGO Hasethe new learner they had
9 21 June 2005 assessed.
Participants worked in small groups to identify theseners and areas in which they coulg
render support.
19 June 2005 Goal: Identifying learners with barriers using Harcombe’sEAGO
5 Follow | 26 June 2005 Participants were asked to identify learners who haddosuito learning and were not
up groups 2 August previously identified, using Harcombe’s EAGO.
2005
16 August
2005
23 August
2005

2d.

)
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Letter to participants informing them of workshop date and times

22 April 2005
Dear Westbury Staff

RE: Dates and Times for Tuesday Afternoon Workshops
Thank you for attending and participating in Tuesday 19 2805 Workshop.

The following dates and times are as discussed (12 April 2B@&gse note that they will
be adhered to unless negotiated:

Date Time
26 April 2005 14h00-15h30
3 May 2005 14h00-15h30
17 May 2005 14h00-15h30
24 May 2005 14h00-15h30

*7 June 2005
**14 June 2005
**21 June 2005

12h30-14h00
12h30-15h30
12h30-15h30

* Please note the time change
** These dates will combine 2 workshops into one day

Please can you supply me with a list of dates thatwitbmot be able to attend
workshops.

These workshops will involve training on how to think ecosysteally and its
application to identifying learning differences, understagpdi#arners’ emotions and
cognitions; learning how to assess informal reading;edkas accommodating learning
styles, emotions and developmental needs in an inclaEgsroom.

A certificate is offered, which will indicate that ytvave been part of this programme.
Educators who wish to obtain a certificate should atereast 8 out of the 10
workshops as well as 5 follow up groups in tfet@&m. These follow-up groups will be
held on Tuesdays at 14h00-15h30 in which we will analyse lesatsehavioural and
learning difficulties.

Please feel free to contact me if there is anythingn lassist you with.
Thanking you

Nicci Blumenthal

Educational Psychologist (Intern)
084 400 9621
484 1734 (W)
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Survey of Personal Experience at School

| loved/hated school Loved Hated
100 75 50 25 0

| felt happy/anxious/angry at Happy
school most of the time (choose one) Anxious
Angry
| felt clever/stupid at school Clever Stupid

100 75 50 25 0

| was liked/disliked by teachers Liked Disliked

at school 100 75 50 25 0

My learning style matched the Matched Did not match
teaching style 100 75 50 25 0

Please tick the following things that may have intedexgh your learning at school.

= Second/third/fourth language

= Few literate family members

= Little access to books

= Little experience i.e. did not go anywhere or do anythimgsual
= No-one read me books when | was younger

= Teacher was poorly trained
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Workshop 1 Evaluation Form
Fill in the following sheet by ticking the appropriate doc

VERY VERY
STATEMENT MUCH MUCH | NEUTRAL | LITTLE |LITTLE

1. Learners who have
learning difficulties
should be in a special
school.

2. Learning disability /
dyslexia is a result of a
brain dysfunction.

3. Sometimes a learner is
battling to learn due to
problems in his externa

world.

4. Children who fail at
school are too lazy to

ask for help.

5. The Medical Model
helps us to understand
learners’ educational

problems.

6. Circumstances can cause
children not to care

about learning.

7. | had problems at schog
myself because | had a

learning

disability/dyslexia.
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8. My group cooperated

well in this session.

9. | find | understand the
work better when we

work in groups.

10. Children who have
learning
disabilities/dyslexia

don’t do well in school.

11.1 understood the following:

12.1 would like more help with understanding the following:

13.1 found the facilitator

14.What other aspects would you like to be added to the cooitéms course?

15.What can be done to make the workshops more interesttimgulating for you?
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Jabu Case Study
Taken from Harcombe (2003, p.54).
a) According to his teacher

Mrs. S. is very annoyed with Jabu, who is 8 years nétia Grade 2. She says he
never does his work properly in class and the work he daesually wrong. He causes a
distraction while the other children are trying to woltecause he doesn’'t have
stationery. He keeps promising to bring stationery butemealoes, and so he gets
punished. You would think that he would have learnt to bringtat®sery to school by
now. He also doesn’'t do his homework. Jabu is oftenralisem school, which doesn’t
help his learning. He is very aggressive and often hurts athit&gren in the class.
Sometimes he falls asleep in class. This is not good enddghmust take some
responsibility for his education or else he is goingetal up as one of the many
unemployed in this country and he will probably turn to erirde can’t read properly
either, and he can only write a few letters very pooHg hardly seems to know
anything. He should go to a special school. | can’t help Hienjust doesn't listen.

b) Jabu’s life out of school

Jabu is an 8 year-old who lives in an informal semi-utbamship in South
Africa. He is the oldest of five children and sharesalbroom with his siblings. Jabu’s
parents do not earn much money and, because of this,slwten not enough food for
the family. The children often go hungry. Jabu’s mothemated school for four years
but left when she failed Grade 2 for the second time.dHy has limited reading,
writing and arithmetic skills, which make it difficulbif her to find work. She tries to
bring in a little money by growing and selling vegetabless Tireans that she is out of
the house much of the time and, since Jabu is the elaestten has to look after the
younger children. Though he wants to help, he also gets bagayse he is doing
‘women’s work.’

As there is little work in this area, Jabu’s fatbéien has to go away to find
work. He has no formal or technical training and isgkiited in any particular field. He
can only find ‘piece jobs’ and only works for short periofi$ime. Sometimes he sends
money home, but he usually doesn’t. When Jabu’s fathes dot come home, his
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parents mostly fight about money. His mother acchgefather of spending all his
wages on alcohol. Jabu’s father gets furious and oftats s mother during these
fights. He also beats the children when they make hignya Jabu is quite scared of his
father.

Jabu does attend school, but it is quite far away amahéo leave early to get
there on time. This is difficult on cold winter mangs or after a night of the baby
keeping him awake. When Jabu arrives late for schoolenished. Jabu doesn’t go to
school very often. Sometimes he has to stay at horhelp his mother and at other times
he just doesn't feel like it. Jabu’s mother does nag dane does not go to school. She
likes it when he stays home to help her.

Both of Jabu’s parents care about him to some extenbaldl like him to do well
at school and get a better education. On the other haydaté both just managing to
survive and so have little time or energy to spend inyimyrabout whether he has done
his homework or goes to school. Jabu knows school isriamicbut he doesn'’t really
like going. There are many naughty children in the cladgt@nteacher just seems to
scream and shout all day. Jabu constantly gets into é&rdabhot having the right stuff or
for talking. He struggles to read and write and the teaudegr seems to have time to
help him. The classes are overcrowded and there araogle books to go round.

Jabu would like to learn to read and write properly. He likaking the shapes of
letters. But the teacher told the children that thegtrhave their own books and pencils
for writing. Jabu’s family does not have money for tBiemetimes Jabu can borrow a
pencil and some paper but this does not happen often bduausacher says, “No, you
may not borrow. | told you to bring your own pencil. Yae aaughty. Now you can just
sit there and do nothing. Maybe that will teach you togoymur pencil to school.” At
home, Jabu practices his letters by scratching them witiclain the sand. When he sees
other children with plenty of food and clothes and thatrthings for school he gets
angry and ashamed and longs to be grown-up and to help provigefbehimself and
his family. He is also aware, however, that unlesddes better at school, his dreams are
not likely to come true and then he often feels comiyiétepeless.
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C) According to an observer

The school Jabu attends is very inadequately provided widssai/ resources such as a
Resource Centre, enough chairs and tables, enough textdyaelesling books, a
Photostat machine etc. The classes are too large arehtieets overworked and
discouraged. The support for the Provincial Education Depattis minimal and what
contact there is, is not supportive but tends to be agttyoritarian. In addition, Mrs. S.
was not trained very well as a teacher and her metbio@aching are not very helpful
for her learners. She does try, however, and genenalns well towards her class. But
the overwork, the large numbers of learners, and theunsgin her work (she is only a
temporary teacher, though she’s been at that schoavéyéars) all combine to be too
much for her at times, and then ‘naughty’ boys likeuJaiel her wrath. The young
people who go to Jabu’s school are also unhappy, as ohdéimgm have similar
backgrounds to Jabu and so unhappiness and maladjustment ig.evide
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Harcombe's EAGO

Please refer to PDF file “Harcombe’s EAGO Picture 1.”
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Evaluation sheet for workshop 2
Fill in the following sheet by ticking the appropriate doc

VERY VERY
STATEMENT MUCH MUCH | NEUTRAL | LITTLE |LITTLE

1. One needs to take into
account the resources
available to learners
before developing

projects.

2. Learners who do not
have food at home
cannot concentrate

during the school day.

3. Learners who are
supported at home tend
to perform better at
school.

4. Learners’ environments
influence the way they
think.

5. Thinking
ecosystemically allows
us to get a better picture
of a learner’s behaviour

and work skills.

6. This way of thinking is

1°2)

time consuming and ha
very little positive

outcomes.
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7. My group cooperated

well in this session.

8. | find | understand the
work better when we

work in groups.

9. | understood the following:

10.1 would like more help with understanding the following:

11.1 found the facilitator

12.What other aspects would you like to be added to the cooitéms course?

13.What can be done to make the workshops more interesttimgulating for you?
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Evaluation sheet for workshop 3
Fill in the following sheet by ticking the appropriate doc

VERY VERY
STATEMENT MUCH MUCH | NEUTRAL | LITTLE |LITTLE

1. Stressors at home/schoo
can cause negative

emotions.

2. Some learners experience
more emotions than

others.

3. If learners experience
high emotion they often
cannot concentrate or

learn.

4. Different stressors can
affect learners
differently.

5. Adults can help learners
deal with their negative

emotions.

6. Learners shouldn't think
about home stressors at
school.

7. If learners are prepared
for tests, they should not

be anxious.

8. High school learners
should be able to express
their anger verbally &

not physically.
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9. Repressing / denying
negative emotions can be
bad for your mental
health.

10.Learners must keep theif
anger out of the

classroom.

11.1 understood the following:

12.1 would like more help with understanding the following:

13.1 found the facilitator

14.What other aspects would you like to be added to the cooitéms course?

15.What can be done to make the workshops more interesttimgulating for you?
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Evaluation sheet for workshop 4
Fill in the following sheet by ticking the appropriate doc

VERY VERY
STATEMENT MUCH MUCH | NEUTRAL | LITTLE |LITTLE

1. Learning difficulties are
the result of learners
learning differently.

2. Learners do not listen
correctly in class

causing them to fail.

3. Teachers sometimes
teach differently to how

learners learn.

4. Poor successive
processors struggle to
pay attention to detail.

5. Bad behaviour / lazines

A

is caused by learners not
being taught the way
they prefer to learn.

6. Poor simultaneous
processors struggle to
gain meaning from the

work.

7. Good successive
processors achieve
better results because
they learn best from the
way teaching is done
these days.
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8. It is most learners’ fault

they don’t do well.

9. Learners must adjust
their learning styles to
suit my teaching
methods.

10.Poor successive

processors struggle with

spelling.

11.1 understood the following:

12.1 would like more help with understanding the following:

13.1 found the facilitator

14.What other aspects would you like to be added to the cooitéms course?

15.What can be done to make the workshops more interesttimgulating for you?
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Informal Reading Assessment

HOW TO DO AN INFORMAL READING ASSESSMENT

By: Elaine Harcombe

1. Choose 5 books in the learners’ interest areas and exeitgng stories:

Some learners only like stories, others like facts.oSaappropriately.
Check that the language is natural for the learner.
Check that the content is suited to the culture.

Check that the pictures and text are used in the conteitliys

2. The text levels need to vary in the choice of boaksfiom easy for the learner

to difficult, so that you have an idea of what they cath @nnot read. These

levels are:

IndependentA book they can read without your help
Instructional:A book they can read with some support.
Frustrational A book they cannot read, even with support

3. Have a small tape recorder in the room for the leamezad into.

4. PROCESS

Ask the learner to choose one of the books for theraad to you and get
them to do so into the tape recorder. Supply the words veeessary for
meaning or if the learner asks. It is important to kéepgrocess happy and
moving so not to increase their anxieties.

Then choose one of the other books that is oppositetorte chosen by the
learner i.e. usually the learner chooses a bookghagry easy for them to
read. Therefore you choose one that is difficult f@nt or one that is grade
appropriate. Once again get the child to read into the &goeder. Assist
them as you did before.

Photocopy the relevant pages of the books that theyrkade Listen to the
tape recorder and record the learner’s miscues in aptabée manner. It is
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important to write the learner’s actual words they eagrand not omission,

etc.

5. Then ask the learner a few questions based on theithoolter to establish
whether they understood what they were reading or noteRéer to include:
Literal Questions:  Things they can understand directly from the text.

Figurative Questionstntegrating information from the text

6. ANALYSIS
l. Work out:
Number of words read 100
Number of miscues 1

If the percentages is above 75% then it is grade apprepratbove.
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APPENDIX C

Permission letter from Humanities Faculty.

Please refer to PDF file “permission from facultytpre 2.”
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Permission letter from Department of Education

Please refer to PDF file “Permission from DepartneériEducation Picture 3.”
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Permission letter from School

Please refer to PDF file “permission from schoolyriet4.”
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Subject Information Sheet
Dear teacher or Head of Department,

Invitation to participate in research at Westbury High School

My name is Nicole Blumenthal and | am presently canpy my Masters degree in
Educational Psychology at the University of Witwatemdrd am conducting research on
ways of identifying learning needs to suit learners withribes to learning, using an
ecosystemic approach. These needs were identified, a®ftwour important needs
during the needs analysis meeting that was conducted @2 thAeril 2004. | am aware
that since the South African government has moved towandgclusive policy in
education, many educators would like further clarity on identification and
accommodation of learners’ varying needs. It is hopeat tbarticipation in this
intervention and study will be a collaborative expereeffor all parties, as all of us are
informed on different aspects of the problem, and togetheuld have resources to
develop equitable and practical solutions. Participationthis research is purely
voluntary and you may exercise your right to withdrawany point throughout the
process. In addition you have the right to not participate

In order to implement the program and conduct the resdandll be facilitating nine
consecutive workshops, beginning in the third teaching ternmaaming into the middle
of the fourth teaching term, as was discussed at thes mewdysis. These workshops will
take place on Thursday afternoons, when school hasucmtt| The workshops will
involve training on how to think ecosystemically and its ligppon to identifying
learning differences, understanding learners emotiodscagnitions as well as learning
how to assess informal reading; accommodating learningesstyemotions and
developmental needs in an inclusive classroom.

Evaluation forms will be handed out at the end of moskalwps so that the process can
be evaluated and adjusted to suit your needs in your scheathers will be asked to
access certain learner’s records in order to fawdlilearning, however, no names or
identifying information will be utilized in order to ensuamonymity of the learners.
Anonymity for you can only be assured in terms of the quastires, as no names will
appear on the forms. Confidentiality is assured under adlitions, since the workshops
will not be recorded in any way. However since you Wilbw each other’s identities,
you may convey opinions in the course of the workshop.

In addition a few follow up workshops will take placerlgan 2005 to discuss if
additional support is required. If it is | will liaise thiother students for additional
workshops, as Westbury is a site for ongoing reseatd¢hgauniversity until the end of
2005.

| wish to invite you to participate in this process and lfmrlward to our interaction.

Thanking you in anticipation,
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Nicole Blumenthal (Ms.)
Cell: 084 440 9621

Elaine Harcombe (Supervisor)
(011) 717 8331
harcombee @umthombo.wits.ac.za
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Example of the certificates issued

Please refer to PDF file “certificate example pictbre
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APPENDIX D

Examples of evaluation form the participants filled in

Please refer to “evaluation form examples picture 6.”
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Examples of Harcombe’s EAGO the participants filled in

Please refer to “Harcombe’s EAGO example picture 8.”
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Please refer to PDF file “Harcombe EAGO exampleup&eB.”
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1: Was the EAGO effective in helping the participants idgi¢arners’ individual needs?

In order to answer this question adequately data was ebitasing Harcombe’s EAGO from workshop seven and eighthend

follow up groups. Examples of these EAGQO’s can be fourtdarappendix on page 91-94. The themes for this researcioqueste
extracted from the above mentioned data.
Theme 1: Demonstrates the ability to fill in the EAGO eféctively

Researcher’s evaluative comments on the Ecosystemic Assad Graphic Organisers

Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organisers

Group Workshop 7 Workshop 8 | Follow up group 1 Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up
group 2 group 3 group 4 group 5
A: Life events not Life events » Life events not A great deal Although Background Information
Consisting of completed adequately completed of background information gathered on
participant 1, appropriately completed. appropriately. information information filled in the learner
2,3,4,5and No political Political » Has developed was not filled in well. A lot displays
6 structures structures adequate gathered for adequately, of educators
filled in. filled in understanding of life events guestions information ability to
No inadequately socialisation but not written was understand
socioeconomic Economic and characteristics written down as to gathered on and fill in
status filled in. social = No factors down. what this learner the EAGO
Although structures promoting or Not enough information but not all adequately.
filled in factors filled in hindering information is still could be
promoting and inadequately development and gathered for needed. filled in.
hindering No factors learning as well learner’'s All Political
development promoting or as signs of stresg values and information structures
and learning as hindering filled in. temperamen filled in need to be
well as signs development Not enough adequately improved
of stress, not and learning as information except for on.
adequately well as signs gathered for signs of
done. of stress filled factors stress.
in. promoting Educators
and opinion of
hindering learner
development affected
and learning their ability
and signs of to fill in the
stress EAGO
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Researcher’s evaluative comments on the Ecosystemic Assad Graphic Organisers

Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organisers

Group Workshop 7 Workshop 8 Follow up| Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up
group 1 group 2 group 3 group 4 group 5
B: Political Political Political, Political Political Political Educators
Consisting structures not structures not economic structures structures structures worked
of filled in filled in and social not filled in not filled in filled in well
participant appropriately appropriately structures appropriatel appropriatel adequately. together in
7,8,9, 10, Economic Economic not filled y y Signs of order to
11,12 and social and social in. Economic Not enough stress need gather
structures not structures not Not enough and social information more information
filled in. filled in. information structures gathered on attention. on this
Not enough Not enough gathered on not filled learner, learner.
information information learners, in. such as his EAGO
gathered on gathered on such as her Not enough values, filled in
learner, such learner, such temperame information beliefs and well except
as his values, as his values nt, gathered on temperame for signs of
beliefs and beliefs and motivation learner, nt stress
temperament temperament and such as his Although
No factors No factors learning values and sings of
promoting or promoting or styles. beliefs. stress are
hindering hindering No factors Although filled in
development development promoting filled in adequately,
and learning and learning or factors no factors
as well as as well as hindering promoting promoting
signs of signs of developme and or
stress filled stress filled nt and hindering hindering
in. in. learning as developme developme
well as nt and nt and
signs of learning as learning
stress filled well as filled in.
in. signs of
stress, not
adequately
done
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Researcher’s observations
Initially the participants required a lot of assistamcélling out the EAGO and would continuously ask whatteatatement

meant and what they were supposed to fill in. Howevethéyend of the fifth follow-up group the participants wabée to fill in the
EAGO'’s requiring little assistance. Thus, a noticeablé sfdas seen in how the participants filled in the EA@©Othe learners. The
participants were now able to understand the learnersholigtic manner. In addition, the participants wen&ihg the workshops
together. For example, they were linking the defenceharsms to the learners’ cognitive processing and maintatheigthe
learner was defensive against learning as they wereaching according to that learner’s cognitive processiig. st

The participants were able to utilise each other'siops and work collaboratively. They realised that itrbd matter if they
knew the learner or not, as they would be able to adeeval the group anyway. If they knew the learner thesevaedble to add
information and if they did not know the learner thesre then able to question the other members of the ghodlpis way further
information could be obtained. In addition, they seentellet hopeful about assisting the learners as theyedatihat the learners
were not being ‘lazy,” but were not being stimulated ssisied at home. They were therefore able to conterdramethods of
assisting these learners, such as utilising the Spedisiadion Department at the University of Witwatersrakitlin all, the EAGO

enabled the educators to effectively identify learning needs.
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Theme 2: Ability to identify systematic interactions that arecausing school failure.
Researcher’s evaluative comments on the Ecosystemic Assad Graphic Organisers

Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organisers

Group Workshop 7 Workshop 8 | Follow up group Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up
group 2 group 3 group 4 group 5
Not enough Although the |= The educatorsj Sincethe = The The The
Consisting of background educators have startedtg  educators educators educators educators
participant 1, information display a gain an gathered a had an were able were able
2,3,4,5and ¢ was better understanding vast amount emotionally to complete to complete
collected for understanding  of the of difficult day the EAGO the EAGO
this learner. of this learner systematic information and were and and
Thus, the as opposed to] interactions on this working on identify the identify the
educators the learner that are learner, they| a systematic systematic
did not have from causing schoo|  were able to particularly interactions interactions
an adequate workshop 7, failure. This is understand difficult causing the causing the
understandin there is not apparent from her in an learner. learner to learner to
g of the enough the ecosystemic They fail with no fail with no
learner information suggestions manner. therefore facilitation facilitation
himself. regarding the made by the Thus they were able to from the from the
Thus the learner’s life educators. were able to gather the researcher. researcher.
educators events. Thus However, it is identify the required
were not the educators important to systematic information
able to were still remember thatf  interactions but
identify the unable to the researcher|  causing struggled to
systematic identify the facilitated this school identify
interactions systematic discussion. failure. systematic
that were interactions Although interactions
causing this causing the affecting
learner to school failure. researcher this learner.
fail. facilitated
for this
focus group,
her input
was
minimal.
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Researcher’s evaluative comments on the Ecosystemic Assad Graphic Organisers

Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organisers

Group Workshop 7 Workshop 8 Followup | Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up
group 1 group 2 group 3 group 4 group 5
B: Not enough Although the = The educators = The educators Not much The The
Consisting of background educators display a better required the information educators educators
participant 7, information display a better understanding researcher to was were able to were able to
89 10 11. 14 was collected understanding of the learner facilitate the gathered on complete the complete the

T T T for this of this learner and begin to required the learners’ EAGO and EAGO and
learner. Thus, as opposed to identify information. political, identify the identify the
the educators the learner systematic Although the social and systematic systematic
did not have from workshop interactions that educators economic interactions interactions
an adequate 7, there is not are causing were structures causing the causing the
understanding enough school failure. developing an and learner to learner to
of the learner information However, avasf  understanding temperamen fail with no fail with no
himself. Thus regarding the amount of of the etc. facilitation facilitation
the educators learner’s life facilitation systematic However the from the from the
were not able events. Thus between the interactions educators researcher. researcher.
to identify the the educators group and the that affect were able to
systematic were still research learners’, they identify the
interactions unable to occurred in still needed to systematic
that were identify the order to assist be guided. interactions
causing this systematic the educators causing
learner to fail. interactions understand the school

causing school learner failure.

failure

ecosystemically
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Researcher’s observations
Initially, the participants utilised the Graphic Organisess means of communicating their frustrations abotgindearners.

During these sessions the participants identified thedears being ‘lazy’ or having ‘a negative attitude to’lifewas only when
those participants were prompted to think about the saaké¢he learner’s attitude that they were able to limk background
information to the learner himself. Thus it was during follow-up groups that the participants were able td lstéing the systemic
interactions to the learners. One participant comndetitat he had never had assistance with his homeworkjeanés confused as
to why the same reason would affect other learneréityatm learn. When it was discussed the participaatesl that he had never
thought that different learning styles could affect leeg’nkearning, and stated that perhaps the differenceamiley, together with
not receiving homework supervision, was causing the leaonéil. It was through conversations such as theseltheas able to
assess the ability of the participants to identify syst& interactions that could cause school failure Whéhlearners.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2: Were the participants able to demonstrate an understarfdimg @oncepts taught that underpin the

EAGO?

In order to answer this question adequately data waselbtasing the evaluation forms from workshop one, twoetanel

four, Harcombe’s EAGO, focus groups and the researchbsarvations. Examples of the evaluation forms capuoed in appendix

B on page 70 and 71 as well as 76-81 and examples of Harcda®&®® can be found in appendix D on page 91-94. The th&mes
this research question were extracted from the abomtioned data.

Theme 1: Ecosystemic approach to understanding learning ditfulties
The following key applies to the presented table unldseswise specified:

1 — Very much

2 — Much

3 — Neutral

4 — Little

5 — Very little

Participants’ rating of the evaluation sheets
Evaluation Sheet 1 Evaluation Sheet 2
Learner's who have alearning disability/dyslexia Learner's who have a learningLearning disability/dyslexia
Participant learning difficulty should beis a result of brain difficulty should be in a specialis a result of brain Total
in a special school dysfunction. school. dysfunction.
1 Very much (1) Neutral (3) Very little (5) Neutral (3) 3
2 Neutral (3) Little (4) Neutral (3) Much (2) 3
3 Much (2) Little (4) Little (4) Little (4) 3,5
4 Neutral (3) Much (2) Little (4) Much (2) 2,75
5 Much (2) Little (4) Little (4) Little (4) 3,5
6 Neutral (3) Neutral (3) (absent) (absent) *
7 Much (2) Neutral (3) Much (2) Little (4) 2,75
8 Little (4) Much (2) Much (2) Neutral (3) 2,75
9 Much (2) Neutral (3) Very little (5) Neutral (3) 3,25
10 Neutral (3) Little (4) (absent) (absent) *
11 Little (4) Neutral (3) Neutral (3) Neutral (3) 2,75
12 Neutral (3) Much (2) Very much (1) Very much (5) 2,7
Neutral Neutral Between neutral and little Neutral
Median (3) (3) (n=3,3) (3)

* As this participant did not attend the workshop, he/sheatdmnrated in the score.
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Researcher’s evaluative comments on the Ecosystemic Assment Graphic Organisers

Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organisers

Group Workshop 7 Workshop 8 Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up
group 1 group 2 group 3 group 4 group 5
A: Not enough Although the =  The =  Since the The The The
Consisting of background educators educators have educators educators educators educators
participant 1, information display a started to gain gathered a had an were able were able
2,3,4,5and 4 was better an vast amount emotionally to complete to complete
collected for understanding  understanding of difficult day the EAGO the EAGO
this learner. of this learner of the information and were and and
Thus, the as opposed to]  systematic on this working on identify the identify the
educators the learner interactions learner, they| a systematic systematic
did not have from that are were able to particularly interactions interactions
an adequate workshop 7, causing schoo understand difficult causing the causing the
understandin there is not failure. This is her in an learner. learner to learner to
g of the enough apparent from ecosystemic They fail with no fail with no
learner information the manner. therefore facilitation facilitation
himself. regarding the suggestions Thus they were able to from the from the
Thus the learner’s life made by the were able to gather the researcher. researcher.
educators events. Thus educators. identify the required
were not the educators However, it is systematic information
able to were still important to interactions but
identify the unable to remember that  causing struggled to
systematic identify the the researcher|  school identify
interactions systematic facilitated this failure. systematic
that were interactions discussion. Although interactions
causing this causing the affecting
learner to school failure. researcher this learner.
fail. facilitated
for this
focus group,
her input
was
minimal.
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Researcher’s evaluative comments on the Ecosystemic AssesstrGraphic Organisers

Ecosystemic Assessment Graphic Organisers

Group Workshop 7 Workshop 8 Follow up group Follow up Follow up Follow up Follow up
1 group 2 group 3 group 4 group 5
B: Not enough Although the The educators | = The Not much The The
Consisting of background educators display a better educators information educators educators
participant 7, information display a better understanding required the was gathered were able to were able to
89 10 11. 14 was collected understanding of the learner researcher on the complete the complete the

T T T for this of this learner and begin to to facilitate learners’ EAGO and EAGO and
learner. Thus, as opposed to identify the required political, identify the identify the
the educators the learner systematic information social and systematic systematic
did not have from workshop interactions that . Although economic interactions interactions
an adequate 7, there is not are causing the structures and causing the causing the
understanding enough school failure. educators temperament learner to learner to
of the learner information However, a vast] were etc. However fail with no fail with no
himself. Thus regarding the amount of developing the educators facilitation facilitation
the educators learner’s life facilitation an were able to from the from the
were not able events. Thus between the understandi identify the researcher. researcher.
to identify the the educators group and the ng of the systematic
systematic were still research systematic interactions
interactions unable to occurred in interactions causing
that were identify the order to assist that affect school failure.
causing this systematic the educators learners’,
learner to fail. interactions understand the they still

causing school learner needed to
failure ecosystemically be guided.

Researcher’s observations
It was evident at the beginning of the sessions tleapaticipants were very entrenched in thinking that leanweh barriers

to learning should be separated from mainstream learnernsgRliscussions, however, the participants were chaldeagehis way

of thinking and slowly started wrestling with the ideat thihlearners should be placed in mainstream schdbés participants started

to develop an understanding that external factors, suebce®mic conditions, parental interactions, backgrourndrigiand

traumatic events can play a role in a learner havipgraer to learning, which is implied in the ecosystemacriework.
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Theme 2: Emotions as a promoter or barrier to learning.
The following key applies to the presented table unldswise specified:

1 — Very little
2 — Little

3 — Neutral

4 — Much

5 — Very much

Participants rating of the evaluation sheets

Evaluation Sheet 3

Stressors at

home/school can cause

Some learners
experience more

If learners experience
high emotions they

Different stressors
can affect learners

Adults can help
learners deal with

If learners are
prepared for tests,

High school learners

should be able to

Repressing/denying
negative emotions

negative emotions emotions than otherg often cannot differently. their negative they should not be can be bad for your
concentrate or learn. emotions anxious. express their anger mental health.
Participant verbally and not Total
1 - very much physically.
2 —much 1 — very much
3 — neutral
4 - little 2 —much
5 — very little 8 —neutral
4 — little
5 —very little
1 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4 Very much (5) Very much (1) Very much (1) Very au(5) 3,875
2 Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5 Very much (5) Very much (1) Very much (1) Very a(5) 3,875
3 Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Very much (5 Much (4) Much (2) Much (2) Much (4) 3,875
4 Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Neutral (3) Little (2) Neutral (3) Very much (1) Very much (5) 3,5
5 Neutral (3) Much (4) Neutral (3) Much (4) Very afiu(5) Much (2) Very much (1) Very much (5) 3,37
6 Very little (1) Very much (5) Much (4) Very mu¢h) Little (2) Very little (5) Much (2) Neutral (3) 3,375
7 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very chu5) Very much (5) Very much (1) Very much (1) ryenuch (5) 4
8 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very chu5) Neutral (3) Very much (1) Very much (1) Vemyich (5) 3,75
9 Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Very much (5 Neutral (3) Very little (5) Neutral (3) Neutra88) 4,125
10 Much (4) Much (4) Neutral (3) Much (4) Very mu@) Very much (1) Very much (1) Very much (5) B33
11 Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Much (4) Shu(4) Little (4) Very much (1) Very much (5) 4
12 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Verych (5) Much (4) Very much (1) Very much (1) Mueb) ( 3,75
Between very much
. Very much Very much Very much Very much Much Very much Very much
Median (5) (5) (5) (5) (4) and much (1) (5)

(Between 1 & 2)
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Focus groups

Participant
1 | 2 | 3 ] 4 | 5 | =6 7 | 8 | 9| 10 | 11 | 12
Group 1 Group 2
Question: Write down as many defence mechanisms as you Question: What stresses did you or your learners haverésst and
Remember? what emotions or defence mechanissngosi use?
Answer: Denial, Projection, repression, undoing, displanéme Answer: Homework, revision, tests and portfolioscalised the
Avoidance, recreation. learners to be fearful, anxious and nesvArriving late to
school, bunking, being absent, hungry areéling to school
made some learners happy and otherinsaddition it made
them panic that they would be in troalnid they tended to
avoid the teachers.

Researcher’s observations

The participants were very enthusiastic and excited aiisitvorkshop. They seemed to thoroughly enjoy the handguts a
well as the information they received. They enjoyed ilogpkat which defence mechanisms they use and continuouatedehe
information to both themselves and their learnersetiame evident that the participants understood how amatauld act as either
a promoter or barrier to learning, and in the following kgtop many commented on how much knowledge they had gained duri
the previous workshop. They added that they felt enriclwenhg the week, as they were able to start understamdigghe learners

were behaving in certain ways.
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Theme 3: Successive and simultaneous processing as a promatea barrier to learning.
The following key applies to the presented table unldswise specified:

1 — Very little
2 — Little

3 — Neutral

4 — Much

5 — Very much

Participants rating of evaluation sheet

Evaluation Sheet 4
Learning difficulties | Teachers sometimes  Poor successive Bad Poor simultaneous Good successive Poor successive
are the results of teach differently to | processors struggle| behaviour/laziness i processors struggle| processors achieve| processors struggle
Participant learners’ learning how learners learn to pay attention to caused by learners | to gain meaning from better results becausg with spelling Total
differently. detail not being taught the the work they learn best from
way they prefer to the way teaching is
learn. done these days.
1 Much (4) Much (4) Little (2) Little (2) Much (4) Very mugh) Little (2) 3,286
2 Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Much (4) Much (4) Muéh ( Much (4) 4.286
3 Much (4) Much (4) Very much (5) Neutral (3) Very much (5 173 Much (4) 4123
4 Very little (1) Neutral (3) Very much (5) Neutral (3) Neaut(3) Neutral (3) Very much (5) | 3,286
5 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Much (4) Very much (5) Little (2) 4.286
6 Neutral (3) Very much (5) Very little (1) Neutral (3) Vdittle (1) Neutral (3) Neutral (3) 3,714
7 Very little (1) Very much (5) Little (2) Very much (5) ey much (5) Very much (5) Neutral (3) 3,714
8 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Very m{g) Very much (5) Neutral (3) 4571
9 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very little (1) Neutral (3) ey much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) 4
10 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5 rywauch (5) Very much (5) Much (4) 4. 857
11 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Very m(k) Very much (5) Very much (5) | 4,857
12 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Much (4) Much (4) Very much (5) Much (4) 4571
Between much and
Median Very much Very much Very much Much very much Very much Much
5) ®) ®) 4) (4.17) ®) 4)
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Focus groups

Participant
1 | 2 | 3 ] 4 | 5 | =6 7 | 8 | 9| 10 | 11 | 12
Group 1 Group 2
Question: Write down as much information as you remember on | Question: Write down as much information as you remember on
successive processing? Simultaneous processing?
Answer: Successive processors think from the bottom up.igthe | Answer: Simultaneous processors do not pay attentiortdi aled
way most teachers teach. These pegpher information in they cannot concentrate. They neededtse bigger picture
steps and are analytical. Simultaneoosgssors pay no before they are able to reproduceldeffere attention span
attention to detail and they need to lsedig picture before is very short and they think from thedotto the top.
replying. They think from the top down. Successive processors are the opposite.

Researcher’s observations

| observed that the participants enjoyed learning aboutitieeent cognitive processing styles as they remaineulasted during the
entire workshop, maintained concentration and atterdisked questions and linked it to their learners. This endidedto better
understand their learners and themselves. Although theipants were able to understand the different processytes, it took

them a long time to do so and many examples had to be used.
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Theme 4: The participants’ ability to establish links betveen cognitive processing and literacy development and the
relationship to barriers to learning

Researcher’s observations

The participants were organised into groups and asked tbascalich information as they remembered on each fype o
cognitive processing. The participants struggled initiallgdcso and required prompting from me. Once this was giwnwbre able
to recall the differences. Although some of the paodints seemed to become anxious, it allowed me to linkeheitions to the type
of cognitive processing they use themselves.

One participant commented, “Does this mean that ro&oyr learners are poor successive processors and tisrisason
they spell badly.” He added, “In what ways can then wesathem?” This then lead onto the informal readingssssent as a
method to assess their reading and cognitive processinglstgled the eagerness that the participants exuded dhisngdrkshop.
The participants commented at how they were going &sadheir children’s reading and what an effective techrlggaavas. In
addition they were noticeably chocked at how easy thihadenvas and that it did not require a standardised assatsteEniee
purchased.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3: Were the participants able to demonstrate a shift fromdicalenodel to an ecosystemic model of

1 - Very little
2 — Little

3 — Neutral

4 — Much
5—Very much

understanding barriers to learning?
In order to answer this question adequately data was etitaging the evaluation forms from workshop one, two, thnelefour.

Examples of the evaluation forms can be found in apge®idin page 70 and 71 as well as on pages 76-81. The themiais for t
research question were extracted from the above omextidata.

Theme 1: Ability of participants to demonstrate a &ift from a medical model to an ecosystemic modefanderstanding barriers to learning.
The following key applies to the presented table uess otherwise specified

Participants rating of the evaluation sheets

Evaluation Sheet 1

Evaluation Sheet 2

Evaluation Sheet 3

Evaluation Sheet 4

Sometimes a| Children who fail at The medical model Circumstances Children who Sometimes a Children who The medical Circumstances Children who Learners Learner must Learners do not Itis most Learners
learner is school are too lazy to| helps usto can cause have a leaming learner is fail at school are | model helps us can cause have a leaming shouldn’t think K thei listen correctly learners must adjust
battling to ask for help understand learners’ | children not to disability / battling to leam too lazy to ask to understand children not to disability / about home eep their anger in class causing fault they their
learn due to educational care about dyslexia don't due to problems | for help learners’ care about dyslexia don't stressors at out of the class them to fail don't do learning
problems in problems learning do well in school | in his external educational learning do well in school | school well styles to suit
his external world problems my teaching
world method
1-Very much 1-Vel 1-Very
1-Very much 1-Very much 1-Very much 1-Very much 1-Very much 1-Very much 1-Very much v 1-Very much v h
Participant 2-Much 2-Much 2-Much 2-Much 2-Much 2-Much 2-Much 2-Much 2 Much much mue Total
3-Neutral 3-Neutral 3-Neutral 3-Neutral 3-Neutral 3-Neutral 3-Neutral 3-Neutral 37N uc‘ ! 2_Much 2-Much
4-Little 4-Little 4-Little 4-Little 4-Little 4-Little 4-Little 4-Little e T Noural 3-Neutral
5-Very little 5-Very little 5-Very little 5-Very little 5-Very little 5-Very little 5-Very little 5-Very little 57\/I e -heutral 4-Little
-Very little 4-Little 5-Very little
5-Very little Yy
1 Very Neutral (3) Very much (1) Very much Very much Very much Much Very much Very much Neutral Very much Very much Little Little Little 3
much (5) ©) @ ©®) (@) @ ©®) (©) @ @ 4) 4) 4)
2 Much Neutral (3) Little Much Neutral Very much Neutral Very much Very much Very much Very much Very much Much Neutral Neutral 2,87
(4) 4 4 (©) ©®) (©) @ (5) @ @ @ @) (©) (©)
3 Very Little Little Very little Little Very much Neutral Very little Much Little Neutral Neutral Much Neutral Very little 3,53
much (5) 4 4 @ 4 (5) (©) ©) 4) 2 (©) (©) (@) (©) ©)
4 Very Neutral Neutral Much Little Much Neutral Much Very much Much Neutral Neutral Very little Neutral Neutral 3,2
much (5) (©) (©) 4 4) (4) (©) (@) ©) 2 (©) (©) @ (©) (©)
5 Very Very little Little Very little Much Much Little Very little Much Much Much Very much Very much Little Little 3,07
much (5) ©®) 4 @ (@) 4 4) ©) 4 (@) @ @ @ @) 4
6 Much Very little Little Much Neutral (absent) (absent) (absent) (absent) (absent] Neutrg Neutral Little Little Very little *
(4) (©) 4 4 (©) (©) (©) 4 @ ©)
7 Much Neutral Very much Neutral Much Little Much Very much Neutral Little Very much Very little Neutral Very 3,27
Much (4) (@) (©) ©) (©) 4) 4) (@) ©) (©) 4) @ ©) (©) much (1)
8 Very Little Very much Much Very much Very much Neutral Very much Very much Very much Neutral Very much Very much Neutral Very little 2,86
much (5) 4 @ 4 @ ©) (©) @ ©) @ (©) @ @ (©) ©)
9 Very Very little Neutral Very much Neutral Very much Very little Very little Very much Neutral Very little Neutral Little (4) Very Very little 4.4
much (5) ©®) (©) ©®) (©) ®) ©) ©) ©) (©) (©) (©) little(5) ©®)
10 Neutral Very much (1) Neutral Very much Neutral (absent) (absent) (absent) (absent) (absent] Vaghm Very much Much Little Very *
(©) (©) ©®) (©) @ @) 2 4) much (1)
11 Very Very little Neutral Very much Little Very much Little Neutral Very much Neutral Neutral Much Very little (5) Very little | Very little 4,13
much (5) ©) (©) ©) 4 (©) 4 (©) ©®) (©) (©) 2 ©) ©)
12 Very Very much (1) Much Very much Very much Very much Very much Very much Very much Very much Very much Much Neutral (3) Little Very little 2,8
much (5) @ ©®) @ ©®) @ @ ©®) @ @ @ 4 ©®)
Median Between neutral Between Between Between very Between Between
Very and little Neutral much and Neutral Very much Neutral Much Very much neutral and Neutral much and much and Neutral little and
much (Between 3 & 4) 3) very much (©)] (5) 3) 2 (5) little 3) much neutral 3) very little
(5) (Between 4 & 5) (Between 3 & 4) (Between 1 & 2) (Between 1 & 2) (Bt4 &5)
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Researcher’s observations

At the beginning of workshop one it was evident that thieggaants had a medical model view of learning disabilitidsey
viewed learners with barriers to learning as being ‘lamd having a bad attitude towards learning at school. Téveynented that
they themselves had come from the same background aslébesers, yet, they viewed the world and education difitdy. They
added that the reason they needed intervention wasigh ei®m on changing these learners’ perceptions df®and education in
general. This workshop allowed me to focus on listening alfising the participants’ background information in ordeutwerstand
and assist them in understanding the differences batitemselves and their learners.

When | arrived for workshop three | found the educatoessed and emotionally distressed. They commented abouhky
had had a difficult day with certain disruptive and ‘dsgient’ learners. This affected the results of workghope as their emotions
hampered their ability to understand the workshop.

Through the last four workshops and the follow-up grougedame evident that the participants had begun to shift thei
thinking from the medical model to the ecosystemic vidvbarriers to learning. Although the participants did appear to have
incorporated this thinking into their teaching methodologlasy tvere able to demonstrate an ability to understand dheeles from
an ecosystemic approach. For example, in analysiagradr, one participant commented that this leaives With his grandparents
who never completed their schooling. He added that thededoes not have his own bedroom as he shares witthihigi cousins.
He concluded that the learner therefore needs assastéath homework as well as having his own space to leathe afternoons and
suggested that the learner should perhaps receive hokewpervision from one of the educators after school onstheol
premises. This was particularly useful information beeathis participant had discussed this learner previous§yngs that the
learner was merely ‘lazy’ and if the learner apphadself he could do better at school.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4: Were the participants able to understand and use theamitale consultancy approach?

In order to answer this question adequately data wasnebtaising the evaluation forms from workshop one, twogethral four. Examples of the
evaluation forms can be found in appendix B on page 70 and 7dllaasvon pages 76-81. The themes for this research @uestie extracted from the above

mentioned data

Theme 1: Participants perception of the researcher’s &ner-centred teaching style
Participants’ evaluative comments on the researcher’s teag style

Evaluation Sheet 1

Evaluation Sheet 2

Evaluation Sheet 3

Evaluation Sheet 4
| found the facilitator...

Participant | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator...
1 Very clear Helpful, resourceful
2 Better than previous weeks as today
discussion really got me going.
Great, clear and directed Good
Excellent Stimulating, encourages participatidgtimulating, interesting
and debate.
Very well informed Explanations very satisfactory Hbere:
Knowledgeable and clear
Pleasant and informative Accommodating, well prepared, | Encouraging Very explanatory
facilitating between groups.

Very accommodating, very open. | Very interesting and very helpful. Open and understanding Very helpful and accommodative
8 Uses practical examples to clarify| Uses a lot of interesting ideas to

some answers. make us understand.
9 Not only speaking but also gave usOkay, understanding Helpful in explaining things, Good

a chance to speak. involves us all the time
10 Very stimulating and encourages Informative, explanatory, exciting, | Satisfactory

participation. friendly.
11 Understanding, explaining
12 Very exciting and very well Very supportive, up-to-date, very Friendly, informative, well read, Very informative, very friendly

prepared, skilled and well read.

helpful and very friendly.

open and intelligent

person
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Researcher’s observations

At the beginning of the workshops the participants would &tliqng when | approached their group to facilitate discussion
or ideas. It appeared that they were concerned whetiais Igoing to correct or interrupt them, as an eduaatght do to her
learners. After a few sessions, however, the ppatits continued to talk and included me in the discussioaslad her a question.
They appeared to be more at ease with the idea otdtioih and realised that | was merely there to dateufurther discussions or
steer the conversation onto the right path. At tintles,participants would use me to ask questions regardiigothie children or

learners, and during these times | would respond brieflyste®t the conversation back onto the topic at hand.
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Theme 2: Participants’ perception of the researcher’s kowledge and expertise
Participants’ evaluative comments on the researcher’s knealge and expertise

Evaluation Sheet 1

Evaluation Sheet 2

Evaluation Sheet 3

Evaluation Sheet 4

Participant | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator...
1 More exciting and clear in her Helpful, resourceful To be informed in the field,
explanation of the guidelines. interesting
2 Well knowledgeable and willing Very well versed in today’s topic| Very well informed about today’s Better than previous week’s as
to further extend my current Always coming up with different | subject today’s discussion really got me
thinking or mid-frame. Let's scenarios for our group to work going.
hope the rest of the sessions gpon.
the same way.
3 Great, clear and directed Informed, clear
4 Well trained Stimulating, encourages Stimulating, interesting
participation and debate
5 Very well informed Explanations very satisfactory Ellent
6 Very knowledgeable and Knowledgeable and clear
excellent communicating skills.
Presentation is clear and
informative.
7 Informative Accommodating, well prepared, Very explanatory
facilitating between groups.
8 Uses a lot of practical examplesVery interesting and very helpful
to clarify some answers. Uses a lot of interesting ideas to
make us understand.
9 Okay, understanding Helpful in explaining things. | Good
Involves us all the time
10 Very stimulating and encouraggs Informative, explanatory Satisfactory
participation.
11 Understanding, explaining
12 Very exciting and very well Very supportive, up-to-date and | Informative, well read, open and Very informative

prepared, skilled and well read

very well informed.

intelligent.
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Researcher’s observations
It was evident that the participants found me to be kragdeble in the content covered in the workshops, as they

continuously asked questions both related and unrelatée topic of the workshop. Some participants would cearéy in order to
discuss with me certain learners that were causinguvi®iral or academic difficulties. Other participanteuld stay after the
workshop had ended and some would use the workshop farsslisn of their learners’ problems. | was alwaysimgllto provide
answers and would ask whether she could reply to cexdgins the following week, as she sometimes needed to geimef

information in order to answer the participants’ questaxhesquately.
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Theme 3: Participant’s perception of the researcher'sanstructive teaching style.

Participants’ evaluative comments on the researcher’s dangive teaching style

Evaluation Sheet 1

Evaluation Sheet 2

Evaluation Sheet 3

Evaluation Sheet 4

Participant | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator...
1 Very clear. Clear n her explanation of the | Helpful, resourceful Interesting
guidelines.
2 Well knowledgeable and willing Well versed in today’s topic. Very well informed about
to further extend my current Always coming up with different | today’s subject
thinking or mid-frame. Let's scenarios for our group to work
hope the rest of the sessions gpon.
the same way.
3 Great, clear and directed. Good Informed, clear
4 Well trained Excellent Stimulating, encourages Stimulating, interesting
participation and debate.
5 Very well informed Excellent
6 Excellent communicating skills
Presentation is clear and
informative.
7 Pleasant Accommodative, facilitating
between groups.
8 Uses a lot of practical examplesVery interesting and very helpful, Open and understanding
to clarify some answers Uses a lot of interesting ideas to
help us understand.
9 Not only speaking but gave us [aOkay Involves us all the time Good
chance to speak.
10 Very stimulating and encourages Exciting, informative, Satisfactory
participation. explanatory
11 Great Good Understanding, explaining
12 Very exciting and very well Very supportive, up-to-date and | Informative.

prepared, skilled and well read

very well informed. Very helpful

and understanding.
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Researcher’s observations

The participants enjoyed the constructivist teaching style involved them participating in discussions and beimggiahe
process. They commented that far too often people ¢ontecture them on certain methods and techniques andoftery these
people were unaware of the community with which theyiavolved. This resulted in their techniques not working,tbey usually
did not have the time in the lectures to report thig.téhching style allowed them to report anything thay tet was necessary, and
in turn they felt part of the process. It also enabteshtto construct new knowledge based on the knowledge oty begin witha

la constructivist theory.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 5: Were the participants able to use the collaborative d@amsy approach to support each other when
using Harcombe’s EAGO?

In order to answer this question adequately data waselbtasing the evaluation forms from workshop one, twoetanel
four. Examples of the evaluation forms can be foungpeadix B on page 70 and 71 as well as on pages 76-81. The toenies f
research question were extracted from the above omextidata.

Theme 1: The ability of the group to work collaborativel
The following key applies to the presented table

1 — Very little
2 — Little
3 — Neutral
4 — Much
5 —Very much
Participants’ rating on evaluation sheet
Evaluation Sheet 1 Evaluation Sheet 2
My group co-operated welll find | understand the workMy group co-operated well inl find | understand the
Participant | in this session better when we work inthis session work better when we Total
groups work in groups
1 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very mubl ( 5
2 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very mubl ( 5
3 Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Much (4) 4,5
4 Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Very much (5) 4,7%
5 Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Much (4) 4,5
6 Very much (5) Neutral (3) (absent) (absent) *
7 Much (4) Much (4) Very much (5) Very much (5) 4,5
8 Much (4) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) 4,7%
9 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) 5
10 Much (4) Very little (1) (absent) (absent) *
11 Neutral (3) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) 4,5
12 Very much (5) Very much (5) Very much (5) Very mush ( 5
Median Very much (5) Much (4) Very much (5) Very much (5)

* As this participant did not attend the workshop, he/sheotderated in the score
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Participants’ evaluative comments on collaboration

Evaluation Sheet 1

Evaluation Sheet 2

Evaluation Sheet 3

Evaluation Sheet 4

e

NJ

Participant | What can be done to make th&Vhat can be done to make theWhat can be done to make theWhat can be done to make th
workshops more workshops more workshops more workshops more
interesting/stimulating for | interesting/stimulating for youP interesting/stimulating for | interesting/stimulating for you!
you? you?
1 More involvement from the More group work
rest of the group.
2 More interaction would More active group More active participation from
definitely be welcome. involvement the rest of the group
3 If all the educators participate
in the discussions
4
5
6
7 More interaction
8
9 Nothing
10
11 Group work
12 More ideas from different

people
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Researcher’'s Observations
| observed that the participants thoroughly enjoyed the grauk activities. This was evident especially during the wiooks where

there was limited group work and the participants comndesehow they “would have preferred to do more of the viodcoups.”
The group work seemed to assist those educators who hadchallemging day and were tired. It enabled them to sk bad listen

or to get them involved, depending on the group they weieirtp collaborate effectively.
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Theme 2: The participant’s perceptions of the researchés facilitative and collaborative style.

Participants’ evaluative comments on researcher’s stylgudsentation

Evaluation Sheet 1

Evaluation Sheet 2

Evaluation Sheet 3

Evaluation Sheet 4

D

e

Participant | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator... | found the facilitator...
1 Very clear Helpful, resourceful
2 Better than previous weeks as
today’s discussion really got
going.
3 Great, clear and directed Good
4 Excellent Stimulating, encourages Stimulating, interesting
participation and debate.
5 Very well informed Explanations very satisfactory xc&llent
6 Knowledgeable and clear
7 Pleasant and informative Accommodating, well Encouraging Very explanatory
prepared, facilitating between
groups.
Very accommodating, very | Very interesting and very Open and understanding Very helpful and
8 open. Uses practical examplekelpful. Uses a lot of accommodative
to clarify some answers. interesting ideas to make us
understand.
9 Not only speaking but also | Okay, understanding Helpful in explaining things| Good
gave us a chance to speak. involves us all the time
10 Very stimulating and Informative, explanatory, Satisfactory
encourages participation. exciting, friendly.
11 Understanding, explaining
12 Very exciting and very well | Very supportive, up-to-date, | Friendly, informative, well Very informative, very friendly

prepared, skilled and well
read.

very helpful and very friendly.

read, open and intelligent

person
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Researcher’s observations
The participants informally voiced their approval regagdny collaborative approach. They pointed out that atbesultants

who had assisted the educators with problems they were f@&ridgd to lecture them as if they were experts, artkteto assume
that the educators have little or no knowledge on the 2oficey explained that these ‘lecturers’ would cometalkdon a topic and
not ask whether they had any information to contriblitee ‘lecturers’ would discuss the topics from a basideustanding and at
times the participants found this uninteresting as theady knew the information being conveyed. They addeddinang these
times they did not participate, but rather attended thetings in silence. The reason for this is that tleey that they have studied for
a number of years and have some knowledge in their &altlthat these ‘experts’ do not utilise their knowledne rather instruct
them as how they can change or improve. The partigdefitthat this expert approach created a feeling of asiiynon their part
towards the presenters. They explained that theydeifartable to participate in the current workshops preddmeme, as they were
aware that their input was important and useful to me.gancipant stated that he “really enjoyed being parh@firocess as he felt
his opinions were important.” The participants agreed thighstating that they “were comfortable” to partitgan the discussions as
they knew their opinions were welcomed.
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