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ABSTRACT

This study presents Beninese in-service EFL teatlperspectives on obstacles and facilitators te itlhplementation of
an inclusive approach to teaching and learning @candary schools. Following a qualitative desigB0 Jparticipants
were selected and organized into heterogeneousugigm groups in order to collect relevant data.eiwally 160
participated in the study, thereby giving a pagiiion rate of 88,88%. Audio recordings of the E@sswere made and
transcribed using Voice Notes 3.56 (free) set AiE&NO-F2 android cellphone. The data analysis iathd two different
approaches to the concept of inclusion: one focusedtudents with special educational needs andhendhat argues
that inclusion has to do with all students. Prirdlipbstacles relate to the lack of teacher trainag far as attention to
diversity and inclusive approaches and technigueslasses as well as the scarcity of resourcestdfachat boost

inclusion in classes include solidarity and collastion with peers and other school professionals.
KEYWORDS:Benin Context, In-Service EFL Teachers, Obstaélasilitators, Inclusion.
INTRODUCTION: PROBLEM AND PURPOSE

In this era of globalization, it is necessary tdlda school for everyone, where diversity is pared as an opportunity.
This is a fact that has been widely discussed dddeased for years (Sapon-Shevin, 2013). Indeellision is more than
integrating students in the system and, therefaréhe ordinary classroom. It involves a modificatiof the educational
environment, with special emphasis on current Eelie it and the educational practices that areetbped in it. The
teacher, as designer of the teaching-learning peese is a key element in guaranteeing an educattbrall and for all
students. However, the literature (Acedo, 2011;nt&wlero, Pantoja and Pegajalar, 2015; Molina andak| 2010;
Sharma and Jacobs, 2016) warns, on the one harle diftle attention that has been paid to théing of competent
teachers, attentive and sensitive with an inclusieglel of education; on the other hand, how inadegguch training has
been so far in not responding to the real needsauthers. This is the motif for the present reseakctually, the main
purpose is to know what EFL teachers understanthdlysion and the advantages and drawbacks in theeps of its

implementation.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Several scholars have made efforts to define tlatitative and qualitative indicators of inclusieducation (Géransson
and Nilholm, 2014; Tjernberg and Mattson, 2014; ikgyopoulou and Weber, 2009) together with the irtgrae of
creating a school culture where students feel coempevalued and not excluded, regardless of tblearacteristics,

interests, abilities or difficulties.
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However, the central obstacle to making schooly wtganizations that are attentive to diversitfaand in the
ideas, norms, beliefs prevailing in the school,dperating patterns and the actors involved intiegc(Ahmmed, Sharma
and Deppeler, 2014; Fernadndez Batanero and Bedéér, 2016; Weil3 et al., 2014). This shows clehdw some
educational practices classified as inclusive hdee nothing more than perpetuate the existingstatio of the system
and open new doors to marginalization and inequalihong students (Parrilla, 2007). In fact, as tim Arnaiz and
Guirao (2015), discourses in favor of inclusion davolved at a faster rate than educational pessticausing, on too

many occasions, situations of segregation and sxaiu

Such a situation truly highlights the decisive rofdeachers, their teaching competencies and ifigrpretation
of diversity as the fundamental condition for theceaess of educational inclusion through the tramsédion of
approaches, organizational structures and teaahigitnodologies that guarantee students an eductiloned to their
characteristics and thereby achieve full learning participation (Colmenero et al., 2015; Donelhd aVatkins, 2011;
Fernandez Batanero and Benitez Jaén, 2016; Kits&2042; Sharma and Jacobs, 2016 ).

To succeed in this, Molina and Holland (2010) paiut that initial teacher training is the most effee method
to improve teachers’ assessment of inclusion. Eh#so reflected in Barber and Mourshed (2007) whdked on the 25
best educational systems in the world, by plachegquality of teachers as the main explanatoryatdeiof differences in

student learning.

These observations and conclusions give rise tdaittethat low rates of teacher training in attentto the needs
and difficulties of students can lead to rejectmhaviors, which translate into poor teaching-leeyrstrategies and low
expectations of students, which in turn preventua inclusive education (Mosia, 2014). In the mza@at a favorable
predisposition towards the inclusion of all studeletads to the development of more and better ¢éidueh strategies for
inclusion to be successful (Alvarez Castillo anceBestado Fernandez, 2015; Kitsantas, 2012). Theggfds imperative
to address training for education professionalsi$ed on the main difficulties and gaps that attento diversity has had

so far.

It appears, from the literature (Ahmmed et al.,£204inscow and Sandill, 2010; Colmenero et al.,2®@cheita
et al., 2008; Lledé and Arnaiz, 2010; Muntanerlet2010; Sharma and Jacobs, 2016; Torres and feena2015), that
the common denominator for school improvement dndest success is the teacher and the educatiometiqes that he

develops.

At this point, the European Agency for the Develemtrof Education of Students with Special Educatidteeds
(2011) determines some of the competences thabdemonust possess to work and promote inclusiveatitun: assess
and support the progress of all students, work gsam in the class, employ diverse teaching methiodter active and
participatory learning experiences and diversijcténg content and assessment methods. HoweveseR@010) posits
that two positions currently persist regardingtifaning that teachers must receive to teach itugiee environments. The
first one is that of those who defend that it sbdigicus more on the knowledge of the different sypé difficulties that
some students may present and on teaching stratigweork with them. The second one is concerneld intlusion as an
opportunity to rethink the operation of the schanll for educational professionals to criticallyleef on their teaching

methodology and beliefs about differences and tag of and in their working.
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The present study is linked to the last perspecinee the main perspective is to explore the dgreént of
inclusive educational practices based on the péorepf teachers. The analysis that teachers thepsearry out on what
it means for them to educate under the paradigmatision and their perspectives on existing basrand facilitators for

the implementation of good practices to attendhéodiversity present in the classrooms is to beedon
METHODOLOGY

A qualitative methodology was used (Hernandez Sempkernandez Collado and Baptista, 2010). Smediji, 10
heterogeneous discussion groups made up of adbthBO EFL teachers were assembled. It was dedidagse this
technique since it facilitates the creation of areld space among peers that allows participarfescéoa real situation but
in a relaxed atmosphere, which favors the manitfiestaf perceptions of high subjective value, stéypes and more or

less repressed discourses (Soares, Veloso anchieafi1l4).

Care was taken to select participants at the fai® @er region throughout the 12 regions of thenty. Most of
them were men with their age varying between 255thglears. Eventually 160 participated in the stubgreby giving a

participation rate of 88,88%.

Ten discussion group sessions were held. At thenbeg of each, participants were informed aboeat $pecific
objectives of this study: the description and dééin of the factors indicative of inclusive eduicat and the analysis of

the barriers and facilitators for development afuisive practices. For this, three open questiomewasked:
e What do you understand by inclusive education?
e What are the barriers that hinder the developmgimictusive education?
* What are the factors that facilitate, empower anaebf the development of the inclusive school?

Oral authorization was requested each time befereatidio recording of the session was made anddribed
using Voice Notes 3.56 (free) set on a TECNO-F2@iddcellphone. Each and everytime, confidential#gonymity and

the use of the resulting information solely forestigative purposes were guaranteed.
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The data obtained were analyzed through a thematling process. Thus, teacher interventions arelelivinto three

thematic blocks: concept of inclusive educationribes to the development of inclusion and faditta to achieve it.

It is essential to note that, despite the individiifferences (teaching experience, nature of ttteosls, age or
gender), all the participants are in agreementha itientification of the main barriers that hindiee development of

inclusive education, as well as its driving faeildrs.
Defining Inclusive Education

Two aspects are distinguished when defining inolusiThe first one is focused on inclusive educatisnan education
whose main purpose is to benefit students withifipeeeds for educational support and to desigmcational strategies
for them almost entirely. From this position, defed by 67% of the participants, the terms inclusiod integration are

used interchangeably, regardless of the defineglsacharacteristics. As some participants stated:
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Kokou: Inclusion is a school for everyone, but it goestfmse who simply have learning difficulties orsbavho
already have serious learning difficulties.

Dossi:Inclusion is not only related to educational nedtislso concerns students who come to you frorsiaeit
and who have other types of social or other prolslefl children who have these physical, psychalagisocial or other

problems that need a certain support.

The second aspect indicated by sixty-five per ag@nparticipants does not make distinctions betwseme
students or others, since it is based on the fattany person may present difficulties and / @dserelated not only in to
his educational career, but in his life. And thtagrefore, requires the design of a quality edocathat responds to all
those needs that may arise in the classroom. Thahsnan education, which, among many other thiegagclusive. As
Edou stated:

"Many times when we speak, we speak more of irtiegréhan of inclusion (...) we must think that whee
speak of inclusion we cannot think of students widlicational needs, but of all students becausg #tiehave their

needs".
Anna and Pana further noted:

Anna: | think that it is more an education that seeksegoognize that each learner is different, that theye
capabilities and that they must all be integratadhe classroom to carry, above all, the teachiegrhing process, which
is what it brings us together

Pana:The teacher has to include all students in thesttzmm, no matter how different they are and be &ble

work in the same but different way at the same.time
Obstacles to Inclusive Education

The main barrier mentioned by all participants &reldess of gender, educational stage or ownerdhipeocenter) is the
one related to the lack of training in attentiordieersity. Teacher-participants highlight the disoection between theory,
taught in teacher training institutions and uniites and the reality of the classroom. They inthcéat training covers
the area of inclusion from a very theoretical posit but without addressing practical questionsufsd on the
development of methodological strategies or thageand search of didactic resources. Furthermitriey note that,
despite the changes in the terminology used aficathese years, training is still defined by thensgattern: excess of

theory and little applied or coherent educatiomakpice. This is remarkable in comments made byNind Fifa.

Nina: For example, in my case, | got a course on speadalcation.... | knew it in theory, | knew the thedrut

each learner is different.

Fifa: The training we got through at the teacher trainisghool has nothing to do with this. Most of us are
graduates or teachers with a specialty, becausedanit come prepared to teach, least to find adisth issues that you
have to deal with.

In addition, 70% of participants add another fundatal aspect in this regard: their limited pedagalgiraining
is insufficient to acquire teaching skills and catgnces, which leaves teaching at the mercy, orymanasions, of

intrinsic capacities and motivations of individé@achers. In the words of Pol:
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Some teachers do have that initial training becathey have pedagogy, didactics. You finish a degrekyou

get into teaching because you like it, becauseani opportunity, but we are not prepared.

85% of participants noted the lack of resourcegeeislly personal resources. The existing educaticesources

are excessively limited for inclusive educationp®enentions it as follows:

There is a paradox, the government wants to impeziiecational quality and yet limited resources allecated

to schools nationwide and recruitment as well asérvice training are not priorities.

Baké further emphasizeShere are children who are not even said to haveblgms because there is no

specialist to take care of them.

Insufficient time, a habitual complaint of teachdssanother barrier mentioned by 70% of partictpamhey are
aware of that dedicating excessive attention meaore time, but such a practice is fair and necgdsathe students who
manifest the most difficulties. They believe thiére is a lack of time to provide a quality edumadi response to all
students. In addition, some believe that the tihey tdedicate to those students who specific nedxgrbs the time they
should dedicate to other children, damaging thecatinal attention provided to the rest of the shid in the classes.

This last fact is emphasized by the majority (92fgarticipants. As some put it:
Dissou:Lack of time, | can't do things in different ways.

Abena:You include the child in the classroom and | thinis great that you integrate him, but it is alsmthe
detriment of the rest of the classroom, becaude S@tor 70 students | cannot dedicate the time ¢agh learner needs to
him in a course that is supposed to last 120 mgubad, don't forget that the time | dedicate taleapecific child is

taken away from the rest.

Another obstacle that many of the teachers mensighe role of the ministries in charge of educatim fact,
80% of participants stress their low involvementhia daily operation of schools. Although the ntimés are in charge of
writing the guidelines on how to organize and hbe éducation system should work, in most case theslelines are
very difficult to put into practice. In additiongoessary resources are not provided for an educti# truly meets those

previously defined standards. Idriss and Bintownpthiis out in their comments:

Idriss The ministries make laws and all these beauttigbries. These are nice but you have to be irdtily

reality.

Bintou: Everything that is administration is terrible tégr example, make the curriculum a little morexitiée.
Each time, it is more difficult to give the answéhat each learner needs and many times it is eepamd simple

bureaucracy.

The families of the students with special needmisther of the points of interest. 70% of partioisanoted that,
on many occasions, parents find it difficult to wee that their child presents some type of difficuhat prevent
following the explanations or work on the activitiat the same rate as his classmates. In this,seos® of the
participants observed that the way in which paran¢sinformed of the possible existence of diffiad in their child as
one of the important aspect. They warn that itsiseatial not to transmit them that they are faeimgoblem and that it is

essential that they feel accompanied at all timéso, with the collaboration between family and @ohthat is presently
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more emphasized and the design of an educatiotiahaapted to each specific situation, a quasigponse to the needs
presented by the student can be provided, whichcaiitribute positively in achieving the didactibjectives. However,
other participants focused on the little suppost thparents had for problematic situations with stud (not doing

homework, not carrying the necessary material,d&thvior in class, etc.). Some comments include:
Niba: | believe that parents have a hard time admittimgt ichildren have a difficulty.

Rita: | never posed it to parents as a problem andriktihe way to approach it is to tell them that soener they
see the difficulty and the sooner they have thevarss the solutions, the better the result. Butepés still have a hard
time being aware of the difficulties their childrare having. But very often, they do not see it exgect too much from

teachers and their children too.

Some participants (20%) also highlight the fact thhen we talk about inclusion, it should not bailed solely
to the educational field, but it is vital that $talso extended in the social sphere. They relthisnstatement because they
point out that many times it is the parents of stud with specific needs for educational suppor wkgregate their child
from their peer group for fear of rejection, fehatt something will happen. This position was deéshdy 60% of

participants. As Primo mentions:

When a boy is invited by his friends at the reaesafter class two or three times and he never goeany, to
any. So you didn't know what to do then, and thenlidn't invite the others either, that is, and wha you do? You

cannot obligatorily tell the parents to come.
Facilitators for the Development of Inclusive Educéion

The great majority (90%) of participants noted pagoport as one of the keys to achieving changesatie accompanied
by real improvement in education. But with thisytlted not only refer to the teaching staff, butoats the non-teaching
staff of the school as a fundamental part in they diée of school life. But, above all, the roldgyed by the management
team is highlighted, how the leadership assumeswberdinating the entire staff and the defenseakes of the values
and principles that characterize the operatiorhefd¢chool. As Ruth said, “if the management teaforishe work, they

will always support any action”.

The teaching experience itself is mentioned asiditidor by 75% of participants. Indeed, for thengrking day-
by-day, encountering new situations each year,int@duction of changes in the operation and ommion of the
schools, makes one develop oneself the competeaniskills necessary to carry out professionalkwamrectly and

according to the occasion that arises in everydaga&ion. Michou stated:

As you see more needs, the need makes you leawhe3owe see a greater diversity of learners wiffeient

educational responses, it makes you educate.

60% of participants indicated struggle and persaver as key values in inclusive education. Ind#wa; note
the importance of never giving up and of proposiisga professional and sometimes personal challévageall your
students learn and reach their goals. This is § weportant aspect in that it is a factor that caast contribute and

encourage a professional to when addressing clgaiéeand solving difficulties that may arise in diésly work.
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Fafa indicatesFighting barriers is often the best facilitator lzcse that is a beastly injection of self-esteem,
everything. We must pay more attention to the pesitinforcements, that is, when we get thinghoaigh it often takes

time to get them.

Finally, although in the questions that were foratedl for the focus groups, they did not directliy hew they
conceived support from an inclusive perspectivdiréctly, and in line with the comments that arabeut what inclusion
was and the main barriers or facilitators with whemey met daily in their educational practice, &havere several

occasions when supports were discussed within@nsive school.

Specifically, all the participants stated that ¢hare some supports that must be provided outs&elassroom,
as is the case of students who need attention tinenspecialist in hearing and language, since taesaspecific activities

of phonological articulation, regardless of thea@epment of the rest of school activities.

Bona: Support can be done, in most cases, it can be dathén the classroom. | help them to do articulatio

Eexercises....

Another of the aspects discussed in relation te thpic was related to who should provide the sugpdhe
majority of participants (90%) considered that &saan exclusive function of the specialist, whidens (10%) considered
that support can be provided by more educationegsibnals, including the teachers of other subjectthe tutors
themselves. The latter made us reflect on whatdhe of the support teacher really was and if @sigients were only

those students who presented specific needs faaédnal support.

Bansou:lt is not that the specialist in particular is thee who works with learners with specific educadlon

needs, it is that they all have needs at a cettiaie.

Gnon:Not only does the teacher does not work with chitdn need only, but he works with everyone. Hrat

time a child has not understood an exercise, hgesahis hand and the teacher explains it to him.

As such, only one comment was made on the bengfieer support in responding to certain difficutithat

could arise in the classroom:

Kira: Today, we are using the active method in thaching and learning processes nationwide. With th
requirements of this method, you bring togethethin same group students who have different leantigithms and help

each other and have to get a final product.

This shows that, although it is a very positive meblogical practice for working in the classrooiithvstudents,
as well as for the acquisition of values such anaraderie, collaboration, help or respect, it igtkee resource used by

teachers.
CONCLUSIONS

The research was to find out, from the own voic&BE teachers who work day to day in the classroommat it meant
for them to work in an inclusive way and what dre main aspects that, in their opinion, make fialift or easy to teach

and work from this perspective.
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In this line and referring to the first questionspd about their conceptualization of inclusion, iffermation
collected from the different focus groups reveaisgeneral terms, a positive perception of inclaseducation by the
majority of the participants, from the educatiog#liics perspective for all students. But the tiatthat, as has happened
in previous investigations (Echeita et al. 2008ado de los Santos and Olmos Rueda, 2010; ShaparnirSR013), in the
speech the majority of the participants tendedyas shown to identify attention to diversity onlytiwlearners with
specific needs and not with an education model diateall students, regardless of their needs. rackeristics, capacities
or interests, which has led to the fact that, omewous occasions, some teachers have not madeicatdiis or

adaptations in their daily work depending on thedseof their students.

Even so, there is a smaller group of teachers whdrglusion as the educational model to teacstadlents from
an enriching perspective of human difference (Aimsand Sandill, 2010; Echeita, 2013). PreviousisgifiColmenero et
al., 2015; Jurado de los Santos and Olmos Rued®; 8harma and Jacobs, 2016) show that, giverfabisthe teachers
of infant and primary education present a more fable perception than that of secondary schoolhéing more
resources and supports to function within an inetuschool model, differences attributed to lessadiic training in
general, and in attention to diversity in particuthat the secondary school teacher has. Howeespite the differences

in initial training, these have not been refledtedifferent views about inclusion.

The second question asked led the participatinghtera to identify the main barriers that hinderelécpate
educational attention to diversity. At a generakleand in accordance with the above, teachers haghlighted the lack
of training in attention to diversity as one of tinin barriers to functioning as inclusive eduaadiccenters. The fact that
secondary school teachers make more latent, ifilgessvhen arguing the lack of initial training basic pedagogical
issues that provide them with resources to proghemeaching-learning process. This aspect haadyreeen captured in
previous research (Echeita et al., 2008; Colmeatab., 2015; Lled6 and Arnaiz, 2010; MuntanerletZ010; Sharma and
Jacobs, 2016; Torres and Fernandez, 2015). Instmse, Lépez Lépez and Hinojosa (2012) point oat, thithough
research and theoretical contributions focusednofusive education have increased substantialig, s not had an
impact on improving teacher training in inclusioncg it continues to receive marginal attentionsindy plans. This
despite the fact that it has been found that iratiel permanent teacher training are essentiahpmaving their assessment
of inclusion (Molina and Holland, 2010), as longthsy are linked to the principle of social justened move away from
the deficit model (European Agency for the Develepinof the Education of Students with Special Etonal Needs,
2011; Alvarez Castillo and Buenestado Fernandel520

Other difficulties that were revealed in the diffiet focus groups were those of an organizationélpgaagogical
nature, such as scarcity of resources or insuffidiene, issues that coincide with some previousliss (Alvarez Castillo
and Buenestado Fernandez, 2015; Lled6 and Arr24i2Q; Torres and Fernandez, 2015). The lack of intkie to having
to assume the responsibility of imparting a largat pof the curriculum. The limited support of théueational
administration, which is usually characterized braqticing teachers as a barrier to the implemamatf inclusive
processes (Fernandez de la Iglesia, Fiuza and Zah2013), as well as families, was also highlightEhis obstacle,
families, in our work was also mostly highlighteg frofessionals in early childhood and primary edion, stages where,
due to the age of the students and the higher wloitime that the teacher-tutors stay with theesgnoup of students,
family contact is increased. Even so, previousisgigMuntaner et al., 2010) have already indicated such contact

continues to be insufficient.
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However, Echeita (2013) points out that, althougistang barriers are an element on which we muslicige
efforts to initiate and reinforce the improvemenbgesses that inclusion requires, we must not faitge facilitators to
achieve such inclusion. It is equally importantrécognize, reinforce, and expand the existing gotscepractices, and
resources among teachers as part of the schoalaesing process that brings schools closer tanpting the presence,
participation, and achievement of all students.sTaspect leads directly to the third question postére all the
participants in the study highlighted as strend#uslitators that promoted the improvement in thediucational practice,

fellowship and teamwork with the rest of the teastst their school.

The struggle, perseverance and professional experieave also been indicated as positive factatsitifiuence
the best achievement of a true education for aleRpected, these elements have been highlightéshbiiers with longer
professional experience, as they have had morertymities to learn, internalize and develop inclesieducational
practices. In this way, the power of values suclthasspirit of struggle, commitment and persevesaae reflected as
predictors of inclusion and acceptance of diversitlgich in turn influence the construction of tea knowledge about
students, teaching and their own teaching prati6pez Lopez and Hinojosa, 2012). Kitsantas (2@12) reflects this by
stating that the teachers who want success faheilt students are those who put the most effda dresigning quality

teaching for each and every one.

Finally, regarding support, as an issue that watremded in the thread of the discourse of the gijaating
teachers, it is often understood as a delegatisaparation, rather than a process of collaboratimhshared responsibility
to guarantee the principles of equality and eg{irrilla, 2007; Tjernberg and Mattson, 2014).datf the support needed
is a support to the diversification of the currioul and to enable the participation of all, witheutlusions, in the ordinary
classroom. Thus, the support that the inclusivessttaom proposes is not expert or prescriptive supftois on the
contrary, a support that promotes inquiry, joirdrsé for solutions, dialogue and confrontation lestwteachers at school
(Echeita, 2013), which shows the long way to goathieve it, if we intend to provide all studentsthwa quality
educational response to all their needs, whatédnesr inay be.
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