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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the provision that students with dyslexia receive in

Greek state secondary schools in EFL and if it corresponds with the Education

Ministry’s policy on dyslexia. A study of the literature on dyslexia in Greece has

shown that there is lack of teachers’ training on dyslexia and of teaching resources,

collaboration between professionals and seminars for parents (Constantopoulou 2002;
Arapogianni 2003; Lappas 1997).

Taking a Vygotskian approach to learning, I apply activity theory (Engestrom

2001) to understand and analyse the contradictions that inhibit the implementation of

provision for students with dyslexia.

This is an ethnographic case study involving audio recorded observations and
interviews with two head teachers, three teachers, four students with dyslexia and
their parents in two Greek state secondary schools. It also involves the collection of
students’ work.

The analysis shows that contradictions are created when the participants try to
achieve their goals for dyslexia support by the lack of teachers’ knowledge and
funding, the school timetable, the lack of inter-collegial collaboration and
collaboration with parents and the inadequate diagnosis and school and Ministry’s
policy. The analysis also shows how the participants try to resolve the contradictions

by creating new objects and new tools through individual reflection.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 The origins of the research

I was both personally and professionally interested in dyslexia when I began this
study because of my experience of dyslexia in my teaching in mainstream primary schools
and in my family and personal life. In my English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classes, both
in primary schools and language schools in Greece, there were students, children and adults
who might have had dyslexia but there was nobody to give them an assessment and support
or advise me on how to deal with them.

I experienced dyslexia in my family and personal life as well. My sister has been
diagnosed with dyslexia in Greece. She did not receive any support at school or at the
language school where she learned EFL, because she was not diagnosed until she was 18. I
have also met a man in the UK who, although he was diagnosed early (at the age of 8), did
not receive support from some of his teachers and school either.

I have also met many other people in Greece both at school and in my personal life
that faced spelling, reading and writing difficulties and most were not diagnosed and never
received any support at school. Even those who were diagnosed did not receive any support
as very few people knew what dyslexia was then. All these cases induced me to investigate
the situation regarding dyslexia in Greek schools and how teachers think about it as their
attitudes may influence their practices.

The reason I chose to do research on this topic is the fact that my experience as a
student and teacher has shown me that in Greece, teachers of EFL in mainstream schools in
Greece are not always informed in their teacher training about the characteristics of dyslexia
and the difficulties students with dyslexia face when they learn English as a foreign

language. In fact, Constantopoulou (2002) and Arapogianni (2003) have shown that



secondary school teachers do not have enough knowledge and training on dyslexia. There are
some seminars for in-service training organized by the Pedagogical Institute, the University
of Athens and the University of Thessaly in some cities all over Greece about learning
difficulties including dyslexia but they are only for permanent teachers and there are not
places for all the teachers who apply for them (PI 2007; Koliadis 2007).

As a result, most pupils with dyslexia may be thought to be lazy or stupid and may
not receive enough support from teachers. They may be marginalized, stigmatized and
humiliated because of their grades (Skordilis 2005; Haralabakis, 2005). For this reason, my
experience has shown me that students with severe dyslexia, when they face problems at low
levels of English language learning, give up.

I chose to focus on the learning of EFL as I am an EFL teacher myself and because I
believe it is important that students with dyslexia learn English. English is a compulsory
subject at all school levels in Greece and for all students including students with dyslexia.
English 1s also necessary to find a job in both the state and private sector. Therefore, it is an
important issue. | also wanted to address a gap in the literature as there is no research up to

now with Greek students with dyslexia learning English and the specific needs they have.

1.2 Research Aims and questions

The aim of my study is to investigate the situation in Greece in terms of dyslexia
provision. My objectives are: 1) to identify the needs of Greek students with dyslexia
learning EFL in terms of dyslexia provision, 2) to find out what kind of provision students
with dyslexia receive from EFL teachers and the school and 3) to investigate the

implementation of the Education Ministry’s policy on dyslexia.



I have identified six perspectives I wish to research: 1) the Greek students with
dyslexia who learn EFL in mainstream state secondary schools and their needs in EFL, 2) the
EFL teachers and the provision they offer to students with dyslexia, 3) the parents of students
with dyslexia and their collaboration with the teachers, 4) the school and the provision that it
offers to students with dyslexia 5) the local education authority (LEA) and the provision they
provide for students with dyslexia and 6) the Ministry of Education and Religion and the
guidelines it gives to schools and teachers.

The general research questions that the study aimed to explore are related to dyslexia
provision from the perspective of the different participants of my study:

1) What provision do EFL teachers and the school offer to students with dyslexia?

2) What provision and accommodations do students with dyslexia need and are offered
when they learn EFL in Greek state secondary schools?

3) What provision do parents of students with dyslexia need and are offered by teachers
and the school?

4) What is the role of the headteacher, the LEA, the diagnostic centres and the Ministry
of Education and Religion in dyslexia provision?

5) What contradictions emerge when students, teachers and parents try to meet their
objects and goals regarding dyslexia provision?

6) How do participants in my study try to resolve these contradictions?

1.3 Organization of thesis

Chapter 2 is a review of the literature on dyslexia. I first present different definitions
of dyslexia which inform the understanding of dyslexia in my thesis. Then, I discuss the
literature on dyslexia provision for students with dyslexia. I also present the Greek

educational system and policy on dyslexia in order to contextualize the study by showing



how Greek policy developed historically. I go on to discuss evidence of the implementation
of policy in the British and Greek context. At the end of the chapter I present my research
questions which develop ideas in the literature.

Chapter 3 is a review of the literature on activity theory which guided the data
collection and analysis of this study. I first define activity theory using Vygotsky’s (1978;
1987) and Daniels’ (2004) definitions. Then, I present the three generations of activity theory
(Engestrom 2001) and research on organizational learning using activity theory. At the end
of the chapter, I present my research questions emerging from activity theory.

In chapter 4 I present my research methodology. I present my methodological
approach, activity theory, which was useful for the study of organizational learning for the
provision for learners with dyslexia in Greece. I argue that activity theory afforded me to
include multi-voicedness in my study and thus to have data from headteachers, teachers,
students and parents. Then, I present my research design, case study, and the ethical issues of
my study. I discuss my role and identity in the field and what I did to achieve the
trustworthiness of my study. In chapter 5 I present my research methods for the data
collection and analysis.

In chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9 I present the analysis and interpretation of my data. In
chapter 6 I analyse different participants’ perspectives on teachers’ knowledge on dyslexia. I
argue that teachers’ knowledge influence their differentiation of methods with students with
dyslexia and their collaboration with parents of students with dyslexia. In chapter 7 I discuss
teachers’ collaboration with specialist provision and collaboration across schools and intra-
collegial communication which influence the provision offered to students with dyslexia. In
chapter 8 I analyse the contradictions that emerge around implementing national policy on

exam accommodations for students with dyslexia. In chapter 9 I discuss the accommodations



and provision that students with dyslexia need in and out of class and for homework using
data from School 2.

In chapter 10 I discuss the main findings of my study and I relate them to my
research questions and the relevant literature as well as the policy on dyslexia. I also discuss
the limitations of my study. Furthermore, I discuss the contribution of my study to the field
of dyslexia provision as it focused on issues that had not been investigated before, for
example, the complexity of marking mistakes of students with dyslexia and the problems
around the oral examination and extra time for exams. Unlike other studies, activity theory
was used together with ethnography, which gave me the chance to include more perspectives
than other studies did. In the end of this thesis, I give recommendations for the participants
of my study and other headteachers, teachers, students and parents and suggestions for

further research.



CHAPTER 2: DYSLEXIA AND DYSLEXIA PROVISION
2.1 Introduction

In this chapter I review the literature around dyslexia and dyslexia provision. I first
present different definitions of dyslexia that inform the understanding of dyslexia in my
study. Next, I review the literature around dyslexia provision including teachers’ knowledge
on dyslexia and teachers’ differentiation strategies for students with dyslexia. Then, I present
Greek Ministry’s of Education policy on dyslexia and evidence on the implementation of

policy. I finally present my research questions emerging from the literature.

2.2 Key concepts of dyslexia

As Miles (1995) argues, dyslexia cannot be described fully by one definition, a
formula. It should be noted that research on dyslexia involves many different disciplines:
medicine, psychology, pedagogy each having a different explanation for its causes, a
different purpose for devising a definition and they address different audiences (Miles 1995;
Sinanidou 1989). Scientists of different specializations such as child psychologists, speech
therapists, psychologists, educationalists deal with dyslexia and each of them uses a different
name (Sinanidou 1989), e.g. ‘specific learning difficulties’ and ‘at risk’ children (Miles
1995) in education, ‘specific developmental dyslexia’ in neurology (Critchley 1970) and
‘dyslexia’ in cognitive research and psycho-medical practice (BPS 1999).

There is confusion on how the word ‘dyslexia’ is used in practice and on how to
describe dyslexia. This happens because the difficulties that constitute dyslexia are different
in different people and the level of difficulties differs (Anastasiou 1998; Peer and Reid 2003;
Frith 1999). Age, sex, ability, motivation, personality, social support, physical resources,

instructional systems, the nature of the language and orthography play an important role in



individual variability (Frith 1999). As Peer and Reid (2003) stress, not all children with
dyslexia have a difficulty with reading, memory and coordination as dyslexia relates to a
broad range of difficulties associated with literacy and learning. Furthermore, the difficulties
of every person with dyslexia depend on his/her age and the developmental stage s/he is and
they change with the passage of time (Anastasiou 1998).

Therefore, no definition can cover the phenomenon as a whole because there is no
consensus about the cause (Anastasiou 1998). Therefore, according to different purposes we
can focus on a different aspect of dyslexia and different descriptions of dyslexia can be valid
in different occasions and purposes (Miles 1995). Miles (1995) has given the criteria that a
definition should follow: it should say how dyslexia is used, it should give a guide to
diagnosis and it should provide a legal description that will give entitlement to special help
or provision.

Many educationalists object to the term ‘dyslexia’ as it has ‘a quasi-medical tone’
and involves a diagnosis using symptoms and signs (BPS 1999). They prefer the term
‘specific learning difficulties’ which is an ‘exclusionary construct’ that assumes that the
literacy problem is ‘specific’ to reading and writing and that the pupil’s general academic
and cognitive performance is strong (BPS 1999; Elliot and Place 2004). Turner (1997), Elliot
and Place (2004) and Reid (2009) suggest that dyslexia instead of being synonymous to
specific learning difficulties can be considered a subset of different specific learning
difficulties that include autism, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD),
dyspraxia, dysgraphia and dyscalculia. I prefer to use the term ‘dyslexia’ as it is simple,
‘embedded in popular language’ as Reason (2002) suggests. I agree with the British Dyslexia
Association who use the term ‘dyslexia’ because there is a need for a word which has

meaning outside the education service (Pumfrey and Reason 1991).



Learning difficulties in literacy have been identified as including both ‘general
learning difficulties’ and one of a number of ‘specific learning difficulties’.General learning
difficulties’ cause low levels of performance in all subjects and they affect learning in school
in many areas. On the other hand, specific learning difficulties affect only certain aspects of
pupils’ learning. They cause low performance in one or more curriculum areas because of
the difficulties pupils face in some aspects of literacy and numeracy skills (Frederickson and
Cline 2009).

According to Thomson and Watkins (1998), the problem of dyslexia has been noticed
because of the human need to communicate via the written word. Its etymology is Greek,
from ‘dys’ meaning difficulty and ‘lexis’ meaning the written word which means that it is a
difficulty with reading or decoding the written word. This focus on reading difficulties is
clear in the definition of dyslexia produced in 1968 by the World Federation of Neurology
(WFN) which attributes its causes to cognitive disabilities

‘Specific Developmental dyslexia
A disorder manifested by difficulty in learning to read despite conventional instruction,
adequate intelligence, and socio-cultural opportunity. It is dependent upon fundamental
cognitive disabilities which are frequently of constitutional origin.’

(Critchley 1970: 11).

This definition has received criticism for being exclusionary (Miles 1995) and for the
terms ‘conventional instruction’, ‘adequate intelligence’ and ‘socio-cultural opportunity’
(Anastasiou 1998; Thomson 1990). Porpodas like the WFN, used dyslexia to refer to
imperfect reading in 1981, and problems with written speech in both reading and spelling in
1988 (Anastasiou 1998; Porpodas 1981; Porpodas 1988). The British Dyslexia Association’s
definition of dyslexia in 1989 was more descriptive and comprehensive. It suggested that

dyslexia is a ‘combination of abilities and difficulties that affect the learning process in one

or more of reading, spelling, and writing’ but it also mentions weaknesses in other areas,



such as speed of processing, spoken language and motor skills which other definitions have
not mentioned and makes it a useful starting point for teachers and education authorities
(Peer and Reid 2003; Reid 2003).

Thomson’s definition (1990) refers to a cognitive difficulty again affecting language
skills in their written form, that is, reading, writing and spelling. Stackhouse and Wells
(1997) see specific literacy difficulties as the unexpected reading and spelling problems
children face and as a consequence they may be unable to progress through the phases of
literacy development (from the alphabetic to the orthographic phase) in Frith’s (1985) model
of literacy development.

However, Cline and Frederickson (1999) (cited in Frederickson and Cline 2009) have
argued that traditional ways of defining dyslexia like the WFN’s definition through the use
of socio-cultural factors and intelligence led to the underrepresentation in provision of pupils
from minority linguistic or cultural backgrounds. They also mention that the role of IQ in
definitions of dyslexia has been strongly questioned (Frederickson and Cline 2009).

The Working party of the British Psychological (BPS) society followed the
conclusions of the Netherlands Health Council’s Committee and used a definition that was
descriptive and lacked explanatory elements (Elliot and Place 2004). This allows for various
theoretical explanations (BPS 1999; Frederickson and Cline 2009; Elliot and Place 2004):
‘Dyslexia is evident when accurate and fluent word reading and/or spelling develops very
incompletely or with great difficulty. This focuses on literacy learning at the ‘word level’
and implies that the problem is severe and persistent despite appropriate learning
opportunities. It provides the basis for a staged process of assessment though teaching’ (BPS
1999). This definition is based on the ‘causal modelling framework (Morton and Frith 1995;

Frith 2002), with its three levels of observation and explanation: the biological, the cognitive



and the behavioural and it provides a theoretical framework for educational psychologists for
the assessment of dyslexia (BPS 1999; Reid 2003).

Frith (1999) claims that defining dyslexia at a single level of explanation — biological,
cognitive or behavioural - will always lead to paradoxes. There is evidence for both a genetic
and brain basis and behavioral signs extend beyond problems with written language. Frith’s
(1999) idea that we need to link together the three levels and consider the importance of
cultural factors which can aggravate or ameliorate the conditions and that the symptoms have
to be understood within the relevant cultural context informed the understanding of dyslexia
in my study. Cultural factors determine the degree of the difficulties that dyslexia may
impose which can range from none at all to serious difficulties. These difficulties depend on
the language and its writing system and the provision of schools and teachers trained on
dyslexia (Frith 1999). Frith (1997) also emphasizes the importance of the language system
and especially the structure of every written system which can facilitate or aggravate the
expression of language difficulties. For example, Greek students with dyslexia may face
different difficulties than British because of the two different language systems they are
using.

According to Galaburda (1989), dyslexia is influenced by cultural and environmental
factors. For example, sometimes dyslexia is only noticed because of the requirements of an
educational system or sometimes it is not noticed at all. Galaburda (1989) stresses that in
societies and cultures that do not require reading skills there can be no dyslexia. The most
important factor for the prevention and remediation of dyslexia is the culture of the country
where a person with dyslexia lives if we think that dyslexia concerns literacy which is a

cultural phenomenon (Frith 1997; Frith 1999).
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The difficulties of students with dyslexia are more evident in school-age children
because their academic success is very important to themselves, their parents and teachers
and they are constantly reminded of their weak reading and spelling skills (Boetsch et al
1996). However, once they are out of school they can function positively by choosing the
right job that does not emphasize their academic problems. Boetsch et al’s (1996) study has
shown that they can be satisfied in their jobs, marriages and other interpersonal relationships
the same way as their peers. They also develop strategies to help them deal with their
reading, spelling and organization problems (Anastasiou 1998).

The Republic of Ireland’s definition is broad in conceptualization and views dyslexia
within a continuum. It captures the broadness of dyslexia that I referred to earlier and for this
reason it informs my study.

Dyslexia is manifested in a continuum of specific learning difficulties related to the

acquisition of basic skills in reading, spelling, and/or writing, such difficulties being

unexpected in relation to an individual’s other abilities and educational experiences.

Dyslexia can be described at the neurological, cognitive and behavioural levels. It is

typically characterised by inefficient information processing, including difficulties in

phonological processing, working memory, rapid naming, and automaticity of basic
skills. Difficulties in organization, sequencing and motor skills may also be present

(Task Force on Dyslexia 2001).

Reid’s (2009) definition refers to individual differences and the importance of
learning styles and the learning and work context. It informed my study as the individuality
of students and the learning context is taken into account in it.

Dyslexia is a processing difference experienced by people of all ages, often

characterised by difficulties in literacy, it can affect other cognitive areas such as

memory, speed of processing, time management, co-ordination and directional
aspects. There may be visual and phonological difficulties and there is usually some
discrepancy in performances in different areas of learning. It is important that the
individual differences and learning styles are acknowledged since these will affect
outcomes of assessment and learning. It is also important to consider the learning and

work context as the nature of the difficulties associated with dyslexia may be more
pronounced in some learning situations.
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2.3 Dyslexia provision for students with dyslexia

In this section I refer to studies regarding issues of dyslexia provision that inform the
methods of my study and are relevant to my study’s research questions.

Mackay (2004) gives some suggestions for schools who want to be dyslexia-friendly
which are not evidence based. He argues that in order for schools to become dyslexia-
friendly they need to review the implementation of whole-school policies on teaching and
learning, assessment, marking, homework, collaboration with parents, differentiation and
inclusion. Schools need to make transparent the link between policy and practice especially

in everyday marking and assessment.

2.3.1 Teachers’ knowledge and training on dyslexia

Teachers’ training and CPD on dyslexia is one of the criteria for dyslexia friendly
schools according to Mackay (2004). It influences the way teachers teach and assess students
with dyslexia, mark their work and collaborate with their parents and for this reason 1 am
referring to this issue.

Constantopoulou’s (2002) survey study conducted with questionnaires with 250
language teachers from different areas of Greece. Her study has shown that school principals
who were language teachers as well did not have good knowledge on signs of dyslexia and
possible causes. 87 % of the language teachers stated that they were not competent to teach
students with dyslexia as there was a lack of teachers’ training on dyslexia and that there was
confusion about the types of dyslexia (auditory, visual, mixed groups). The two school
advisers who participated in the study have stated that they have not organized any seminars
on dyslexia in their region. As the support to students with dyslexia depends very much on

teachers’ knowledge, I have investigated teachers’ knowledge and training on dyslexia as
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well. T have used different methods and a smaller number of participants than
Constantopoulou (2002) did, that is, I used interviews instead of questionnaires with EFL
teachers.

Arapogianni (2003) conducted a small scale survey study with interviews with 8
secondary school teachers in Patras in Greece investigating the approaches used by teachers
to support students with dyslexia in the classroom as well as their knowledge and training on
dyslexia and their collaboration with other professionals. Her study showed that the majority
of the teachers did not know what to do to support students with dyslexia in the classroom as
they did not have any training on dyslexia and had a lack of understanding about the nature
of the students’ difficulties. Because of their lack of knowledge they felt that they were not
responsible for providing intervention. In my study I investigate teachers’ and headteachers’
knowledge and understanding of dyslexia using interviews as Arapogianni (2003) did.

Lappas (1997) investigated the nature and provision for specific learning difficulties
from the perspective of policy agents, headteachers, learning support teachers, mainstream
teachers, parents and pupils as well as the constructs evident in policy documents in Greece
and Scotland. The study was ethnographic and was conducted with semi-structured
interviews and observation of case study pupils. Both parents and pupils in Greece
considered that the support from the mainstream teachers as opposed to the support from the
learning support teachers was weak because of insufficient training. This shows that
mainstream teachers’ training influences the quality of support they offer to students with
dyslexia.

Thompson and Chinn (2001, cited in Johnson 2004) asked a group of adolescents

with dyslexia who attended a mathematics and dyslexia summer school what helped them
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learn. Adolescents mentioned that having trained teachers who are aware of students with

dyslexia difficulties are important for their learning.

2.3.2 Differentiation and dyslexia friendly strategies
I have referred to studies on teachers’ knowledge on dyslexia. I will now refer to
some studies and literature on differentiation and dyslexia friendly strategies for students

with dyslexia.

According to Reid (2009), differentiation is about making school work and the texts
used in class more accessible for students with dyslexia but also about making their
assessment more appropriate and effective. Differentiation enables pupils to demonstrate
what they can achieve and experience satisfaction in their learning. Teachers can
differentiate material in a task; they can accept different kinds of response according to the
abilities of pupils. For example, differentiating material by task in a listening exercise may
involve some pupils writing their responses while some pupils draw them and other pupils
put them in audiotape (Crombie 2000). According to the Salamanca Declaration, students
with special educational needs ‘must have access to regular schools which should
accommodate their needs using a child-centered pedagogy capable of meeting these needs’
(Johnson 2004). Crombie (2002) defines accommodations as a set of arrangements used to
ensure students with dyslexia can demonstrate their strengths and abilities (cited in Reid
2009).

2.3.2.1 Materials

The use of adapted or specialist materials and resources for students with dyslexia is

closely linked to classroom based learning support for students with dyslexia. The
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availability of appropriate materials is one of the criteria of dyslexia-friendly practice
according to Mackay (2004). Hunter Carsch (2001) interviewed experienced teachers and
special educational needs coordinators (SENCOs) in the English midlands about policy and
practices relating to learning support in the secondary schools for students with specific
learning difficulties. The study showed that there is a trend towards class teachers using
adapted materials. The SENCOs suggested that practical ways of differentiating resources
not only by differentiating ‘worksheets’ are needed. The use of special resources and
especially ICT resources (CD-ROM and visual materials) was also reported by SENCOs to
have been found to be effective for dyslexia support (Hunter Carsch 2001). The voice-to text
and text-to-voice technology has a lot of potential although there are many teachers and

students who are not aware of it (Crombie and Crombie 2000).

Lack of available resources for students with dyslexia in Greece was reported in
Arapogianni’s (2003), Lappas (1997) and Constantopoulou’s (2002) study. Both parents and
pupils in Lappas’ study (1997) considered that the support from the mainstream teachers as
opposed to the support from the learning support teachers in Greece was weak because of the
methods and materials used. Constantopoulou (2002) found that there were no books, no

teaching material, no apparatus and no I.T. available on dyslexia in Greek secondary schools.

2.3.2.2 Collaboration with parents

According to Mackay (2004) dyslexia-friendly schools enjoy the trust of parents. A
key element that leads to parental trust is a quick response to issues raised and the dialogue
maintained between the school and the parents. When parents raise the issue that their child
might have dyslexia, teachers can agree to teach the child differently, offer advice to parents

about how to help children at home, offer to seek further advice, set agreed improvement

15



targets and ask for a teaching assistant to support the child. Parents can also be consulted

about effective approaches and the effectiveness of approaches used with their children.

One of the SENCO’s interviewed in Hunter-Carsch’s (2001) study described the
provision of an ‘open day’ in his school which involved study skills workshops for all
students and interested parents. Parents’ meetings in groups were also found to be helpful for
explaining to parents ways of helping with students’ work. Hunter Carsch (2001) and
Pollock and Waller (2003) suggest that parents are members of a local dyslexia support
group and meet other parents of students with dyslexia at local meetings at which they can
hear informed guest speakers and see new resources. Constantopoulou (2002) has found that
in the Greek context such seminars or workshops for parents do not exist. She attributes this
to the lack of support departments at schools.

Griffiths et al (2004) conducted a two year evaluation project on the communication
between parents and professionals on dyslexia provision for children in mainstream schools.
In-depth interviews of parents from seven families across five LEAs in the South-west of
England were used. Among other issues they dealt with parental strategies and found that
parents tried to talk to the school and teachers and if they found no support they by-passed
schools and they asked for private assessments and had private tuition for their children.
Griffiths et al (2004) endorse a more inclusive ‘extended professionalism’ in which teachers
are sensitive to parents’ concerns, appreciate their knowledge and respond to their concerns
with sensitivity and respect. In my study I use interviews with parents to investigate parents’
collaboration with teachers and the school and the strategies they adopt. I investigate if the

concept of ‘extended professionalism’ is evident in teachers-parents’ collaboration.
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2.3.2.3 Inter-collegial collaboration

Collaboration between colleagues is also important for dyslexia provision. Mackay
(2004) suggests that portraits on all pupils with specific learning difficulties including
individual teaching and learning strategies should be available to all staff. The introduction
of Student profiles was an example of a successful initiative taken by SENCOs in Hunter-
Carsch (2001) study. SEN directories and student profiles were introduced in one school in
order to increase the effectiveness of communication between SEN staff and curriculum
subject teachers. Pollock and Waller (2003) also mention the difficulty of special needs
teachers to communicate with all subject teachers about individual students. They suggest
that a list of pupils requiring support circulates on a termly basis highlighting their particular
needs. They also suggest that communication is always kept open between all teachers

regarding students with dyslexia.

As far as the Greek context is concerned, Arapogianni (2003) reported lack of contact
and collaboration with other professionals. Lappas (1997) also reported lack of
communication and collaboration between learning support teachers and mainstream
teachers in Greek primary schools because of the lack of responsibility of the headteachers
for the provision for specific learning difficulties which lay only with the learning support
teachers. In my study I use similar methods (semi-structured interviews) to investigate if
inter-collegial communication is effective from the perspective of parents, pupils and
teachers and headteachers but not learning support teachers and policy agents as Lappas
(1997) did. My study is located in secondary schools as opposed to primary schools in

Lappas (1997).
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2.3.2.4 Collaboration between schools and specialist provision

The most advanced practice regarding multidisciplinary work for children with
special needs is ‘collaborative teamwork’ (Lacey and Lomas 1993 cited in Lacey 2000). This
means that ‘assessment’ and ‘discussion’ teams that are made up of professionals from
different agencies who meet for assessment purposes or for case discussion purposes work
together with ‘practice teams’ who are based in schools and are concerned with the day-to-
day management of the needs of children with special needs. According to the
transdisciplinary model, these teams are directly responsible for the initial assessment and
then the individual programme of children. Meetings have been seen as important for
collaborative teamwork. Teams need time to talk and work together in order to carry out
joint assessments and plan programmes together (Linder 1990 cited in Lacey 2000).

Gavrilidou et al’s (1994) survey study has shown that Greek elementary school
teachers and undergraduate teacher trainees from Thessaloniki consider school psychologists
as useful in helping them solve classroom problems but trainees rated psychologists as more
useful for conduct problems than for learning problems. Constantopoulou (2002) has also
shown that there are no specialist teachers and SEN school advisers at secondary schools in

order to guide teachers.

2.3.2.5 Exam accommodations

Teachers in Arapogianni’s (2003) study mentioned the technique of allowing students
with dyslexia to take exams orally in order to support them. Ganschow et al (2000) mention
that, according to federal legislation, US universities must make reasonable accommodations
for students with language learning disabilities that might include modifying examination

procedures, for example, giving them extended time in order to take an English proficiency
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test. Crombie and McColl (2001) also suggest that students with dyslexia learning MFL at
secondary school should apply for extra time and other special arrangements for external

examinations because they tend to be slower in responding to incoming information.

2.3.2.6 Marking and examination of spelling

The technique of sensitive marking was one of the techniques teachers in
Arapogianni’s (2003) study used to support students with dyslexia. This means that teachers
can make spelling allowances when they mark papers of students with dyslexia (Ganschow,
Sparks and Javorsky 1998). Adolescents with dyslexia in Thompson and Chinn (2001) also
mentioned that work judged for content and not spelling was important for their learning. In
my study I investigate whether teachers use the technique of sensitive marking using
interviews as Arapogianni (2003) and Thompson and Chinn (2001) did. Hunter-Carsch
(2001) also found that having a shared marking policy was reported by SENCOs as effective
in assisting students with dyslexia.

The issue of marking was mentioned in Nijakowska’s (2000) study. Nijakowska
(2000) conducted a survey study with primary and secondary language teachers in Poland.
She investigated whether teachers apply any special methods of work with students with
dyslexia and which differentiation strategies they use with students with dyslexia. She found
that 44 per cent of the teachers provided their students with dyslexia with descriptive marks.
I investigate the issue of marking in my study as well but with interviews instead of
questionnaires, in a different country and setting, only in secondary schools and with a

smaller number of participants who were only EFL teachers.

19



Adolescents with dyslexia in Johnson (2004) complained about the overemphasis on
spelling especially in MFL and about having to take dictation. In my study I investigate the

examination of spelling through dictation by an EFL teacher.

2.3.2.7 Extra time in class

Crombie (1997) has conducted a study with twenty five 11 to 16 year old Scottish pupils
with dyslexia learning French. These pupils were compared to a group of twenty five non-
dyslexic pupils. The study showed that pupils with dyslexia performed poorly in reading and
writing but also in speaking and listening and they required more time than the control pupils
to complete the phonological tasks of reading in both English and French. This finding has
implications for teachers: they need to allow pupils with dyslexia extra time for processing
information. Crombie and McColl (2001) suggest that teachers of MFL should be prepared
to allow students extra time to answer questions and to complete work because students with
dyslexia tend to be slower in responding to incoming information.

The issue of extra time was also mentioned in Nijakowska’s (2000) study who found
that 66 per cent of the teachers allowed their students with dyslexia more time to complete a
task. In Arapogianni’s (2003) study of teachers’ knowledge on dyslexia referred to above,
teachers used the technique of giving extra time to students with dyslexia in the classroom.
The adolescents in Thompson and Chinn’s study (2001, cited in Johnson 2004) mentioned
being given more time as important for their learning as well.

Johnson (2004) reports a survey study including 67 useable questionnaires from pupils
in secondary schools. Among other elements the pupils mentioned being given time to think
and write as important. My study investigates the issue of extra time in exams and in class

but not by using questionnaires as in Johnson (2004).
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2.3.2.8 Different or less homework

Mackay (2004) also refers to differentiated homework as a dyslexia-friendly strategy.
This means giving students different tasks to do at home and not just less work as was
mentioned in Lappas and Arapogianni (2003). Both pupils and parents in Lappas (1997)
complained about the amount of homework while in Arapogianni’s (2003) study teachers
gave less homework to students with dyslexia in order to support them. Pollock and Waller
(2003) also argue that the amount and type of homework that teachers give to students with
dyslexia should be carefully considered because these students are more tired by the end of

the day than their peers as everything requires more thought and takes longer for them.

2.3.2.9 Support teaching

Support teaching can be support given to a teacher to adapt or prepare materials, plan
a teaching programme through careful observation and to organize non-teaching resources.
Support teaching can also include two teachers working together. The extra person may work
with the pupil needing support or with a group that includes this pupil or move around the
room so that both teachers support the pupil with special needs (Pumfrey and Reason 1991).
Bibby (1990 in Pumfrey and Reason 1991) evaluated in-class support in a secondary school
in terms of perceived pupil progress, attitude to support and the impact of support teaching
on teachers. The outcomes of these evaluations were positive.

An ideal situation in learning support is that there is a specialist trained specific
learning difficulties teacher who may or may not be the SENCO who provides learning
support and collaborates with classroom assistants about the support for students with

specific learning difficulties (Hunter-Carsch 2001).
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2.3.2.10 One-to-one/small group teaching

Another popular form of learning support is withdrawal of pupils from the classroom
for remedial teaching (Pumfrey and Reason 1991). Mackay (2004) argues that a key element
of inclusion is the provision of out of class opportunities for small group or one-to-one
support. According to Mackay (2004), such provision would be appropriate when students
with dyslexia need reinforcement of literacy or numeracy skills by doing work from earlier

years. Doing extra lessons out of the class will help these students access the curriculum.

2.4 Greek Ministry of Education policy on dyslexia
2.4.1 The Greek educational system

I now refer to the historical context of Greek educational policy on special needs and
dyslexia. More specifically, I refer to the administration system of Greek education and
policy making by the Ministry of Education and Religion. This discussion provides a context
for the analysis of the data of my study in chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9.

Pigiaki (1999) argues that because Greek education has adopted a highly centralized
and hierarchical system every important decision is decided within the Ministry of Education
and Religion which is at the top of the system and teachers are expected to function simply
as those who implement those decisions (see Figure 2.1). The Greek Ministry of Education
and Religion changed its name to Ministry of Education Religion and Life Long Learning
after the change of the government in the end of 2009. Pigiaki (1999) also argues that the
secondary teachers’ union, known as OLME is partly responsible for this highly centralized
system because it has opposed to any discussion with the Ministry of Education and Religion

about the decentralization as they thought that it put at risk teachers’ ‘rights’ (Pigiaki 1999).
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However, the Directorates of Primary and Secondary Education in 54 prefectures
(LEAs) are involved in the administration of education at regional level (MNER 1983; Ifanti
1995; see Figure 2.1). The director of education is responsible for the co-ordination of the
LEAs in the prefecture and the supervision of school headteachers (Ifanti 1995). At local
level, the headteacher is responsible for the implementation of policies disseminated to
schools while the school is supported by the teaching staff and representatives from the local
authorities, parents and students’ communities (MNER 1985; Constantopoulou 2002; see
Figure 3.1).

As far as the control of the educational process is concerned, this is related to the
duties of the advisers of primary and secondary education (see Figure 2.1). In secondary
education each school adviser is responsible for a group of teachers who teach in the same
discipline. They provide in-service training and pedagogical support to teachers (Ifanti

1995).

23



MINISTRY OF NATIONAL EDUCATION AND RELIGIOUS AFFAIRS

o~

Directorate of || Directorate of || Directorate of || Pedagogical KEDDY
Primary Secondary Special Institute
Education Education Education

L

Local General all

Education —»| Education

Authorities Advisers
Headteachers
Teachers

|

Special Education
Advisers

Figure 2.1: The Greek Educational System (adapted from Lappas 1997)

2.4.2 Special education policy in Greece

As Constantopoulou (2002) has written, the systematic development of special
education in Greece started about twenty five years ago. In 1974, after the Junta period, an
interest in special education started to emerge on behalf of the State. In 1975 the first
‘Assembly for the study and programming of Special Education’ was formed in the Ministry

of Education and Religion and Special Educational Needs (SEN) school advisers were

appointed.

In 1978 ‘a concern for students with dyslexia appeared for the first time’
(Constantopoulou 2002). Students with dyslexia who provided a ‘diagnostic report’ by a
medico-pedagogical centre could be examined orally (MNER 1978). The law 1566/85 titled

“The structure and function of Primary and Secondary Education” refers to special education
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for the first time in the general legal context of education (MNER 1985). According to this
law, the aim of Special Education was the integration of the pupils in the productive process
through specific educational programmes. One of the ten categories of pupils with SEN
defined is ‘pupils presenting partial difficulties in learning (dyslexia, speech disorder)’.
Furthermore, one consultative body for special education was established with this law, the
pedagogical institute which is responsible for the SEN programmes and teachers’ training
(MNER 1985; Constantopoulou 2002). There was also a curriculum for specific learning
difficulties provided to SEN teachers. The support would be provided by school advisers of
special education (MNER 1985; Pardali 2002).

The 2000 law on the education of people with special educational needs suggests that
the Centres for Diagnosis, Assessment and Support of people with special needs (KDAY) are
established at the seats of the prefectures and they function as independent state services that
are directly responsible to the Minister of Education (MNER 2000a). Their purpose is to
assess students with special educational needs and support, inform and sensitise teachers,
parents and society and collaborate with the special needs advisers. They are supposed to
create adapted individualised programmes of support in collaboration with teachers and
special educational staff (MNER 2000a; MNER 2008). KDAY are made up of a primary and
secondary specialist teacher, a psychologist, a social worker and a doctor (MNER 2000).
KDAY are called KEDDY in the recent law and guidelines to teachers. This means centres
for various diagnoses, diagnosis and support (MNER 2008; MNER 2009).

The 2000 law also says that a SEN department is founded in the Pedagogical Institute
which will be responsible for training the SEN staff, making and evaluating curriculum and

programmes for SEN students (MNER 2000a). With a decision by the SEN department, SEN
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school advisers can be employed in secondary education although there is no reference to
SEN advisers for students with dyslexia (MNER 2000a).

The students with dyslexia are given the option to be examined orally in school tests,
exams during the school year and final exams. The oral exams during the year are conducted
by the class teacher while the final exams are conducted by two teachers of the same
specialization. They can write the answers to some questions if they want to (MNER 2010).
A previous circular mentioned that students with dyslexia must be given extra time if they
ask for it (MNER 2000b).

There is also additional support teaching (P.D.S.) at upper secondary schools in
Greece since 1992 (Constantopoulou 2002). Support teaching at lower secondary schools
was established later. This is in the form of extra lessons in the Greek language, maths,
physics, foreign languages in lower secondary schools and the same subjects as well as
Latin, history and other subjects examined in university entrance exams in upper secondary
schools. It 1s for students who are weak in these subjects and want to improve their
performance. The number of students in class is 5-10 (MNER 2003, MNER 2007).

A new point in the new laws are co-teaching or ‘parallel support’ as it is called, with
special needs teachers based in KEDDY in the 2000 law and special needs teachers from the
Ministry of Education and Religion in the 2008 law (MNER 2000; MNER 2008). This is for
students that can follow the curriculum of their year with the appropriate support or for
students with more serious educational needs when there is no special school or special class
in their area (MNER 2008). KEDDY are responsible for suggesting at the students’
diagnostic report the necessity of the co-teaching and the number of hours that it would take
place. The applications for ‘parallel support’ are made by parents at their children’s school

and are forwarded to the Ministry of Education for approval through the LEA (MNER 2009).
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Students with special educational needs can also attend special classes in general and
vocational education schools (MNER 2000a; MNER 2008). They can follow a specialised
programme that is common for all students and is suggested by KEDDY or a specialised and
individualised programme suggested by KEDDY for students with more serious special
educational needs (MNER 2008).

As this account of the Greek context shows the concept and provision for special
education is quite recent in Greece. This means there are still gaps in the implementation of

educational laws.

2.5 Research/evidence on implementation of policy
2.5.1 The British context

According to Lewis (1995 in Wearmouth 2001), the withdrawal of pupils who
experienced difficulties in certain areas in order to teach them in groups was common
practice in Britain in the 1970s and early 1980s has recently fallen into disfavour because the
gains from the small group situation could not be sustained in the classroom as the teaching
methods used in the classroom are different and students lose the continuity of classroom
activities while they are withdrawn from the classroom.

Using support staff is common practice in many British classrooms but there is no
agreement about their role (Wearmouth 2001). Support teachers may lack status and
authority in the eyes of staff and pupils and knowledge on specific subjects (Lovey 1995 in
Wearmouth 2001). Even the best qualified and experienced support teacher may suffer by
the lack of definition of role and be treated like one of the pupils (Best 2001; Thomas 1992
in Wearmouth 2001). In some schools support teaching takes the form of partnerships

requiring class and support teachers planning lessons together (Clark et al 1997 in
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Wearmouth 2001). In most classrooms in Britain there is only a classroom assistant instead
of a support teacher that provides support. This happens because of lack of trained specialist
teachers or limited budgets for SEN (Hunter-Carsch 2001).

British parents also recourse to the private sector for dyslexia assessments when
LEAs fail to give their children an assessment. They do this in order for their children to gain
access to additional resources at school (Riddell et al 1994 in Diniz and Reed 2001). Even
children who have been recognised as having dyslexia do not have access to appropriate
teaching (Smith 2000 in Diniz and Reed 2001).

Reid et al (2005) conducted research in order to investigate the policy and provision
in specific learning difficulties in Scotland. The methods used were a questionnaire that was
sent to all education authorities, interviews and additional materials provided by education
authorities. The barriers to the implementation of policy identified by education authorities
included a concern over the number of children requiring support, reluctance to label too
early and teachers waiting for an assessment and not intervening. There were requests for
additional training as there was lack of clarity of views on dyslexia and lack of staff
awareness leading to late identification. In order to overcome the barriers to the
implementation of their policies the LEAs implemented catch up programmes and organized
extensive training, used an on-line version of CPD courses on dyslexia and issued updated

guidelines.

2.5.2 The Greek context
In Greece KEDDY, centres that are responsible for the assessment and support of
students with SEN are still too few to meet the needs of all students as they are concentrated

in the big urban centres (MNER 1994) and as a result they have long waiting lists (MNER
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1991; Nikolopoulou 1986; Markou 1993; Haralabakis, 2005). Furthermore, their work is
difficult because of lack of specialist staff and especially lack of educationalists (MNER
1994; Constantopoulou 2002; Haralabakis 2005). The diagnosis these centres give does not
include any teaching guidance, any reference to educational programmes or any reference to
the collaboration between the medico-pedagogical centres and teachers as the law on special
needs suggests (MNER 2000a; Constantopoulou 2002).

The students with dyslexia who are integrated in the regular class ‘by chance’ do not
receive any specialist support in and out of class. This happens because the sixteen SEN
advisers in Greece cannot offer services in regular classes as they are appointed in Special
Education and not in mainstream secondary schools. Subject advisers are not yet trained on
integration issues and teaching methods for students with dyslexia. Furthermore, there is not
an educational psychologist in every state school to give a diagnosis and advise or train the
teacher in order to deal with students with dyslexia and no dyslexia teacher to advise parents
and students (Markou 1993; Constantopoulou 2002).

Support teaching in the form of co-teaching a class does not take place in Greece as
there are no specialist teachers at mainstream secondary schools. Withdrawal classes are not
offered for students with dyslexia either (Constantopoulou 2002). The Citizen’s Advice
Bureau blames the Ministry of Education for the problems in the organization of parallel
support. The Ministry of Education mentions lack of funding or teachers for the difficulty in
the implementation of this provision (Citizen’s Advice Bureau 2009).

The only support offered in Greek secondary schools is P.D.S. The Committee for the
assessment of the educational reform characterises P.D.S. that started in 1997 as

fragmentary, sporadic and defective. Among the problems reported were the delay in the
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starting time, the absence of in-time planning and training of teachers (Constantopoulou
2002).

Teachers in Arapogianni’s (2003) study mentioned the technique of allowing students
with dyslexia to take exams orally in order to support them as the Education Ministry’s
policy requires. However, Constantopoulou (2002) found that differentiation of the
curriculum for students with dyslexia is not done in mainstream secondary schools because
there is no curriculum based on the concept of dyslexia.

Lappas’ (1997) study on the perceptions of provision for specific learning difficulties
has shown that in Greece, the focus was on ‘exclusion’ and the ‘protective’ role of the
family. The curriculum was perceived by teachers as ‘centralised’, ‘academic’ and
‘prescriptive’. The curriculum is standardized throughout Greece and the books ‘are based
on the ability level which the average pupil should acquire’ (MNER 1995). This strongly
suggests that the Greek educational system conforms to the principle of ‘one lesson for all’,
text-based knowledge and uniformity of response (Lappas 1997). One product of this
normativity is the powerful influence of the ‘individual model’ of disability that locates
‘problems’ of performance within the individual and sees the causes of such problems as
disability. This in turn gives rise to a discourse of dependency implying a need for medical
care and appropriate adjustments of environment (Oliver 1996; Goodley 1997). This model
was shown (Lappas 1997) to be dominant in the Greek education with the provision for
specific learning difficulties provided in ‘special classrooms’.

To sum up, the literature indicates that there is lack of teachers’ knowledge on
dyslexia in Greece (Arapogianni 2003, Constantopoulou 2002; Lappas 1997). Lack of
available resources for students with dyslexia in Greece was also reported in Arapogianni’s

(2003), Lappas’ (1997) and Constantopoulou’s (2002) study. Arapogianni (2003) and Lappas
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(1997) reported lack of teachers’ contact and collaboration with other professionals and
Constantopoulou (2002) has shown that there is lack of guidance of teachers by SEN school
advisers in secondary schools. The only provision offered in secondary education is extra
lessons (P.D.S.) but these are not only for students with dyslexia and for which there is not
adequate training of teachers (Constantopoulou 2002). ‘Parallel support’ (co-teaching) that is
mentioned in the Ministry’s policy (MNER 2008), is not realised in secondary education due
to lack of funding (Constantopoulou 2002). Differentiation and accommodation techniques
for students with dyslexia reported to have been used in schools were the oral examination,
extra time in class and in exams, sensitive marking and differentiated homework
(Arapogianni 2003; Lappas 1997; Nijakowska 2000).

The literature review also indicates that there is a methodological gap in the literature
on dyslexia provision. There are not enough studies using ethnographic methods
investigating dyslexia provision in secondary schools including the voices of all those related
to it: students, teachers, parents, headteachers. Only Lappas (1997) used ethnographic
methods and included all those participants but his research was conducted in primary
schools.

The literature review has guided my study towards investigating secondary school
provision for students with dyslexia. I selected the curriculum area of EFL because it is my
own area of teaching expertise. 1 chose to explore the aspects of provision for students with
dyslexia which the literature shows are problematic: teachers’ knowledge on dyslexia,
teaching materials, collaboration with advisers, as well as accommodations in school
practices to support this group of students that reflect putting into practice national
education policy on dyslexia. The literature has not surfaced the systemic relationship

between these factors that disrupt dyslexia provision: from national policy to collaboration
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between schools and specialist provision and within schools, and between schools and
parents of students with dyslexia. Thus, my theoretical and methodological position lead me

to conduct an ethnography of multiple systemic perspectives.

2.6 Research Questions
I will next refer to the research questions arising from the literature mentioned above. I have
identified seven main questions and some of them are broken into subquestions that explore
their content in more detail:
1) How much do teachers know about dyslexia and its characteristics and about pedagogy
regarding dyslexia?
Subquestion: how did teachers acquire the knowledge they have on dyslexia, in their initial
teacher training or on in-service training or through their own reading and their experience
with students with dyslexia?
2) What kind of support and accommodations do EFL teachers offer to students with
dyslexia in the classroom and in exams?
Subquestions:
a) Do EFL teachers use any special resources for students with dyslexia?
b) Do they give students with dyslexia different and less activities to do in the
classroom and at home?
¢) Do they give them more time in classroom activities and exams or tests?
¢) Do they examine them orally in the final exams as the Education Ministry’s policy
requires and

d) Do they mark papers according to orthography?
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3) Do EFL teachers seek the advice of educational psychologists from diagnostic centres and
SEN advisers on how to deal with students with dyslexia?

4) What kind of provision is offered to students with dyslexia by the teachers and the school?

Subquestions:
a) Are students with dyslexia assessed orally in EFL as the guidelines from the
Ministry of Education and Religion (2000, 2009) require?
b) Do they have extra lessons at school and are individual education programmes
prepared for them and implemented by the diagnostic centres in collaboration with
the Special Needs adviser and the teachers as is mentioned in laws 2817/2000 and
3699/2008?
c) Is there ‘parallel support’ for students with dyslexia as the law and the guidelines
from the Ministry of Education suggest (MNER 2008; MNER 2009) ?
d) What kind of provision and accommodations do they think they need in order to be
able to access the curriculum for EFL?
d) Are students satisfied with the provision offered to them?
5) What kind of provision do parents of students with dyslexia need and are offered by
teachers and the school?
Subquestions:
a) Are the parents of the students with dyslexia in my study informed about the
nature of dyslexia by the headteacher or the teachers?
b) Do teachers and educational psychologists collaborate with parents?

c) Are parents satisfied with the provision offered to them?

33



6) What policy do schools have about dyslexia and what kind of provision do schools offer
to students with dyslexia?
Subquestions:
a) Is there an educational psychologist or SEN adviser at the LEA to help identify
students with dyslexia and advise teachers?
b) Does the headteacher collaborate with diagnostic centres as the laws 2817/2000

and 3699/2008 suggest?

2.7 Conclusion

In this chapter I have discussed different definitions of dyslexia and the problems
around defining dyslexia. Then, I discussed issues around dyslexia provision, that is,
teachers’ knowledge and training on dyslexia, differentiation and dyslexia friendly
strategies and accommodations for in and out of class support and exams. I introduced
important studies on dyslexia provision that inform my study and are relevant to my
research questions. Furthermore, I discussed the Greek educational system and Greek
policy on special needs and dyslexia and evidence on the implementation of policy from
the British and Greek context in order to provide the context for the analysis of interview
data around the Greek Education Ministry’s policy. In the end of this chapter, I discuss

the research questions arising from the literature.
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CHAPTER 3: ACTIVITY THEORY: LEARNING IN ORGANIZATION, SCHOOL
AND CLASSROOM.
3.1 Introduction

The literature review on dyslexia has shown that previous studies have not included
headteachers, teachers, students and parents in the same study. They have not taken into
account the social, historical and cultural context in which dyslexia perceptions and
provision exist. [ aimed at including all these participants in my study and investigating the
rules they followed, the tools they used and the community and historicity behind their
actions. Activity theory offered a methodology that enabled me to achieve this aim. This
chapter presents activity theory and its development as well as the research on organizational
learning using activity theory. I finally present my research questions emerging from activity

theory.

3.2 Activity theory: origins and development

‘Socio-cultural activity theory’ (SCAT) or activity theory (AT) in shorter form
investigates what people are doing (the object), how (mediation through artifacts) and who
with they are doing it and how collective learning may occur. It suggests an approach to
research that studies practices as activity that changes and locates practices within a broader
analysis of their historical development. By focusing on disturbances or contradictions in
activity systems researchers can help participants change their activity systems (Blackler et
al 2000).

Socio-cultural activity theory was initiated by Vygotsky (1978) when he tried to

explain the learning process by arguing that man shapes and is shaped by his environment.
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Human activity is learning that leads to different thinking or actions. This is done in a
historical, cultural and social context, with one or more people (Vygotsky 1987).

Engestrom (2001) describes how the current understanding of activity theory has
evolved through three generations of research. The first generation contributed to AT the
idea of ‘mediation’ which was represented in Vygotsky’s (1987) triangular model (Figure
3.1) linking the subject and the object through mediating artifacts (Engestrom 2001).
Activity systems are the unit of analysis for organizational learning (Martin 2008). First
generation activity theory was useful in my study for the description of any one-to-one
learning, for example, in order to describe and analyse EFL teacher 1’s and student 1’s

(subjects) objects and goals for the EFL lesson on which they worked at an individual level.

Mediating artifact/tool

Subject Object

Figure 3.1: Vygotsky’s model

Any activity carried out by a subject includes an object, a goal, tools and the result or
outcome. The subject is the individual or group whose actions are analysed in the activity
system (Daniels 2004). According to Bedny and Harris (2005), the object of an activity is
explored by the subjects according to the goal of activity. The object is a ‘shared problem’
that is the ‘focus of learning’ for the subjects (Martin 2008). Objects may be concrete or
abstract. The goal of the activity is the desired future final state of an object and the result is
the outcome of the activity. The result of an activity may be the same as the goal or not (see

Figure 3.2). Objects may be modified by subjects according to the goal. Similarly, goals may
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also be modified during the course of the activity. The subject-object interaction is mediated

by tools (Bedny and Harris 2005).

Tools

Outcome
/result

\

Subjects

Y

Goal

\ 4

Object

Figure 3.2: The principal relationship in an activity system

The tools in an activity system can be psychological/conceptual, material or
organizational (Daniels 2001; Martin 2008). Cole (1996) and Engestrom (1999a) suggest that
tools are a subcategory of artifacts. This means that people, as well as objects may be used as
artifacts (Leadbetter 2004). Engestrom (1999a) argues against categorising artifacts into
external or practical (material) ones and internal or cognitive ones but he suggests four types
of artifacts referring to different ways of using artifacts: what, how, why and where to
artifacts. ‘“What’ artifacts describe objects, ‘how’ artifacts refer to processes and procedures
within or between objects, ‘why’ artifacts are used to diagnose and explain the properties of
objects and ‘where to’ artifacts are used to envision the future state or potential development
of objects (Engestrom 1999a). In my study I used ‘what’ artifacts and ‘how’ artifacts in the
analysis of the interview data. A ‘what’ artifact in my study is knowledge on dyslexia while

the EFL teacher’s collaboration with a counselor is a ‘how’ artifact. Engestrom (1999a)
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argues that the same artifact can be used in different ways for example a ‘why artifact’ can
become a ‘what artifact’ or a ‘what artifact’ may become a ‘where to’ artifact.

The first generation focused on individual learning. In the second generation, which
was developed from Leont’ev’s writing, (Leont’ev 1978; 1981; Engestrom 2001) Engestrom
expanded the triangular representation of an activity system to enable the examination of
activity systems at an organizational level as opposed to a focus on the individual actors
operating with tools (Daniels 2004). This expansion of the Vygotskian triangle represents the
social or organizational elements in an activity system through the addition of the elements
of community, rules and division of labour (see Figure 3.3). The community is all the groups
of individuals who are all concerned with the same object. The division of labour refers to
both the division of tasks and the status relations between actors. The rules are the principles
regulating the actions and interactions (Daniels 2004), that is, the routines and professional
conduct that support or constrain participants when they try to resolve a problem. The object
1s now depicted with an oval showing that object-oriented actions are always characterised
by sense making, interpretation and potential for change.

The double headed arrows in Figure 3.3 show that all elements of the activity system
are related to each other. A change in one of the elements leads to a change in the activity
system as a whole (Virkkunen and Kuutti 2000). In this study I use second generation of
activity theory to analyse teacher-pupil, headteacher-EFL  teacher, parents-
headteacher/teacher relationships at a school’s or organization’s level which is the main level

of analysis in my analysis.
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Tools

A
Subject Object
Sense  Outcome
—
Meaning
\ 4
Rules Community Division of labour

Figure 3.3: Second generation activity theory model

In the second generation of activity theory the paradigm moved forward by turning
the focus on analysing the complex interactions between the subject and his/her community.
The relations between the subject and the community are mediated by tools or artifacts and
by rules and the division of labour (Virkkunen and Kuutti 2000).

The idea of internal contradictions as the driving force of change and development in
activity systems conceptualised by Ilekov (1977, 1982 cited in Engestrom 2001) began to
gain status. Contradictions are tensions or dilemmas that arise from the processes within and
between the elements of the activity system and become the object of collaborative learning
(Martin 2008). Change and learning in the activity are explained by the contradictions within
the activity system. Contradictions between the components of the activity system arise and
aggravate if the components change. In many cases the subjects build individual and
collective defenses, they create new objects, tools and division of labour in order to solve the
contradictions and in these cases there is collaborative learning. However, the subjects may
not develop an agreeable solution to the contradictions or try to manage the situation by
individual solutions (Virkkunen and Kuutti 2000). Lightening-shaped arrows are used in the

triangle model to show contradictions between different elements of the activity system, such
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as between the tools and the object or the division of labour and the object (Engestrom et al
1999).

The third generation of activity theory, as proposed by Engestrom, attempts to
develop tools in order to understand dialogues, multiple perspectives and networks of
interacting activity systems. He expands the framework of the second generation by drawing
on Bakhtin’s (1981, 1986) ideas of dialogicality and multi-voicedness (cited in Engestrom
2001; Daniels 2004). The basic model is expanded to include two interacting activity
systems which are only two of what could be a myriad of systems (Figure 3.4). Engestrom
directs his analysis towards contradictions and tensions with emphasis on the object and the
outcomes of the activity (Daniels 2004). Third generation of activity theory is used in my
study in the analysis of the relationship between the activity system of schools and that of

state diagnostic centres and LEAs.

Mediating artifacts Mediating artifacts

Object 1

Object 1 | Object 2 Object 2

Subject m ﬂ Subject

?

Division | Community | Rules

Rules Community | Division Object 3

of labour

of labour

Figure 3.4: Two interacting systems as minimal model for the third generation of
activity theory
In Figure 3.4, object 1 is the initial state of the object. It is a situation that has not yet

been reflected on collectively by the subjects in the activity system. For example, if School 1
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and 2 in my study are each an activity system and teacher 1 and 2 are the subjects, object 1
could be differentiated teaching and assessment. As the psychologists are part of a different
activity system, they would have a different object, for example, the assessment of students
with dyslexia and recommendations for differentiated assessment at school. Then, object 2 is
constructed collectively by the subjects by reflecting collectively on object 1. Object 2 in my
study could be how to assess students with dyslexia at school. Object 2 becomes a shared
object, jointly constructed by the two activity systems, object 3 (Engestrom 2001). An object
3 in my study would be how to jointly achieve differentiated teaching and assessment for
students with dyslexia.

Engestrom (2001) summarises activity theory with the help of five principles. The
first principle is that the unit of analysis is ‘a collective, artifact-mediated and object-oriented
activity system, seen in its network relations to other activity systems’ (Engestrom 2001). In
the second generation of AT the activity system is collective, mediated by artifacts and
oriented at objects. In my study the unit of analysis is the activity system of each of two
schools consisting of teachers, students and parents as subjects who use tools to define and
reach their objects and goals. However, the activity system is seen in relation to other
activity systems in the third generation of AT. This happens in my study when the
relationship between schools and diagnostic centres or LEAs is explored as in the example
above.

The second principle is the multi-voicedness of activity systems. According to
Engestrom (2001) and Virkkunen and Kuutti (2000), the participants in an activity system
carry different perspectives and interpretations of the object and purpose of the activity
depending on their position on the division of labour, histories and experiences. The artifacts

and rules of the activity system bring multiple layers of history to the activity system
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(Engestrom 2001). This was reflected in the fact that the voice of different kinds of
participants was sought in my study.

The third principle is historicity, that is, the historical nature of activity systems.
Engestrom (2001) argues that activity systems develop over long periods of time and that in
order to understand the problems of activity systems we need to study the local history of the
activity and its objects and the history of the theoretical ideas and tools that have shaped
them. Therefore, in order to understand the activity system of a school in terms of dyslexia
provision we need to study the history of the tools available for example, the knowledge and
ideology on dyslexia as evidenced in policy documents and how it developed.

The fourth principle is the concept of contradictions as sources of change and
development. Contradictions are historically accumulated tensions within and between
activity systems. Contradictions between elements of an activity system or between two or
more activity systems may cause conflicts as well as innovative solutions if they are
identified and resolved (Engestrom 2001). In my study the contradictions between the tools,
the rules, the division of labour and the object of activity systems as well as the factors that
cause these contradictions are sought and analysed.

The fifth principle is about the possibility of expansive transformations in activity
systems. Engestrom (2001) describes how activity systems can go through a cycle of
expansive transformation as a result of contradictions: because of contradictions some
participants question the established norms of the activity system and this leads to a
collective change effort and a reconceptualisation of the object of the activity. My study
shows changes that take place during the data collection but they are not collective. The
object of the activity is sometimes reconceptualised in my study. I explore this principle

further in the next section of this chapter.
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3.3 Research on organizational learning using activity theory
3.3.1 Expansive/innovative learning

Engestrom (1995) defines innovative organizational learning as ‘collaborative
learning in work organizations that produces new solutions, procedures, or systemic
transformations in organizational practices’. According to Engestrom (1999a), the theory of
expansive learning is a method of moving from an abstract idea or concept to its step by step
transformation into a complex object, a new form of practice. This happens through the
emergence and resolution of contradictions (systemic tensions) in a complex system that
includes the object or objects, the mediating artifacts and the perspectives of the participants.
An expansive cycle includes the following actions: 1) questioning the accepted practice 2)
analysing the situation 3) modeling the new solution 4) examining the new model 5)
implementing it 6) reflecting on the process and 7) consolidating the new practice
(Engestrom 1999a).

Engestrom (1999a) uses the theory of expansive learning in a study of an innovative
learning in teams at a company that manufactures industrial gas turbines. The data are taken
from two meetings of a team of workers. In both meetings the team constructed a problem
and an innovative solution to it. Both meetings proved the importance of critical questioning
and the rejection of the accepted wisdom or tacit knowledge, as the step leading to an
innovative solution. Both meetings also demonstrate the important role of object/problem
construction in innovative learning. The innovative solution constructed emerged after
constructing the object.

In my study I do not plan to use a methodology that follows all the steps of the
expansive cycle of learning and change at an organizational level; that is, I do not intend to

follow steps 4 to 7: identifying and implementing a new model of organizational work
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practice, reflecting on the process and consolidating the new practice. I use a methodology
informed by steps 1, 2 and 3, that is, encouraging participants to question the accepted
practice, to analyse the situation and to identify a solution to the problem through discussion
with me. I did not plan to use this methodology in the beginning of my study but it emerged
during my research.

This methodology is different from Engestrom’s (1999a), which develops expansive
learning through guided team discussions. I do not use team meetings in my research to
change work practices with the participants and their organizations. Instead, in my study
there is individual learning in meetings with the individual participants and in some cases
with the families (both parents together with the student). My role as a researcher is that of
an insider in the activity system of the schools in my study. I am a subject together with my
participants as they examine the tools that they are currently using, and have historically
used, and through discussion, I facilitate them to find new tools and solutions to the
organizational problems. In my study, I will investigate which generation of activity theory |
need to draw on in order to analyse my data and understand the relationships within the

schools around dyslexia support.

3.3.2 Vertical vs. horizontal learning/expertise

Engestrom et al (1995) defines a vertical view of expertise as one that assumes a
uniform, singular model of what counts as an ‘expert’ in a field. Engestrom et al (1995)
argue for a broader, multi-dimensional view of expertise, horizontal expertise, according to
which experts move between multiple activity contexts that have different tools, rules and

different criteria of expert knowledge. Experts have to negotiate and combine ingredients
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from different contexts to achieve hybrid solutions. In other words, dialogical problem
solving is considered better than the professional monopoly on expertise.

Engestrom (2001) discusses another intervention study based in the multi-
organizational field of medical care for children in Finland that uses the theory of expansive
learning and ‘Boundary Crossing Laboratory’. 60 representatives of physicians, nurses, other
staff and management from primary care health centres and hospitals met in ten three hour
sessions and discussed patient cases videotaped by researchers. There are three
interconnected activity systems in this study: the activity system of the Children’s hospital,
the activity system of the primary care health center and the activity system of the child’s
family. The patient cases discussed showed that there were problems of lack of coordination
and communication between the different care providers. In this article, Engestrém (2001)
suggests a complementary perspective of learning, horizontal or sideways learning and
development in contrast to a vertical process of learning. The construction of the concept of
care agreement by the participants of the Boundary Crossing Laboratory is an example of

sideways learning.

3.3.3 Boundary crossing

Boundary crossing involves the formation of new concepts and practices through the
collaboration between workers from different professional backgrounds (Engestrom et al
1995). Engestrom et al (1995) explore polycontextuality and boundary crossing in order to
understand the horizontal aspect of expertise. Polycontextuality means that experts are
involved not only in multiple tasks within the same activity but also in multiple activity
systems that are often institutions (Engestrom et al 1995). Engestrom et al (1995) describe

three cases, in a health and welfare center, a primary school and an industrial plant.
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In all these cases the problems were new and poorly understood and their solutions
could not be quickly defined. Engestrom et al (1995) argue that these conditions call for
horizontal expertise where practitioners move across boundaries to find help, tools and
information. In the first case the boundary objects used were meetings and talk but without
identifying concrete problems and engaging partners on the other side of the boundary. This
was not enough for concept formation to be reached and a practical implementation to be
achieved. In the second case argumentation was used which led to realization of differences
and contrasts and triggered significant collective concept formation. In the third case the
boundary was crossed by means of dialogue relying heavily on the use of physical artifacts,
that is, pointing and bodily movement. Although the result of the dialogue was agreement,
no significant collective theorising and concept formation seemed to take place.

Daniels et al (2007a) conducted an intervention study on professional learning in
schools aiming to create collaborative partnerships with other schools and several creative
groups and institutions in order to promote creativity across the curriculum. This study of
boundary crossing activity draws on activity theory and uses a modified ‘Change
Laboratory’ approach (Engestrom 1987, 1999a; 2001). In Change Laboratories participants
identify a problem in their work and analyse the contradictions, tensions and dilemmas that
exist and try to find new tools as ways out of contradictions.

The findings of this study show how the transformation of the activity system, leads to
a new type of professional practice. It showed the many stages that the activity went through,
the creation of new tools which lead to the creation of new objects and the resolution of
contradictions. Daniels et al (2007a) argues that expansive learning in interagency settings
follows horizontal movements as mutual learning takes place through the tensions that occur

when professionals from different backgrounds collaborate. Therefore, in this study there
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was horizontal learning, the learning that took place across boundaries, between departments
within schools, between mainstream schools and a special school and between partners.
There was also vertical boundary crossing with learning taking place across boundaries
between strategic and operational staff within schools.

The concepts of boundary crossing and horizontal/sideways learning could be useful in
my study. It intends to involve interconnected activity systems, the activity system of the
school, the students’ homes, the diagnostic centres and the LEAs whose coordination and
communication may be problematic as in Engestrom (2001). I will investigate if there is
boundary crossing and horizontal learning between the professionals from different settings
and backgrounds in my study and if it happens individually or collectively, for example, if
there is boundary crossing and horizontal learning between teachers, psychologists and

advisers who may learn ‘horizontally’ while collaborating.

3.4.4 Co-configuration/inter-professional learning/distributed expertise

Daniels et al (2007b) conducted another intervention study of inter-professional
learning and collaboration for social inclusion of at-risk children. The study uses activity
theory and modified developmental work research (DWR) methodology (Engestrom 2007).
DWR is an interventionist methodology that uses activity theory to develop expansive
learning in workplace settings. Initially the research team conducted a series of workshops
with 17 English LEAs and then they moved to small-scale intensive studies in two LEAs.
The study examines the challenges involved in the co-configuration work of professional
practices in multi-agency children’s services: an attempt to adapt practices in order to
respond to the needs of clients and to involve clients in designing the services they receive

through dialogue with them (Daniels 2007b).
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There was also distributed expertise in service provision for an ‘at risk’ child that
required complementary expertise from education, health and social services (Daniels
2007b). The concepts of boundary crossing and horizontal collaboration across sectors
(Engestrom et al 1995) could be useful for the collaboration between workers from different
professional backgrounds. A key element of multi-agency working was the development of
knowledge about the skills and knowledge of other professionals and an understanding of
how to access this knowledge. Boundary crossing depends not only on knowledge of what
other professionals do, but also on ‘why’ they do it. Daniels et al (2007b) argue that it is
important to explore the dynamic ways in which professional learning and practice happens
as it is embedded in fluid social and cultural contexts. This concern was addressed by
examining the tools or resources professionals use and develop, in order to work on the
objects of learning that emerge in their practice. These may be concrete tools, such as
meetings or they may be conceptual tools or even other professionals.

The concepts of co-configuration, expansive learning, distributed expertise, boundary
crossing and horizontal learning were evidenced in Martin (2008) who discusses a study in
two secondary schools with pupils with special educational needs, aiming to develop
collaborative work for speech and language provision at schools. After an ethnographic
phase, the project included a modified DWR methodology. The secondary schools in the
project drew on various educational, health and social services aiming at co-configuring
support for pupils with speech, language and communication needs with them. Expansive
learning, distributed expertise and boundary crossing were also evidenced in joint planning
sessions and workshops aiming at inclusive teaching for students with speech, language and
communication needs (SLCN). The speech and language therapy (SLT) staff in the project

had the most horizontal learning to do.
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I will investigate if the concept of distributed expertise could be useful in my study as
EFL teachers may need advisers’ and psychologists’ knowledge on dyslexia in order to teach
and support students with dyslexia in their classes. I will also investigate if the concept of co-
configuration is useful in my study in order to discuss the idea of adapting dyslexia policy to

specific students’ needs by asking them what they need.

3.5 Research questions emerging from activity theory
My first research question relates to the relationship between the subjects, the objects
and the rest of the components in the activity system of School 1 and 2:
1) What is the nature of learning that takes place when EFL teachers and students
with dyslexia work on students’ learning and assessment in EFL and dyslexia
support?
The subquestions are the following:
a) What objects and goals do the EFL teachers in my study have for the students with
dyslexia for their lessons? What objects do the students with dyslexia and their
parents have for EFL? Do the participants share the same objects?
b) What tools do EFL teachers use to achieve their objects and goals for students
with dyslexia (teach, support and include students with dyslexia)?
¢) Does the community (parents, headteacher, Ministry of Education, other teachers)
share the same objects?
d) What rules constrain the actions of the participants?
e) How is the work divided between headteachers, teachers and parents?
f) Is there evidence of boundary crossing and horizontal/expansive learning between

teachers and advisers and psychologists and across schools?
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g) Is there evidence of co-configuration and distributed expertise?

h) What issues give rise to systemic contradictions between the subjects, tools, rules,
community and objects?

1) What factors have caused these contradictions?

7))  What changes are made in the activity systems during my study or as a result of

my study to resolve these contradictions?

3.6 Conclusion

In this chapter I defined activity theory, I presented the three generations of the
theory and studies on organizational learning using activity theory. More specifically, I
explained the concepts of expansive or innovative learning, vertical and horizontal learning,
boundary crossing, co-configuration and distributed expertise and I have shown how they
have been used in studies and how they can be useful in my study. I finally presented the

research questions based on the theory and the concepts I explained.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY
4.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the methodological approach used to investigate the
organization of provision provided for students with dyslexia in EFL in Greek secondary
schools. The chapter describes the theoretical framework of this study, activity theory and
the design of this study, an ethnographic case study. My role and identity in the field, the
extent to which I was an insider or outsider and the relationships I formed in the field are
discussed. Ethical issues and issues around the trustworthiness of the study are also discussed
in this chapter.

Brewer (2000) distinguishes between method and methodology. According to Brewer
(2000), method refers to the rules and procedures followed to conduct research, the tools that
a researcher uses to collect and analyse data, while methodology is ‘the broad theoretical and
philosophical framework into which the rules and procedures fit’. I will first explain the
methodology, that is, the theoretical framework of my study and how I am using it for the
purposes of my study.

4.2 Epistemological approach

My epistemological approach to methodology is ‘Constructivism’ because I believe
that the researcher has to understand the multiple constructions of meaning and knowledge
(Robson 2002; Lincoln and Guba 2000). I drew on Vygotsky’s understanding of ‘Social
Constructionism’ that there is a historical and sociocultural dimension to the construction of
knowledge and that researchers and participants are influenced by their background, beliefs,
values and practices (Schwandt 2000). The principle of ‘historicity’ in Activity theory
acknowledges this (Engestrom 2001). I used qualitative methods, interviews and

observations which would allow me to acquire multiple perspectives. I constructed

51



knowledge together with the participants by investigating the ‘multiple realities’ that exist
(Robson 2002). I drew on the principle of multi-voicedness in Activity Theory that enabled

me to include different voices.

4.3 Theoretical framework

My study is an ethnographic case study of two state secondary schools in Greece in
two Local Education Authorities. It investigates the provision and differentiation provided in
EFL for students with dyslexia and EFL teachers’, students’, parents’ and headteachers’
perspectives on it. Furthermore, it investigates the policy of the Education Ministry
concerning dyslexia and if theory corresponds to practice. It looks at all these participants’
perspectives and the Education Ministry’s policy as they influence one another and they all
influence the kind of provision and differentiation offered to students with dyslexia.

My study aims to investigate dyslexia provision in the schools involved. I needed a
theoretical framework that studies human learning within and across organizational systems,
in a collective way and one that involves changes during the process of learning. Activity
theory and the work of Engestrom (2001) provided me one such framework.

I chose activity theory as a theoretical framework for the data collection and analysis
of my study because it enables me to include different groups of participants and investigate
the relationship between them. The second principle of activity theory, multi-voicedness
mentioned earlier is useful for my study as it enables me to investigate multiple points of
view on the same issue, that of the EFL teacher, the students, the parents, the headteacher
and the Ministry of Education (Engestrom 2001). Therefore, the subjects of learning of the

activity system in School 1 are EFL teacher 1, headteacher 1, a student with dyslexia, George
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and his parents (see Figure 1). A possible object of learning, that is, what the subjects are
working on, is the dyslexia friendly teaching and differentiated assessment (Daniels 2004).

The goal, that is, the result of the ‘creative effort’ that can be achieved when the
problems are resolved (Davydov 1999) is George’s inclusion and thus his participation in the
EFL lesson and his learning. The outcome of the activity system might be the student’s
increased achievement, better grades, self esteem and confidence if he is included in the
lesson.

The community representing the wider socio-cultural influences includes the context
of the activity, that is, the people who are concerned with the same object: the other pupils
and teachers, psychologists and the Ministry of Education (Leadbetter 2004, Daniels 2004).
It also includes the local and national events taking place at the time like the strikes and local
elections. Therefore, the activity is a collective one and not an individual action of the
teachers only or the students only (Engestrom 2001).

The division of labour in my study refers to the division of tasks around the student’s
identification and assessment for example, between the EFL teacher, the headteacher and
parents or the division of tasks regarding the differentiated assessment of students with
dyslexia. The rules are the principles regulating the actions of the participants and they can
be both written and unwritten, for example, the national policies on students’ with dyslexia
assessment and their interpretations by the headteacher of the school (Daniels 2004) as well
as the routines and professional practices of the teachers.

In my study, if the teacher’s object is dyslexia-friendly teaching and differentiated
assessment, the teacher’s knowledge of dyslexia and inclusive teaching as well as the
meeting between parents and teachers and the collaboration between the EFL teacher and the

EFL adviser can be ‘how’ artifacts. The student’s diagnostic report and his written work, the
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Education Ministry’s policy and the teacher’s teaching techniques, for example, multisensory
teaching and oral examination are ‘what’ artifacts.

It has to be mentioned that the triangle in Figure 4.1 is a hypothesis that I am making
at the beginning of the analysis process. It is an idealised activity system that includes all the
participants of my study and many different tools that could have been used. The object of
learning, the goal as well as the subjects of learning changes during the analysis as new
themes emerge. A second triangle will be added to include another activity system with
external agencies like the diagnostic centres, the EFL adviser at the LEA and the parents as
subjects. The object could move from a ‘situationally given raw material’ (object 1) to a
‘collectively meaningful object constructed by the activity system (object 2) (Engestrém
2001). The analysis of the data also reveals contradictions in the activity system and shows
whether these contradictions are worked on and whether they become the object of learning.
The analysis shows that, as the participants work on the contradictions, they create new tools

and objects as a result of individual or collaborative learning.
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Tools/artifacts

What: samples of written work, student’s diagnostic report,
multisensory techniques, pair work, oral examination,
Ministry’s policy on dyslexia

How: teacher’s knowledge on dyslexia, meeting between
parents and teachers, collaboration between EFL teacher 1
and adviser/diagnostic centres, teachers of Greek of the same
school and lower secondary school, staff meeting

4

Object: Goal: Outcome:
Subjects: . , .

Dyslexia George’s George’s increased
EFL teacher 1, . . ) i .

friendly teaching inclusion achievement, better
George L

and participation grades self esteem,

Differentiated and learning confidence

assessment

> Ve
Rules: Community: Division of
School’s policy, Headteacher 1, Parents, labor between
National policy, other pupils and teachers, EFL teacher 1,
teachers’ psychologists, Ministry, parents and
routines/practices teachers’ and students’ Headteacher 1
strikes. local elections

Figure 4.1: School 1 activity system in EFL class
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4.4 Research design
4.4.1 Case study

In section 4.2 I explained my choice of activity theory as a theoretical framework for
the data collection and analysis of my study. Since activity theory is deeply contextual and
studies specific local practices it is often linked with the use of case study (e.g. Engestrom
1999a; 1999b; 2001; Boag-Munroe 2004) that takes context and its details into account
(Denscombe 2003). An appropriate design for my study using activity theory as a theoretical
framework was a case study which investigated EFL teachers’, parents’ and headteachers’
perspectives on the dyslexia provision offered in two schools in Greece. A case study was
appropriate for my study as [ aimed to go into sufficient detail and study the complexities of
dyslexia provision and multiple sources were necessary for the collection of data
(Denscombe 2003).

The ‘case’ in case studies should be bounded and specific (Stake 1995). I chose to
study two cases which are bounded and specific as they are two institutions with a specific
social and physical setting, two secondary schools. Context is important in case studies
(Robson 2002) and for this reason I chose this approach as the learning context is also
important for students with dyslexia (Reid 2009). The context and its history and culture are
also important in activity theory. The local history of the activity and its objects, that is the
history of teaching and learning as well as the history of the tools of the activity system, that
is, the tools teachers use to teach need to be studied in order to understand the problems,
contradictions and potentials of an activity system (Engestrom 2001).

Stake (1995) argues that case study is not easy to generalise from. A few cases can
only be studied and generalisations can be drawn only for these cases, which can be refined

over time. Researchers can draw their own conclusions for these cases based on their
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observations, which are a form of generalisation. These conclusions can be used to
generalise to other cases and modify old generalisations. Stake calls these conclusions
‘naturalistic generalisations’ as they are different from explicated generalisations in that they
come from personal experience. We can help the reader make a naturalistic generalisation by
providing information on time, place and person (Stake 1995).

Lincoln and Guba (1985 cited in Donmoyer 2000) introduce the notion of
‘transferability’ and ‘fittingness’. They argue that the degree of transferability depends on
the similarity between the two contexts, on the ‘fittingness’. Only if two cases, settings or
contexts are similar then there is transferability from one setting to another (Donmoyer
2000). This requires a substantial amount of information about the case studied and its
setting in order for the reader to make an informed judgment about whether the conclusions
drawn from a study of a specific context are useful in other contexts (Schofield 2000).
Referring to the theoretical framework of the study, showing how data collection and
analysis are conducted can respond to any challenge to transferability (Marshall and
Rossman 2006).

Therefore, the evidence from my study can support similar research in similar
contexts. In the case of schools as activity systems, in schools belonging to the same LEA or
other LEAs with similar characteristics the EFL teacher and the headteacher may face
similar problems when they try to work on the dyslexia friendly teaching and assessment of
students with dyslexia as the laws and guidelines from the Education Ministry concern all the
schools in Greece. Therefore, my study could offer insights for activity systems in other
secondary schools with similar characteristics for example, schools in urban areas of Greece.
The findings concerning the contradictions in the activity systems of the schools I studied

could inform theory concerning dyslexia provision in Greece.
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I chose to use ethnographic case studies in my research following Pole and
Morrison’s (2003) characteristics of ethnography, as I wanted to focus on a specific setting,
two schools in Greece, and use a range of different methods. I wanted to focus on why
teachers, headteachers, students and parents behave in a certain way. Therefore, the study is
‘thorough’ as the complexities of the setting are important. Data analysis and theory
development in my study are grounded in the data collected in the schools (Pole and
Morrison 2003). The analysis using activity theory came after some data were collected
through the pilot study.

My study also includes some other characteristics of ethnography that Hammersley
and Atkinson (2007) refer to: it studies people’s behaviour in everyday contexts, schools
rather than experimental circumstances. Data collection is flexible and unstructured and is
not based on pre-fixed arrangements, observation schedules and categories on what people
say and do. My interviews and observation did not include fixed schedules. I organized my
data collection days and times according to participants’ timetables and availability. The
focus is small scale as it includes only two schools (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007). The
data collected with ethnographic methods fitted with the use of activity theory as it focuses
on learning that takes place in specific organizations, in my case, schools and takes the
context and complexities of the setting into account. The scale of activity theory studies is
usually small in order to analyse the details and complexities of organizational learning.
Ethnography like activity theory also enabled me to include the perspective of different
participants in my study.

Ethnography also involves a longitudinal element because it involves contact with
participants in a setting over a prolonged period of time (Brewer 2000). I spent 13 weeks in

School 1 and 16 weeks collecting data with School 2 participants which means my study had

58



a longitudinal element. A typical ethnography involves participant observation with the
ethnographer actively participating in people’s lives for an extended period of time and
immersion in the setting chosen (Hammersley and Atkinson 2007; Brewer 2000; Robson
2002). In my study there was participant observation and a kind of immersion as I spent 2-5
hours in each school every time I visited it during which I observed teachers, headteachers
and students for some months in each school. I also spent 1-2 hours in students’ houses every
time [ visited them.

My study can be called ‘practical’ or ‘applied’ ethnography as my indirect aim was to
improve the way students with dyslexia were taught EFL by investigating their needs and
informing the teachers. I am describing the provision students receive from teachers but I
am also trying to raise awareness of better ways of dealing with dyslexia (Brewer 2000). My
study could have an indirect impact on policy as it addresses policy issues concerning
whether and how policy on dyslexia is applied. This type of policy research is called
‘enlightenment model’ by Bulmer (1982).

My study can also be called ‘ethnography of empowerment’ as it shares some
characteristics with Delgado-Gaitan’s study (1993) on family literacy practices. Delgado-
Gaitan (1993) participated in parents’ meetings and facilitated a parents’ organization by
sharing her data and informing parents about the structure and curriculum of schools. She
participated in the transformation of the setting she studied: she gave data to the organization
to develop while the parents changed her perception of the meaning of their activities.

The participants through the process of my study determined their goals for the
improvement of dyslexia provision and were thus empowered. I participated in their change
process like Delgado-Gaitan (1993) did as I was asked for advice and information by

teachers and parents. For example, both teachers of my study chose what training to do on
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dyslexia issues and EFL teacher 2 applied for a course in the end of my study. EFL teacher 1
thought of using a book with exercises of different levels while EFL teacher 2 asked me to
suggest some material for teaching students with dyslexia and I suggested a book with
exercises which she borrowed. Both teachers asked me to share my observations on students’
abilities and difficulties.

The mothers who participated in my study also asked for information: George’s
mother asked for information about the examination process of students with dyslexia and
diagnostic issues. Stathis’ mother asked me for information on material to read on dyslexia
and advice on how she could help her son study. All the students and parents had specific
requirements from the teachers and the school for the improvement of their lives in these
schools which they wanted me to tell the teachers and headteachers.

Hasu (2005) conducted a ‘sensitive ethnography of change’ studying the
implementation of an innovation, a science-based technological device. This study draws on
activity theory and focuses on the transformational processes and the emerging identities of
the participants and especially the role of the researcher. The researcher played the role of
dialogue facilitator. The discussions and her fieldwork led the participants to reflect. More
specifically, the researcher’s analyses proved to be informative for one of the participants
who was empowered by her research and her performance was taken seriously by her
colleagues as a result of the study.

I used both ethnography and activity theory in my study in a similar way. My study
had the effect of empowering all the participants by making them reflect on the problems
they face and ways of solving them. This kind of intervention is guided by activity theory as
the focus of my study is on the changes that result from empowerment of the participants and

the relationship with the researcher as in Hasu (2005). [ was a mediator between teachers and
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headteachers and between students and parents as the researcher in Hasu (2005). Therefore,
the intervention I do in my study follows only the initial steps in Engestrom’s (1999a) theory
of expansive learning: questioning the accepted practice by discussing the problems the
participants face, analyzing the situation through discussions with them and modeling the
new solution when this is identified. The participants in my study identify the problems in
their work and analyse the contradictions that exist as in the ‘Change Laboratory’ approach

(Engestrom 1987, 1999a, 2001) but they do so individually through discussions with me.

4.4.2 My role and identity in the field

Researchers’ identity and background affects the interactions and research questions
but also access to research sites and persons and the kinds of data that they generate together
with participants (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2009). Therefore, my experiences of students
with dyslexia as a teacher and the fact that I had friends and family who had dyslexia
influenced my understanding of dyslexia and dyslexia provision in Greece and led me to
explore certain research questions. These experiences led me to explore dyslexia provision in
Greece as I had the impression it was not sufficient.

I was not able to conduct research as an insider in a school where I was working as a
teacher because I worked in a primary school at the time of data collection and I did not have
permission to conduct research in primary schools. This meant that I had less time to spend
in the schools where I did my research as I was only given one day off work per week for my
research. I went into schools as an outsider but somebody who was part of the same culture,
who went through the same educational system, who grew up and went to school in the same
area as the first school and someone who lives in the area of the second school. I was a

teacher permanently employed by the Greek Ministry of Education like the teachers I
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collaborated with, working in another city though. I took care of my self-presentation during
the data collection as attention needs to be paid to dress, hairstyle and make-up in order to
associate with teachers and pupils (Delamont 2002). I went to the schools and students’
homes dressed like most teachers in Greece do. I noted many times in my field notes from
that school that the teachers in that school called me ‘colleague’ and welcomed me thinking I
was a teacher at the school which means I blended in quite well and was seen as a teacher
(see field notes 13-11-06, Appendix 5.1.3, field notes 08/9-01-07, Appendix 5.1.6, field
notes 26/27-01-07, Appendix 5.1.7).

I was also the daughter of one of the teachers in the first school which meant I knew a
lot of the staff before I even started the research. The headteacher of School 2 was my
godmother. These two relationships gave me access to both schools. Relying on friends and
family is common in ethnographies in which researchers rely on a convenience sample and
their connections in order to gain access to a research field (Fine and Shulman 2009).

On the other hand, I was different from most of the teachers in these schools as apart
from my studies in Greece, | had studied and worked abroad and I had seen a different
educational system which I could compare with the Greek one. I was frequently seen as an
‘expert’ on dyslexia as Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) have noted and a person doing
extra studies. For this reason, teachers either asked me to tell them about dyslexia or asked
me how they can do an MA or a PhD.

The theoretical role I adopted from those that Hammersley and Atkinson (2007)
discuss following Junker’s (1960) typology was somewhere between the ‘complete
participant’ whose activities are concealed and the ‘complete observer’ who has no contact
with the people s/he observes. I was both a teacher and a student, an EFL teacher

permanently employed but I was also presented to students as a student ‘sent by the
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university’ to observe and learn through this process. I was not teaching in the schools where
I did my research and for this reason I was not totally familiar with the setting and the
teachers and students. The headteachers, teachers and students with dyslexia knew what my
research topic was but the classmates of the students with dyslexia were not told who I was
observing in order not to disclose their diagnosis and embarrass them.

In the first school I formed relations with more members of staff and included more
teachers in the study than in the second school as I was known to some of them beforehand
through my mother and I was introduced to more teachers easily. This made me feel more
part of the school and accepted by the staff (see field notes 26 and 27-01-07, Appendix
5.1.7). T had to sit at the back of the classroom where I was observing a student with dyslexia
(George) sitting at the last desk as there was no empty space anywhere near the student (see
field notes 24-11-06, Appendix 5.1.4 and photo of classroom, Appendix 8.1). I sat separately
from the students except for once when I sat next to a student during a lesson of
programming. This meant I did not have the chance to talk to the students in the class much
during the EFL lesson. I could only talk to the student observed, the students sitting next to
him each time and students around them but mostly during the breaks. The students called
me ‘miss’ which meant they saw me as a teacher.

In the second school I talked a lot to the headteacher whom I knew quite well as she
was my godmother. We talked about the school in an informal way but about personal issues
as well (see field notes 16-02-7 and 23-02-07, appendices 5.2.4, 5.2.5). I was both a family
member and a researcher at the same time and I had to try to keep the balance between these
two. I also talked to the deputy head who came into the headteacher’s office quite often and
the EFL teacher as both a colleague and a researcher. I was introduced to another EFL

teacher and other members of staff as a doctorate student and as a colleague working in
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another city later on. I had the chance to sit next to some students in the class I was
observing (field notes 16-02-07, Appendix 5.2.4), and next to one of the students with
dyslexia (see field notes 23-2-07, Appendix 5.2.5 and photo of classroom, Appendix 8.2).
This gave me the chance to interact with them and learn about the lesson and help them
during the lesson as well. The students asked me questions regarding the answers to
exercises they were doing which suggests that they saw me as a teacher. I could even be seen
as a classmate as I sat next to them like a student. I was more of a participant observer in this
way (Fine and Shulman 2009; Robson 2002).

It is common in ethnography for researchers to place themselves on the side of
participants and act as a member of a group in order to establish rapport with participants.
For this reason, I acted as a teacher with teachers in both schools participating in discussions
in the staff room (see field notes 26 and 27-01-07, Appendix 5.1.7). At the same time I tried
to be friendly, understanding and helpful with students in order to establish and sustain
rapport with them (Fine and Shulman 2009).

As Goodley (1999) argues, the researcher cannot be a distant outsider in disability
research and it is acceptable to state where your loyalties lie. In his study with a self-
advocacy group, participants gave him a participatory role that was separate to his researcher
role. They asked him to vote at a meeting, to write a leaflet introducing them, help them
move and evaluate their group for the County Council.

Similarly to Goodley’s (1999) study, I had to express my opinion to the participants
of my study and play a participatory role that was separate to my researcher role. |
participated in discussions with participants out of my researcher role while still observing
them and recording their opinions (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2009). Since I had stated to

teachers that I intended to improve dyslexia provision in Greece through my study, the
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teachers either encouraged me or insisted that I tell them my opinion on what they can do to
improve their teaching with students with dyslexia. I promised to give them information on
the specific students with dyslexia in their classes which I did during my study and in the end
of it (see field notes 9-01-07, Appendix 5.1.6 and field notes 19-06-07, Appendix 5.2.6). I
also gave both EFL teachers material to read on dyslexia as well as resources they could use
with students with dyslexia (see field notes 16-02-07, Appendix 5.2.4). I also suggested a
book on dyslexia to a mother to read, I gave information to another one on the examination
and assessment of students with dyslexia and I advised students on study skills as their
mothers asked me to (see field notes 26 and 27-01-07, Appendix 5.1.7).

I also got involved in discussing the parents’ and students’ complaints on the
educational system and the school in which case I had to state my opinion on the
shortcomings of both of them. As soon as I told the teachers that I talked to the students they
wanted to know what the students needed so that they improved their teaching. Therefore, I
could not be only an observer in this study but I got involved in being a mediator between
the students and the teachers as in Hasu’s (2005) ‘ethnography of change’ and Delgado-

Gaitan’s (1993) ethnography of empowerment.

4.4.3 Selection of schools and participants

I decided to conduct my research in secondary schools because students learn EFL at
a higher level there, which means they might face more language problems than primary
school children as Nijakowska’s (2000) study has shown about Polish EFL learners. I also
made this decision because it has been reported that there is less provision for students with
special needs in secondary schools than in primary schools. Markou (1993) mentions that

learning difficulties in Greek primary education are faced with the establishment of special
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classes while he believes that the situation regarding dyslexia provision in secondary
education is problematic. According to research conducted by the Pedagogical Institute, the
majority (91. 5%) of special schools and classes are in the primary phase. There are only 26
special classes in lower secondary schools, 4 in upper secondary schools and two in technical
schools in the whole country (PI 2004). Constantopoulou’s (2002) survey study with
secondary school teachers has shown that there is lack of organized in-service training on
dyslexia for subject teachers.
My criteria for selecting schools were as follows:

1) theoretical: I am guided by the literature referring to the dyslexia provision in secondary
schools in Greece (Markou 1993), by facts on the amount of special classes reported by the
Pedagogical Institute’s research (PI 2004) and by empirical research (Constantopoulou 2002;
Arapogianni 2003; Lappas 1997) on Greek teachers’ knowledge on dyslexia and dyslexia
provision in my choice to conduct research in secondary schools. I also decided to conduct
my study in two schools because it would be useful to compare the responses of EFL
teachers in different schools belonging to different LEAs which I examine as two case
studies and two activity systems. Daniels et al’s (2000) study conducted in two LEAs in the
UK has shown that different schools interpret ‘SEN’ in very different ways in terms of
causes and response which means that [ may find out different ideologies and practices in the
two schools of my study. This will mean that there may be different rules, division of labour,
objects and therefore different contradictions in their activity systems. Furthermore, I chose
the schools in my study because I had got the information that there were students with
dyslexia in these schools before starting the research and that the teachers would be willing

to collaborate.
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2) opportunistic (Silverman 2000): My selection of schools was guided by convenience, that
is, the accessibility from where I lived and the availability of individuals in them due to the
professional contacts and family members I had in them (Cohen et al 2007; Fine and
Shulman 2009). I started the pilot study in a school where I could easily gain access. It was
the lower secondary school where I did research for my MA dissertation four years ago and
my teaching practice five years ago. I selected this school because I was known to some of
the staff and I had some knowledge of the local community and services in the area as I grew
up and went to school in the area. The second school, School 1 was the upper secondary
school that uses the same building with the first school. The third one, School 2 was a lower
secondary school near my house whose headteacher was known to me. The classes were also
chosen by convenience as they were the classes that had lessons on Fridays, the day that I

was given by my supervisor at work for conducting research.

4.4.4 Context and participants

I next describe the design of my study, including the context and the participants of
both the pilot and the main study (see Figure 4.2).

The pilot study was carried out at a lower secondary school. The main study was first
carried out at an upper secondary school in the same LEA and borough as the school of the
pilot. The second school of my main study was a lower secondary school in an LEA which
belongs to a borough near borough 1. All these schools belong to the same local
administrative office in an area of Athens called Athens C. This means that the participants
from these schools share the same culture and community, which are the ‘medium’ through
which ideas are developed (Daniels 2004). Daniels (2004) refers to Cole (1996)’s

ecosystemic model of culture in which the context of an action and cognition is a created by
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a combination of goals, tools and setting. Therefore, the teachers, students and parents of the
three schools may have shared beliefs, experiences and practices. The same LEA director is
responsible for all three schools which means that he makes the decisions on how to deal
with dyslexia issues and his beliefs may influence the beliefs and practice of local LEA
directors and headteachers.

The pilot included observation of three EFL lessons, interviews with the headteacher,
the EFL teacher, the mother of a student and a focus group interview with three 14-15 year
old boys who had dyslexia. The data collection in the first school of the main study involved
a 17 year old boy, his parents, an EFL teacher, the headteacher of the school, two teachers of
Greek (a teacher of modern and ancient Greek language and a teacher of history) and a
teacher of a specialization subject. Student 1, George, was 17 years old and went to the
second year of senior high school. He had a diagnosis of dyslexia at the age of 14. He had
EFL lessons up to B class at a language school but he stopped because he did not have time
and he did not like it. EFL teacher 1 had 19 years of teaching experience, 6 out of which
were at the state sector. Headteacher 1 had taken the role of headteacher that year and he was
a teacher of Greek in that school before.

The data collection in School 2 involved three 12-13 year old boys, their parents,
their EFL teacher and the headteacher of the school. Student 2, Stathis was 13 years old like
student 3, Petros and student 4, Thodoris. They all attended the low ability EFL class at
school. Stathis attended EFL lessons at a language school for C class. Petros, attended
private lessons for A class at home. Thodoris, attended EFL lessons at a language school for
B class. EFL teacher 2 had 19 years of teaching experience, eight of which were at the state
sector. Headteacher 2 was a teacher of Greek who had been in this role for two or three

years.
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PILOT

MAIN STUDY

Lower secondary school
(12-15 years)

3x14-15 year old boys with
dyslexia

1 mother

1 EFL teacher

1 Headteacher

Upper Secondary School
(16-18 years)

1x17 year old boy with
dyslexia

1 mother, 1 father

1 EFL teacher

1 headteacher

2 teachers of Greek

1 specialization teacher

Lower secondary
school (12-15 years)
3x12-13 year old boys
with dyslexia

3 mothers, 1 father,

1 sister

1 EFL teacher

1 headteacher

LEA 1

Borough 1

v

v

LEA 2

Borough 2

Local administrative Office: Athens C

4.4.5 Data collection

Figure 4.2: Research design

v

I spent two weeks collecting data for the pilot but I had visited the school earlier to

meet and inform the participants and gain their permission. I spent 13 weeks collecting data

in School 1 and 16 weeks for School 2. I spent one day a week to collect data in the two

schools of my main study from November 2006 to June 2007. I spent 2-5 hours in the

schools each time. When I needed to visit the participants of School 2 at their houses I spent

an average of 2 extra hours per week during weekends to do so. I collected data only once a

week for practical reasons because I was not living in Athens at the time of the research. I

collected data in schools on Fridays and occasionally on Mondays as my research at schools

could be combined with a weekend staying in Athens which facilitated the visits to

participants’ houses at weekends that was the most convenient time for the families (see

Appendix 1 for full details of time spent in each school).
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4.5 Ethical issues

Researchers need to have a balance between the demands placed on them as
professional scientists searching for truth and their participants’ rights and dignity as human
beings potentially threatened by the research. This is ethical behaviour. Ethical issues may
arise because of the problems researchers investigate and the methods they use. Ethical
issues include informed consent, access, confidentiality and anonymity, feedback, ownership
and the possible effect of the research process (Cohen et al 2007; Porter and Lacey 2005).

In order for researchers to do research in state schools in Greece they have to submit
a research proposal to the Pedagogical Institute. I submitted mine in the end of 2005 and I
got permission to conduct my research in specific schools in Athens in September 2006 (See
Appendix 7).

I first visited the schools and informed the two headteachers and the two teachers
through informal discussions and after I got their initial verbal consent they were given
letters (see Appendix 2) informing them about the procedure of my study and a consent form
to sign following the British Educational Research Association’s guidelines (BERA 2004).
In these letters I gave all participants the right to withdraw at any point (BERA 2004; Porter
and Lacey 2005).

I faced problems with EFL teacher 1 who did not want to answer questions about the
students in October as she needed some time to get to know them considering many lessons
were lost because of the students’ strikes and the local elections (Appendix 5.1.1, field notes
09-10-06). Headteacher 1 did not want to give recorded interviews after the first interview
and for this reason I had several informal discussions with him and I kept notes during or

after the interviews (see field notes 02-02-07, Appendix 5.1.8).
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Headteacher 2 was also thoughtful about the recording and she only gave me one
recorded interview which she had already planned by writing down the answers before the
interview. In this way, she made the interview fixed and did not allow for further questions. I
had many informal discussions with her keeping notes after them. She did not allow me to
observe the students with dyslexia in Greek lessons as I did with George in School 1 as it
was not mentioned in my permission from the Ministry of Education (see field notes 16-02-
07, Appendix 5.2.4).

One of the EFL teachers in School 2 who was approached by headteacher 2 refused
to participate saying that he did not have time (See field notes 19-10-06, Appendix 5.2.2).
The other EFL teacher in the school was on sick leave at the beginning of the school year.
For this reason, she was approached later during my study (See field notes 28-09-06,
Appendix 5.2.1).

I discussed with the teachers the selection of students who could participate in the
study. For the pilot study I and the EFL teacher sought the consent of the parents of all the
students with dyslexia who were all in the same class. In the first school of the main study I
chose only one student in one class as the school’s program did not allow me to observe two
classes as I could only be in the school once a week. In the second school I got the
permission of three students with dyslexia in the same class. Since the students had not
reached the age or maturity to be able to give informed consent I asked for the consent of
their parents following BERA’s guidelines (BERA 2004). The parents of the students with
dyslexia were informed through letters describing my study and their children’s role in it and
were asked to sign a consent form. In the case of the 17 year old student of School 1, he was
first asked for his consent orally before he was given the letter and consent form for his

mother (see field notes 11-11-06, Appendix 5.1.2). I collected his consent form later (see
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field notes 24-11-06, Appendix 5.1.4). Although he gave his consent to participate in the
study George was not willing to wear the microphone because he did not feel confident
about his abilities in EFL. For this reason, I had to place the recorder somewhere near him.
In the second school the EFL teacher informed the parents of the students with dyslexia at a
parents’ meeting about my study and gave them the letters to sign two months before the
study would start (see field notes 16-02-07, Appendix 5.2.4).

A possible ethical problem of my study was the preservation of confidentiality and
anonymity of the students with dyslexia. The problem could be created because the number
of students with dyslexia in both schools was small and the combination of individual
characteristics could provide an identifiable profile (Porter and Lacey 2005). This means
they could be easily identified if their school is identified. The classmates could also guess
that I was observing students with dyslexia since I sat near them most of the time.

According to BERA (2004) and the Pedagogical Institute’s guidelines, I ensured that
all the participants remained anonymous. For this reason, in my letters to the participants |
promised that the name of the school and the participants would not be published (see letters
to participants, Appendix 2). I did this in order to be honest and gain their trust and
confidence which is important for establishing rapport considering the vulnerability of the
students with dyslexia (Fine and Shulman 2009). I also did this because one cannot foresee
the outcomes of the research and its dissemination (Porter and Lacey 2005). In order not to
identify the school and the participants, I avoided giving details of the school and personal
details of the participants in the data analysis and the field notes. I have used pseudonyms for
the students and I have replaced the teachers’ names with codes like EFL teacher 1 and 2,

headteacher 1 and 2 (Delamont 2002). I identified mothers or parents by students’ names e.g.
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George’s parents. I also ensured participants that the information they would give me is
confidential both in the letters they were given and orally before interviews.

Because students’ with special educational needs diagnoses are confidential and they
are vulnerable individuals, I made sure that the classmates of students with dyslexia in the
classes I observed were not aware of my focus on the students with dyslexia (Porter and
Lacey 2005). I discussed this with the teachers before starting the research and we had
agreed on what to tell the class about my research. The classes were given a ‘vague truth’
about my research by teachers who said that [ was studying their learning of EFL. This is the
middle ground between being ‘informed’ and ‘uninformed’, the line between which is
‘uncertain’ (Thorne 1980 in Fine and Shulman 2009).

In School 1 I gave the recorder to a classmate of George and I sat next to a non
diagnosed student once. I changed my position in the classroom of School 2 every time I
observed a lesson and sometimes I sat next to a student who was not diagnosed with
dyslexia. I chose to do this in order not to embarrass the specific students I observed and
disclose their diagnosis to the other students.

There i1s a need to disseminate the findings of research to participants in an accessible
form (Porter and Lacey 2005). In the end of my study, I gave feedback written in simple
language to teachers and headteachers. I did this after obtaining the students’ permission to
disclose to their teacher and headteacher some of the difficulties they had mentioned and the
students’ agreement on my suggestions to their teachers. In the case of the first school I
forwarded the feedback to the EFL teacher and the headteacher as I was not able to visit the
school but in the case of the second school I visited the school and explained the feedback to

both the teacher and the headteacher.
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4.6 Trustworthiness of the study

Shea (2006) mentions some criteria that are used by researchers and reviewers to
establish the trustworthiness of ethnographic research. Among these criteria is reflexivity
about the researcher’s roles and effects in the field, use of member checking and

triangulation of sources that I have used in my study.

4.6.1 Reflexivity

Pole and Morrison (2003) suggest that ethnographers are reflexive about
‘ethnographer effects’. Brewer (2000) describes reflexivity as a concern with how the
identities of the researcher and the researched affect the research process. In order to achieve
reflexivity I have presented the setting, the theoretical framework I used, my identity in the
field, the process of data collection and analysis and I have showed the complexity of the
data as Brewer (2000) suggests. I also include the original interview extracts in appendices
and when possible, a more expanded version of them in order for the reader to understand
the context of the interview. A more expanded version of some of my field notes also
appears in appendices.

Hasu (2005) describes the process of her change as a researcher as a result of her
reflection on her position and experiences as a female researcher in male-dominated
practices. Hasu (2005) demonstrates a need for reflecting on the interactive process of data
collection, that is, the relationship between the researcher and the researched. Similarly,
Delgado-Gaitan (1993) refocuses and changes her research and becomes involved in the
empowerment of parents as a result of her reflection on her identity in the field.

An issue related to reflexivity was the translation of the data itself from Greek into

English as my identity influenced the process of transcription and translation. One problem
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was that the interviews were in spoken form transcribed in the Greek language which had to
be translated in written form in the English language. This created a problem of equivalence.
The process of transcription involved my judgements about where to place colons and
commas which shaped the meaning of the interviews (Marshall and Rossman 2006). The
colloquial style in parents’ and children’s speech may have been lost in the translation into
English. Furthermore, because spoken language is elliptic extra words have been added in
order to make the meaning clearer (Catford 1965). The extra words are marked with [ ].
Marshall and Rossman (2006) argue that the process of translation involves
construction of meaning and interpretation by the translator. All the translated data used in
the analysis have been checked by three EFL teachers who had a good command of both the
Greek and the English language in order to avoid interpretation biases and ensure the
accuracy of the translation. I have also asked the two EFL teachers in my study to check my
translation of extracts of their interviews into English since their command of the English
language allowed me to ask them to do so. This enabled me to ensure my interpretation of

their meanings was correct.

4.6.2 Member checking

I have tried to achieve the representation of the participants’ perspectives in the field
by feeding back data to participants or using ‘member checks’. Member checking in my
study involves returning to participants the transcripts of the interviews they gave me in
order to avoid researcher bias and ensure the accuracy of the data (Robson 2002). Since my
study is concerned with people’s emotions, opinions and experiences, checking the transcript
invites the interviewee to confirm that what was said at the time of the interview was what

was really meant (Denscombe 2003). I returned the transcript of the interviews to both EFL
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teachers and headteacher 2. They added punctuation to their data, they deleted hesitations but
they also changed the meaning of what they had said. This helped me modify the transcript
and achieve a better representation of participants’ meanings. I did not return the transcript to
mothers, students and headteacher 1 as I lost contact with them during the two years that
passed since the data collection and I lived in a different city. Member-checking would be
difficult to conduct considering these participants did not have access to email and the
internet unlike the EFL teachers who did. Non-member checking may have resulted in errors
in the interview transcripts which might have resulted in some inaccuracies in the
representation of their meanings.

Member checking in ethnographic studies does not only mean ‘fact or quote-
checking’, it can also mean going back to the participants for an assessment of whether the
researcher captured their understandings of their own situations. It focuses at possible
differences between researchers’ and participants’ interpretations (Shawartz-Shea and
Yanow 2009). I checked if my interpretations of students’ and teachers’ needs was similar to
theirs by discussing my findings about students’ needs and difficulties with them either over
the phone or by interviewing them in the end of my study in both schools. This helped me
clarify issues that I was not clear about and correct my feedback to teachers taking into
account students’ opinions. I also discussed my findings and my suggestions to EFL teacher
2 with her. This gave me her perspective on the feasibility of my suggestions (see Appendix
5.2.3, field notes 19-06-09). I also discussed my suggestions to headteacher 2 with her on the
same day but she did not comment on them. The participants mostly agreed with my
suggestions apart from two instances that indicate the fragility of the data. George told me
that the oral examination in EFL would not be useful for him since he did not know the

answers to the specific exam (see Appendix 5.1.9, field notes 24-02-07). During the study he
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had insisted on the oral examination and for this reason I followed his initial wish in my
analysis. Stathis also mentioned in member checking that he did not need extra time from the
teacher although he had said he did during the study. I mentioned this to EFL teacher 2 but I

followed his initial wish in my analysis (see Appendix 5.2.6, field notes 19-06-07).

4.6.3 Triangulation

Triangulation is a strategy I used to ensure the ‘trustworthiness’ or ‘credibility’ of my
data (Shea 2006; Brewer 2000). There are different types of triangulation (Denzin 1970).
‘Methodological’ or ‘between method’ triangulation was used as I utilized more than one
method of data collection: observation, interviews and documents (Cohen et al 2007;
Delamont 2002). I used the data from observations of EFL teachers and students with
dyslexia in interviews in which I asked participants why they behaved in a certain way or |
reported my observations to them and asked them to comment on them in order to generate
more data. Moreover, before 1 asked participants for their opinions on the Education
Ministry’s policy on dyslexia I had checked the policy documents. I also looked for recent
policy documents that arrived in schools during my study in order to be informed about the
developments and to be able to answer questions that arose during interviews. Furthermore, I
used both audio recordings and field notes during my observations in order to ensure the
accuracy of the data.

I also used ‘time’ and ‘space’ triangulation. I collected data at different points in time
over a period of some weeks in each school and at different spaces inside the schools
(classrooms, corridors, staffroom) and at pupils’ homes as well. Furthermore, I collected data
from different groups of participants, teachers, students and parents and in two different

schools (Cohen et al 2007).

77



4.7 Conclusion

In this chapter I have explained that I used activity theory as a theoretical framework
that can be used alongside ethnography because they both take the context and its
complexities into account. They both allowed multi-voicedness: they allowed me to explore
the same issue from the perspective of different participants. I have presented the research
design of my study, an ethnographic case study. I have also discussed ethical issues, my role
and identity in the field and what I did to ensure the trustworthiness of my study: I used
reflexivity, member checking and triangulation. I will now discuss the methods I chose for

the data collection and the analysis of the data.
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH METHODS
5.1 Introduction
As has been explained in the previous chapter, I chose qualitative and multiple
methods because they were appropriate for my research questions, my methodology
(ethnography) and my theoretical framework (activity theory). In this chapter, I present the
different methods I used for the data collection including interviews, observation and

documents. I finally present the process of data analysis.

5.2 Multiple methods

My study included multiple methods for triangulation purposes (see Figure 2 below
and Appendix 1 for data sources), which is a characteristic of case studies (Robson 2002):
interviews with headteachers, teachers, pupils and their parents and lesson observation with
field notes and digital audio recording of lessons. I also used students’ exam papers and their
written work in order to see the strengths and weaknesses of their work and the teachers’
error correction and feedback method. Furthermore, I kept notes from the students’
diagnostic reports.

Before starting the main study I piloted my methods. I piloted the interview schedule
with a dyslexia teacher in the UK and I did a small study which included an interview with a
teacher of Greek as a second language, an interview with a student of Greek and observation
of two lessons in a Greek Community school. Then, I did a larger study at a secondary

school in Greece which is the actual context where I would do the main study.
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e Individual paper work: school work (spelling, projects, exam papers)

e Diagnostic reports

e Interviews with audio recording with Headteachers
Teachers
Pupils
Parents
e Observations with field notes
<: with audio recording of classroom
Staffroom

Figure 5.1: Multiple sources

5.3 Interviews

An advantage of interviews that Cohen at al (2007) present is that the data they can
give the researcher can be more descriptive and specific than the data questionnaires can
produce. Furthermore, questionnaires cannot tell the researcher a lot about emotions,
personal opinions and attitudes or extra comments and whether the respondent is telling the
truth which means that they are not appropriate for my research in which participants’
attitudes and opinions are key issues. Interviews can also capture individual perspectives and
subjective facts (Cohen et al 2007). My study includes interviews with teachers,
headteachers, students and their parents in order to include different perspectives.

One problem associated with interviews is that of invalidity and bias which can be
respondent bias (Cohen et al 2007). Gillham (2000) suggests that there is a discrepancy
between what people say about themselves, what they believe and know and what they do

and especially between teachers’ beliefs and knowledge and their practices as research has
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shown (Fang 1996). In my study, I compare teachers’ answers to questions on their
knowledge and beliefs and the strategies they use in class with students with dyslexia with
what they do practically in class during my observation in order to see how their beliefs and
knowledge influence their behaviour towards students with dyslexia and if they practise what
they know. I do this because I would like to look for these contradictions and report them to
the teachers.

The interviews I do with all the participants are semi-structured, that is, topics and
open-ended questions are written but the exact sequence and wording does not have to be
followed with each respondent (Cohen et al 2007). Therefore, my interview could also be
characterised as ‘informant interview’ following Powney and Watts’ distinction (1987) as |
let the interviewees express their own concerns and interests and move the interview focus
towards the direction they wish. The advantage of this type of interview is that it is flexible
and intends to be like a natural conversation (Gillham 2000). Most of my questions are open-
ended, that is, they are flexible and can allow me to probe so that I may go into more depth
and clear misunderstandings but also establish rapport and make an assessment of what the
respondent really believes (Cohen et al 2007). I also had audio recorded, short informal
conversations or ethnographic interviews with the two EFL teachers and non audio recorded
ethnographic interviews with the two headteachers on issues relevant to my study (Pole and
Morrison 2003).

My interview schedule for teachers (see Appendix 3.1. and 3.1.1) includes the four
topics to be discussed: knowledge and beliefs about dyslexia, classroom practice, students’
difficulties, school’s policy and provision and collaboration with professionals and parents.
There are possible questions and prompts for each topic and question. Parts 2.1 and 2.2 start

with a broad question, for example, ‘What do you do to make your whole class teaching
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dyslexia-friendly?’ and ‘How do you support students with dyslexia in the classroom?’
These general questions are narrowed down to more specific ones in order to prompt the
interviewee to talk about specific topics that s’/he may not have mentioned in the general
questions. These are called ‘funnel questions’ (Cohen et al 2007).

The interview schedule for students includes questions on students’ difficulties and
preferences and their relationship with the teacher and their classmates (see Appendix 3.2).
The interview schedule for headteachers includes questions on the school’s and Education
Ministry’s policy, the school’s resources, their training and their collaboration with
specialists and teachers in the school (see Appendix 3.3). The interview schedule for parents
includes questions on the collaboration with the headteacher and teachers, their children’s
difficulties, the provision the school offers to their children and their own involvement in
seminars and their children’s assesssment and support (see Appendix 3.4).

I developed the prompts through piloting the interviews. I included explanations of
the terms I used in the questions in parenthesis so that I made sure the interviewee had a
common understanding with me of the terms I used. For example, in part 1 of the teachers’
interview I explain the terms inductive and deductive teaching and multisensory teaching.
The first terms proved to be problematic in the pre-pilot interview with a Cypriot primary
school  teacher and  especially the translation I used (Gueon/éupeon
dwaokaAio=direct/indirect teaching) which is not always equivalent. For this reason, I
decided to keep the English term in the Greek version of the interview schedule. I also
explain what multisensory teaching is because the teacher I interviewed in my pre-pilot was
not very familiar with it and because research in Greece has shown that there is lack of

teachers’ knowledge and training on dyslexia (Constantopoulou 2002; Arapogianni 2003).
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My main interview questions were informed by my research questions on dyslexia
support and provision, which means they were theoretical. Some of my questions in the
informal discussions I had with participants were informed by the observations I had, which
means they were practical.

The semi-structured interviews with the teachers lasted for one hour with each in
total and they were conducted in parts following the schedule. I started the interviews with
EFL teacher 1 the day I started observing her class but I started the interview with EFL
teacher 2 after I had observed two of her lessons.

I conducted one interview with George of School 1 after a lesson in the end of the
day in his classroom after everybody had left and a second one at his house when I visited
and interviewed his parents. The rest of the students were interviewed twice each at their
houses with no parents present. The interview with George’s parents was conducted towards
the end of the study in School 1 in January. I started visiting parents in their houses after two
observations in School 2 and I visited each family twice. The interviews with parents lasted
about an hour every time and the interviews with students lasted up to an hour.

All the semi-structured interviews were recorded with a digital audio recorder that
was placed on a table or a desk in front of the participants. I did not ask them to wear the
microphone unless they wanted to in order to avoid stressing them and to be able to record

my voice as well.

5.4 Observation
As my study was ethnographic, observation was relevant. It gave me the chance to
see what was happening in ‘real life’ and gave depth, complexity and roundness to my data.

Observational data complemented the information I got from interviews and showed me
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whether the teachers do in the classroom what they said in the interviews in which they tried
to present themselves positively (Robson 2002). I noted down what I considered routine for
the participants as well as unusual events as ethnographers do (Pole and Morrison 2003). My
observations aimed to get a general feel for the setting in the beginning and they focused on
specific themes that appeared to be important for me and the participants, for example, the
teachers’ differentiation strategies for students with dyslexia (Denscombe 2003).

Ethnographers face the challenging part of ‘being there’ and being able to write about
themselves and their position in the field (Pole and Morrison 2003). Ethnographers influence
the field they observe and for this reason they need to be reflexive about their role and
provide evidence of ‘reactivity effects’ (Robson 2002). I wrote about my role in the field and
was always aware of the possibility of my presence affecting the participants’ behaviour. |
also stayed long enough in the field to allow participants to get used to my presence and
carry on as if [ was not there (Robson 2002).

There are different levels of participation (Pole and Morrison 2003) that depend on
the degree of familiarity that researchers have. My study best fits into the third category
identified by Denscombe (2003) ‘participation as observer’ as my identity as a researcher
was openly recognised and informed consent was asked from participants.

My role was somewhere between ‘complete participant’ and ‘complete observer’
following Junker’s (1960 cited in Hammersley and Atkinson 2007) typology. I conducted
both participant and non-participant observation in this study. My lesson observations were
mostly non participant because I was not allowed by the Education Ministry’s guidelines to
participate in the lessons I observed and I did not want to create noise in the classrooms by
talking to the students during whole class work. I only interacted with junior high schools

students when I sat next to them and they needed help with class work.
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I recorded the lessons I observed with a digital audio recorder that was placed most
of the time on the desk where the students observed sat. The students from School 2 who
agreed to wear the microphone did so while George from School 1 never agreed to wear it
and he was not very comfortable with it and for this reason I did not ask him to wear it. EFL
teacher 1 also wore the microphone once.

I used field notes to record my observations in classrooms and staff rooms, corridors
or other parts of the schools because it is easy to forget things otherwise (Denscombe 2003).
I kept ‘scratch notes’, short handwritten notes in a small notebook while on the research site
(Sanjeck 1990). Then, I rewrote them in my computer outside the field as soon as possible
after the observation while listening to the audio recording of lessons and interviews. This
took me some days to complete but it was useful as I had all the important data in a summary
that I could revise before I went to collect data next. My field notes include descriptions of
events but I also included my thoughts, feelings and reactions to field experiences and

memos of what I wanted to do next in my study, which Sanjeck (1990) calls ‘head notes’.

5.5 Documents

I also used public documents, policy documents from the Ministry of Education in
order to describe the policy context of my study and semi-private documents, students’ exam
papers and other written work in order to examine their difficulties in writing and the
teachers’ correction methods (Delamont 2002).

Documents like policy documents are useful in developing an understanding of the
setting studied (Marshall and Rossman (2006). In my study they are the tools in the activity
system of the schools and they are related to my research question about the provision that

teachers are required to offer to students with dyslexia.
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In chapter 8 I have used Petros’ and Thodoris’ spelling tests and exam papers in order
to analyse EFL teacher 2’s correction method using content analysis (see Appendix 6). I was
able to cross-check what the EFL teachers told me about their correction of students’ papers
by examining them (Delamont 2002). I have collected all students’ EFL exam papers and
Petros’ work written at home in order to have an idea of their abilities and difficulties in EFL
while conducting the interviews with the EFL teachers, students and their parents.
Furthermore, I collected George’s exam papers in Greek language and literature in order to
have an idea of his performance in the Greek language when I talked to his teachers, his

parents and to him.

5.6 Transcription and archiving

After every observation field notes were rewritten within a week but the process of
transcription took longer. I started transcribing during the data collection and finished the
transcriptions of School 2 data two years later because it was very time-consuming
(Denscombe 2003). I used a digital recorder in order to improve the quality of the sound and
to be able to store the audio files on my computer. I transferred the audio files right after the
interviews and observations because the recorder did not have enough memory for them.

I transcribed the audio recordings through the computer. The transcriptions were
written and archived chronologically. I transcribed only the interviews of the participants. |
did not transcribe the lessons because I did not aim at analysing classroom talk. However, |
extended my field notes after listening to the lesson recordings. In the middle of the
transcription process and after I identified some themes from coding the data from School 1,
I decided not to transcribe everything from the interviews from School 2. Instead, I started

transcribing only data relevant to the themes I had identified and I broke the transcripts into
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smaller extracts with themes as titles in order to prepare them for analysis. Transcription
made it easy to analyse and pick out interesting sections of the interviews I had conducted
(Denscombe 2003).

One problem I faced during transcription was that the recording was not always clear
because of the noise that there was in the schools during breaks that the interviews with
teachers and headteachers were conducted. Furthermore, I had to add punctuation and tidy
up the data to be understandable to the reader which resulted in losing some authenticity. I
dealt with these problems by returning the transcript or some extracts to the two EFL
teachers and one headteacher to check for accuracy. They added punctuation to it and tidied

it up to make the meaning clear (see member checking in 5.4.2).

5.7 Analysis

Pole and Morrison (2003) argue that analysis may begin even before entering the
field because researchers have their own conceptual frameworks which they refine in the
field. Before I started my data collection I had already read some studies on dyslexia
provision in Greece and I had an idea of the situation regarding dyslexia provision based on
my teaching experience. I had also visited the schools where I would collect the data and 1
had talked to teachers and headteachers.

As 1 said in the previous section, I started the analysis before finishing all the
transcriptions by coding the existing transcripts of the interviews from school 1. I transcribed
interview data from school 2 that were relevant to the themes I had identified and added new
themes that appeared repeatedly. I had already analysed the data from school 1 when I
started analysing school 2 interview data. I used the same codes with school 2 interview data

when the interviews were transcribed. At the same time I coded the field notes from both
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schools using the codes I used with interview data. After I had coded it manually on paper, I
coded some of the data on Nvivo in order to be able to search through the data for the same
codes, link relevant data segments and write memos on some aspects of the data (Pole and
Morrison 2003). This helped me initially but as the data increased, it proved more time-
consuming and confusing than the manual style. I decided to do the coding mainly manually
and only occasionally consulted my coding in Nvivo.

Reading through my field notes and interview transcripts, I identified particular
events, concepts and themes that I wanted to focus my analysis on based on my research
questions (Coffey and Atkinson 1996). The codes I used were based on these themes which
were drawn from a combination of the literature, my professional practise and experience of
dyslexia and the data themselves. The theme of teachers’ knowledge was drawn from the
literature that indicated lack of teachers’ knowledge (Constantopoulou 2002; Arapogianni
2003; Lappas 1997). The data also showed that this issue appeared to concern both EFL
teachers and all parents in school 2. The theme of teachers’ collaboration with parents was
also drawn from both the data and the literature as it appeared in both EFL teachers’ and all
parents’ interview data and Constantopoulou (2002) had reported lack of seminars for
parents. Differentiated teaching and materials was drawn from the literature that indicated a
lack of resources (Constantopoulou 2002; Arapogianni 2003; Lappas 1997) and two EFL
teachers’ interview data.

The theme of collaboration between schools and provision was drawn from the
literature (Arapogianni 2003; Constantopoulou 2002; Lappas 1997) and the interview data
from headteachers and EFL teachers from both schools. Inter-collegial collaboration was
drawn from the interview data of all parents, both EFL teachers and headteachers and

fieldnotes.
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The theme of accommodations was drawn from both the literature (Arapogianni
2003; Lappas 1997; Nijakowska 2000) and the interview data from teachers, students,
parents and headteachers from both schools. The theme of the examination of spelling was
drawn from school 2 data only as it was not evident in school 1 data. The theme of state
dyslexia provision was drawn from the literature (Constantopoulou 2002) and mothers’
interview data.

The codes, that is, themes or ideas that appeared to concern most of the participants
in both schools, became the central features for the analysis, for example, teachers’ training,
accommodations, collaboration with parents and diagnostic centres etc. After I identified
patterns in the data, I had to choose a theory to give direction and order to the analysis (Pole
and Morrison 2003).

I chose activity theory for the analysis of my data in order to investigate the
perspective of the different groups of participants and the relationship between them as well
as the relationship between the participants and the tools, the rules, the community and the
division of labour and how these influence the achievement of participants’ goals. Patterns in
teachers’, students’ and parents’ needs became the focus of my analysis as well as the
contradictions in the achievement of the participants’ goals.

Then, the initial codes and themes identified became the tools, objects and goals of
participants. For example, the theme of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia became an object in
the activity system of both school 1 and 2 in figure 6.1 since it concerned both EFL teachers
that became the subjects of the activity system. I used the extracts from teachers’ interviews
relevant to this theme as evidence for my analysis, for example, extract 1 in 6.2.1 for EFL
teacher 1. The teacher in this extract refers to the collaboration with advisers and seminars

that I asked her about, which both became ‘how artifacts’. Knowledge of dyslexia and
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collaboration with specialists became ‘what artifacts’ in the LEA’s activity system and they
were drawn from my professional experience.

I looked for evidence in the data from other participants and I found evidence from
all parents in school 2 (see 6.2.2). Parents became part of the community of school 2 in
figure 6.1. I looked for rules that created a contradiction and I identified lack of funding and
policy from my professional experience or the adviser’s lack of knowledge of dyslexia that
was mentioned by EFL teacher 2 (see extracts 8 and 9 in 6.2.1).

I also used extracts from my field notes when I did not have a recording of the
evidence I needed to support my argument. For example, in extract 22 in 6.2.4 I used
fieldnotes to demonstrate the role EFL teacher 2 played in the seminar on learning
difficulties she attended.

Although my study is not an intervention study I gave advice and information to
headteachers, teachers, students and parents during or after the study (see also 4.3.1 and
4.3.2). 1 did this because I was asked to mainly by teachers and parents and because I felt
that all the participants spent much time answering my questions and they deserved to gain
something out of it. I made sure that it was ethical to give this information and that it was
accurate through ‘member checking’, that is, by asking students which information they
wanted the teachers to have. However, I did not force teachers to follow my suggestions and
I did not check whether they followed them. Instead, I discussed their feasibility with EFL

teacher 2 (see 4.5.2).

5.8 Conclusion
In this chapter I presented the methods I used for the data collection and analysis of
this study. I used multiple methods, observation, interviews and documents in order to

triangulate the data. I analysed the data using activity theory that enabled me to include the
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themes I had identified through coding, for example, teachers’ knowledge, differentiated
teaching and assessment as objects of participants. The findings of the study are presented in

chapters 6-9, starting with the analysis of perspectives on teachers’ knowledge.
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CHAPTER 6: ANALYSIS OF PERSPECTIVES ON TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF
DYSLEXIA
6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse the data of my study and its aim is to look at
the themes that are related to teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia. In section 6.2 the theme of
teachers’ knowledge and training on dyslexia is addressed from the teachers’ and the
parents’ perspective. In section 6.3 differentiated teaching is discussed and in 6.4
collaboration of the school with parents is presented. The analysis, using activity theory,
aims to show the systemic contradictions between what participants want (their goals) in
terms of the above themes and what happens in reality. The data used in this chapter and the
other analysis chapters come from transcribed and translated Greek interviews with
participants. The original data extracts from interviews are in Appendix 4.The data also
include field notes on lesson and staff room observations the complete parts of which are in

Appendix 5.

6.2 EFL teachers’ knowledge/training on dyslexia

This section deals with the recurring theme of teachers’ knowledge and training on
dyslexia. EFL teachers’ 1 and 2 interviews are used as evidence. The analysis shows that
EFL teacher 1 and 2 would like to have training on dyslexia but it was not offered to them

either in their initial training or their in-service training by an adviser.

6.2.1 EFL teacher 1 and 2’s knowledge/training on dyslexia
A recurring theme in the interview with the EFL teacher of School 1 is her lack of

knowledge of dyslexia and training on how to work with students with dyslexia. She believes
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that she needs someone, preferably the adviser to give her examples of written work of a
student with dyslexia in order for her to be able to identify dyslexia (extract I, lines 31-5).
Unfortunately, no seminars on dyslexia had been organized either by the LEA where the
school belonged or another LEA in Athens where this teacher worked before (lines 36-8).

30 T 1... someone is needed to inform teachers with real examples and not
31 very theoretically, with examples ... from written work

32 M the adviser

33 T 1 Ifthe advisers have a specialization even better because they can

34 tell you what to do as well....

35M have any seminars taken place?

36 T 1 Look in Athens A while I was in the office I knew what

37 seminars were given, they didn’t give any [seminars] on the specific
38 topic [dyslexia] and generally on languages...

Extract 1: Interview with T1/13-11-06/lines 30-41/Appendix 4.1

She is also concerned about being able to give George (student 1) a fair test:

T1 [I want someone]... to tell me how his mind works, that is, if I give him a task

how his mind may work in comparison to another student’s mind ...

Extract 2: Interview with T1/13-11-06/Appendix 4.1

She would be willing to use dyslexia-friendly methods with all the students if
someone trained her on that:

Tl if someone gave me some guidelines the method may have been interesting

and I could use it with other students as well but since I don’t know...

Extract 3: Interview with T1/13-11-06/Appendix 4.1

She does not know how to motivate the student or how to make him understand the
lesson either which means she cannot include him in the lesson. She attributes this to the lack
of in-service training on dyslexia:

T1 ... but if I don’t know what could motivate the student more and make him

understand better what [ am saying...
Extract 4: Interview with T1/13-11-06/Appendix 4.1
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The EFL teacher of School 2 complained like EFL teacher 1 about the lack of
training on dyslexia at university:

T2 not that at university they had cared to inform us

Extract 5/Interview with T2/23-2-07/lines17-18/Appendix 4.5

T2 ...there isn’t any special reference even though it is a problem that we meet in

more and more children

Extract 6: Interview with T2/23-2-07/Appendix 4.5

She also complained like EFL teacher 1 that the seminars offered are too theoretical
and not practical and specific to EFL teachers:

T2 ... and the seminars unfortunately are totally theoretical and they are not at all

practical... I am an EFL teacher [ would be interested to see something on EFL ...

Extract 7: Interview with T2/23-2-07/lines 54-57/Appendix 4.5

EFL Teacher 2 believes that the EFL adviser at Athens C LEA should be trained on
dyslexia and organise seminars on the issue:

T2 ... and the adviser should be trained ... the adviser himself should know and do

[seminars]

Extract 8: Interview with T2/23-2-07/Appendix 4.5

I also asked EFL teacher 2 if there is an adviser who can talk to the teachers on the
issue of dyslexia. She said that there are advisers but they do not come to the school and if
they come, they do not say anything useful (extract 9). EFL teacher 2 may believe that EFL
advisers are not trained on dyslexia issues (extract 8) and are unable to say something useful
on the issue.

M Are there advisers who can tell you about these issues?

T2 There are advisers. There are for sure, the issue is whether they come and say

something useful.
Extract 9/Interview with T2/2-03-2007/lines 418-423/Appendix 4.5
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Probably because no training on dyslexia was offered by Athens C LEA that year,
later on during my study in School 1 EFL teacher 1 decided to look for courses privately.
She found one organized by the Hellenic-American Union in April during a weekend which
was for EFL teachers specifically and was entitled ‘accommodating dyslexic learners’ and
she wanted to attend it (Interview with T1/19-1-07/lines 33-37/Appendix 4.1, 5). She
mentioned she would have to pay 300 euros for this course but she insisted that she wanted
to attend it (interview with T1/10-01-07/lines 46-47/Appendix 4.1, 6). I told her I had
registered to attend a conference on special needs. Unlike that conference, this seminar
would be specific to dyslexia in EFL and that was why she was interested in it:

T1 this is specific because it is ... about EFL classes, do you understand? [ am

interested in it. It is not of general interest, the Union does it about how you can help

the students, how you can spot them, how you will understand whether they have a

problem

Extract 10: Interview with T1/19-01-07/Appendix 4.1

She said she would attend it if she could afford it because the fees were expensive:

Tl ... I will probably attend it, if I can afford it [at the time] I will attend it.

M it is 300 euros as well

Tl yes it is not a little

Extract 11: Interview with T1/19-01-07/Appendix 4.1

Therefore, the object of being trained on dyslexia issues was probably accomplished
through the agency of EFL teacher 1 but without collaboration with the EFL adviser (see
Figure 6.1).

The above evidence supports the finding that EFL teacher 1 and 2 wanted to be

trained on dyslexia issues. They did not receive such training at university.
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6.2.2 Parents’ perspective on teachers’ knowledge and training

Stathis’ father (F2) also told me that he wants teachers for his son who know their
students’ difficulties and what to do about students with dyslexia:

F2 the most important thing is for the teacher to know what [difficulty] the

student has.

M Yes.

F2  to know and be conscious as an educator ...

Extract 12: interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/lines 124-126/Appendix 4.9

Both Stathis’ mother (Mo2) and father (F2) complained that teachers know almost
nothing about dyslexia and especially in primary school:

F2 ... in schools I’'m telling you with certainty teachers are completely ignorant,

especially in primary school

Mo2 In primary school nobody told us what Stathis is doing ...

F2 They rather did harm in primary school ...

Extract 13: interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

Later both parents confirmed that even if the teachers were good, they did not know
anything about dyslexia (interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/lines 25-27/Appendix 4.9,
3).

Petros’ mother (Mo3) also complained about the lack of information for teachers on
dyslexia in two instances. In the first she reports what a specialist from a state diagnostic

centre told her (extract 14, lines 374-6) and then she talks about the teachers in the local

primary school and in School 2 (lines 379-380):

374 Mo3 ... ‘teachers are not informed and they cannot be informed with just

375 one seminar or two’, she says. And neither do they learn it [about

376 special needs], they are not in the position to

377 M Haven’t these people done an MA or something like that? Do they just
378 attend a seminar?

379 Mo3 Yes all of them ... from the primary and the secondary school
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380  teachers to EFL teacher 2 ..., have no special [training on Special Needs], all
of them.

Extract 14: interview with Mo3/11-3-07/Appendix 4.10

Petros’ mother talks about how primary and secondary teachers constructed dyslexia

as laziness and lack of study (extract 15, lines 168-170). She also spoke about the EFL

teacher at primary school who did not know what dyslexia is (lines 170-175):

168 Mo3 ...That is, primary and secondary teachers refused to accept it. |
169 told you that [they said that] it [dyslexia] is laziness and that he
170 doesn’t study... the EFL teacher that we have in the

171 school...

172 M Are we talking about the primary school?

173 Mo3 If, she says, they have a problem I will leave them on the

174 side [ignore them] and I will not deal with them at all.

175 M So, she considered the problem as mental right?

176 Mo3 Yes, yes, that is, she didn’t even know what it is.

Extract 15: interview with Mo3/11-3-07/Appendix 4.10

Thodoris’ mother (Mo4) also complained about teachers’ lack of knowledge and
training on dyslexia. She said that secondary school teachers do not know the difficulties that
students may face and for this reason they did not believe that her daughter had dyslexia
(extract 16, lines 90-3). Therefore, these teachers did not show ‘extended professionalism’,
that is, they did not respond to parents’ concerns with sensitivity and respect (Griffiths et al
(2004). In primary school they did not even know what dyslexia is (lines 100-101):

90 Mo4 Many don’t know exactly the difficulty that the child may have.

91 For example, for my Evi they said ‘ah her aunt did something and she
92 gave [Evi] the paper’ [diagnosis] ... they can’t understand that the

93 child has received enough support, she has done well, she has a good
94 intelligence test...

96 M  They [teachers] don’t know about it [dyslexia diagnosis], unless the
97 parent goes to tell them.

98 Mo4 Yes, and when you go and tell them

9 M Again
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100 Mo4 They are ignorant, they haven’t studied. I don’t know, in primary

101 school they don’t know at all what it [dyslexia] means.

Extract 16: interview with Mo4/11-04-07/lines 90-100/Appendix 4.11

In another instance, Thodoris’ mother complained about teachers’ lack of training
and knowledge where she mentioned something similar to what Petros’ mother said
regarding teachers’ construction of dyslexia as laziness, boredom and naughtiness:

Mo4 ... teachers should know, [but instead] they tell you ‘he is lazy, he is bored,
[although he is] such a clever child’. But he is not lazy, he is not bored. Or ‘he
is very naughty’, he is not naughty, he is hyperactive. Something is wrong for
him to be hyperactive, the teacher doesn’t know that.

Extract 17: interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

Later she confirmed teachers’, especially old teachers’ lack of knowledge and
negative construction of students with dyslexia:

Mo4  teachers, especially the old ones, don’t have the [required] knowledge; all

they can say is that they are lazy, naughty, rude, and much more ...

Extract 18: interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

Therefore, according to the interviews with Petros’ and Thodoris’ mother, primary
and secondary school teachers because of their lack of knowledge on dyslexia, construct
students with dyslexia as ‘lazy’, ‘bored’, ‘naughty’ and ‘rude’.

In Figure 6.1 the activity system of schools 1 and 2 and that of the LEA where the
adviser belongs are presented. Both the teachers and the adviser work under the Education
Ministry’s policy but they belong to different activity systems where they have to follow
different rules according to the different institutions they work in; teachers work in schools
while advisers are based in LEAs and visit schools (Engestrom et al 1995). For this reason |
am using third generation of activity theory (Engestrom 2001).

EFL teacher 1 and 2 (subjects 1) wish to have training on dyslexia preferably from a

trained adviser (object). Stathis’, Petros’ and Thodoris’ mother would also like their children
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to have trained teachers. One analysis might be that since the advisers’ role is to train
teachers and give advice to them, the adviser in Athens C LEA probably shares the same
object as teachers and mothers. The adviser may either have knowledge of dyslexia, which
could be called a ‘what artifact’ or if s/he does not have the knowledge s/he may have the
ability to collaborate with specialists who have knowledge of the issue. The adviser’s
collaboration with specialists and the teacher’s collaboration with the adviser can be
considered ‘how artifacts’. This analysis could indicate how the object 1 of training on
dyslexia identification and dyslexia-friendly teaching and assessment can be achieved. The
absence of what and how artifacts to support the collaboration of EFL teachers with EFL
advisers at the time of the data collection, is a systemic contradiction.

As the EFL teachers and EFL advisers do not collaborate on dyslexia issues, there is
no boundary crossing, a ‘collective concept formation’ that takes place when professionals
from different backgrounds collaborate and exchange ideas and concepts, between the EFL
adviser and the EFL teachers (Engestrom et al 1995; Daniels et al 2007a). One reason could
have been lack of funding and policy (rule) or the adviser’s lack of knowledge of dyslexia
(what artifact). As the EFL teachers and the EFL adviser do not collaborate during my study,
Engestrom’s (2001) third generation of activity theory is not fully used at this point to

include object 2, a collectively meaningful object and 3, a jointly constructed new object.
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Tool: How artifact:
collaboration  with

Tool: What artifact:
Knowledge of dyslexia

. . ] How artifact: collaboration with
adviser, Object 1: . o
seminars Teachers’ training/knowledge on dyslexia specialists
/ﬂ\ dyslexia identification,
Subjects 1: Teaching/assessment methods .
EFLJ teacher : Subject 2
1 and 2 EFL adviser
4—
Rules: Community: Division of || Division of Community: Rules:
Funding, | Education Ministry || Jabour labour Education Advisers’
policy headteacher 1 and between between Ministry common practice,
2, Stathis, Petros’ teachers and advi J . policy, funding
and Thodoris’ : Viser an: Other advisers
mother adviser teachers
School 1/School 2 LEA

Figure 6.1: Summary of activity systems of School 1 and 2 and LEA of Athens C
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6.2.3 New tool from Petros’ mother

Given that Petros’ mother did not receive the information she would have liked from
the primary school (extracts 15 and 16), she thought of organizing seminars for parents
through the parents’ association in which she is member herself:

Mo3 the parents themselves with some information they should

M organize something, somebody can come and talk to them ...

Mo3 we may be able to do so through the parents’ association because I was

elected as a cashier and s/he can talk about these children ...

Extract 19/Interview with Mo3/4-5-07/Appendix 4.10

The parents’ association had already invited a psychologist to talk to parents about
children’s stress and ways of dealing with it (interview with Mo3/4-5-07/Appendix 4.10, 3).
Petros’ mother intended to bring the topic of dyslexia to the parents’ association so that the
psychologist could refer to it in a seminar (extract 20). She intended to mention the
difficulties students face, so that if a parent thinks his/her child has these difficulties, then
they can go to a diagnostic centre to make an appointment for an assessment (extract 21).

Mo3 I can bring it to the council there, so she can refer to it, if [the parents] see

some symptoms or the children themselves ... either the mistakes, either the

distraction of attention, either some difficulties they have.
Extract 20/interview with Mo3/4-5-07/ Appendix 4.10

Mo3 Some information can be given on this topic and if a parent or a child thinks

that he has symptoms, he can go to the centre to make an appointment, to go to do the

E}ii;act 21/Interview with Mo3/4-5-07/Appendix 4.10

Therefore, Petros’ mother as part of the parents’ association has created a tool that
could solve the contradiction in the activity system of School 2 (Figure 6.2) that is created by
the lack of teachers’ training and the inability of teachers to inform parents about dyslexia

issues. Figure 6.2 shows the mothers’ object of being informed about dyslexia issues in the

parents’ activity system and the goal of taking children for an assessment that can be
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accomplished by organizing seminars on the topic through the parents association. The
activity system of School 2 is also included. The Figure shows that there is no collaboration
between teachers and parents on the issue of parents’ information which creates a
contradiction. There are contradictions in the activity system of School 2 as teachers are not
involved in informing parents on dyslexia issues in seminars. I use the third generation of
activity theory but I do not fully follow Engestrom’s (2001) model to include object 2, a
collectively meaningful object and object 3, a jointly constructed new object as I do not have

evidence of teachers and parents collaborating.
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common
i teachers teachers and parents common teachers and
P practice parents

Parents’ Activity system

Figure 6.2.: New tool of Petros’ mother
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The evidence presented in 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 supports three findings:
1) Parents believe that primary and secondary school teachers have negative views of
their children because of their dyslexia.
2) Parents believe that teachers do not have much knowledge on dyslexia or how to
work with learners with dyslexia.
3) One of the parents, Petros’ mother created a new tool for the information of parents:

seminars through the parents’ association.

6.2.4. EFL teacher 2’s training by the EFL adviser

The last day of my fieldwork in School 2 EFL teacher 2 mentioned she wanted to
apply for a course on learning difficulties and she gave me the information so that I could
also apply. She asked me to write what we did during my study in her school so that she
could add it to her CV and apply for a seminar on learning difficulties (Field notes 19-06-07,
Appendix 5.2.6). In April 2008 EFL teacher 2 attended the course on learning difficulties
organized by the Department of Primary Education of the University of Athens that we had
both applied for in June 2007. During this period we discussed further professional
development studies issues and she mentioned she wanted to follow an MA in psychology
possibly including special needs (Field notes 22-04-08, Appendix 5.2.8).

EFL Teacher 2 also attended a seminar on learning difficulties in February 2008
organized by the EFL adviser of Athens C for EFL teachers which I also attended. She was
very active in this seminar:

EFL Teacher 2 represented her group and expressed her opinion and worries

throughout the seminar. She asked questions to the psychologist and the adviser

about assessing students with dyslexia and general learning difficulties at school.
Extract 22: Field notes 16-02-08/Appendix 5.2.7
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Figure 6.3 shows the development in the activity system of School 2 and that of the
LEA. Engestrom’s (2001) third generation of activity theory is used. Eventually object 1 in
Figure 6.3 of receiving training on dyslexia by an adviser was accomplished by EFL teacher
2 through her own agency a year after my research study. Headteacher 2 probably informed
EFL teacher 2 on the training that existed and for this reason she is in the subject position.
Extract 22 provides evidence of the development of an object 2, how can EFL teachers
assess students with dyslexia, which was developed collectively through the discussion of
the EFL teacher with the adviser and the psychologist that was invited. I do not include
object 3 as the subjects do not work on how to collectively assess students with dyslexia.
Therefore, third generation of activity theory is not useful when subjects work individually

on an object.
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How artifacts:
collaboration
with adviser,
seminars
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Figure 6.3: Development in the activity system of School 2 and the LEA
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In this section I have shown that EFL teacher 2 achieved her object of receiving

training on dyslexia by the EFL adviser the year after my study.

6.3. Differentiated teaching

Differentiated teaching is also related to teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia.
Differentiation is not only about making school work and the texts used in class more
accessible for students with dyslexia but also about making their assessment more
appropriate and effective (Reid 2009). Differentiation enables pupils to demonstrate what
they can achieve and experience satisfaction in their learning (Crombie 2000). Knowledge
and training on dyslexia would enable teachers to differentiate their teaching for students
with dyslexia. There is data from EFL teacher 1 and 2 on the issue. The analysis shows that
both EFL teacher 1 and 2 would like to differentiate their teaching for the students with
dyslexia in their classes but they do not have the knowledge and the information they need to
do so. In the following section I discuss the concept of differentiated teaching and in chapter
8 I discuss differentiated assessment in the form of exam accommodations for students with
dyslexia.

EFL teacher 1’s goal was to use different methods or to differentiate her material for
George and maybe for other weak students in her class. She recognises that she may not be
using the right method for students with dyslexia (extract 23, line 232).

230 M:can you teach [students with dyslexia]? Do you have the confidence?

231 T1: I have the confidence but if I don’t know what problem exactly they

232 have (pause). I may obviously not be using the right method for them, I

233 simply can’t have one method for them in class and

234 another method for the rest of the class
Extract 23: interview with T1/13-11-06/Appendix 4.1
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She does not differentiate the teaching material and methods for George in class
because she does not know his needs and difficulties in EFL (extract 23, lines 231-2) as he
refuses to write at home. He does so because he finds it difficult as he admitted to me:

M do you find it difficult to write essays at home?

G in English?

M mmm

G what is that? [laughing] ...

Extract 24: Interview with George/19-01-07/Appendix 4.2

George also refuses to participate in class unless he is sure about the answer. In the
interview at his house George said that he does not participate because he may make a
mistake and his classmates may laugh at him, something they have already done which
annoys him:

G I don’t participate much because I believe that, I am afraid that when I read

something [ may make a mistake and they make fun of me.

M you shouldn’t think of it like that, though.

G I think of it I know that, I have (3 secs) proof that they laugh. Ok they may

do it for fun but it annoys me ok.

Extract 25: Interview with George/19-01-07/Appendix 4.2

In fact, George participates even in a whole class EFL lesson but as the EFL teacher
said he only ‘gives the safe answers’, he says ‘a word that he knows how to say it’ (Interview
with T1/9-2-07/lines 186, 189/Appendix 4.1, 10).

The fact that the student with dyslexia does not participate in the lesson very
frequently does not help the teacher identify his strengths and weaknesses or motivate her to
deal with his difficulties in a different way as she has told me at an interview:

T1 ... what does he do well? (3 secs) ok I can’t really say something specific that he

does well because he doesn’t even try to do most things so how should/can I know

what he does well, that is, he doesn’t even feel like trying to do something so that I

can understand if he can do well in any area.
Extract 26: Interview with T1/09-02-07/Appendix 4.1
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In the first interview she said she finds it difficult to use a different pedagogic method
for him than for the rest of the class (extract 23, lines 233-4) because she lacks the
knowledge to do so (extract 2 in 7.1). She also finds it difficult to find special material for
him because she lacks the knowledge to do so:

M About teaching material as far as [ understand there isn’t ...

T1 Something special for them no because I haven’t got the training to be honest

Extract 27: Interview with T1/19-01-07/lines 9, 20/Appendix 4.1

EFL teacher 2 complained that the diagnosis of the students with dyslexia does not
include teaching advice:

T2 This paper is never accompanied with advice on how I should deal with the

problem.

Extract 28: Interview with T2/02-03-07/lines 361-2/Appendix 4.5

EFL Teacher 2 also thinks that the diagnosis that students with dyslexia receive from
the diagnostic centres is inadequate because it is identical for all students, which means that
it does not specify the individual student’s needs:

T2 When we have ten children and they all bring papers that are like photocopies...
the only thing [that differentiates them] are the stamps they put on. I'm sorry but this
tells me that ... we don’t know anything
Extract 29/Interview with T2/2-03-07/Appendix 4.5

I also talked to EFL teacher 2 about the Education Ministry’s guidelines to teachers.

She said that they only deal with the oral examination and the spelling mistakes that students
with dyslexia make (extract 30, lines 371-373) but they do not mention anything about
supporting the students in class (lines 375-6).

371 T2 My child the only thing we know is that we don’t take notice of the
372  spelling mistakes and we examine the student orally and we count on his
373 oral examination.

374 M Yes, otherwise it doesn’t say anything else.
375 T2 Otherwise it doesn’t say anything else and it doesn’t tell me what to do
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376  when I teach to help the child.

Extract 30/Interview with T2/02-03-07/Appendix 4.5

Therefore, the lack of knowledge on dyslexia and the lack of information on the
students’ needs were two problems in the teachers’ efforts to reach their object of
differentiating their methods. The lack of tools created a contradiction in the activity system.
Figure 6.4 presents the objects and goals that EFL teachers 1 and 2 have for students with
dyslexia. EFL teacher 1 and 2 are the only subject of learning for the goal of differentiated
teaching as it does not appear to be students’ with dyslexia object. The idea of differentiated
teaching does not appear to concern them probably because it is not a common practice in
Greek schools so they are not aware of that as an option. I use the second generation of
activity theory because the EFL teachers are guided by the school’s policy and the Education
Ministry’s guidelines in their work (rules in Figure 6.4.). These rules create another
contradiction in the activity system as the policies do not provide any information on

differentiation.
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Figure 6.4: Differentiated teaching

Later in the study, EFL teacher 1 thought of using a book that has activities for
different levels in grammar (extract 31, lines 12-14). In this way the students who have lower
levels of English in the class could benefit as they would find the activities easier to do (lines
15-17). This approach means that the teacher was working on the idea of differentiated
teaching in her mind and she has found a solution to the problem, a new object to work on:
differentiated material and a specific ‘what artifact’ that can help her implement this.

11 T1 The only thing that I have thought of using, but this doesn’t have to do

12 with the specific children, ... there is a book in Kosmos that has activities
13 mainly in grammar that, let’s say, it tests a grammatical phenomenon

14 with activities of different levels [of difficulty], that is maybe by giving
15 something simpler, in a simpler form, someone may find it easier but this
16  may make it easier

17M for anyone

18 T1 for the children that have different levels mostly.

Extract 31: interview with T1/19-1-07/Appendix 4.1
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Figure 6.5 presents the new object and what artifact that EFL teacher 1 has developed
through the process of participating in my study. George is not a subject because EFL
teacher 1 explored the problem and found a solution on her own and did not seek George’s
opinion. Therefore, George is not involved in solving the problem and he is a member of the
wider community like the other weak students in the class. I use second generation of
activity theory because the teacher has George and the other weak students in her mind when
she is thinking of differentiated material. She also has to plan her lessons having the school’s
and the Education Ministry’s policy in her mind which do not mention anything about

differentiated material and create a contradiction in the activity system.

Tool: What artifact:
Book with grammar exercises of different levels

Subject: Object: g’.??lz ated
EFL Differentiated ! er'entlate
. |:> teaching for George
teacher 1 — | material :
George’s understanding of
lesson, participation in the
lesson
Rules: . e
School’s Community: Division of labour
olic George, other students between EFL
Ilila tio};;al and teachers, LEA, teacher 1 and
policy Education Ministry headteacher 1

Figure 6.5: EFL teacher 1’s new object

In this section I have shown that both EFL teacher 1 and 2 faced difficulties in

differentiating their methods for students with dyslexia. EFL teacher 1 identified a new tool:

differentiated material.
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6.4. Collaboration between parents and teachers

Collaboration between parents and teachers is another issue that is influenced by
teachers’ knowledge. This issue is discussed in this section using evidence from EFL teacher
1 and interviews with George’s parents from School 1 and all participating mothers from
School 2. Contradictions emerge around the meeting and collaboration of teachers and

parents in both schools.

6.4.1 Collaboration between parents and teachers in School 1

EFL teacher 1 told me that she would like to meet the student’s parents to get
information about his background in EFL and his general difficulties with studying:

M He hasn’t had any practice so he doesn’t remember

T1 Look I don’t know when he did these because his mother hasn’t come to talk to

me. ... ok they [parents] know things about their child, he is their child and they have

followed his progress so many years. It would be useful if all these people come by

and talk to you and tell you how he has reacted generally to the process of studying

the rest of the years so that you know with whom you are talking...

Extract 32: Interview with T1/9-02-07/Appendix 4.1

George’s parents complained to me about the lack of provision for George’s problem
from the school until last year:

M What has the school offered to you, I mean how satisfied are you? You said before

that they are not informed

Mol No I can’t say, I can’t say that the school has helped me, I believe that people

that had an immediate relation with the problem, whose child had a problem [helped

me].

Extract 33: Interview with George’s Parents/19-01-07/Appendix 4.3

The year that the study took place George’s parents decided not to go to the school.
George asked them not to go to talk to teachers believing that nothing could change (extract

34). He had not had any support and understanding in the previous years, apart from teachers

who had children with dyslexia which is what his mother mentioned to me (extract 33).
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Mol this year I haven’t gone at all

F1 this year he didn’t want anyone [of us] to go, [he wanted to be] alone

Mol he doesn’t want anyone to go to ask this year, ‘don’t go to ask’ he says, ‘come
what may’, he says, ‘this year’ [laughing]...

Extract 34: Interview with George’s Parents/19-01-07/Appendix 4.3

During the interview with George’s parents I was also told that they were never
informed by his school of the examination process, that is, the fact that the students with
dyslexia go to a different school from their own to take their entrance exams for university
and that the examiners there have qualifications in special needs (extract 35).

M And the treatment they receive is different, you go to a different examination

centre with people who know more

Mol Ah they don’t take exams in the school; they take exams in another place.

M In another place yes.

Mol We didn’t know that. To tell you the truth we didn’t know about this process

at all.

Extract 35: Interview with Petrosarents 1/19-01-07/Appendix 4.3

This is evidence that the headteacher did not inform the parents about this issue. In
fact, in a conversation with headteacher 1 I understood that he did not intend to inform
parents and students about the examination way of students with dyslexia:

I went to the headteacher’s office again and I said I found a circular [ wanted to give

to George about these students’ examination way from last year that other parents

may want to see. He looked at it ... I asked if he wanted me to copy the circular and
he said ‘what do we have to do with it?” I said parents were stressed about these
exams and the fact they had to go elsewhere. He said it would come to them. I think

he didn’t want to be involved in informing the parents about this.
Extract 36/Field notes 26 and 27-01-07/Appendix 5.1.7

At the end of my study in School 1 I telephoned George as I wanted to ask him if he

agreed with what I had written in my report for the EFL teacher about him, if he minded me

telling the teacher these things and if he found the suggestions I was making to the teacher
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useful (Field notes 23-2-07, Appendix 5.1.8). Among other issues, we discussed the issue of
his parents coming to his school. He said he did not object to their coming to the school and
that they have not done so before because they both work (extract 37). This is not exactly
what they had told me (extract 34). I told him that the EFL teacher needs some information
from his mother and he said he would ask her to go to the school:
He doesn’t mind his parents coming to school but they haven’t come because both of
them work and his sister took his report. He will tell his mother to come to the school
because I told him that teachers need some information and collaboration with

parents.
Extract 37: Field notes/23-2-07/Appendix 5.1.8

Figure 6.6 shows that EFL teacher 1 (subject) would like to collaborate with
George’s parents (subject) in order to know his background in studying generally and what
he has done in EFL (object). This would help the teacher know how to engage with George
and his difficulties. George’s parents on the other hand, would like to have information from
the school on their child’s progress, on what they could have done about his dyslexia the
previous years and on the examination process the year that the research took place (object).
They did not work with the teacher on this issue but they worked with me and George. I
included myself and George in the subject position as I worked with George and the EFL
teacher on the issue. However, I worked separately with each one of them.

The meeting between George’s parents and EFL teacher 1 was not carried out during
my study. Hence, there is a contradiction here. The contradiction was probably created by
George’s parents’ work commitments that did not allow them to come to the school or the

fact that George asked them not to come to the school.
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Figure 6.6: Meeting between parents and EFL Teacher 1

The finding supported by evidence presented in this section is that both George’s
parents and EFL teacher 1 wanted to meet in order to exchange information but this meeting

did not take place during my study.

6.4.2 Collaboration between parents and teachers in School 2
6.4.2.1 Meeting with teachers
Petros’ mother goes to her son’s school twice a week to find all the teachers and be
informed about her son’s progress:
Mo3 ... I go [to the school] and I go regularly that is in the first trimester I went
twice a week in order to go according to every teacher’s timetable because if the
break is five minutes ... that is the times that you say I will find them all, it takes

usually one to one and a half week to go ... to everyone.
Extract 38/Interview with Mo03/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10
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In extract 38 Petros’ mother mentions the difficulty she faces when she wants to meet
her son’s teachers regularly. Parents are supposed to meet their children’s teachers at lower
secondary school once every trimester when they go to take the school report but they can
also meet teachers individually in their free time. Petros’ mother said she has to go twice in a
week or one and a half week to find all the teachers.

Thodoris’ mother also mentioned the same problem: she said that there are too many
teachers in the secondary school to find them all at once:

Mo4 Now there are too many teachers

M To find them all.

Mo4 You can’t find them all.

Extract 39/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

Therefore, there is a contradiction in the object of Petros’ and Thodoris’ mother of

communicating with teachers created by the timetable which is different for every teacher

and the break which is very short (extract 38, Figure 6.7).

Tools:
Ministry’s policy
School’s policy

Subjects: Obicct
Petros’ and ject.
c Meeting between

Thodoris — 3

mother, teachers and

teachers parents
R}lles: Community: Division of labour
Timetable, Ministry between teachers
short break headteacher and parents

117

Figure 6.7: Meeting between parents and teachers in School 2



I have shown that parents in School 2 face difficulties when they attempt to meet
teachers. The issue of exchanging information between parents and teachers is a recurrent
theme in School 1 as well as in School 2. All the mothers talk about this issue. They think

that the school should provide information to parents on dyslexia issues.

6.4.2.2 Information to parents from primary school

Stathis’ mother told me that they take Stathis to a private centre where they pay for
dyslexia support but only for emotional support (extract 40). They do this because at the
primary school where Stathis went teachers were unaware of what dyslexia is. They never
informed Stathis’ parents about what Stathis did (see extract 6 in 7.1).

M Is there enough information on dyslexia, about what you should do, where

you can take the child?

Mo2 Nothing, we go somewhere else separately and we pay.

Extract 40/Interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

Petros’ mother like Stathis” mother complained about the lack of information from
the primary school to parents. The only information she obtained was from a leaflet by a
private centre that she found in the schoolyard of the primary school which Petros attended:

M Now about seminars?

Mo3 [There is] no seminar, there is no information at school at all. I told you about

some leaflets only like those handed for pizza or those for the English language

centres that exist. Some leaflets like that made from the private [educational] sector

though.

M mmm.

Mo3 That is, in the years that [ have been here, there has been no reference.

Extract 41/Interview with Mo03/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10

Petros’ mother said in another instance that in the primary school which Petros
attended, there was no information on dyslexia and no seminars for parents (Interview with

Mo3/11-03-07/extract 2/lines160-165). On the contrary, Petros’ mother said that teachers

refused to accept dyslexia until 3-5 years ago (see extract 15 in 7.2.2).
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Thodoris’ mother also complained about the teacher’s lack of knowledge on dyslexia
especially in primary school and their lack of information on students’ difficulties (see
extract 16 in 6.2.2). She believes nursery and primary school teachers should be informed
about dyslexia and they should inform parents that their children need a diagnosis so that
they can start a program early (extracts 42, 43). Otherwise, she believes it is too late if they
get the diagnosis at secondary school because there would not be enough time to cover the
program (extract 43). Thodoris’ mother has this experience and knowledge on special needs

issues because she works at a private centre for special needs.

Mo4 Even in nursery you can identify the children that face difficulty... neither is
[the nursery school teacher| informed to be able to understand. Because if they
[nursery school teachers] knew parents would be helped, they could find it [dyslexia]
earlier.

Extract 42/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

Mo4 In primary school where the children are younger and they [teachers] should
identify it [dyslexia], because, if teachers identified it at a very young age then the
child would follow a good program starting in year 1 or 2. This child would have
many chances to do very well afterwards ... they [children] come in first year of
secondary school, second year of secondary school and they [parents] say ‘dyslexia
diagnosis’ and parents take their children to start a program. How many school years
can s’he make up for my girl?

Extract 43/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11
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Figure 6.8: Primary school’s activity system

In Figure 6.8 the activity system of the primary school where Stathis, Petros and
Thodoris went is presented. Stathis’, Petros’ and Thodoris’ mother (community) would have
liked their children to have trained teachers (object) so that they could have information on
their children’s difficulties and they would have liked to have this information from teachers
early enough to take the children for assessment (goal). Mothers are not in the subject
position as they do not collaborate with teachers on the issue of training. Their object and

goal were not met by the primary school teachers who were not informed or trained on

dyslexia.

6.4.2.3 Information to parents from secondary school

Both Stathis’ mother and father seemed to be pleased with the collaboration they had

with EFL teacher 2 as she showed interest in informing them and showed them Stathis’

work:

M

Mo2 She brings us his work ...
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F2 She looks for exams he has written, generally we could say she was good, she
talked, she showed interest when we went for the grades as well.
Extract 44/Interview with S2’s parents/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

Stathis” mother and father also said they were happy with the other teachers in School
2 but they were not happy with the teachers in the primary school:

M What about the provision that the school offers?

Mo2 Well, about school provision, we are now talking about the secondary school,

right?

M Yes yes.

Mo2 Because in primary school we were not happy.

F2 It is a good school...

Mo2 Ok he [Stathis] has just started, we don’t have any problem, the teachers I

have talked to are truly excellent.

Extract 45/Interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

However, Stathis’ father got angry with a teacher who disagreed with Stathis’
diagnosis and did not show ‘extended professionalism’, that is sensitivity to parents’
concerns (Griffiths et al 2004). He thinks teachers should accept students’ diagnoses because
they come from specialists:

F2 Not every teacher should give his/her own opinion as if they have specialised

in everything. ‘I think’ she says. What do you think? I would be abrupt if I talked to

this teacher ... we took a paper [diagnosis] from the specialists and do you still have

an opinion? She will accept it, she can’t have such opinions, ‘I think he [Stathis] has

no such thing [as dyslexia]’, I’'m just giving an example.

Extract 46/Interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/lines 18-22/Appendix 4.9

Therefore, the object of Stathis’ parents was to have teachers for their son who would
inform them about his progress. This teacher was probably not informed about what dyslexia
is and was probably not sensitive enough to Stathis’ difficulties, which means that mother
and father 2’s object was not met by a teacher in the community of School 2 (Figure 7.4).

The object of Petros’ mother is also to have teachers who are more informed on

dyslexia so that students with dyslexia are not seen as students of low intelligence: ‘and
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more training, so that they are not seen as mentally retarded’ (Interview with Mo3/4-5-
07/Appendix 4.10, 10).

Petros’ mother said she is happy with EFL teacher 2 because she shows
understanding which is something that she wants from teachers:

Mo3  Well, with the specific teacher I have nothing to say, up to now she has a lot

of understanding. That is, [I want] this, each teacher to have understanding...

Extract 47/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07

Thodoris’ mother is also happy with Thodoris’ teachers because she talked to them
about Thodoris’ difficulty and they understood:

M Are the teachers good then?

Mo4 Yes, I am pleased, that is, whenever I saw them and when I went and talked

about Thodoris’ difficulty they understood. Thodoris has never complained about

anything, if he wants he does well.

Extract 48/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

Therefore, Thodoris’ mother has gone to School 2 to give her son’s diagnosis and to
inform the teachers about his difficulties but she does not discuss dyslexia issues with
teachers in the school (extract 49) as she believes they do not have the knowledge to answer
her questions (extract 50). Instead she goes to the centre where she works to ask these
questions (extract 50).

M Have you been to the school, have you seen them?

Mo4 I have given them the paper, I have talked to them... If I have a question or if |

should do something I won’t refer to the school.
Extract 49/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/lines 171-2, 174-5/Appendix 4.11

Mo4 ... and if | have some questions, I can find the answers myself at work...
nobody can answer my questions at school ... they don’t have the [required]
knowledge...

Extract 50/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11
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EFL teacher 2 told me that she has answered parents’ questions on students’
difficulties when they have showed interest but she cannot tell them what they can do for
their children as she does not know (extract 51), which is what Thodoris’ mother said in

extracts 46 and 47.

M Have you informed them on what problems their children have?
T2 Yes, of course. What they have asked me yes of course, when they are
interested.

M About what they can do?

T2 I don’t know what they can do.

Extract 51/Interview with T2/2-3-07/Appendix 4.5

Therefore, the object of all mothers was to have teachers for their children who are
informed or trained on dyslexia so that they are informed about their children’s difficulties
and progress (Stathis’ mother and father), so that they understand the students’ difficulties
and are sensitive to them (all mothers) and they can inform them about dyslexia issues (all
mothers). The object of having sensitive teachers who could understand the children’s
difficulties and inform parents about them was met by EFL teacher 2 (extracts 44 and 47)
and some other teachers in School 2 but not by the teacher in extract 46. Therefore, some
teachers in the community of the activity system of School 2 might have created a
contradiction in the realization of this object. The object of receiving information and
provision on dyslexia issues was probably not met by any of the teachers as all mothers have
mentioned teachers’ lack of knowledge and training (see 6.1). Mothers are in the subject
position again as there is evidence that they go to School 2 and work on the object with the

teachers.
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Figure 6.9: Training for teachers in School 2

The main findings supported by evidence presented in 6.4.2 are:

Parents from School 2 wanted to meet teachers but they faced difficulties because of

the timetable.

Parents from School 2 were not informed on their children’s difficulties and dyslexia

issues by the primary school which their children attended.

All mothers in School 2 wanted to have teachers trained on dyslexia issues for their
children and teachers who are sensitive, who show understanding and give parents
information on their children’s difficulties and what they can do about them.

EFL teacher 2 and some other teachers informed parents on their children’s progress

and difficulties but there was one teacher in the school who disagreed with Stathis’

diagnosis and did not show understanding.
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6.5 Conclusion

In this chapter I analysed data around the issue of teachers’ knowledge and training
looking at teachers’ and parents’ perspectives. Then, I discussed two issues that related to
teachers’ knowledge on dyslexia: the issue of differentiated teaching and the collaboration
between parents and teachers in both schools. The analysis showed that both differentiated
teaching and collaboration between parents and teachers are problematic because of the lack

of teachers’ knowledge and training on dyslexia.
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CHAPTER 7: COLLABORATION BETWEEN SCHOOLS AND SPECIALIST
PROVISION, INTER AND INTRA-COLLEGIAL COLLABORATION
7.1 Introduction

In chapter 6 I showed that EFL teacher 1 and 2’s object was to be trained on dyslexia
in order to be able to achieve their goal, which is to differentiate their teaching and
assessment methods and to collaborate effectively with parents. The purpose of this chapter
is to demonstrate that students with dyslexia do not receive sufficient support at secondary
school because the collaboration of schools with specialist provision and inter and intra-
collegial communication are not always conducted effectively. To reach this conclusion, I
use third generation of activity theory and the concept of ‘boundary crossing’ to the extent
the data and focus of my study allows me to, in order to explore the issue of inter-
organizational learning. Furthermore, I use second generation of activity theory to explore
inter and intra-collegial communication. In section 7.2 of this chapter I explore the issue of
the collaboration of schools and the EFL teachers with specialist provision. In 7.3 [

investigate inter and intra-collegial communication in School 1 and 2.

7.2 Collaboration between schools and provision

In this section I discuss the issue of the collaboration between schools and specialist
provision, that is, between schools and specialists from diagnostic centres and advisers from
the LEA.

The interview with the headteacher of School 1 showed that all the ‘specialists’ on
dyslexia do not actually collaborate with the school and they do not visit the school even if
they are contacted, because they have a lot of work to do:

32 M  All these [psychologists, advisers] do they come to you? Do they care?
33 HT1 Nobody ever comes. Nobody ever comes to the school. Whatever we
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34 do [we do it] with our own resources and what we know

35 M Can you, for example, contact the centre for diagnosis and support?
36 HT1 When we contact the centres for Mental Health they always say that
37 they have a lot of work and a lot of time passes even to give a

38 diagnosis to a child ...

Extract 1: Interview with HT1/13-11-2006/Appendix 4.4

On the other hand, headteacher 2 told me that School 2 has collaborated with
counseling centres of their LEA and specialists from the city council and with the diagnostic
centres:

HT2 We have collaborated from time to time with such centres, it is the counseling

centre of our LEA, the third one, and other kinds of collaborations with specialists

from the city council where we often urge parents to ask for help, we have
collaborated with centres like KDAY, other centres of Mental Health, we exchange
ideas on pedagogical issues.

Extract 2/Interview with HT2/16-2-07/Appendix 4.12

The collaboration though that the headteacher mentioned before, is limited to
completing forms, which are taken back to the diagnostic centres in order to support the
assessment process. The special needs advisers from the diagnostic centres though have
never visited the school but they have given guidelines over the phone instead:

M ... how is it done, do you ask them [the specialists] from KDAY to come here

or do you talk on the phone?

HT2 No, no, the parents and after our advice when they visit these centres they

bring us forms that we are asked to complete in order to support the specialists’ work

with some observations around the problem. Now I should say that ... special needs
advisers haven’t come to our school. We have received guidelines over the phone
though for better guidance.

Extract 3/Interview with HT2/16-2-07/Appendix 4.12

In addition, EFL Teacher 2 told me that she does not collaborate with staff from
diagnostic centres and that they do not come to the school or if they do, she is not aware of it

(extract 4). This means that staff from diagnostic centres do not ask the EFL teachers to

complete any forms and they do not give any advice to them.
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M Have you ever talked to KDAY?

T2 No, I haven’t, I don’t know if the headteacher has done something.

M Have they ever come?

T2 I don’t know, I don’t think so. I haven’t seen anything but it is possible that it has

happened and I haven’t noticed it.

Extract 4/ Interview with T2/02-03-07/Appendix 4.5

I asked EFL teacher 2 if psychologists come to the school and she replied that one did
the day before but for a different reason, not for dyslexia issues (extract 5, line 394). She
thinks that psychologists should visit each school at least once a week (lines 401-2):

394 T2 Psychologists at school? Yes she came yesterday but for another issue.

395 M Yes.

396 T2 Not for this issue [laughing]. It is presupposed that there should be

397 psychologists in all the schools but I suppose they cost the Ministry and

398 they haven’t bothered to

399 M There is one in the city council

400 T2 And can one visit all schools? Normally there should be a psychologist

401 in the school or one should be responsible for four or five schools so that

402 she can be in each school once a week.

Extract 5/Interview with T2/02-03-07/lines 394-402/Appendix 4.5

Figure 7.1 displays the activity systems of schools 1 and 2 and the diagnostic centres.
The diagnostic centres issue students’ reports which urge teachers to examine students with
dyslexia orally (object). There is also a request from the Ministry of Education (MNER
2009, 2010) for teachers to examine students with dyslexia orally. Therefore, this is teachers’
object. Third generation of activity theory is used here as schools 1 and 2 are different
institutions from the diagnostic centres. They each operate under different rules and follow
different professional practices. I aim to show if there is learning between the professionals

in these two institutions using third generation of activity theory and the concept of

‘boundary crossing’ (Engestrom 2001; Daniels et al 2007a).
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Figure 7.1: Activity systems of School 1 and 2 and diagnostic centres
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Boundary crossing is a ‘collective concept formation’ that takes place when
professionals from different backgrounds collaborate and exchange ideas and concepts
(Engestrom et al 1995; Daniels et al 2007a). For example, in my study Educational
Psychologists from diagnostic centres can exchange ideas with teachers about form filling
and about teaching strategies regarding students with dyslexia.

Daniels et al (2007a) suggest that in horizontal boundary crossing learning takes
place across boundaries between departments within schools, between schools and between
schools and partners such as the diagnostic centres in my study. In my study there is no
horizontal boundary crossing (Daniels et al 2007a) between EFL teacher 1 and 2 and the
professionals of the diagnostic centres who asked for the advice of the teacher of Greek of
School 1 only and of other teachers in School 2 (see field notes 8-12-06, Appendix 5.1.5).
The rules, the psychologists’ common pactice or policy that requires them to collaborate with
teachers of Greek and headteachers only create a contradiction. The lack of staff that creates
workload for psychologists and lack of time to visit schools also create a contradiction.

Therefore, I do not use Engestrom’s (2001) third generation of activity theory fully as
in my study there is no object 2, an object constructed collectively by subjects after reflecting
on object 1 and object 3, a shared object jointly constructed by the two activity systems (see
Figure 7.1). This happens because the EFL teachers in my study are not given the chance to
discuss with psychologists from diagnostic centres how to jointly achieve differentiated
teaching and assessment of students with dyslexia. Therefore, I do not have evidence in order
to fully use third generation of activity theory. I do not have this evidence because my study

is not an intervention study that aims to bring the above people together.
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In the activity system of School 1 and 2 the object of differentiated teaching and
assessment, which both the EFL teachers and the policy makers are interested to achieve, is
difficult to achieve in EFL due to the lack of diagnostic assessment in EFL and the lack of
clear guidelines on the examination process in EFL. Therefore, it is difficult to apply the
Education Ministry’s guidelines regarding the oral examination for students with dyslexia in
EFL and to support them in class.

I asked EFL teacher 2 if there is a special needs adviser in the LEA and she
expressed uncertainty over this:

M Is there a special needs adviser?

T2 I think there is but I don’t know. I have no idea to be honest. No, I don’t

know, maybe there is.

Extract 6/Interview with T2/2-03-2007/Appendix 4.5

Advisers are based in LEAs, as [ mentioned in 6.1, which means that they belong to a
different activity system than School 2. For this reason, I am using third generation of
activity theory in Figure 7.2 to explore the issue of inter-organizational learning between
advisers and teachers. Advisers’ object is to train teachers as it is part of their role. EFL
teacher 2’s object is to achieve differentiated teaching and assessment. As in Figure 7.1,
there is no boundary crossing and inter-organizational learning between EFL teacher 2 and
advisers in the LEA at the time of data collection as EFL teacher 2 did not collaborate with
an SEN adviser which creates a contradiction. The rules, that is the teachers’ common
practice according to which mainstream school teachers do not collaborate with SEN
advisers made EFL teacher 2 unaware of the tool of collaboration with an SEN adviser and
caused a contradiction.

Third generation of activity theory is not fully used in this instance either as EFL

teacher 2 and SEN advisers do not collaborate in order to jointly construct a new object
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during my study. Daniels et al’s (2007a) concept of boundary crossing cannot be fully
applied in my context when there is no evidence of contact or collaboration between

professionals.
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Tools: ——
Ministry’s guidelines, ools:
Collaboration  with Knowl?dge of
adviser dyslexia
Subject: Qb]ect: . . Object: Subjects:
Ject: Differentiated  teaching ; .
EFL and assessment Train SEN adviser
teacher2 € 1L— _ teachers — —
. . . P P . Rules:
Rules: Community: Division of Division of Community: N '
Ministry’s Other teachers, labour labour between Other advisers, M1n.1stry’ s policy,
policy, teachers’ || Education Ministry, between teachers and Ministry adVlSFYS common
common students with teachers and advisers practice
practice dyslexia advisers
School 2 LEA

Figure 7.2: Activity systems of School 2 and LEA of Athens
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In this section I showed that EFL teachers in School 1 and 2 do not collaborate with
specialists from diagnostic centres or from the LEA in order to offer differentiated teaching
or assessment to students with dyslexia. Therefore, there is no inter-organizational learning

and boundary crossing between EFL teachers and specialists.

7.3 Intra and inter-collegial collaboration
7.3.1 The parents’ perspective in School 1

I next investigate whether teachers in School 1 collaborate with each other for
dyslexia issues. I explore the issue from the perspective of the parents, the student, the
headteacher, the EFL teacher and the teacher of Greek of School 1.

George’s parents were especially disappointed with the lack of information to
teachers about the students with dyslexia in their classes. George’s father complained that
when he went to the school last year to talk to the teachers he was told that George had not
told teachers about his ‘problem’ (extract 7):

F1 ... last year was his worst year at school

M it was the worst yes

F1 he felt ... something with the teachers, I had gone two or three times. When I tell

[teachers] ‘he has [dyslexia]’, ‘he hasn’t told me’ eh how hasn’t he told you? If

George 1s expelled for five days don’t teachers tell each other? That is don’t you

notice this problem?

M teachers don’t collaborate with each other

F1 yes this is my problem, that is, I went nuts last year.

Extract 7: Interview with George’s Parents/19-01-07/Appendix 4.3

Furthermore, George’s father became furious the year before the study took place

when he saw that George’s diagnosis was the first on the pile when the teacher of Greek

opened the folder in front of him:
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F1 ... and last year when the teacher of Greek opened the folder the paper
[diagnosis] that we had taken that he has a problem was on top so how come they not
know?

Extract 8: Interview with George’s parents/19-01-07/Appendix 4.3

As a result of not being informed, some teachers refused to support George, for

example, they refused to examine him orally:

Mol not only did they not know that there was a problem that is, ... when we went
George was finishing the first four months and they hadn’t even gone to the trouble
of telling him ‘come to tell us orally’

Extract 9: Interview with George’s Parents/19/01-07/Appendix 4.3

Last year, the history teacher refused to examine George orally and the same
happened this year also with the theoretical subjects of Principle of Economic Theory and

Principles of Management and Administration of Business and Services:

F1 Last year while he was writing history and he says ‘can I say it orally?’
because George will make a mistake, ‘it doesn’t matter George’, she says,
why doesn’t it matter?

Mol It doesn’t matt- George she says, ‘instead of 18 you get 15°, ‘why did I get
15?7’ ‘Because there is no clear meaning’... ‘I can tell you orally’, ‘eh now
[how can we do it]

M When did this happen?

Mol Now now, this has happened now as well

M With teachers of Greek?

Mol I can’t remember if it happened with a teacher of Greek, it has happened with
a theoretical subject that you could say it orally that is. In economics and in
business management it has happened sometime.

Extract 10: Interview with George’s Parents19-01-07/lines 25-29, 35-42/Appendix
43
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Tool:
George’s
diagnostic report

) Object: Goal:
Subjects: Inf d U
G niorme [> Differentiated
eorge . )
teachers on his teaching/
/ dyslexia assessment
Rules Community: Division of labour
Teachers’ George’s Parents between parents,
common previous teachers teachers and
practice (teacher of History,
teacher of Greek), headieacher |

Figure 7.3: George’s object and goal for previous year

George’s and his parents’ object in the activity system in Figure 7.3 during the year
before the research was carried out was to inform George’s teachers. Their goal was to
assure teachers differentiated their teaching and assessment for George. I have not included
the teachers in the subject position as I cannot know if they wanted to be informed or not
considering at least two of them were not willing to examine George orally. There was a
contradiction in the teachers’ not being aware of and not using the tool of George’s
diagnostic report which made the object and the goal difficult to achieve. This contradiction
could have been resolved by either the parents going to the school at the end of the first four
months period or the student telling the teachers about his diagnosis after getting his exam
result. The goal of differentiated assessment and marking was not achieved with the history

teacher last year even after she was informed about his diagnosis by George (extract 10).
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7.3.2 George’s perspective for the current year

Because of his past year’s experiences, George decided to inform the teachers of the
subjects for which he would have to take exams for entering university about his dyslexia
from the beginning of this school year as he wanted to be given good grades in these subjects
(extract 11, lines 340-343). It is interesting though that George informed only the
specialization subject teachers about his dyslexia and not the general education subject
teachers such as the EFL teacher and a teacher of Greek to whom I talked because he did not
care about these subjects. His parents also reported this (extract 11/lines 336-7).

However, it seems that last year’s situation is being repeated this year as two
teachers, the teachers of Development of Applications in Programming and Principles of
Management and Administration of Business and Services have refused to examine George
orally or at least to differentiate their marking in exams although they realised he had
difficulty expressing his thoughts in written form and he was willing to be examined orally
(extract 11).

332M  But he went and told them himself in specialization subjects

333 Mol In specialization

334 M  Teachers of the rest of the subjects didn’t know

335 Mol Yes yes yes

336 F1  But he doesn’t care

337 Mol We said this that he doesn’t care at all for the general education subjects

338 but where he cared ... he went alone

339 M Ah he went

340 Mol And he said from the start ‘I have dysgrafia’, I want you to pay attention

341 to it’
Extract 11/Interview with George’s Parents/19-01-07/Appendix 4.3

The activity system of School 1 in terms of George’s object for the current year

(informed specialization teachers) is presented in Figure 8.4. Second generation of activity

theory (Engestrom 2001) is used to analyse this theme as both George and his current
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teachers belong to the same institution and the same community with the same rules.
George’s object was to be taught by specialization teachers who were informed about his
dyslexia and differentiate when they tested him and marked his paper. He knew from
previous experience that his specialization subjects’ teachers would not know about his
dyslexia in the beginning of the year. For this reason, he informed them about it although it
was not his responsibility to do so. George’s behaviour was innovative; he tried to solve the
problem in the activity system on his own, subverting the rules of the activity system of
School 1, the usual practices that require the headteacher to inform teachers about students’
diagnoses rather than the students themselves. George’s innovative behaviour lead to the
partial achievement of his goal, which was differentiation in assessment and marking, as two

teachers still refused to differentiate their marking.

Tool:
George’s
diagnostic report

Object:
Subject: Informed Goal:
George, specialization Differentiated
specialization teachers on L assessment
teachers students with and marking
dyslexia
A
Rules: Community: Division of labour
teachers’and | | George’s parents, between teachers,
students’ other students, headteacher 1 and
practice headteacher 1 students

Figure 7.4: Informed specialization teachers
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In sections 7.2 and 7.3 I showed that George’s parents and George would have liked
to have informed teachers on students’ diagnoses in order to have the provision they deserve

but this was not always the case.

7.3.3. Professionals’ perspectives in School 1

I next explore whether headteacher 1 informed teachers about the students with
dyslexia in School 1 and how a teacher from the lower secondary school informed EFL
teacher 2 from the upper secondary school (School 1).

When I started the study in School 1 the headteacher told me that the teachers who
teach classes with students with dyslexia are always informed about the students with

dyslexia and the children are helped:

M Have all the teachers been informed?

HT1 Yes, always when a student comes, when such a student exists the teachers
who teach the specific class are informed and this child is helped because of
this problem

Extract 12: Interview with HT1/13-11-06/Appendix 4.4

The impression I got from this interview was that the headteacher talked generally
about what is done in schools regarding dyslexia, not what happened in his school. I make
this claim because when I met the EFL teacher a month earlier she was not informed by the
headteacher about this issue but by a teacher of Greek from the lower secondary school in
the same building. This is what I wrote in my field notes about this:

She [the EFL teacher] wasn't informed by the headteacher about the fact that these

students have dyslexia because both she and the headteacher came to the school this

year. A teacher of Greek from the lower secondary school told her about these

students because she had taught them at lower secondary school.
Extract 13: Field notes /9-10-06/Appendix 5.1.1
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Tool: What artifact:

Subjects: information about George
Teacher of Greek
from lower Object: Goal
secondary school, exchange [} oal.
EFL teacher 1 from <__>=A information on differentiation
upper secondary dyslexia
school / v

Rules: Community: Division of

Teachers’ Headteacher 1, labour between

professional other teachers headteacher and

Practice teachers

Figure 7.5: teacher of Greek and EFL teacher 1 exchanging information

At an organizational level there is no collaborative mechanism between the lower
secondary and upper secondary school to exchange information on students with dyslexia. At
an individual level the teacher of Greek from the lower secondary school (subject, Figure
7.5) gave information on the student with dyslexia (George) to the EFL teacher in the upper
secondary school in order to facilitate my study. She gave the information that the EFL
teacher (subject) needed to receive in order to differentiate her teaching. In this way she
subverted the rules of professional practice which require that the headteacher informs
teachers about students with dyslexia (contradiction). The teacher of Greek offered the EFL
teacher a ‘what artifact’ that she could use to meet the goal of differentiated teaching.

This artifact influenced the community in School 1, namely the headteacher and
possibly other teachers in School 1. When my research started the teacher of Greek from the
lower secondary school informed EFL teacher 1. EFL teacher 1 probably started looking for
students’ diagnostic reports. She must have asked the headteacher to tell her where the

reports were or who the students with dyslexia were since she mentioned to me the other two

140



students with a diagnosis of dyslexia during the study. She mentioned a boy in January (there
is another boy who is supposed to have [dyslexia]... 1/T1/26-01-07/line 19/Appendix 4.1)
and a girl in February:

T1 ... there are students like I said, a female student there is in the other class,

who, while she has a paper [diagnosis], I don’t see her facing this problem.

Extract 14: Interview with T1/09-02-07/Appendix 4.1

When 1 talked to the teacher of Greek of George’s class in December she did not
know that George had dyslexia either:

She [the teacher of Greek] didn't know that George had a diagnosis, she hasn't seen

his writing yet as they haven't written an exam yet and it is the first year that she

teaches his class. She didn't happen to see his file with his report either.

Extract 15/Field notes 1/8-12-06/Appendix 5.1.5

This suggests that in the beginning of the year there was no proper staff meeting or
no other effective way of informing teachers on students with dyslexia.

When I asked the EFL teacher later during the study, in January, if she collaborates
with the headteacher about dyslexia issues, she replied that she does in order for the
headteacher to inform her about students with dyslexia. However, he does not tell her what
to do in exams because he probably does not know either:

M Do you collaborate with the headteacher?

Tl Look... I collaborate so that they tell me first of all who they are ...

M Has he told you what to do in exams?

T1 No there isn’t such a thing, because who knows? Who knows?
Extract 16/Interview with Teacher 1/26-01-07/Appendix 4.1
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Tools:
Diagnostic reports,

Ministry’s policy

Subjects:
Headteacher 1, Object:
<« ) .
EFL teacher 1, information to teachers on
Teacher of students with dyslexia and their
Greek \examination
A 4
Rules: Community: Division of
Teachers’ Other t.eachers labour between
common Education headteacher 1 and
. Ministry
practice teachers

Figure 7.6: Headteacher 1-EFL teacher 1 collaboration

In Figure 7.6 the activity system of School 1 is presented. The learning object
for EFL teacher 1 and the teacher of Greek is to receive information on students with
dyslexia and on how to examine them. The headteacher’s object is to inform teachers in
his school about the students who have dyslexia. It seems that the headteacher did not
inform teachers at the beginning of the year (September-October). Therefore, his object
was not carried out by him but by the junior high school teacher that informed the EFL
teacher about George’s diagnosis. There must have been collaboration between
headteacher 1 and EFL teacher 1 afterwards regarding the diagnostic reports since she
appeared to know about them as I mentioned before.

In section 7.4 I showed that in School 1 EFL teacher 1 and a teacher of Greek
would have liked to be informed by the headteacher on the students with dyslexia but
this did not happen in the beginning of the school year. EFL teacher 1 was informed by

a teacher of Greek from the lower secondary school instead.
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7.3.4 Collaboration between EFL teacher and teachers of Greek in School 1

Next, I discuss the collaboration between EFL teacher 1 and the teachers of
Greek in School 1 around the examination of students with dyslexia.

EFL teacher 1 admitted that she does not collaborate with teachers of Greek of
the same school as she believes that in Greek subjects the oral examination is much
easier than in EFL even if the student with dyslexia is weak in the subject in which s/he
is examined:

M And with the teachers of Greek? You said you haven’t talked to them.

T1 I haven’t talked to them because, look, they deal with Greek. The oral

examination is much easier. How can I examine him orally in a foreign

language? That is, it is as if I am asking someone who doesn’t speak Greek to be
examined orally in Greek. In what can I examine him exactly? I talk to him let’s
say and he doesn’t [talk back].

Extract 17/Interview with T1/26-01-07/Appendix 4.1

Second generation of activity system is used for this theme as both EFL teacher
1 and the teacher of Greek belong to the same institution (School 1) and therefore the
same community. The EFL teacher’s object (object in Figure 7.7) was to have
information on how they learn better and what difficulties they face and her goal was to
examine the students with dyslexia like George orally (goal).

The teacher of Greek who taught George’s class wanted to be informed on the
students with dyslexia in her class (object) but she was not informed from the beginning
of the school year (extract 15). She was also interested in examining them orally (goal)
when I told her that George wanted to be examined orally:

I told her he wants to be examined orally during exams and she said he can since

he has the ‘paper’ [diagnosis] but she didn’t say how she’s going to do it. She is

willing to see about it.
Extract 18: Field notes 9/01/07/Appendix 5.1.6
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Therefore, there is a systemic contradiction in the activity system of School 1
(Figure 7.7) in the lack of an adequate tool (how artifact) for the information of teachers

on dyslexia issues and the establishment of collaboration among them.

Tools: What artifacts: Diagnostic reports

How artifact: tool for exchanging
information among teachers

N\
Subjects: ‘T
EFL Object: Goal:
teacher 1, <« Information on |:> Oral
George’s dyslexia o
Teacher of . examination
and learning
Greek
7 A 4
Rules: Community: Division of
Teachers’ Other teachers, labour between
common headteacher 1 teachers
practice

Figure 7.7: Information on George’s learning

7.3.5 Inter-collegial collaboration in School 2

Headteacher 2 told me that she informs teachers about dyslexia issues, on
dyslexia diagnoses in the school and on the relevant guidelines:

HT2 we give ... information to teachers around the problem and the dyslexia

certificate as well as the relevant guidelines.

Extract 19/Interview with HT2/16-2-07/Appendix 4.12

It seems that headteacher 2 did inform the staff in her school about the above
issues as EFL teacher 2 was fully informed about the students with dyslexia when I first
discussed the issue with her. EFL teacher 2 was also informed about the Education
Ministry’s guidelines regarding students with dyslexia as I mentioned in 6.1 (extract
18).Therefore, headteacher 2’s object of informing the teachers about students with

dyslexia diagnoses and about the guidelines was achieved (Figure 7.8).
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Tools:
Education Ministry’s

Goal:
Students’ with
dyslexia
support and
inclusion

guidelines
Subjects: Object:
Headteacher 2 Inform teachers
EFL Teacher 2 about
dyslexia diagnoses
and guidelines
Rules: Community: Division of labour
Education Teachers, between
Ministry’s Education headteacher 2 and
Policy Ministry teachers

Figure 7.8: Information from headteacher 2 to teachers

However, as I mentioned in 7.1, EFL teacher 2 was not aware of School 2’s

collaboration with the diagnostic centres (extract 4) which headteacher 2 told me about

(extracts 2, 3). This suggests that headteacher 2 has not informed EFL teacher 2 on the

issue which means that her object of informing teachers was partially met.

I also asked EFL teacher 2 if she collaborates with teachers of Greek in her

school and she replied that when a teacher in the school suspects that a student has

dyslexia s/he discusses it with the other teachers (extract 20, lines 384-5). She asks what

other teachers do in their classes only if she has a serious problem and if the student

cannot follow the lesson at all (line 390).

383 M Is there collaboration with teachers of Greek ... ?
384 T2 When someone suspects there is an issue s/he discusses it with the

385 other colleagues to see if something is going on. If an issue arises, of
386  course we discuss it
387 M To see what the others do, how the student behaves in their lesson and

388 such.

389 T2 Only if [ have a serious problem.

300M Mmm.

391 T2 And I see that a child can’t follow the lesson at all ...
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Extract 20/Interview with T2/2-03-07/Appendix 4.5

In figure 7.9 EFL teacher 2’s and teachers’ of Greek object of collaboration on dyslexia

issues is met.

Tool:
School policy
A
Subjects: Object: Goal:
EFL teacher 2, Collaboration Dyslexia support
teachers of on dyslexia E> and
Greek issues inclusion
A
Rules: Community: Division of
Teachers’ Other labour between
common teachers, teachers
practice headteacher

Figure 7.9: Collaboration of EFL teacher 2 with teachers of Greek

In section 7.3.5 I showed that in School 2 headteacher 2 effectively informs

teachers about students’ diagnoses and the guidelines from the Ministry of Education.

7.4 Conclusion

In this chapter I analysed data related to the themes of collaboration of schools

with specialist provision, collaboration across schools and inter-collegial collaboration.

The analysis showed that the collaboration between EFL teachers and specialist staff did

not take place in any of the schools and that the collaboration of colleagues in the same

school was not effective in School 1, which influenced dyslexia provision offered by the

EFL teachers and other teachers. Therefore, using second and third generation of

activity theory to the extent that the data and the focus allowed its use, the analysis

demonstrated that inter-organizational learning and boundary crossing did not take place
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in my study. This happened because my study is not an intervention study that aims to

bring professionals from different backgrounds together to work on a common object.
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CHAPTER 8: THE IMPLEMENTATION OF NATIONAL POLICY ON EXAM

ACCOMMODATIONS FOR STUDENTS WITH DYSLEXIA

8.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse the systemic contradictions that emerge
when schools and teachers try to implement national policy on exam accommodations
for students with dyslexia. These contradictions affect the provision that is offered to
students with dyslexia. I draw on data from the perspectives of teachers, students and
parents regarding accommodations for exams in both schools. More specifically, I
discuss the issue of the arrangements for oral examinations for students with dyslexia
that the Ministry of Education requires teachers to conduct during the year and in final
exams (MNER 2009, 2010). These arrangements aim to accommodate the additional
needs of students with dyslexia and to support them to perform as well as they can in
exams. | discuss the issue of when and where the oral examination can be conducted
using teachers’, students’ and parents’ interviews as evidence. 1 also discuss
accommodations for written exams including the examination of spelling and the issue
of marking for students with dyslexia. I argue that the Education Ministry’s policy and
the diagnostic reports are unclear about how teachers should conduct the oral

examination and marking for students with dyslexia.

8.2 Arrangements for oral exams

The Ministry of Education’s guidelines (MNER 2009, 2010) ask teachers to
examine students with dyslexia orally on the same exam questions that the other
students have during the year and in the end of the school year. There is no other policy
from the Local Education Authorities or schools on special needs or dyslexia, on the

examination of students with dyslexia or special needs and the marking of their papers
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which means that headteachers and individual teachers have to interpret the national
policy on their own. This may result in confusion on when, where and how to conduct
the oral examination as every teacher can choose what suits him/her if there is no school

policy.

8.2.1. Timetable arrangements for oral exams: both schools
8.2.1.1 School 1

In School 1 there is data from the EFL teacher 1, George, his father and
headteacher 1 on the issue of timetable arrangements for the oral examination of
students with dyslexia.

The EFL teacher 1’s object was also to examine George orally during the
school year according to the Education Ministry’s policy. She gave George the chance
to be examined orally on the exam questions he would choose by taking him aside and
telling him he could come to have his exam paper examined again since she had not
marked it yet (extract 1, lines 208-210) but he did not come to do so (line 212-3). She
agrees that finding the time is difficult because of the timetable (line 215) and that he
may be shy or embarrassed by other people who may be present (217-9)

208 T1 Quite simply there wasn’t a grade because I was waiting.

209 M To come and tell you

210 T1 To come and have a reexamination as well

211 M Why didn’t he come?

212 T1 But he didn’t come and I can’t be after him when we have told him
213 that he has this option

214 M And how can the time be found?

215 T1 Yes it is difficult but I had taken him aside and I had talked to him in
216  private.

217 M (Maybe he is shy)

218 T1 Eh ok eh but it would be me and him it wouldn’t be, it wouldn’t be in
219 front of ...

Extract 1: interview with T1/9-2-07/Appendix 4.1
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I next look at George’s perspective on the issue of the oral examination in order
to compare it with the EFL teacher’s perspective. George told me in the first interview,
that generally speaking, he wanted to be examined orally in exams:

G Simply one problem I have is that in exams it would be better to be examined

orally.
Extract 2: Interview with George/15-12-06/lines 86-87/Appendix 4.2

George thinks it is unfair to treat him as a student who can write (lines 101-2) and
that he should be given the opportunity to be examined orally in exams during the year:

99 M  You would like that is, some information to teachers to exist so

100 that=
101 G = Ok teachers know about it but they don’t all know how they
102 should=

102M  correct

103 G No ok to correct as well ok. They consider me as a student who

104 writes. Normally they should take me [out] and then examine me

105 orally.

Extract 3: Interview with George/15-12-06/Appendix 4.2

Therefore, George and the EFL teacher share the same object: they both want
the oral examination. His object and the teacher’s object (Figure 7.1) though was not
carried out in EFL although, when he talked to me, he was determined to go and give
some answers orally to the EFL teacher:

I will go to give her the answers orally, whatever I can.

Extract 4: Interview with George/19-01-07/line 17 /Appendix 4.2

He was going to do this oral examination during a Physical Education (PE)

lesson as there was no other lesson he could miss:

I will probably go during a PE lesson because I can’t miss another subject.
Extract 5: Interview with George/19-01-07/lines 52-53/Appendix 4.2
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In a conversation with his father during George’s interview at his house George
showed he was not very pleased with the option of having to do the oral examination
during a Physical Education (PE) lesson but he felt there was nothing else he could do:

55 Fl Will you miss the PE lesson?
56 G What can I do? I have to. [laughing]

Extract 6: Interview with George/19-01-07/lines 55-56/Appendix 4.2

George delayed going to find the EFL teacher because there was no time:

G she gave it [the exam paper] to us, today we had the lesson, we had to

write Ancient Greek afterwards I couldn’t [go to her]...

Extract 7/ Interview with George/19-01-07/lines 14-15/Appendix 4.2

I noted in my field notes that headteacher 1 also spoke of the difficulty of
finding time for the oral examination of students with dyslexia and suggested that the
Education Ministry’s requirement is applied in final exams:

I asked how students with dyslexia are examined in exams during the year. He

said they can write and then give the answers orally and I asked ‘Does it take

place during the break or do they arrange another time for it?” he said it isn’t

very easy but it takes place during the final exams.
Extract 8/Field notes 02-02-07/Appendix 5.1.7

Tools: What artifacts:
George’s diagnosis
Education Ministry’s

guidelines
Subjects: ‘ Object:
EFL Teacher 1 O Oral examination in EFL
George, —>
headteacher 1
[
Rules: Community: Division of labour
timetable Education Ministry, between  teachers
Other teachers and and students
students, George’s
father

Figure 8.1: Oral examination in School 1
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Figure 8.1 shows the activity system in School 1 in terms of the issue of oral
examination. Second generation of activity theory (Engestrom 2001) can be used for
this issue as the EFL teacher, the headteacher, George and his father belong to the same
activity system, the activity system of School 1 and they are influenced by the same
rules and the same community (Education Ministry, headteacher, other teachers and
students).

All subjects, EFL teacher 1, George, headteacher 1 and George’s father from the
community are interested in carrying out the EFL exam orally (object). This does not
happen though because the timetable and the lack of time cause a contradiction in the
activity system (Figure 8.1). A new object is created during the study: the oral exam
becomes a goal which the student and the teacher identified and are working on the

contradiction of when to arrange the oral exam (see Figure 8.2)

Tools: What artifacts:
George’s diagnosis
Ministry’s guidelines

Subjects: i Object: Goal:
EFL Teacher 1 When can the oral Oral
George, F1, »\ | examination be [> examination
headteacher 1 \N)nducted in EFL
L— v
Rules: Community: Division of labour
School timetable Education Ministry, between teachers
Other teachers and regarding exams
students

Figure 8.2: New object for EFL teacher 1 and George
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Tools: What artifacts:
George’s diagnosis
Ministry’s guidelines

Subjects: Object: o
EFL teacher 1 Oral examination
George «—T in EFL

Figure 8.3: EFL teacher 1 and George working on the oral examination

The contradiction in the activity system of School 1 regarding the object of
when the oral examination can be conducted was not resolved at a collective level
(Figure 8.2) as the school’s timetable (rules) did not change. George and EFL teacher 2
tried to resolve the problem (the shared object of conducting the oral examination in
EFL) at an individual level (Figure 8.3) but their individual responses did not resolve
the organizational contradiction. They only found a short-term answer based on

personal agency, the option of conducting the oral examination during a PE lesson.

8.2.1.2 School 2

The issue of the arrangements for supplementary oral responses in the written
examination also appears in School 2 data. There is data from EFL teacher 2, three
students and a parent.

EFL teacher 2 told me that if students with dyslexia need to answer some
exercises orally in a written EFL exam she keeps them in during the breaks to do so:

M  If you see that they need to give some answers orally do you keep them

in during the break?

T2  Of course. If they want to be examined orally I keep them in.
Extract 9: Interview with T2/2-03-07/Appendix 4.5

153



One student, Stathis complained about the delay of the examination in French
(extract 7). He said the exam was two weeks before the interview took place and the
students with dyslexia had not been examined orally yet which means he had forgotten

the answers:

St It is a little difficult because for example, we wrote French on Wednesday
two weeks ago.

M  Yes.

St And I haven’t taken the oral exam yet.

M  Or at the end of the school day

St But I have forgotten them [the answers] and there is no way I can write
again.

Extract 10: Interview with Stathis/25-02-07/Appendix 4.6

Stathis does not think the oral examination should take place during the break
neither at the end of the day. He says that there is not enough time either during the
break or at the end of the day because he has other lessons to go to:

M  So you can simply write what you can and you can stay at the end of the
day

St You know what, there is rarely any time during the break and at the end of
the day, you know, because at 2.30 I have other lessons I can hardly make it ...
Extract 11: Interview with Stathis/25-02-07/Appendix 4.6

Stathis suggests that the oral examination takes place while the other students
write, on the condition that other students are not allowed to ask questions, to talk or
make noise so that the students with dyslexia can think:

St The only option is to do it during the lesson while the others are writing
but the others should not be allowed to ask questions, to talk or to make noise at
that time so that the others can think.

Extract 12: Interview with Stathis/25-02-07/Appendix 4.6

Similarly, Petros complained that the oral examination is inadequate if it is

conducted at the end of the day. The EFL teacher 2 arranged the last exam to be
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conducted at the end of the day. Petros was tired and he had forgotten the answers by

then:

P In this exam she had given us the teaching hour to write and when it was over
[and] I had an exercise left, she says ‘come to say it orally’.
M Did you say it?
P 1Isaid it but it was after the last teaching hour and I had forgotten them a bit
and I didn’t=
M =at the end of the day that is?
P Yes yes because we wrote the exam at the fourth I think or fifth hour and
after the seventh hour that we had Religious Education and the other teacher had
tired us, she tells me and the other two children ‘come and give me the answers
orally’ and we didn’t do well at all.
Extract 13/Interview with Petros/11-03-07/Appendix 4.7

Thodoris like Stathis and Petros does not like the oral examination to take place at

the end of the day only with the other two students with dyslexia present because

holding back the teacher in order to conduct the oral exam for them makes him anxious

(extract 14, lines 64-66). He prefers to be with his whole class when he is examined

orally (lines 71-3):

64 Th ... I want ... to see more children so I can say ‘great, | have time’, that is
65  not to delay the teacher that is I want the teacher to call me at the end of
66  the day ... and tell me ‘come and give me the answers orally’... I see Miss
67 only and I think ‘what am I doing here, only with the teacher?” When
68 there are more children I feel better.

69 M Ok if there are two more isn’t it better? If there are more children from
70 other classes?

71 Th Ilike it with more children.

72 M When you are with your whole class that is.

73 Th Yes I like this much more.

Extract 14/Interview with Thodoris/11-04-07/Appendix 4.8

Thodoris like Petros does not mind taking the oral examination while his

classmates write the exam:

Th I personally don’t mind if the whole class is writing the exam and Miss takes
me to her desk to give her the answers

Extract 15/interview with Thodoris/11-04-07/lines 54-55/Appendix 4.8

Petros’ mother also disapproves of the EFL examination being conducted orally

during the break because students need their break and there is noise outside the

classroom:
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M ... she [the EFL teacher] does it during the break as far as I understood.

Mo3 Because in Greek they [the other students] don’t leave [the classroom] in
all subjects and again at the break they want to run, [they want] to go to play or
they hear the noise going on outside during the break so it works somewhat
negatively.

Extract 16/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10

Petros’ mother thinks that the oral examination should not take place at the end of
the day either because the students are tired:

M  Could he stay at the end of the day or would he be tired?

Mo3 After seven hours ... you are [tired]. They have Religious Education twice a
week at the seventh teaching hour and when they write at that time and they take
longer to finish, you can see all the children are [tired].

Extract 17/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10

Tools: What artifacts:
Students’ diagnoses
Education Ministry’s

guidelines

Subjects: Object: Goal:
EFL Teacher 1 When can the Oral
and 2, George, oral [> examination
Stathis, Petros, examination in EFL
Thodoris take place
Rules: Community: Division of labour
School Education Ministry, other between teachers and
timetable teachers and students, headteachers

headteacher 1, headteacher

2, George’s father,
Petros’ mother

Figure 8.4: New object for participants of School 1 and 2

Figure 8.4 summarises the activity systems of School 1 and 2 regarding the issue
of oral examination for EFL. EFL Teacher 2, Stathis, Petros, Thodoris and Petros’

mother and EFL Teacher 1, George’s father and George are concerned with the oral
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examination for EFL. They have identified a new object during my study which they are
working on individually: when the oral examination can be conducted. The timetable
(Rules) and the lack of time during the break cause a contradiction. Stathis and Petros
and Petros’ mother agree that the oral examination should be conducted neither during
the break nor at the end of the day. Stathis and Thodoris suggest that it takes place while
their classmates write the exam.

In this section I discussed the issue of accommodations for the timetable of the
oral examination that concerns EFL teacher 1 and 2, all students, Stathis’ father and
Petros’ mother. Those participants are trying to solve the problem of when the oral
examination can be conducted but the school timetable and the lack of time during the

break cause a contradiction.

8.2.2 Venue arrangements for oral exams: School 2

Three parents, Stathis’ mother and father and Petros” mother and a student from
School 2, Stathis, would like the oral examination for students with dyslexia to be
conducted in a different room other than their classroom so that there is a quiet
environment where they can concentrate. There is no data from School 1 on this issue.

Both Stathis’ mother and father disapprove of the way the oral examination is

conducted in School 2. His mother mentions that Stathis does not like to be interrupted
by the teacher to talk to another student during the oral examination (extract 19, line
34). His father talked about the noise that other students make that influences Stathis’
concentration (lines 41-2) as was mentioned earlier:

F2 ... I understand and observe that now he is angry because of the quiet that he

wants

Extract 18: Interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/line 17-8/Appendix 4.9

31M  They examine them in the same room he says.

32 Mo2 In the same room yes.
33M While the others write they have to=
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34 Mo2 = ‘she interrupted me’, he says, ‘to talk to a child’.
35M  They are in the class and this happens. It should be done

36 elsewhere, in a different room...

37 F2 I think this can be solved, if they want they can find a way. When

38 you agree to do it you either do it or you don’t.. You either
39 accept that there is a specialness and you have to find a different

40 room, to do the job right or you leave them to write and you take

41 into consideration their special needs. To put them where the other

42 children shout, while there is noise

43 M Justtodoit
44 F2  in order to show that you do something different is not [right]
Extract 19/Interview with Stathis’s parents/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

Later Stathis’ father also confirmed what he had said, that he wants his son to
have the option of the examinations conducted orally but that it should be conducted in
the right place and the teachers should take into account the children’s special needs
(Interview with Stathis’ parents/25-02-07/lines 72-4 and 108-111/Appendix 4.9).

Petros’ mother also referred to the issue of noise and the embarrassment of
being in front of other students during the oral examination (extract 20). She said that
noise influences students’ concentration: ‘he can’t concentrate with the noise’
(Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/line171/Appendix 4.11, 14).

Mo3 Generally it is better in a quiet environment, he performs better. In the
examination the way it is done, that they sit, you know, in a corner or the others
may write and may not sometimes=
M =Is there noise?

Mo3 They are embarrassed, you know, they are embarrassed.

Extract 20/Interview with Mo3/11-3-07/Appendix 4.10

Petros’ mother suggests possible arrangements involving recruiting a colleague
to supervise the class. She also takes up my suggestion that the EFL teacher takes the
students to another room to take the oral exam:

Mo3 If there could be supervision from another colleague

M they can go to another room

Mo3 Yes they can go to another room and have the examination there ...
Extract 21/Interview with Mo03/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10
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Stathis told me that he is annoyed when he writes an exam and other students ask
questions or make noise:

St ... the children interrupt and ask questions or sometimes make noise, this
annoys me very much and especially when I write.

Extract 22/Interview with Stathis/25-2-07//Appendix 4.6
He finds it difficult to concentrate and give the answers orally when there is noise:

St ... if there is a little more noise especially when I am examined orally
...because I haven’t written, I don’t know what I said before, I give the answers
orally and I have to remember them
Extract 23/Interview with Stathis/25-2-07/Appendix 4.6

Therefore, Stathis does not like the fact that the students with dyslexia are
examined in front of other students in a noisy environment. He shows his preference for
a primary school’s practice of taking the students to a different room:

St ... Here in junior high school they make you stand next to the teacher’s
desk and they examine you in front of all the students and there is noise, and in
the primary school ... they used to take you to a different room...

Extract 24/Interview with Stathis/25-2-07/Appendix 4.6

Therefore, Stathis agrees with my suggestion that his teachers take him to a
different room and he wants to have a quiet environment when he is examined because
he is embarrassed when other students hear what he says:

M You could go to a different room to give the answers orally if it can be
done and the others can come, the other children, there are three of you
St Yes or apart from this [I want] to have total silence.

M Generally if others hear what you say it may embarrass you.

St Yes, this [embarrasses me] a lot as well.
Extract 25/Interview with Stathis/25-2-07/Appendix 4.6
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Tools: what artifacts
Students’ diagnoses
Ministry’s policy

Subject: Object: Goal:
Stathis, EFL Examination in |:> Oral examination
Teacher 2 different room In EFL
Rules: Community: Division of labour
Timetabling Ministry of Education Between teachers
staff and Other teachers, Stathis’ regarding supervision of
rooms parents, Petros’ mother cxams

Figure 8.5: Room arrangements for oral exam

Figure 8.5 shows the object of Stathis’ parents, Petros’ mother and Stathis: to
conduct the oral examination in a different room from the rest of the class. For this to
happen a second EFL teacher needs to supervise the class (division of labour) and there
should be an empty room. This did not happen at the time of the research because there
was no collaboration between the EFL teachers regarding supervision of exams. The
lack of room and the lack of a colleague who could supervise the EFL exam both
become the contradiction in the activity system of School 2.

In this section I discussed the issue of where to conduct the oral examination
using data from School 2. Stathis’ parents, Petros’ mother and Stathis wanted the oral
examination for students with dyslexia to be conducted in a different room from the rest
of the class. The rules (finding rooms and staff) and the division of labour between
teachers regarding the supervision of exams created a contradiction in the activity

system.
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8.3 Accommodations for written exams
This section is on accommodations for written examinations for students with
dyslexia. It includes extra time in exams, accommodations for spelling tests and

differentiation policy for marking exams.

8.3.1 Accommodations for extra time in exams: School 2

The data comes from School 2 and it includes three students, EFL teacher 2 and
Stathis” mother. There is no data from School 1 as George did not mention time as a
problem for him. All students from School 2 would like to have extra time in exams
which is mentioned in the Education Ministry’s policy (MNER 2000b).

Stathis told me that he needs more time to think and write than the other students

because he has to slow down his thinking to catch up with his writing:

St We need a little more time ... to think ... because my mind sometimes
thinks faster than my hand writes

M Yes

St and I have to ... think slower in order to write accordingly ...

Extract 26/Interview with Stathis/25-02-07/Appendix 4.6

Petros would have liked to have more time in the previous and in the last exam

in order to finish them:

M Did you need more time to write it, did she give you enough time?

P I would like a little more time to think of some questions because she
hadn’t given us a lot of time last time in the previous exam again

M Yes

P and in this exam she had given us the [teaching] hour and when it was
over I had one exercise left [and] she said ‘come, you will give me the answer
orally’.

Extract 27/Interview with Petros/11-03-07/Appendix 4.6

Petros’ mother told me that her son needs more time than the other students to

write a test:
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Mo3 He needs time, that is, he may need half an hour longer than the other

children in a test.
Extract 28/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10

Thodoris said one teaching hour is not enough for him to finish the exam which
means he has to hurry. He did not manage to finish the last exam but he was asked to
give the answers orally:

Th ... the test is one hour, these are the questions, I may not make it ... and I
hurry, I do them quickly to make it. I make mistakes, once I didn’t have time to
do two exercises. In the end the teacher came [and said] ‘Thodori’

M In EFL?

Th Yes. ‘Thodori, do you want to give the answers orally?” ‘Yes miss the
exercises and especially these last two that [ haven’t managed to do’.

Extract 29/Interview with Thodoris/11-04-07/Appendix 4.8

Petros wants to be given extra time to write exams in the next teaching hour and
not during the break:

P I want her to let me write and then if she wants to ask me something she

can do it but not during the break when the lesson is over. In the beginning of

the next lesson.

Extract 30/Interview with Petros/11-03-07/Appendix 4.6

Thodoris would like to have more time to write exams in the next teaching hour

but he also wants to give the answers orally:

M Did you want more time, if it was possible?
Th If I had more time it would be better.
M Maybe if you stay for ten minutes during the next teaching hour?

Th Yes it would be better to stay for more time, but I would prefer to give

the answers orally as well afterwards.

Extract 31/Interview with Thodoris/11-04-07/Appendix 4.8

EFL teacher 2 keeps the students who have not finished exams in during the
break (extract 32, lines 193-4). She takes to her next class the students with dyslexia

who want to write more or be examined orally along with other students who have not

finished the exam and she gives five extra minutes to all of them (lines 196-203).
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193 T2 In tests if I see that the time is up, I always keep them in during the
194 break

195M Mmm.

196 T2 If I see that they insist on writing something, [or if] they want to be
197 examined orally and they have been left behind, I ask for permission
198 and I take them with me.

199 M The specific children or other children as well?

200 T2 All of them, look, if there are one or two from the others and I have
201 seen that they have one exercise to finish and they know how to do it |
202 ask for permission and I take them with me you know, where I go next,
203 for five minutes again.

Extract 32/Interview with T2/02-03-07/Appendix 4.5

Therefore, Stathis’, Petros’ and Thodoris’ object (Figure 8.6) of having extra
time in exams was met as EFL teacher 2 was willing to give students with dyslexia

extra time. She resolved the problem individually though and not through the

collaboration with the headteacher and other staff to achieve systemic change.

Tools:

Education Ministry’s
Policy

Diagnostic reports

Subjects:

Stathis, Petros,

Thodoris, Object:
EFLTeacher 2 Extra time in exams

Figure 8.6: Extra time in exams

If the issue needs to be resolved collectively, the timetable creates a contradiction
as the Education Ministry’s policy does not specify when teachers should give extra
time to students with dyslexia, during the break or during another time in the school

timetable. There is no clear school policy in School 2 about the issue of extra time in
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exams for students with dyslexia, which is an issue that needs to be clarified through the

collaboration of teachers, parents, students and the headteacher (Figure 8.7):

Tools:
Education Ministry’s Policy,
diagnostic reports

Subiects: Object: Goal:
J. ) Clarifying school Policy for
Stathis, Petros, R E') ) )
. —> and Ministry’s extra time in
Thodoris, . ..
policy on examinations
EFL teacher 2 timetable of
: examination
\
Rules: Community: Division of
Ur‘lc}ear fChOO'l and Petros’ mother, other || labour between
Mupstry s policy parents, headteacher 2, || headteacher 2
on timetable of Ministry of Education and staff
examination

Figure 8.7: School policy for extra time in examinations in School 2

In this section I have shown that Stahis, Petros, Thodoris, EFL teacher 2 and
Petros’ mother wanted extra time in exams for students with dyslexia. However, the
school and Education Ministry’s policy created a contradiction in the activity system of
School 2 as it was unclear about when the extra time should be given to students with

dyslexia.

8.3.2 Accommodations for spelling tests: School 2

The examination of spelling was another issue that the students with dyslexia
and Petros’ mother in School 2 mentioned as causing difficulty. For this reason,
students with dyslexia need some accommodations in order to show what they know in

spelling tests. EFL teacher 2 examined the spelling of the new vocabulary she taught
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every two lessons, that is, once a week by dictating a list of English words to the
students and asking them to write their meaning in Greek also: ‘...I make sure they write
spelling every two lessons’ (Interview with T2/23-03-07/line 431/Appendix 4.5, 16, see
Appendix 6 for students’ papers). This issue does not appear in School 1 data as the

examination of spelling is a lower secondary school practice.

8.3.2.1 Students’ perspective

As far as the examination of vocabulary is concerned, Thodoris and Petros think
they have too many words to learn for spelling in EFL and this demotivates them from
trying to learn it. Thodoris wants to be given specific vocabulary to revise from each
chapter and not all words from five chapters as EFL teacher 2 gives them:

Th She can tell us ‘from lesson 20 you should study really well the words

from number 11 to 30’ for example, we can study these words well and write

them in class. She shouldn’t give us for example, the vocabulary from lessons 16

17 18 19 20 for spelling (.) because there are too many words.

Extract 33/Interview with Thodoris/02-06-07/Appendix 4.8

He explains later that he wants the teacher to give them five words from each
chapter to study so that they do not have to study words that they will not write in the
spelling test and in order not to study 100 words all together (Interview with
Thodoris/2-6-09/lines 31-44/Appendix 4.8, 6).

Petros prefers to learn EFL at home with his tutor as he does not have to learn
too many words:

P Of course every day I have a different lesson but these lessons don’t have

too many words.

Extract 34/Interview with Petros/11-3-07/lines 22-23/Appendix 4.7

Then, Petros talked about the fact that EFL teacher 2 did not ask students to

write the easy words for spelling. Instead, she went on to the next chapter and gave the
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students two chapters of words to learn. This overwhelmed him and made him angry

and he did not want to learn them:

P ... this lesson that we had today had ‘corner’, ‘play’, basketball’, such
words.

M Mmm.

P And she doesn’t give us anything, she goes to the next chapter... and they

are all very easy words, ... and everybody knows them. Then, she gives us this

chapter, she gives us the next as well. Eh too much! And she gives us four pages

of words and then she says ‘go and learn them’. And I get angry with her and I

don’t do anything.

Extract 35/Interview with Petros/11-03-07/Appendix 4.7

Petros also told me about an incident when EFL Teacher 2 punished all the class
by making them learn too many words because she got angry with one student:

P she had given us many [words]. She had got angry with a kid and she

says because she got angry with him ‘you will get all the words’, ‘but’, we say,

‘why?’ and she got angry and she didn’t talk afterwards and she said ‘these,

that’s it’...

Extract 36/Interview with Petros/11-3-07/Appendix 4.7
8.3.2.2 Mother’s perspective

Petros’ mother perspective is similar to that of her son’s: she believes that EFL
teacher 2 gives the class too many words to learn for spelling compared to what they
can learn in the time they are given. Petros’ mother thinks that Petros’ book has too
many words in each lesson for what she perceives to be Petros’ abilities and they are
difficult words:

Mo3 It has very difficult vocabulary. And it has many words as well, that is, in

each unit it has too many words for them to learn ...

Extract 37/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/lines 63-64/Appendix 4.10

Petros’ mother said Petros cannot learn more than five or ten words because of
the difficulties he faces and this number of words is too small compared to what the

students have to learn:

Mo3 ... 1if he learns five or ten they are not enough.
Extract 38/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/line 78/Appendix 4.10
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She thinks the students cannot learn all these words from one day to the next:

Mo3 Every lesson is a long list. It cannot be learnt for the next time ...

Extract 39/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10
8.3.2.3 Teacher’s perspective

EFL Teacher 2 has thought of a strategy to support students with dyslexia in
writing the spelling test. This strategy cannot be obvious to other students and does not
seem to work according to what Petros and his mother told me.

EFL teacher 2 told me that she tells students with dyslexia to give her a piece of
paper on which they have written the vocabulary they have learnt for the spelling test.
They must give her the list before the lesson in order for her to include these words in
the spelling test. She does this to help students with dyslexia get a better grade in
spelling:

T2 All the children write vocabulary, I have simply told them that ‘my child
if you can’t learn 20 words you will learn as many as you can and you will
bring me on a piece of paper ... before the lesson’

M The ones they have learnt

T2 ‘The words you have learnt so that I can make sure they are in the
spelling activity I give and you can get a grade’

Extract 40/interview with T2/23-02-07/Appendix 4.5

However, she tells students to bring her the piece of paper without their
classmates seeing them (extract 41, line 170). She does this because she does not want
the classmates to understand that she makes an accommodation in order to avoid having
to give explanations for this (line 172):

169 T2  Well I have told them bring me the words you have learnt on a
170 piece of paper without your classmates’ seeing you.
171 M Mmm

172 T2 so that it is not obvious that differentiation is done
Extract 41/Interview with T2/23-02-07/Appendix 4.5
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However, Petros believes that this kind of strategy does not actually work as
EFL teacher 2 has not given the class the words he gave her in a piece of paper. For this
reason, he stopped giving her papers with the words he knows:
P But I don’t give her [the words] on purpose because she is nasty. The other
time I had brought her words and I tell her ‘these [words] for me Miss’, ‘ok’
she says ‘take them’ and she didn’t give any of the words I had written. She
gave other words and then she gave me zero for spelling.
Extract 42/interview with Petros/4-05-07/Appendix 4.6
Petros’ mother mentioned an incident that shows why the teacher’s strategy does
not work: Petros gave the EFL teacher only 10 out of the 50 words and these were the
easiest ones that she probably did not want to test:
Mo3 ... he said he gave her some [words], they were, let’s say, 50 words [in
total] and he gave her ten and [they were] the easiest ones.
Extract 43/Interview with Mo3/4-5-07/lines 13-14/Appendix 4.10
During member checking EFL teacher 2 also told me that she is not willing to
reduce the amount of words she gives to the whole class because she wants the students
to study all the words. Furthermore, she does not want to give the class spelling to write
every week as this will mean she will have to correct papers every week (extract 44).

This creates another contradiction in the achievement of Petros’ and Thodoris’ object

for less vocabulary for spelling.

She doesn’t want to reduce the amount of words she gives to the whole class as
she knows the students won’t learn the words they don’t have for spelling. She
can’t give them spelling to write every week to reduce the amount of words they
have to learn as she will have too much to correct in this case and nobody pays
for her time.

Extract 44/Field notes 19-06-09/Appendix 5.2.6

Figure 8.8 shows that all mothers’ in School 2 and partly EFL teacher 2’s object

of differentiating the vocabulary students with dyslexia have for spelling was not met.
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The tools created a contradiction in the activity system: the Education Ministry’s policy
does not mention anything about how to examine spelling in EFL or MFL generally for
students with dyslexia. The school does not have a policy on the issue either. I have
used first generation activity theory because neither the Education Ministry nor the
headteacher are involved in this issue that concerns only the students, a mother and their
EFL teacher.

The teacher did not want the accommodation she makes for students with
dyslexia to be obvious to other students considering there is no policy that requires her
to make an accommodation and she would have to justify her actions. Therefore, the
subjects’ goal should be to create a clear school policy on the examination of spelling in
MFL for students with dyslexia.

In this section I have discussed the issue of the examination of spelling for
students with dyslexia. Thodoris’, Petros’ and Stathis® mother would like less
vocabulary to learn for spelling and EFL teacher 2 would like to differentiate the
examination of spelling for students with dyslexia. The Education Ministry’s and the
school’s policy though do not mention what the teachers could do to differentiate the
examination of spelling, which creates a contradiction in the activity system of School

2.
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Tools:

Education Ministry’s policy
Students’ diagnostic reports
No school policy

Subjects: Object: Goal:

Thodoris, v Less vocabulary School

Petros for spellin |:> :

EFL teacher 2, for s?udentg; with policy on

Petros’ mother «—r ) spelling
dyslexia

Figure 8.8: Less vocabulary for spelling

8.3.3 Sensitive marking

Apart from the accommodation of the oral examination and extra time for
written examinations, students with dyslexia need sensitive marking, that is, a more
lenient correction of their spelling mistakes during which teachers make spelling
allowances (Arapogianni 2003; Ganschow, Sparks and Javorsky 1998). There is data on
this issue from George, EFL teacher 1 and George’s mother from School 1 and from

EFL teacher 2 and headteacher 2 from School 2.

8.3.3.1 Sensitive marking in School 1

In the first interview George seemed to be concerned about the way teachers
assess him during the year. He knows that he may make a mistake with punctuation and
this may change the meaning of what he writes (extract 45, lines 93-95) and teachers
deduct grades because of this (lines 97-8). He is not referring to the EFL teacher here

but to teachers of subjects that include theory.

93 G e.g. when you write a definition in written speech even the slightest
94  detail is obvious, in oral speech it is not so obvious, e.g. I may make a
95  mistake in a comma and a different meaning may come out.
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96 M Mmm
97 G from what [would be] if I said it orally, eh and because of this teachers
98 deduct grades
Extract 45: Interview with George/15-12-06/lines 93-98/Appendix 4.2
EFL teacher 1 told me twice that she is willing not to count George’s spelling
mistakes: before the exam in January she said ‘ok I am not interested in spelling
mistakes ... (Interview with T1/8-01-07/line 4/Appendix 4.1, 19). Later she said she
would count as correct what is near the correct answer but not when the students are
given a choice between two items:
M What will you do with the mistakes? Do you count them as correct?
T1 When I see it is near the answer yes but there are some that are either this or
that.
Extract 46: Interview with T1/19-01-07/Appendix 4.1
George’s teacher of modern Greek (teacher of Greek 1) also told me she would
not take spelling mistakes into consideration in the grade when she marked papers of

students with dyslexia although she corrected them in George’s essay:

The teacher of Greek said ... she wouldn’t take spelling mistakes into
consideration and she didn’t give students with dyslexia below 10 to make them
feel ok. However, in the first essay she gave me all the mistakes were corrected.
Extract 47/ Field notes/26, 27-01-07/Appendix 5.1.7

On the other hand, during the discussion I had with George and his parents
George and his mother told me that two teachers deducted grades from George’s paper
because of his spelling and syntax mistakes that year (extract 48). In the first exam on
Development of Applications in Programming George confused two letters and the
exercise came out wrong (lines 158-9). In the other one the teacher said there was lack
of clarity and syntax (line 163). Both were specialization subjects whose grades count
for entering university.

156 Mol which one was it that they gave you a lower grade for, was it PET
[Principles of Economic Theory]?
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157  Which one was it? Economic Principles?
158 G ... eh Mrs [teacher of Development of Applications in Programming].
That is, I confused
159  some letters m with n and the exercise came out wrong in a program.
160 M Ok I don’t know about this, yes.
161 G Ok this ok, while I could have got a higher grade ok I got a lower one
162  and in ODE [Principles of Management and Administration of Business
and Services]
163 Mol ‘There is lack of clarity, there is lack of syntax’.
Extract 48: Interview with George/19-01-07/Appendix 4.2
In the interview conducted in January George said that the headteacher had told
him that he could not be examined orally in exams during the year but only at the end of
the year. In exams the teachers have to be ‘lenient” with him (extract 49). By ‘lenient’
the headteacher probably means ‘sensitive marking’. This means that George had the
chance to discuss the issue with the headteacher who went to the trouble of interpreting
the Education Ministry’s policy.
G but they have told me even ... Mr. [headteacher 1] has told me that in the
exams they have to be more lenient with me, that is, they can’t examine me
orally in exams, only in the end of year exams.
Extract 49: Interview with George/19-01-07/Appendix 4.2
I asked headteacher 1 on the issue and he told me that teachers should not
correct students’ with dyslexia mistakes as they destroy their self esteem:
I said I heard some complaints that some teachers correct students’ mistakes at
exams and he said they shouldn’t and there is no point as the student then feels
he has done it all wrong.
Extract 50/field notes 2-02-07/Appendix 5.1.7
George, his parents, EFL teacher 1, teacher of Greek 1 and the headteacher of the
school share the same object, sensitive marking, but each one works on it individually
(Figure 8.9). George’s object of sensitive marking was probably achieved in EFL

because of the EFL teacher’s personal interest in the issue but not in all other subjects in

the school. This was because there was no school policy on marking for students with
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rules create a contradiction in the activity system.

Tools: what artifacts:
George’s diagnostic report,
Education Ministry’s guidelines

dyslexia. Therefore, the community’s resistance towards the subjects’ object and the

Subjects: Goal:
Object: )

EFL teacher 1, 1ee Written school
George, teacher > sen51t'1ve Policy on
of Greek 1, ~ | marking marking
headteacher 1 ‘ {; N

Rules: Community: Division of labour

No School Teacher of between EFL

POliC}’ on Programming, MBA teacher 1 and

marking teacher, George’s headteacher 1

parents

Figure 8.9: Sensitive marking in School 1

8.3.3.2 Sensitive marking in School 2
EFL Teacher 2 claimed that she does not deduct grades for the spelling mistakes

of the students with dyslexia (extract 51, line 217, extract 52, lines 236, 238) especially
in cases where they forget one of double letters (extract 51, lines 247-8). She admits that
she deducts from their exam papers 1/10 of the grade she deducts for other students
when students with dyslexia do not agree to be examined orally (extract 51, lines 219-
222) or when they tell her they have nothing else to say during the oral examination
(extract 52, lines 240-1). She counts their mistakes when they say the same answer
orally as they write, which she interprets as indicating that they have learnt something
wrong (extract 52, lines 241-5).

217 T2 Look I don’t count the spelling, that is ... because there are many

218 spelling mistakes, I don’t count them and if I count them I count them

219 ona 1/10 scale in comparison to how much I will count them on others’

220 exam papers. To the extent that they haven’t ... accepted to be examined
221 orally. Because normally since you don’t want to be examined orally and
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222 you are based on your writing I have to be [objective]
Extract 51: Interview with T2/23-02-07/lines 217-222/Appendix 4.5

236 T2 you shouldn’t deduct a grade for the spelling mistakes

237 M mm

238 T2 this has been achieved, eh for this reason I’m telling you that I don’t do it.
239 M mmm

240 T2 I don’t do it. Or if I do it I will do it to the point that they have told me
241 that ‘I haven’t got anything else to say’. That is, when let’s say, he has written
242 the number as ‘threed’ and you examine him orally and he tells you ‘threed’
243 then the mistake is counted.

244 M mmm.

245 T2 because he has learnt it wrong.

246 M 1 was saying if he writes something as it is heard and the spelling is

247 wrong, let’s say from two ells one is missing.

248 T2 we are not talking about these, these are not counted.

Extract 52: Interview with T2/23-2-07/Appendix 4.5

Headteacher 2 also suggests that the assessment of students with dyslexia is
done with patience and lenience in School 2 and that their spelling mistakes are not
corrected (Interview with HT2/16-02-07/Appendix 4.12, 4). Therefore, EFL teacher 2
and headteacher 2 share the object of sensitive marking (Figure 8.8). I next investigate
the extent to which this object is worked on together to achieve the goal by looking at
students’ corrected papers.

By looking at the way the teacher corrected Petros’ and Thodoris’ papers
(Appendix 6.1, 6.2) with the dictation they wrote in class it seems that the teacher
contradicts herself sometimes while in other instances she does what she said which
means that the teacher’s and the headteacher’s object is partially met. She contradicts
herself when she agrees that she does not deduct a grade when one of two identical
letters is missing (extract 52, lines 247-8) because she has deducted half a grade in April
when Thodoris wrote ‘mamal’ instead of ‘mammal’ although he wrote the correct
meaning of the word next to it. She has also deducted half a grade for the confusion of

‘c’ with ‘s’ in ‘insect’ and ‘kangaroo’ in Thodoris’ paper. In addition, she has deducted

points from Petros’ paper for writing ‘drusch’ instead of ‘brush’ and ‘drive throu’
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instead of ‘drive through’. This mistake was also made by Thodoris who did not get any
point either. She deducted 0, 02 points in February from Petros’ exam paper (see
Appendix 6.3) for writing ‘hairbresher’ instead of ‘hairdresser’ because she thought it
was completely wrong (interview with T2/23-2-07/line 577/Appendix 4.5, 21). She did
not deduct any grade though when Petros wrote ‘boctor’ for ‘doctor’ in the same
exercise suggesting that she did not count the ‘b’ with ‘d’ confusion as a mistake. She
also deducted 0, 15 points from Thodoris’ exam paper (see Appendix 6.4) in February
because he wrote ‘Portugish’ instead of Portugese but she did not deduct any grade
when he wrote ‘Brazillian’.

In Figure 8.10 the subjects (EFL teacher 2 and headteacher 2) are working on
the object of sensitive marking individually. The object cannot be fully achieved
because of the lack of a written policy from the Education Ministry or the school. It can
only be achieved due to the EFL teacher’s personal interest in the issue. The EFL
teacher 2’s inconsistency in her marking of spelling and teachers’ different approaches
to spelling correction in School 1 indicates a need for a written policy (goal in 8.7 and
8.8) from the headteachers or the Ministry of Education that gives teachers clear

guidelines on which mistakes to mark as wrong in students’ with dyslexia papers.
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Tool:
Education Ministry’s

guidelines
Subjects: Object: Goal:
EFL teacher 2, sensitive |:> Written policy on
Headteacher2 marking marking
A 4
Rules: Community: Division of
School’s policy Education labour between
on marking Ministry headteacher and
other teachers, teachers
other students

Figure 8.10: Sensitive marking in School 2

In this section I showed that George’s, his parents’ and EFL teacher 1’s,
teacher’s of Greek 1 and headteacher 1’s object of sensitive marking was achieved for
EFL but not for all subjects in School 1. In School 2 EFL teacher 2’s and headteacher
2’s object of sensitive marking was partially achieved. This was because of the lack of a

written policy on marking the exam papers of students with dyslexia.

8.4. Education Ministry policy and diagnostic report recommendations for oral
examination: both schools

In this section I discuss the implementation of the recommendations for the oral
examination of students with dyslexia from the Education Ministry and the diagnostic

centres. I use data from the EFL teachers from both schools.
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8.4.1 School 1
The Education Ministry’s guidelines to teachers (MNER 2009, 2010) urge them to

examine students with dyslexia orally. George’s diagnostic report from a diagnostic
centre recommends that he is also examined orally. Therefore, these are two ‘what
artifacts’ (see methodology chapter). These ‘what artifacts’ are problematic though
because the Education Ministry’s policy on dyslexia assessment (MNER 2009, 2010)
and the diagnosis the students get from the diagnostic centres are unclear about how to
assess a student in a foreign language. EFL teacher 1 told me in an interview regarding
the diagnosis from diagnostic centres:

M Is the diagnostic report enough for you? Does it say enough about the

student?

T1 ... it tells me that this student usually asks to be assessed orally but when I

asked here [the school] the issue was unclear, that is, I said ‘what do we mean

by orally, do you just examine him orally, doesn’t he write like the others?’ and

they basically answered that he takes the written exam ... and basically he has

more time to revise it, to add something etc. So, | am waiting to see how this

will be done in practice ...

Extract 53: Interview with T1/13-11-06/Appendix 4.1

Later in my study I discussed with EFL teacher 1 about the Education Ministry’s
policy on dyslexia. The interview took place before George’s class wrote the EFL exam
for the four months’ period. She said that the policy does not specify how students with
dyslexia can be assessed in EFL. This is what I wrote in my field notes:

I told the EFL teacher he [George] wants to be examined orally during the exam

and I have looked into the policy from the Ministry that says students with

dyslexia write their answers on a rough piece of paper and it doesn't count

towards their grade. She finds this very unclear and we agreed we don't know

how it can be applied to EFL as the students have to fill in gaps with words in

the EFL exam.

Extract 54/Field notes/8-01-07/Appendix 5.1.6

Therefore, George’s diagnostic report and the Education Ministry’s guidelines on

assessing students with dyslexia create a contradiction in the activity system of School 1
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(Figures 8.2, 8.3, 8.4 and 8.7). Both EFL teacher 1 and George have to deal with an
unclear policy and the problem of when, where and how the student can be examined

orally in EFL during the school year.

8.4.2 School 2
EFL teacher 2 thinks the diagnostic report is ineffective because it is difficult for
teachers to interpret it because it includes medical terms:
T2 ... Do I know how to interpret it? They give me a diagnosis that has
medical terms in it
Extract 55/Interview with T2/02-03-07/lines 354-5/Appendix 4.5
Therefore, the students’ diagnostic reports create a contradiction in the activity
system of School 2 as they do not specify how each student should be examined and
assessed (Figures 8.5, 8.6, 8.8).
In this section I have shown that the Education Ministry’s policy and the
diagnostic reports create a contradiction in the activity system of School 1 and School 2
as they do not specify how, when and where students with dyslexia can be examined

orally in EFL.

8.5 Conclusion

In this chapter I have analysed data related to accommodations for the
assessment of students with dyslexia as they are part of dyslexia provision. I have
investigated the issue of accommodations for the oral and written examination of
students with dyslexia required by the Education Ministry’s guidelines, the examination
of spelling in School 2 and the issue of sensitive marking in both schools. I have shown
that participants in School 1 and 2 are trying to solve the problem of when the oral

examination can be conducted but the school timetable and the lack of time during the
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break cause a contradiction. As far as the examination of students with dyslexia in a
different room is concerned, the rules (finding rooms and staff) and the division of
labour between teachers regarding the supervision of exams created a contradiction in
the activity system. The school policy of School 2 also created a contradiction as it was
unclear about when the extra time should be given to students with dyslexia. The
Education Ministry’s and the school’s policy though do not mention what the teachers
could do to accommodate students’ with dyslexia needs regarding the examination of
spelling, which creates a contradiction in the activity system of School 2. I have also
shown that sensitive marking was not always achieved in School 2 because of the lack
of a written policy on marking the exam papers of students with dyslexia. Therefore,
because of the lack of written policy, dyslexia provision is provided only when
particular teachers are interested in finding ways to differentiate the assessment of

students with dyslexia and not as a whole-school approach.
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CHAPTER 9: ACCOMMODATIONS AND PROVISION FOR LEARNING IN
AND OUT OF CLASS AND HOMEWORK
9.1 Introduction

The purpose of this final analysis chapter is to discuss accommodations and
provision for teaching in class and homework using evidence from EFL teacher’s
interview and the students’ and mothers’ interviews. The issue of time-as-support
appears in the teachers’, students’ and parents’ interviews in two different ways: 1)
extra time in class and 2) extra time for homework. I show that this type of support is
not always achieved as there are contradictions in the activity system of School 2. I also
investigate mothers’ requests for the provision of parallel support in class and individual

teaching programs in the school which are not satisfied either.

9.2 Accommodations for extra time in class

I first investigate the issue of accommodations for extra time in class for
students with dyslexia. There is data from all students from School 2, a mother, EFL
teacher 2 and field notes from lessons. The analysis shows that students do not always
have extra time because of the lack of school policy and the unclear guidelines from the
Ministry of Education.

All students in School 2 told me that they need extra time to answer questions in
class. Stathis said he needs more time to do exercises in class. He wants the teacher to
allow different paces in class so that some students manage to get the work done:

St ... even in exercises it happens, someone may finish much earlier,

because he finishes earlier there is no need

M She shouldn’t hurry.

St to start all together because neither I nor anybody else will have the time

to even do it.

Extract 1/Interview with Stathis/25-02-07/Appendix 4.6

Petros also told me he needs more time to answer questions in class. He needs

more time to think of the answer and her shouting confuses him:
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Do you want a little more time when she asks you that is?

Yes, I want more time

To answer?

To think of it a little ... and she shouts aaaand she confuses you a little
Extract 2/Interview with Petros/11-03-07/Appendix 4.7

v7TL

Thodoris like Petros needs more time to answer questions in class. He claims the
teacher once gave him ten seconds to answer a question which he thought was not
enough. He did not have time to think and understand the question he read and she

asked another student:

M Does she give you time to answer when she asks a question in class?
Th No, I think I would like more time.
M You would like more time.

Th That is, I was confused once and she gave me ten seconds to answer, to

say the right thing, I didn’t have time to think of it, to understand what I was

reading and she went to another child to continue the teaching hour.

Extract 3/Interview with Thodoris/11-04-07/Appendix 4.8

Petros’ mother told me the EFL teacher cannot give extra time to students with
dyslexia, as I asked her to do, because there is no time to give. She explained to me why
there is not enough time for each student: every student has 2-3 minutes if you divide
the 45 minutes that the lesson lasts by the number of students in class (25), which is not
enough time:

M I simply told her to give more time to the specific students and she said

that there is not much time...

Mo3 No, there is not much time because

M Because there are 25 [students] in the class

Mo3 Because if you take the 45 minutes it is 2 or 3 minutes for every child,

what can you do in 3 minutes?

Extract 4/Interview with Mo3/4-5-07/Appendix 4.10

In the first lesson I observed in School 2 EFL Teacher 2 waited twice when she
asked him to answer questions in class. In the first instance he gave the wrong answer

and she directed him on where to look for the answer but he could not answer. In the

second instance Petros knew what the question meant but he could not answer
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immediately and she gave him some time to look at the question and think of the answer
even though another student (Thodoris) showed that he knew the answer:

She nominated Petros to answer where Brenda’s bedroom is. He gave a wrong
answer and she said in English ‘look at the text’. He didn’t answer and another
student gave the answer. She is asking Petros the meaning of the question ‘what
colour is her carpet?’” He gave her the correct answer about the meaning of the
question. He didn’t find the answer to the question immediately and ‘she said
take a better look, what it says in the book’. Thodoris knows the answer and
wants to say it.

Extract 5/field notes 16-2-07/Appendix 5.2.4

EFL Teacher 2 told me that she gives students with dyslexia some time to
answer questions in class which is what I observed in extract 5 (extract 6, line 180-1).
She also gives as much time as she can for exercises in class (line 194). For example, in
an incident with Petros who could not answer a question she rephrased the question but
when she saw that he did not know the answer, she did not insist because she had to
present the next lesson (lines 181-188). The other students may also start to call out the
answer which means she has to let them answer and move on (lines 188-190).

180 M Do you give them some time to think of it?

181 T2 Yes that’s what I do but can I tell you what happens? When I see that

182  the student is stuck because he doesn’t know something, like Petros did

183  today, you saw that I waited

184 M Mmm.

185 T2 I asked the question again, I tried to help him. I saw that he

186  didn’t know, I can’t insist more because time passes

187 M Yes.

188 T2 and I won’t have time to present [the next lesson] and the others will
start

189 M to call out

190 T2 Yes you see them they don’t wait.

191 M Yes. Do you give them more time to do the exercises?

192T2 In class?

193 M In class and in tests.

194T2 In class I give as much time as I can.

Extract 6/Interview with T2/2-03-07/Appendix 4.5

Therefore, the rules, that is teachers’ common practice that requires that the EFL

teacher checks students’ previous knowledge or gives students the chance to speak and
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presents the new lesson in 45 minutes do not allow the teacher to give more time to
students with dyslexia to think of the answer. The rules, the Education Ministry’s
policy, that give each EFL teacher three hours of 45 minutes each per week for that year
to teach EFL to 25 students create a contradiction in the activity system of School 2
(Figure 9.1). The other students in the community who would call out the answer also
create a contradiction. EFL teacher 2’s, the students’ with dyslexia and the object of
Petros” mother of giving extra time to students with dyslexia to answer a question in
class is not always met according to what the students and the teacher said. There is
multi-voicedness in this example as there is evidence of the same issue from different
perspectives. I put students and EFL teacher 2 in the subject position but not Petros’

mother who is in the community because I do not have evidence of her collaboration

with EFL teacher 2.

Tools:

Education Ministry’s

policy
Subjects:
Stathis, Petros, Object:
Thodoris e

| More time in class for

EFL Teacher 2 —> Students with dyslexia

/. N

Rules: Community: Division of labour
45 minutes’ lesson Education Ministry, between EFL teacher 2
25 students in class headteacher 2, Petros’ and students

mother, other students

Figure 9.1: More time in class

In this section I have shown that Stathis, Petros, Thodoris, EFL teacher 2 and

Petros’ mother want more time in class for students with dyslexia in order to answer
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questions. This object is partly met but the EFL teacher cannot always achieve this

because of the short duration of the EFL lesson and the number of students in class.

9.3 Accommodations for homework

Students from School 2 also said they need extra time for homework or less
homework. In this section I investigate the issue of extra time for homework from the
perspective of two students and EFL teacher 2. There is no data from School 1 because

George did not write any homework in EFL because of his difficulties and lack of time.

9.3.1 Students’ perspectives

Thodoris would like to have less work to do at home for EFL:

M You would like to ... have less studying to do at home for English.

Th Yes, because ... apart from English there are other subjects.

Extract 7/Interview with Thodoris/2-6-07/Appendix 4.8

Thodoris thinks EFL teacher 2 gives the class too many exercises for homework.
He said she gives the class around seven exercises out of the ten that the book includes
as well as vocabulary to learn:

Th When Miss gives us [homework], for example, if the book has ten

exercises, we do three in class and [the remaining] seven are for homework ...

she gives us vocabulary as well though ...

Extract 8/interview with Thodoris/02-06-07/lines 15-16, 18/Appendix 4.8

Later in the same interview Thodoris said he wants the EFL teacher to give them
less exercises for homework: ‘fo give less exercises generally’ (Interview with
Thodoris/2-6-07/ line 16/Appendix 4.8, 10).

Thodoris also suggested that the teacher gives more time to the whole class to do

the exercises she gives for homework. He wants to have five days or a week to do the

exercises:
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Th She can ... give us in a paper twenty exercises ... and she should give
them to us on Monday for example and they should be due for Friday or they
should be for the following Monday.

Extract 9/Interview with Thodoris/2-6-07/Appendix 4.8

Thodoris agreed with me that he needs more time to write essays at home and do
homework than other students (extract 10, lines 11-13). Therefore, some differentiation

regarding homework would be useful for him (lines 6-10):

6 M There can be an arrangement about this [homework]

7Th Yes

8 M about what you will bring at least, she can say that you will do two out
9 of the three, to do this differentiation.

10 Th Yes.

11 M Considering that in order for you to write an essay you may need more
12 time than another student

13 Th Yes

14 M Who doesn’t make mistakes

15Th Yes, of course.

Extract 10/Interview with Thodoris/2-6-07/lines 6-15/Appendix 4.8

Stathis also said he needs more time than other students to write homework
because of his dyslexia. Therefore, since he has not got this time, sometimes he does not
do all the exercises:

St sometimes ... [ don’t have time to do many things and maybe because of

this problem ... , because of dyslexia ... I need more time and because there isn’t

more time

M Mmm.

St I don’t do the exercises. I try to do the exercises though, it doesn’t

happen all the time, it’s only once in a while that I don’t bring exercises ...

Extract 11/Interview with Stathis/25-02-07/Appendix 4.6
9.3.2 EFL Teacher 2’s perspective

EFL Teacher 2 told me that she does not mind if students with dyslexia do not

do all exercises (extract 12, lines 3, 5). Instead, she claims that she encouraged the
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whole class to do half of the exercises if they do not have enough time as long as they
are correct (lines 14-15).

1 M Sometimes Stathis said he does two out of the three exercises for

2 example

3T2 Idon’thave a problem with that.

4 M Because he finds it hard, it takes him more time to write them and=
5T2 =Idon’t have a problem with that, you saw that today I told them ‘do
6 half ...

11T2 T generally have told everybody because you saw there are more weak
12 students in class, it is not only Stathis

I3M Mmm.

14 T2 I have told them that if you don’t have time to do all of them, do half
15 but do them right.

Extract 12/Interview with T2/02-03-07/lines 1-6, 11-15/Appendix 4.5

She also said she gives extra time to students who do not manage to finish
homework on time. She tells them to do it during the weekend:

T2 I have told them I don’t mind, they can come and tell me that ‘I didn’t have

time to do all of them because I couldn’t’. That’s it, s’/he will do them at the

weekend, it is not obligatory to do them from one day to the next.

Extract 13/interview with T2/2-3-07/Appendix 4.5

EFL Teacher 2 said she does not reprimand students with dyslexia for not doing
homework because she does not want to embarrass them:

T2 ... You cannot reprimand them [concerning homework in class]. S/he

may be embarrassed.

Extract 14/interview with T2/23-02-07/lines 207-8/Appendix 4.5

At the same time she wants to treat all students in the same way, both the ‘good
ones’ and the ‘weak ones’ in order not to be accused of being unfair. For this reason,
she notes down everybody who has not brought the homework:

M ... so that they don’t say that you treat someone unfairly.

T2 Oh I don’t I don’t. Let me tell you something, I think that this is the only
thing that they won’t say because I try to behave in the same way with

everybody.

M Yes.

T2 Both to excellent students and to not good students.
M Mmm.
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T2 And I am strict to everybody, that is there is no way, ...you saw that let’s

say, I made a note of all those that hadn’t brought homework, all of them ...

Extract 15/Interview with T2/23-02-07/Appendix 4.5

EFL teacher 2 also said she is more lenient with students with dyslexia than with
other students: ‘I am definitely more lenient’ (Interview with T2/2-3-07/line
275/Appendix 4.5, 28). However, in the beginning of my study, I observed her
reprimanding Stathis for not doing the homework (extract 16) which means that she is
not always lenient with students with dyslexia and she does not give them extra time for
homework from the beginning:

Stathis didn’t have a book for the second time and hadn’t done the homework

twice and she shouted at him. She said if they don’t bring their book 3 times she

will deduct one grade.
Extract 16/field notes 16-2-07/Appendix 5.2.2

Tool:
Teachers’
knowledge on

dyslexia
Subjects: Object:
Thodoris More time to Goal:
Stathis complete homework, Policy on
EFL teacher 2 D — O less homework for homework
students with
dyslexia
A \
Rules: Community: Division of labour
No school Parallel high ability || Between headteacher,
policy on class, parents, other || teachers and students
homework teachers, with dyslexia
headteacher 2

Figure 9.2: More time for homework
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In Figure 9.2 Thodoris’, Stathis’, EFL teacher 2’s object of giving more time to
students with dyslexia to complete the homework is partially met. This happens because
EFL teacher 2 contradicts herself probably because she wants to support students with
dyslexia and weak students by giving them extra time but at the same time she tries to
be fair and treat all students in the same way. Therefore, she has to note down they have
not brought the homework. The teacher may not differentiate the homework for students
with dyslexia because there is no school policy on how much homework to give to these
students or how much time to give them to complete the homework. If there is such a
policy then the EFL teacher will not be accused of being unfair to any of the students in
the class. There is a systemic contradiction in the lack of a school policy on homework
(rules) which means that the subjects’ goal should be to create such a policy.

In this section I have shown that Thodoris and Stathis would like to have fewer
exercises to do for homework in EFL or to be given more time to do them. EFL teacher
2 claims that she tries to be more lenient to students with dyslexia by not reprimanding
them as much as other students for not doing their homework and she may give them
extra time for homework but she cannot differentiate clearly the homework for them as
there is no school policy on accommodations for homework and the teacher does not

want to be accused of being unfair.

9.4 State dyslexia provision

In this section I discuss dyslexia provision that mothers of students with dyslexia
want for their children in the classroom and the school. I use evidence from all mothers’
interviews from School 2. There is no data from School 1.

All mothers from School 2 expressed the opinion that there is a need for state

dyslexia provision as private dyslexia provision costs too much. Mothers would have
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liked to have provision in the form of programs for their children, special needs teachers
or assistants in their children’s class.

Stathis’ mother and father take Stathis for psychological support outside school,
as I mentioned in 6.3.2. They would be interested in the pilot programs in state

secondary schools for students with special needs that I mentioned to them:

M There are some schools that=

Mo2 =schools?

M Yes.

Mo2 State or private?

M Yes state. Some schools do pilot programs for students with learning
difficulties.

Mo2 We are interested in this.

Extract 17/Interview with M02/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

Petros’ mother takes her children to a private centre because there is no
coordination in state services:

Mo3 .. we go [to a private centre] because they [diagnostic centres] don’t

have space and there is no coordination at all, they have a contract with some

[private centres]

Extract 18/interview with Mo03/11-3-07/lines 265-267/Appendix 4.10

Petros’ mother would like to have state dyslexia provision for her children as she
paid a lot of money for private dyslexia provision when the state insurance stopped
reimbursing the fees she paid:

Mo3 My husband’s state insurance covered the fees and we paid about 50

euros for both children from our pocket. Then, that stopped and we paid 1000

1200 euros ...

Extract 19/Interview with Mo3/11-03-07/Appendix 4.10

She then changed from her husband’s insurance to her insurance so she could
get some of the fees back. She complained about this saying that the state gives the

dyslexia diagnoses saying that these children need provision and then they stop paying

for this provision. Therefore, she believes that there is no continuity in state provision:
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Mo3 We paid ... 1200 per month for five months until we found out that TEVE
gives 75% ... I had called and said can you see into it? The state gives through
the centre for mental health the paper [diagnosis] that the children have a
problem and they need provision and then the state stops it? That is ... as there
isn’t continuity from pre-school to nursery to primary school, the same happens
after primary school.

Extract 20/interview with Mo3/11-03-07/lines 308-9, 312-7/Appendix 4.10

Thodoris” mother would have preferred to have dyslexia information and

provision from the state so that she and the other parents did not have to pay so much:

Mo4 the state though has not managed to do programs for children. All this
did not have to be private and parents wouldn’t have to pay so much money.
Extract 21/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

She believes it is difficult for a family that has two or three children to pay the

money private centres ask for and there should be state schools that offer provision. She

thinks that in these special classes the students should be grouped according to their

difficulties and not all students with special needs should be placed in the same class as

it is currently the case:

Mo4 Why should all these private schools exist and why can’t the state make
schools where children can go but where they can be grouped
Extract 22/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

Furthermore, Stathis’ mother thinks support teaching or ‘parallel support’ in

class would be useful for Stathis:

M In England in primary schools there is someone in the classroom.
Mo2 This would be very helpful for Stathis.
Extract 23/Interview with M02/25-02-07/Appendix 4.9

Thodoris’ mother also talks about ‘parallel support’. She thinks there should be

an SEN teacher in classes with students with learning difficulties in order to support

them:

Mo4 There should be a special needs teacher at the same time in class
M Yes.
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Mo4 To be able to take care of the children that have a difficulty at the same

time as the teacher.

Extract 24/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

It is not very easy to organise ‘parallel support’ in Greek state schools since the
Ministry of Education takes a long time to satisfy applications from parents as
Thodoris’ mother said:

Mo4 You may have applied for this teacher three years before and you may

still wait for him/her...

M Are there people who have tried and it hasn’t happened?

Mo4 Of course, many [people], you don’t get permission.

Extract 25/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

The delay in the organization of ‘parallel support’ is due to lack of money and
lack of appropriate staff at the Education Ministry (extract 26). There might be lack of
coordination of services between the Education Ministry that has to send SEN teachers

to schools and the local KEDDY (diagnostic centre) that is responsible for the

suggestion of ‘parallel support’ as illustrated by Thodoris’ mother:

M Why do you believe the procedure is slow? Are there no people or no

money?

Mo4 There are no people, there is no money. And does anything actually work
l’)

Extract 26/Interview with Mo4/11-04-07/Appendix 4.11

All mothers’ goal of receiving state dyslexia provision for their children and the
object of having support programs for their children as well as support teaching are not
achieved because the division of labour between the school, the local KEDDY and the
Ministry of Education cause a contradiction in the achievement of the collaboration
between them (Figure 9.3). If mothers in my study wished to have parallel support and
individualised support programs they would need to apply for ‘parallel’ support at the
school which means they would collaborate with headteacher 2. Their application would

be sent to the Ministry of Education through the LEA. The Ministry of Education would
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have to approve the application and find the appropriate staff and the funding and check
if the local KEDDY also approves the application. The lack of funding and staff, the
beaurocracy and the lack of coordination of services are possible causes of the delay in
parallel support or the non existence of any state provision which demotivated mothers

from asking for it.
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Figure 9.3: State dyslexia provision
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In this section I have shown that all mothers in School 2 would like to have state
dyslexia provision for their children in the form of support programs or ‘parallel’ support in
class. The lack of money and as a result the lack of staff in the Ministry of Education and the
division of labour cause a contradiction in the network of activity systems as the goal of state

dyslexia provision cannot be achieved.

9.5 Conclusion

In this chapter I have discussed the issue of accommodations for extra time in class
and for homework and accommodations for dyslexia provision in class and in the school
using data from School 2. I have shown that EFL teacher 2 cannot always achieve the object
of giving extra time in class to students with dyslexia because of the short duration of the
EFL lesson and the number of students in class which create a contradiction. I have also
shown that the EFL teacher may give students with dyslexia extra time for homework but
she cannot differentiate clearly the homework for them as there is no school policy on
homework, which creates a contradiction. Finally, I showed that all mothers in School 2
wished to have state dyslexia provision for their children but the lack of funding, the lack of
appropriate staff and the division of labour between the Education Ministry, the KEDDY and

School 2 create a contradiction.

194



CHAPTER 10: CONCLUSION

10.1 Introduction

In concluding this thesis, I revisit my research questions and relate my findings to the
research questions. I discuss the key findings of my study, I compare them to the literature
and the Education Ministry’s policy and I present a summary of the contradictions, their
cause and resolution. I also make suggestions to the participants of my study and other
headteachers, teachers, students and parents based on my findings and the literature. I reflec