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Purpose: to assess the effect of an intervention on educational teams’ attitudes and
academic expectations concerning the inclusion of students with Down’s Syndrome
(DS), in Chile.

Methods: a quasi-experimental single-group study was carried out, with an interdisci-
plinary pilot intervention held comprising three workshops on inclusive education for
teachers and teaching assistants. The Attitudes Towards and Academic Expectations
For Down’s Syndrome Students questionnaire (CAEASD in Spanish) was used to
assess these variables pre- and post-intervention.

Results: 48 subjects participated in this study, with 37 in the experimental group and
11 in the control group. No significant differences were observed in the overall CAEASD
score, neither before nor after the intervention (p=0.388). However, in the actions part
of the attitude component, there was a significant difference in the experimental group
(p<0.05), in which, the proportion of positive changes in the overall CAEASD score
was also greater than that in the control group.

Conclusion: mentoring had a positive impact on educational teams’ attitudes towards
students with DS, helping to develop an inclusive educational community.

Keywords: Attitude; Down’s Syndrome; Education; Learning; Mentoring; Speech,
Language and Hearing Sciences
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INTRODUCTION

Speech therapy, in education, plays multiple roles,
from evaluating difficulties, intervening in schools and
developing the curriculum, to advising and assisting
their educational teams'. To achieve its aims, collabo-
ration and interdisciplinary work is required between
members of the school community, in order for this to
be inclusive successfully?. There are also other factors,
though, that influence the inclusion of students with
special educational needs (SEN) in schools, including
teachers’ attitudes and academic expectations
concerning people with disabilities®*.

In this context, both educational teams’ attifudes
and academic expectations play a crucial role. Attitudes
can be defined as a learned set of beliefs, actions and
emotions® that determine how one person behaves
towards another. Beliefs are understood as a subjective
version of the truth, a conviction or something that the
subject considers true®. Emotions allude to the affective
link with reality, immediately assessing emotionally the
person or situation’, while actions refer to each subject’s
behavior. For their part, academic expectations refer
to what the teacher expects their students to learn
regarding the curriculumé®. It is important, therefore,
to value educational teams’ attitudes and academic
expectations, since these condition children’s academic
performance, interest in schooling, self-esteem and
relationships with their peers and teachers®.

There is evidence that sending students with DS to
normal schools has a positive impact on their devel-
opment, encouraging speech intelligibility and linguistic
development and giving them greater opportunities
for academic success and social development',
The support that teaching assistants provide teachers
directly affects teachers’ attitudes towards students
with DS'2'3, That is why changing educational teams’
attitudes and academic expectations towards students
with DS is relevant.

It has been reported that teachers are optimistic
about including students with SEN in their classes,
although they are also anxious, overwhelmed, unsure
about and uncomfortable working with them'. This
partly explains why they are not familiar with inclusion
and do not have the tools required to diversify their
work'2'®. It should also be added that they lack
knowledge about the cognitive and behavioral charac-
teristics that have an impact on the learning of DS
students’®. The lack of training available for educational
teams leads to low academic expectations, making
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teaching difficult and causing trust and self-esteem
issues among the students.

Teacher training and professional development has
a positive impact on inclusion in schools, improving
acceptance of people with DS'. The latter also leads
to the creation of realistic expectations and positive
attitudes'®'°20. An intervention with favorable results
was developed by Serrato and Garcia?', who held a
five-session course/workshop for teachers. The aim
was to provide theoretical tools and teaching methods,
raising teachers’ awareness of diversity to increase the
use of inclusive practices in the classroom. Their inter-
vention consisted of presenting the traits of inclusive
education and its implications both theoretically and
practically, with activities to promote participation and
reflection. However, the study sample was small and
there was no control group, which means it is difficult
to draw general conclusions about the intervention’s
effectiveness.

Lindsay and Edwards® carried out a systematic
revision of interventions for children and young people
on attitudes towards and acceptance and knowledge
of disability. The results showed that, in 34 of the 43
studies, participants’ attitudes towards their class-
mates with disabilities improved. One of the studies
chosen was carried out in Singapore, where university
students were involved in an intervention with the aim
of improving attitudes towards the inclusion of people
with intellectual disabilities. The authors’ intervention
involved ten sessions and they observed improvements
in participants’ attitudes. There have been no studies
of this type on interventions involving teachers’ and/or
teaching assistants’ attitudes.

In the context of people with DS specifically,
Rooney? carried out an intervention on a group of
university students. The aim was to improve attitudes
and positive feelings towards people with DS by looking
at photographs of individuals with DS and imagining
positive interactions with them. The quality and quantity
of prior contact with people with DS is associated with
positive and pleasant attitudes towards them. Campbell
and Gilmore’s™ aim was to improve the attitudes of
future teachers towards diversity and the inclusion of
students with DS. The intervention was carried out at
a university and involved DS content and the inclusive
educational model. There was a positive change in
attitudes to inclusion of people with DS. The study
combined teaching based on theoretical information
with structured practical examples, demonstrating that



raising awareness about disability can lead to changes
in attitudes to diversity.

Based on this, it is possible to confirm that no prior
interventions to improve teachers’ attitudes to students
with DS exist, in spite of the fact that they are key
agents to their inclusion. In addition, there is even less
evidence of the modification of students’ academic
expectations. No studies have measured the impact of
interventions on the educational team’s attitudes and
academic expectations as a whole, towards students
with DS. As a result, this study aimed to evaluate the
effect of interventions on teachers’ and teaching assis-
tants’ attitudes and academic expectations, concerning
the inclusion of students with DS in schools in Chile.

METHODS

A quasi-experimental single-group study was carried
out, involving a pilot intervention aimed to encourage
positive attitudes and expectations concerning the
inclusion of students with DS in schools. Teachers and
teaching assistants from one of the neighborhoods in
Chile’s Metropolitan Region were invited to take part.

All those recruited signed an informed consent form
before taking part. The study protocol and the informed
consent were approved by the Pontifical Catholic
University of Chile’s Ethics Committee (Protocol N2:
190311007), Chile.

An non-probabilistic sample of teachers and
teaching assistants was chosen from schools in the
San Bernardo neighborhood of Chile’s Metropolitan
Region. In this area, 6.7% of students attend special
needs schools, which is higher than the global average
in Chile (5.1%)2.

Inclusion criteria involved municipal educational
establishments with School Integration Programs
(SIP), since these adhere to Decree N°170/2009
which promotes accepting students with temporary
or permanent SEN, including students with DS#.
Establishments attended by DS students were also
included, since this made it easier to relate the inter-
vention to real examples and to apply the strategies
taught. Head teachers, teachers and professional
teaching assistants were included in order to incor-
porate different perspectives from within the educa-
tional community.

A questionnaire was used to collect data about the
demographic and employment characteristics of those
working with people with DS. In addition, the CAEASD?
survey was used to determine the sample’s attitudes
and expectations concerning students with DS. For
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details of the validation process and the questions
included in the CAEASD survey, please see Munoz-
Montes et al.2® The CAEASD survey uses two scales,
both in a Likert format with five possible answer alterna-
tives (from ‘totally agree’ to ‘totally disagree’). The scale
for Attitudes Towards Students With Down’s Syndrome
(EASD in Spanish) has three subscales: beliefs,
emotions and actions, while the second one evaluates
Academic Expectations For Students With Down’s
Syndrome (EEASD in Spanish) using a single scale.
This instrument has acceptable indicators for content
validity, construct validity and reliability on both scales
(a=0,88 for the EASD and 0.86 for the EEASD scale).
The survey was taken both pre- and post-intervention.

In the group that was intervened, a satisfaction
survey was carried out to collect information about
the intervention’s positive and negative aspects. This
instrument was created in-house and included ten
Likert format questions, with a choice of five possible
answer alternatives (from ‘completely agree’ to
‘completely disagree’). Participants were asked to rate
their satisfaction with acquisition of new knowledge,
content organization, workshop methodology, speaker
quality and the resources used. To determine content
validity and the satisfaction survey’s format, expert
opinions were sought. The survey was sent to ten
experts connected to educational interventions and/or
to evaluation methods, six of whom responded. They
agreed that the ten items that made up the survey were
relevant to evaluating the construct (content validity)
and that the statements were easily interpreted (format
validity). The recently created instrument was called the
Satisfaction Survey For Inclusivity Oriented Workshops
(SSIOW).

Prior to the intervention, both groups answered the
CAEASD survey and filled in the information form. The
intervention was then carried out, involving a program
of three workshops for the experimental group and
an introductory talk for the control group. Finally, both
groups were subject to a post-intervention assessment
using the CAEASD survey. In addition, the intervention
group answered the workshop satisfaction survey.

The intervention for the experimental group involved
three theoretical-practical workshops involving content
on inclusion, such as the distinction between the
concepts of integration and inclusion, fact and fiction
about people with DS, the Universal Design for Learning
(UDL), facilitating factors and barriers to inclusion, how
students with DS learn and inclusive educational and
behavioral strategies for students with DS.
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Active learning methods were applied, such as
team-based learning, problem solving, small-group
discussions and the use of learning technology. Each
workshop was run by a group of speech therapists
and special needs teachers, who modeled the use of
teaching strategies using the UDL. Each one lasted
approximately 90 minutes and they were held over
a three-month period (Appendix 1). In addition, two
videos were provided as additional material.

The control group received a 45-minute introductory
talk, whose aim was to provide inclusive orientation for
students with Down’s Syndrome. This was given by the
same team of professionals and included content on
inclusion, such as the distinction between the concepts
of integration and inclusion, facilitating factors and
barriers to inclusion and how students with DS learn.
In addition, a leaflet was provided with extra material on
the topics dealt with in the session.

An exploratory data analysis was carried out by
looking for atypical values and determining the distri-
bution of the continuous quantitative variables using
the Shapiro- Wilk test. To display the scores of both
(experimental and control) groups, box plots were

Table 1. Participants’ demographic characteristics

used. The intragroup comparisons (of both intervened
and control groups) of the scores of each of the four
pre- and post-intervention fields were carried out using
the Wilcoxon non-parametric signed-rank test. In order
to determine which of the two groups had the greatest
differences after the intervention, a variable was created
by subtracting the score from that obtained from
the previous intervention. Using the non-parametric
Mann-Whitney test, the previously mentioned variable
was compared. For all the statistical analyses, STATA
version 16 software was used.

RESULTS

A total of 48 teachers and teaching assistants from
two schools agreed to take part. There were 37 subjects
in the experimental group and 11 in the control group.
In the experimental group, there was an equal balance
between teachers and teaching assistants, while in the
control group, the majority (over 80%) were teachers.
In addition, in the latter, 100% had experience teaching
students with DS and over 60% had received some
kind of training for teaching students with DS. The basal
characteristics of both groups are described in Table 1.

Experimental group (n=37)

Control group (n=11)

Age n (%)

21-30 3(8.1) 1(9)
31-40 10 (27) 3(27.3)
41-50 7(18.9) 3(27.3)
51-60 10 (27) 2(18.2)
61-70 4(10.8) 2(18.2)
Other 3 (8. 0(0)
Role, n (%)

Teacher 17 (45.9) 9(81.8)
Assistant 18 (48.6) 1(9)
Unknown 2(5.4) 1(9)
DS teaching experience in years, n (%)

Between 0 and 5 23 (62.2) 9(81.8)
Between 6 and 10 5(13.5) 0(0)
Between 11 and 15 0(0)
Between 16 and 20 0(0)
Over 20 1(2.7) 2(18.2)
No experience 8 (21.6) 0(0)
Personal experience of DS, n (%)

Yes 18 (48.6) 7 (63.6)
No 17 (45.9) 4 (36.4)
Other 1(2.7) 0(0)
Unknown 1 0(0)
Formal DS training, n (%)

Yes 4(10.8) 7 (63.6)
No 33 (89.2) 4 (36.4)

Caption: DS=Down Syndrome
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There were no significant differences in the global
score of the CAEASD questionnaire (made up of the
EASD and EEASD scales) pre- and post-intervention.
This applied to both the control group (p=0.225) and
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the experimental group (p=0.388). There was less
variation in experimental group’s scores after inter-
vention (Table 2), given that they had a lower inter-
quartile range than the control group.

Table 2. Average and 25 and 75 percentile scores in the Attitudes Towards And Academic Expectations For Down’s Syndrome Students
(CAEASD) survey and on the Academic Expectations For Students With Down’s Syndrome (EEASD) scale, before and after the intervention

carried out on teachers and teaching assistants

Control group

Experimental group

Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
intervention intervention intervention intervention
p-value? p-value?
average average average average
(p25-p75) (p25-p75) (p25-p75) (p25-p75)
CAEASD scores
3.69 3.65 361 3.74
Global score (3.42-387)  (3.26-3.84) 0225 (3.32-410)  (3.58-3.81) 0.388
. 3.90 3.80 4.20 4.40
Emotions subscale (3.60-4.30)  (3.40-4.40) 0079 (3.60-4.60)  (3.80-4.60) 0115
. 3.37 3.38 3.38 375
Actions subscale (3.06-350)  (2.88-3.63) 0114 (2.88-363)  (3.5-4.0) <0.05
. 350 3.30 3.40 3.15
Beliefs subscale (2.90-360)  (3.00-3.50) 0.786 (3.00-3.90)  (3.10-3.30) 0100
EEASD score
413 3.88 4.00 413
Global score (3.88-4.25)  (3.88-4.50) 0.500 (350-4.38)  (3.88-4.25) 0211

Obtained using Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test.

The pre- and post-intervention scores in the three
subscales that make up the EASD scale can be seen
in Table 2. The significant difference between pre-
and post-intervention stands out in the experimental
group’s actions subscale (p<0.05). The differences in
this group’s emotions (p=0.115) and beliefs (p=0.100)
subscales were not statistically significant. The control
group did not exhibit any significant differences in any
of the three EASD subscales.

The pre- and post-intervention scores in the
academic expectations subscale can be seen in Figure
3. In the control (p=0.500) and the experimental group
(p=0.211), the difference pre- and post-intervention
was not statistically significant.

When comparing the magnitude of the pre- and
post-intervention differences, it was determined that
there were no significant differences (p=0.233) in the
CAEASD questionnaire’s global scores. However,
the higher number of scores with positive changes (a
difference over 0 points) stands out in the experimental
group (Figure 1).
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Control group Experimental group
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Figure 1. Intragroup differences in the Attitudes Towards And Academic Expectations For Down’s Syndrome Students (CAEASD) scores
before and after the intervention carried out on teachers and teaching assistants

The differences in pre- and post-intervention scores stands out in the experimental group. The differences
on the EASD scales can be seen in Figure 2. The greater in the beliefs subscale (p=0.573) were not statistically
(pre- and post-intervention) difference obtained in the significant though.
emotions (p<0.05) and actions (p<0.05) subscales

Control group Experimental group
(]

=£l —

Difference pre- and post-intervention
1
L

‘_ Emotions [ Beliefs M Actions |

Figure 2. Intragroup differences in the Academic Expectations For Students With Down’s Syndrome (EEASD) scale scores before and
after the intervention carried out on teachers and teaching assistants
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The magnitude of the pre- and post-intervention and the control group for pre- and post-intervention
differences in academic expectations can be seen in differences was not statistically significant (p=0.198).
Figure 3. The comparison between the experimental

Control group Experimental group

1.5

1

5

0

Difference in the EEASD score pre- and post-intervention

Figure 3. Intragroup differences in the Academic Expectations For Students With Down’s Syndrome (EEASD) scale score before and after
the intervention carried out on teachers and teaching assistants

The high scores obtained in the satisfaction survey (corresponding to the alternative ‘very much agree’).
carried out on the group stand out (see Table 3). For the rest of the 25 percentile, the score was four
Statements number two, nine and ten did not vary points (corresponding to the alternative ‘agree’), with
at all, each getting the highest score of five points the average being five points.

Table 3. Descriptive (average and 25 and 75 percentile) statistics from the satisfaction survey of those who took part in the workshops

Claims Average  P25-P75
1. The workshops helped me recognize the characteristics of students with Down’s Syndrome. 5 4-5
2. The workshops helped me recognize inclusive strategies that | already use in the classroom to encourage 5 5.5
different students’ learning.

3. The workshops helped me find out more about new strategies and resources to help students with 5 45
Down’s Syndrome learn.

4. The content of the workshops were relevant and 5 4-5
well-chosen. 5 4-5
5. The teaching methods used helped me learn during the workshops. 5 4-5
6. The resources used were of a high quality and relevant to the topic being taught. ) 4-5
7. The workshops were generally well-organized and encouraged participant participation. 5 4-5
8. The amount of time dedicated to each aspect of the workshops was adequate and appropriate. 5 4-5
9. The speakers were approachable and created a pleasant environment for participation and learning. 5 5-5
10. The speakers were knowledgeable about the topic and clear when imparting content. 5 5-5
Overall survey score 4.9 4.5-5
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DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to evaluate the effect of
an intervention on teachers’ and teaching assistants’
attitudes and academic expectations concerning the
inclusion of students with Down’s Syndrome in schools.
The intervention held was made up of three theoretical-
practical workshops. There were no significant differ-
ences pre- and post-intervention in the intragroup
comparisons. However, when comparing pre- and
post-intervention changes between the groups, these
were greater in the experimental group. In addition,
the number of atypical cases or outliers with negative
attitudes went down in the intervened group. Although
the global differences were not significant, this could be
explained by the intervened group’s move towards a
more critical and realistic attitude.

After the intervention, there were significant changes
in the behavioral component of attitude (on the action
subscale). This could be related to participant empow-
erment, which probably improved because of the
new inclusive strategies taught. In other words, the
educational team identified new tools to help them
deal with students with DS. This is in agreement with
that observed in Mexico and Singapore where, after
the intervention, the participants said they felt more
receptive to diversity?' and their attitudes improved'®.

The changes to the actions subscale after the inter-
vention also reflect the fact that the participants became
more aware that their actions have significant repercus-
sions on the inclusion of students with DS. It is likely
that the educational teams came to understand that
their decisions both go beyond and have an impact
on students’ lives. Actions, as opposed to beliefs and
emotions, involve behavior. Actions are also the most
relevant component of attitudes’, since they are not
limited to personal realities but transcend to a shared
one, becoming a key component to achieving inclusion
successfully.

It is important to highlight that the heads of the
intervened schools also took part in the intervention,
motivating their educational teams to show an
interest in the topic and become actively involved in
the workshops. It is thought that this helped create
a favorable environment for the intervention and
created a positive attitude among the educational
teams?. Administrative backing makes teachers feel
supported and that they are working in a collaborative
environment, making them more open to using new
educational tools and more likely to act in favor of
inclusion®.
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On the other hand, in spite of the fact that the scores
on the emotions subscale, which involves the affective
component, went up more than those on the beliefs
one (the cognitive component), there are no significant
differences in these components post-intervention.
Both components are broadly related and conditioned
by the participants’ predisposition and prior experi-
ences. It has been reported that teachers facing a new
situation can show resistance to change because of
a fear of the unknown, as well as past experiences of
failure, which leads to a negative predisposition and
makes it difficult to change attitudes®. In addition,
these are deep-rooted beliefs, so changing an attitude
involves moving out of their comfort zone®.

By only showing differences in attitudes’ behav-
ioral component, this study contradicts Campbell and
Gilmore’s® results, since they observed that an effect
of intervention was that beliefs towards people with
DS improve. Post-intervention, participants knew more
details about DS, thus destroying the stereotypes
relating to learning. They concluded that attitudes to
disability and the inclusion of students with DS could
be changed by combining theoretical instruction with
structured practical experiences. These teaching
methods would give people an experience full of signifi-
cance, which would improve their attitude®. This partly
explains the differences with this study, which did not
involve direct intervention with people with DS.

On the other hand, the talk for the control group
was not enough to change their attitudes (in any of the
components) or expectations. This type of teaching
method is not the most appropriate for changing a
person’s vision or predisposition towards students with
DS. It is a short-term educational opportunity, in which
the listener plays a passive role and, since it was only
held once, its content was not reinforced®. On the other
hand, it has been reported that, when there is regular
instruction with participants learning both actively and
practically, there is an improvement in attitudes towards
inclusion. This explains why it had less effect on this
group than on the one that took part in the program
with three workshops®2'.

The educational teams’ academic expectations for
students with DS did not change in either group. This
is explained by the initial results reaching a ceiling — in
other words, expectations were high in both groups
and the intervention was not expected to have a signif-
icant effect on them. On the other hand, the intervened
establishments have school integration programs, and
over 70% of participants in both groups had between



one and ten years of experience working with children
with DS. These types of school, in which the educa-
tional team has more experience with inclusion, tend
to have higher academic expectations for students with
SEN®°,

One of the limitations of this study is that it did
not include a structured opportunity for practical
experience and direct contact with people with DS as
part of the intervention, something associated with
better attitudes®. However, since this research is
focused on establishments with students with DS, the
educational teams do have direct contact with them on
a daily basis as part of their job. On the other hand, it
would have been a good idea to hold a focus group
to find out more about participants’ opinions about
the intervention and the self-perceived impact on their
own attitudes and academic expectations. This kind of
qualitative teaching methodology promotes discussion
and reflection®'. Nevertheless, a satisfaction survey was
taken, which allowed for some of this information to be
gathered. Regarding the study’s design, it is important
to mention that the sample size was small and that
the sample was not randomized, which interferes with
internal validity. In addition, it would have been inter-
esting to relate some of the demographical variables,
such as gender or years of personal experience
with people with DS, with the results obtained in the
CAEASD survey. However, since it was a pilot project
aimed at obtaining an initial reading of the effectiveness
of this intervention, these factors are less decisive.

Given that the intervention carried out led to
improvements in the behavioral component of attitudes,
it is hoped that these results will be of use beyond the
educational community. Speech therapists should
be encouraged to use introspection and critique their
fundamental role in education, as well to adopt strat-
egies that lower barriers and favor inclusion. Therefore,
extending this intervention to other educational centers
and establishments to teach other educational teams
how to act could be suggested.

Finally, in spite of the intervention’s positive results
among teachers and teaching assistants, these should
be interpreted with caution. Attitudes may be influ-
enced by contextual or structural variables, including
the way the educational system and associated public
policies are organized and by differentiating them
from other countries in the region. Although there are
School Integration Programs made up of interdisci-
plinary teams in Chile that provide resources, strategies
and support for students with SEN2, the majority of
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schoolchildren with permanent SEN continue to attend
special needs schools®2. This hybrid system may mean
that teachers’ basal attitudes in Chile differ to those of
other countries.

In Brazil, on the other hand, as a result of the
National Policy For Special Education From An Inclusive
Education Perspective, key guidelines were set out in
2008% to establish an inclusion process for people with
disabilities in both public and private schools. This has
led to a progressive decrease in the number of special
needs schools since 2008%, as opposed to Chile,
where special needs schools have increased by 120%
over ten years®. To implement the Brazilian inclusion
policy, Law 13,005, passed in 2014, made inclusive
education universal for children aged between 4 and
17 years old with disabilities and global development
disorders. This law aims to ensure access to both
basic and specialist educational, preferably within the
normal education network, guaranteeing an inclusive
educational system, classrooms with multifunctional
resources and specialized classes, schools or services,
in either the public or private sector, thus putting an
end to special needs schools®. Therefore, this kind of
intervention would be better implemented in countries
whose way of organizing the educational system and
its associated policies are similar to Chile’s. However,
a suggestion for future studies is to clarify whether the
intervention strategies used in this study are effective
in contexts where inclusion is more extensive, such as
Brazil.

CONCLUSION

In this study, the effect of an intervention on the
attitudes and academic expectations of teachers and
teaching assistants, towards the inclusion of students
with DS, in schools, was evaluated. There was a signif-
icant increase in the behavioral component of attitudes,
which reflects the educational teams’ willingness to
draw up strategies to include students with DS. The
results of this pilot study, which reports on the effect
of an interdisciplinary intervention, could be the basis
for future interventions aimed at encouraging the devel-
opment of an inclusive educational community.
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APPENDIX 1

Supplementary Table. Intervention strategies used in the workshops

Aim Content Methodology Materials
The workshop started with an activity
involving mime. Theoretical content
. The concepts of inclusion,  was then mentioned about inclusion PowerPoint
Workshop 1*: To reflect . X . . ) .
) . . . special educational needs in education. There was a practical presentation,
Inclusive education for on inclusion - - .
) , ) and the characteristics activity to dispel the myths about speakers,
students with Down’s and Down’s f le with Down’ Down’ d Finally. vid f . df
Syndrome Syndrome of people with Down’s own’s Syn rome. Finally, videos o prOJer_;tolranl act
' Syndrome. testimonies of adults with Down’s  and fiction signs.
Syndrome were shown to encourage
reflection among the participants.
The Uni | Desi To start, a home-made video called
¢ f nlyersaUDEsmn ‘Down’s Syndrome and Inclusion’,
ort. ear(rjnng ( i )I\INatSh was shown. Then, a trivia game was
:‘Tl]resrt] I(;ir:ﬁ:i ’ |2p:fc‘||;$:vi¥1in € played based on its content.
r?wultipFI)e means of g Next, the UDL was addressed and PowerPoint
Workshop 2*: To identify . " a practical activity carried out to presentation,
. . representation’. In addition, . A L
What can we do to inclusive the characteristics of the introduce the UDLs first principle. speakers,
include students with  strategies used in learning brocess of peonle Strategies were then provided to projector, videos,
Down’s Syndrome?  the classroom. ap peop tackle the education of students with headphones,

with Down’s Syndrome
were described, as well
as strategies to make the
learning of students with
this condition easier.

Down’s Syndrome, which were put
into practice by looking at a case
study. Finally, the participants were
invited to reflect on the topics dealt
with.

masks and boxes.

Attention was paid to the
second and third principles
of the UDL: ‘Providing
multiple means of action
and expression’ and
‘Providing multiple means
of engagement’.

First a game was played to remind
the participants of the contents
mentioned in the previous workshop.
Then, the remaining UDL principles
were discussed. Next, the group
worked together to solve a case. To
finish off the training activity, the main
concepts dealt with were reinforced.

PowerPoint
presentation,
speakers and

projector.

To identify
Workshop 3*: different Iegrlning
Inclusive strategies opportunities
for diversity to respond to
diversity in the
classroom.
Talk: Inclusive
practices to
improve the learning
expectations and To provide
attitudes of teachers inclusive practices
and assistant towards for students
students with with Down’s
Down’s Syndrome Syndrome.

at primary schools
in the San Bernardo
neighborhood™**

The concepts of inclusion,
special educational
needs, the characteristics
of people with Down’s
Syndrome and how they
learn were dealt with.
Strategies for working with
and evaluating students
with Down’s Syndrome
were also provided.

The talk began by mentioning
theoretical content about inclusion in
education. Then, the generalities of
people with Down’s Syndrome were
described and more detail gone into
regarding how they learn, how they
should be schooled and how they
should be evaluated. The talk ended
by reflecting on the vocabulary that
should be used to refer to people with
Down’s Syndrome.

At the end, each participant received
a brochure with supplementary
material.

PowerPoint
presentation,
projector and

brochure.

* In the experimental group, three theoretical-practical workshops were held on inclusive practices. Each workshop lasted approximately 90 minutes and these were

held over a period of three months.
** The control group attended a 45-minute talk.
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