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Abstract
This study aimed to describe the experience of Early Childhood Education (ECE) teacher in the context of Inclusive Education. A collective case study was carried out involving three teachers who attended children with disability. A semi-structured interview was applied and the answers were analyzed using content analysis. The results revealed that individual and contextual aspects contributed to explain the teachers' experience. The teacher’s view of the child, whether it is focused more on the child’s disability or on the child as a complete individual, will crucially influence how he/she will relate to the child and how he/she evaluates their professional capacity. Moreover, an ECE conception that emphasize protagonism of children can contribute to a more inclusive environment.
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Resumo
Este estudo buscou descrever a experiência de professores da Educação Infantil (EI) no contexto da Educação Inclusiva. Realizou-se um estudo de caso coletivo, envolvendo três professoras que atendiam crianças com deficiência. Aplicou-se uma entrevista semi-estruturada, cujas respostas foram analisadas através de uma análise de conteúdo. Verificou-se que aspectos individuais e contextuais contribuíram para explicar a experiência dos professores. A visão sobre a criança, se focada mais na deficiência ou na criança como um indivíduo completo, pareceu influenciar na forma como o professor se relaciona com a criança e como avalia sua capacidade profissional. Além disso, uma concepção de EI que enfatiza o protagonismo das crianças pode contribuir para um ambiente mais inclusivo. 
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The experience of teaching children with disabilities in Early Childhood Education

Recent Brazilian data indicate that, in Early Childhood Education (ECE), there was an increase of 87.5% in the number of children with disabilities enrolled between 2009 and 2014 (Brasil, 2015). Another fact concerns the recent amendment to the  Lei de Diretrizes e Bases da Educação Nacional (LDB), which states that all children under four years of age must be enrolled in ECE. Together, these data suggest the number of children with disabilities attending ECE will increase even more significantly in the coming years.
However, since 1996, as foreseen in the LDB, ECE has been considered the main door through which children with disabilities should enter the regular education system. Since that time, it was advocated for the adoption of Inclusive Education approach regarding children with disabilities, which should be grounded in a child-centered pedagogy that takes into account the diversity of children and offers adequate responses to their characteristics and needs, requesting the support of institutions and specialists when necessary (Brazil, 1998).
It was only ten years later, in 2008, that the Federal Government officially launched the “Special Education Policy in the Perspective of Inclusive Education”, which reaffirmed a position in favor of including students with disabilities in the regular education system. Although this Policy makes several relevant clarifications, it says very little regarding the role and performance of the regular teacher (Vitta, Silva & Zaniolo, 2016). 
	Thus, even with the improved laws and policies, there are innumerable challenges in this field (Vitta et al., 2016). It is argued that the success of Inclusive Education depends on a broad modification of pedagogical practices. To achieve this, teachers should be prepared to understand the differences, needs and particularities of each of their students. Accordingly, in order to support their teaching staff, an inclusive school should use alternatives that promote accessibility, encourage professional development and favor the development of curricular strategies that promote a school for all (Barreto, 2011). 
	Some Brazilian studies have been showed that one of the barriers to the inclusion is the lack of consensus among school community as to whether this would be the best educational strategy for children with disabilities (Favoretto & Lamônica, 2014; Veiga, 2008). There is a tendency for teachers to value inclusion as a promoter of the social development, while neglecting the impacts of inclusion in the student’s overall learning and development (Lemos, Salomão, Aquino & Agripino-Ramos, 2016; Vitta et al., 2016; Veiga, 2008).
	It may be that teachers hold such beliefs due, in part, to their lack of specific knowledge and experience with different disabilities and the educational resources related to them (Lemos et al., 2016; Smeha & Ferreira, 2008). For example, Favoretto and Lamônica (2014) found that ECE teachers know very little about the characteristics of autism and the knowledge they have is usually vague and based on common sense.
	On the other hand, there may well be other factors that contribute to the uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of Inclusive Education. Sekkel, Zanelatto and Brandão (2010) and Veiga (2008) found that teachers reported skepticism regarding their own ability to work with children with disabilities, which would be expressed through “disinvestment of the educator in his power of transformation” (Sekkel et al., 2010, p. 124). For the latter authors, such teacher fragility may be related to the fact they receive so little support, whether governmental or institutional. They also found that there was a feeling of lack of willingness among the school staff to collectively face the challenges inherent to inclusion.
	International studies have also shown that the lack of consensus on the effectiveness of inclusion, as well as difficulties of collaboration between professionals, are factors that make it difficult to implement and maintain inclusive environments (Alkhateeb, Hadidi & Alkhateeb, 2016; Purcell, Horn & Palmer, 2007). Other authors point out that although there is a consensus on the benefits of inclusion in ECE, these benefits depend heavily on teachers’ knowledge of appropriate practices for promoting child development, as well as inclusive attitudes and skills (Hoskin, Boyle & Anderson, 2015; Mogharreban & Bruns, 2009). Thus, the international literature, unlike the official documents and the national literature, has also discussed the principles and practical guidelines for professionals working in inclusive education schools (European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education, 2016).
	As Serrano and Afonso (2010) emphasize, inclusion does not only imply the presence of children with disabilities in school. It means ensuring such children actively participate in the context (Imms et al., 2016). Thus, the authors present some principles to guide the work of inclusion in ECE, which were elaborated through a collaborative project between different European countries: 1) focus on the interests and needs of the child; 2) create situations and environments that provoke the interests of children; 3) form heterogeneous groups of children; 4) alternating between moments of large and small groups; 5) adapt the curriculum; 6) balance the moments between free play and educator-structured learning; 7) create a climate of trust in the classroom; 8) support children to accept to live with and value the differences; 9) accept the child’s role; 10) need for collaboration with parents; 11) collaboration between internal and external team members and the support of the institution’s managers; 12) community cooperation networks (Serrano & Afonso, 2010).
	As can be seen, these principles reflect guidelines for school that includes all children, considering their developmental specificities, regardless of whether or not they have some disability (Paniaguas & Palacios, 2007). Then, one might ask to what extent the difficulties faced during the day-to-day running of ECE schools in relation to the inclusion of children with disabilities are unique to that demand and/or reflect more general difficulties in the implementation of a truly inclusive education for all children. 
	To understand the complexity that characterizes these issues it is important that new studies adopt methodological approaches that enable in-depth analyses that go beyond the description of the level of knowledge and beliefs of teachers. Then, the objective of the present study is to qualitatively describe the experience of being an ECE teacher in the context of Inclusive Education. In particular, it aims to characterize: a) the teacher’s perception about the child with a disability; b) their feelings towards the student; and c) the practices carried out by the teacher with a view to school inclusion.

Method
Participants 
Three ECE teachers, each of whom had at least one child with disability in their classroom, participated in the study. They were recruited through recommendation from contacted schools or using the ‘snowball’ technique. More detailed information about the teachers and their students will be presented below, in the Results section.

Measures 
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. designed to provide information regarding age, schooling, marital status, profession, socioeconomic level, etc.
 Interview on the experience of being an ECE teacher in the context of inclusion. It was prepared for the present study, which involved two blocks of questions about: 1) the teacher’s experience of including a student with disability (examples: Do you remember what your first thoughts were when you learned that you would have a student with a disability in the classroom? What was it like to receive your first students with disability?); and 2) possible changes to teacher’s practice and routine that have occurred due to entry of the student with disability (examples: How is your work routine with the child with disability?; Have you noticed any changes in your routine or your planning since you have had students with disability? If so, which ones?). Upon authorization of the teacher, the instruments were recorded for later transcription and data analysis.

Procedures of data collection
The instruments were applied individually at teachers’ schools. Initially, the participants signed the Free and Informed Consent Term, which contained all the explanations regarding the research objectives and procedures. After that, they completed the Sociodemographic Questionnaire. Finally, it was applied an interview on the experience of being an ECE teacher in the context of inclusion. It consisted in a semi-structured interview script.

Data analysis 
The present research consists of a collective case study (Yin, 2015), which is descriptive and qualitative in nature (Laville & Dionne, 1999). The aim was to describe the phenomena of interest in detail, as well as identify similarities and differences in the experiences of the investigated subjects, considering their context and real world of action. 
The data were analyzed using qualitative content analysis, which “consists of demonstrating the structure and elements of this content to clarify its different characteristics and extract their meaning” (Laville & Dionne, 1999). It followed these steps: content clipping, definition of analytical categories and final categorization of the units of analysis. In this study, a mixed analysis model was used, in which three main thematic axes were defined in advance, according to the objectives of the study, and for each axis, categories were elaborated from the teachers’ answers. The first author of this study categorized the material and, later, the second author acted as judge by reading and reassessing that material and the categories. Disagreements were discussed seeking consensus. 

Ethical Considerations
The study complies with all ethical standards for research involving human beings and was approved on July 24th 2015 by the Ethics Committee at the Faculdades Blinded Institution, in compliance with the guidelines and standards of National Health Council Resolution 196/96 - Ministry of Health. 

Results
The results of each case will be presented separately, according to the following axes: “The student with disabilities: diagnosis, characteristics and developmental aspects”; “Teacher's feelings and expectations regarding the inclusion process”; and “Practices carried out by the teacher in the inclusion process”. It began with a general characterization of the case, followed by the presentation of each axis. Illustrative vignettes were used to exemplify the content of the categories in each thematic axis.

Case 1
Fernanda (the names in the cases are fictitious names) was 26 years old, she had received a degree in Pedagogy a year previously and studied Specialization in Administration, Supervision and Educational Guidance. She worked at a Municipal School and had worked in the area for five years. She had been in her current school for three years, where she worked full time (50 hours a week). Her class had 20 students, aged between two and three years, had the support of two assistants that worked with all the students, while there was no specific training to attend students with disability.

Axis I: The student with disability: diagnosis, characteristics and developmental aspects
Fernanda’s student was Gabriel who had Down’s syndrome. According to the information that the school psychopedagogist provided her, his condition was mild, which coincided with Fernanda’s observations in her daily contact with the student: “His problem is more the features of Down’s syndrome. But he understands everything, does everything like the others, only with food we have to help, has not developed yet.” Although Fernanda reported the student’s difficulty in eating, she emphasized how much this aspect had evolved through the teachers' work: “Before everything was crushed, [...] because he could not chew, as their tongues are thicker, they cannot chew yet ... so now we give him something more solid, he already eats apple, banana […].”
Throughout the interview, the teacher commented a few times about Gabriel’s evolution, although this was not the topic being explored. For example, when asked about her own evolution as a teacher, she told of his socioemotional development, implying that she perceives her evolution as a teacher through her vision of Gabriel’s potentialities: “My vision has changed completely, a leap, but now in the middle of the year, in the beginning he was like a baby, now he is more like the others, he is seeing, living with others and learning.”
When questioned regarding what she had found out about Down’s syndrome, Fernanda emphasized the issue of aggression, commonly associated with Down’s. However, she said that she did not perceive that trait in Gabriel and described the student’s socioemotional abilities: “He is very charismatic, very dear, always laughing, kissing, a very dear child, appreciated by all […].”
In addition to socioemotional skills, Fernanda reported on Gabriel’s motor development, initially one of her biggest concerns: “Now he has taken a leap, walking in the aisle, he walks alone for a long time, he does not walk more because of lazyness, but he is progressing, he is fine.” Aspects of the student’s cognitive development were highlighted with joy by the teacher, emphasizing his participation in classroom activities: “Usually we sing songs, morning or afternoon, with gestures, with rattles, with sounds he loves to make noise, imitate animals, he’s always making some noise with his mouth, something like that.”

Axis II: Teacher’s feelings and expectations regarding the inclusion process
The main feelings that appeared in Fernanda’s reports about Gabriel’s arrival were related to insecurity about the challenges, differences and even reactions that the other students would present in relation to him: 
I was nervous and worried, about how the other children would receive him, because there are some who came from the nursery with him, they already knew how it worked, because he does not walk […], he puts his hands in his mouth and drools, he puts his hands on colleagues, who get sort of disgusted.
Fernanda’s insecurity about working with inclusion was also evident when asked how prepared she felt for this work. She emphasized the need for training that developed the teacher’s management skills in relation to different cases. In this sense, Fernanda stated that she expected to be able to help Gabriel match the others through her work: “Still, that insecurity of asking yourself, Oh my God, what I’m going to do different with him, to stimulate, to encourage him to progress, to be like the others, to be equal.”
After some time with the student, she said that she noticed more improvement than the limitations she had previously feared: “Now I think that by the end of this month he will be running around, because he’s very dynamic, he’s very intelligent, so dear, friendly, affectionate.” At the same time she expressed some uncertainty about Gabriel’s future: “Usually Down’s syndrome kids are aggressive, unless it shows up later. We do not, I do not know how it will be, maybe next year when he starts walking, he can be more agitated.”
When questioned about what she liked about inclusion, she talked about the challenge of discovery and the achievement it affords the teacher. Fernanda had greater difficulty speaking of the negative aspects of inclusion, she thought for a few seconds and could not answer. However, during the interview, she mentioned some of Gabriel's difficulties and attitudes that were more difficult to handle:
What is difficult I think is that he is not walking yet, we have to adapt some activities, as an activity that you work more the body, race or something, we have to adapt to it so he can also participate, but that’s the only difficult, he does almost everything, he loves to participate.
Something that also seemed to mobilize or annoy her was the student’s need to put everything in his mouth, which reflected to his anxiety or a characteristic of the oral phase, according to her.
The teacher also considered Gabriel stubborn, but even though it seemed like a difficult situation, she reported the subject affectionately: 
Sometimes he is a little stubborn [...] when he has to change his diaper, he does not want to, he throws himself on the floor, he has a strong will […] Then we talk to him, we have to put him on our lap, because then he does not want to walk at all ... we talk to him that is time to change his diaper, we explain.
When asked about her perception of her performance from Gabriel’s arrival to the time of the interview, Fernanda said nothing about how she had changed. She just reported her student’s progress, how much he had developed over the time he was in the school.

Axis III: Practices carried out by the teacher in the inclusion process
Regarding Gabriel’s insertion in the class, Fernanda reported she was working with the differences between him and his classmates: 
We always try to work this ideia with them, he is different and at the same time he is equal to others, he will learn to walk, he will learn to speak. Especially because, the children say, Gabriel can’t do it, Gabriel is not able. No, Gabriel will participate in his way, the teacher will help, and he will succeed. 
Despite Gabriel’s difficulties, the teacher stressed that she managed Gabriel and his colleagues the same way: “We treat him the same as the others, if he hit someone, he will sit there by our side to reflect about what he did, because he knows he made a mistake, he’s goes there, he hugs to apologize”. The only difference in classroom management with Gabriel were the adaptations due to his motor difficulty: 
Only the activity when I work the body, when they have to run, for example, I did a sack race one day, musical chairs, someone has to be with him, to help, giving a hand, encouraging him to do things, participate in the same activity, there is no differentiated activity for him.
In the school where Fernanda worked, there was a psychopedagogist available to help, which reassured her about Gabriel’s development and how much he was progressing. Gabriel also received assistance from a speech therapist and physiotherapist. Fernanda showed interest in learning some of their techniques: “The psychopedagogist said that she would talk, to learn what kind of exercises they do, what the speech therapist does with him and even so what we can adapt something here, to help him too [...].”
She also reported that there was an exchange of information with the family, who seemed to be very present at school because they cared about how their son would be cared for: “I noticed they were a little insecure. Is not that so excluding my son? So it was good to have talked to them, the psychologist was also with us.” Finally, Fernanda also commented on the way Gabriel was overprotected by the family and how she dealt with it: 
In his family there is that overprotection […] they think like in the past, when the children that were born like this would not leave the house, they were locked indoors, so they still have that attitude, but we made it very clear to them that we treat him just like the others.

Case 2
Marina was 33 years old, had held a degree in Pedagogy for four years and studied Specialization in Administration, Supervision and Guidance in Education. She worked at a Municipal ECE School (for four years) and had worked in this area for ten years, but her first contact with children with disabilities was two years ago. Marina had a workload of 30 hours per week, and with the help of two assistants took care of 19 students aged 2 and 3 years.

Axis I: The student with deficiency: diagnosis, characteristics and developmental aspects
Marina had had two students with disabilities, the first was during her degree course in Pedagogy, a girl who had Down's syndrome, and Camila, a girl with hydrocephalus, who was with her at the time of data collection. Regarding Camila, Marina raised questions regarding appearance, some difficulties and about her time of life: 
She does not walk very well, she is very unsteady when she walks, her vision is impaired, her head is large, it’s bigger than normal. She’s very smart, she’s a lot smarter like that they say, I’m also researching, their life span is shorter. 
Marina also talked about Camila’s cognitive development, how alert she is to here classmates’ voices: “She knows exactly who is in the room and who is not. Sometimes we don’t notice a colleague isn’t in class and she asks us, where’s so and so?” She also mentioned how affectionate Camila was with her colleagues, which indicates healthy aspects of her socioemotional development. 

Axis II: The teacher’s feelings and expectations regarding the inclusion process
Regarding her first student with disability, Marina expressed fear because she had never had experience of working with this population. The same happened when she met Camila, because she knew nothing about her condition: “When they said it was hydrocephalus, I was afraid, but then when I saw her, the fear went away because she surprised us, she talks a little. But she can make herself understood […]”.
Marina was pleased to learn of Camila's desire to go to school, and also about Camila’s rapid progress in a short time in the group: “Camila has only been with us for less than two months and she has already shown great progress. And we know she likes to come to school, because her mother always tells us. [...] and that makes us happy […]”. 
When asked about what she disliked about inclusion work, the teacher promptly replied that it was the convulsions: 
We always keep an eye out for signs, so there’s always one of us looking at the foot, paying attention to her foot, because we take great care of her foot, because we know that the seizure will start with her foot, sometimes she is playing and we are not even looking at her, instead we’re looking at her foot.
Several times during the interview, Marina spoke about the care they took with Camila’s foot, because the child’s mother had told them the first sign that the girl would have a seizure would be her foot beginning to shake. That mobilization seemed to provoke a need to find causal explanations that would leave them more in control of the situation: 
We don’t know if it was because she’d spent a long time in the sun, which may have caused the seizure or what, because we notice that she sweats a lot, so we keep a close eye on here temperature, not to let her temperature rise too much.
In addition to the convulsions, Marina reported difficulties related to the student’s behavior. Once Camila became more used to her classmates and the teacher, her behavior proved more difficult to handle: “We talk to her, we explain to her, that she has to sit down, she agrees, she stays, but she doesn’t sit every day, there are days when she says no.”
Finally, as regards the teacher’s perception of her own evolution, Marina commented on her autonomy in solving problems, and on the fear that is always present but has diminished: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]I feel I have evolved, because before I didn’t feel ready […]. I’m not as used to be. Now I feel safer when something happens in my classroom, first I try to solve the problem in my classroom and then call the coordinator to solve it.  
Marina attributed here evolution regarding these aspects to the experience she has accumulated working with the age group.

Axis III: Practices carried out in the inclusion process
When Camila joined the class, some changes had to be made to the daily routine on the days she came to the classroom, because of the fear she might have a convulsion: 
While we are doing the combination circle, the two assistants change the children’s diapers, during which time Camila always stays on the carpet, whoever is on the carpet stays with Camila. [...] somebody has to keep an eye on her because we are afraid of convulsions. 
Another practice Marina reported was the exchange of information with Camila’s mother (Maria). The fact that Camila’s mother worked at the school helped a lot in managing the student: “When Maria started to tell us about hydrocephalus, it made me much calmer, as she has more experience than us. When we have any doubts, whether she can eat this, can do this, can play with this, I ask Maria”. Marina also mentioned there was also an exchange of information with the management and the psychopedagogist: 
Regarding her sight, speech, in abilty to walk, we had doubts whether she was learning to walk or whether she had the same sense of balance. The psychopedagogist went to observe and noticed that, in fact, she had a problem with her sight. When she put on the glasses we noticed, we saw her balance improved. And her speech too, her speech developed a lot, before she babbled, now she speaks and we understand her speech perfectly, what she wants to say. 
She also reported she had no contact with the specialists who cared for Camila out of the school and it Camila’s mother who passed on all the information: “Her mother brings the news from the hospital to us. Whenever she has an appointment with the specialist, the day after, she comes and calls us.”

Case 3
Claudia was 31 years old, had received a degree in Pedagogy a year previously, but had worked in ECE for twelve years and with children with disabilities for ten years. For eight years, she had worked as a teacher at an integrated rehabilitation center that cared for people with disabilities. At the time of data collection, she had been working for two years in a private school with a workload of 22 hours per week. She had 22 students between the ages of 5 and 6 and occasionally shared responsibility for the class with an assistant educator.

Axis I: The student with deficiency: diagnosis, characteristics and developmental aspects
Claudia said she had two students with some diagnosis at the present school, Ricardo, diagnosed with ADHD (Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder), and Laura who was her student at the time of data collection and had a cerebral palsy. She reported that Laura’s greatest difficulty was motor-related: “you look at her and notice that she has something different, but nothing very obvious, her right arm is slightly atrophied, she does not move it as much, but she can move her legs normally, speech is normal.”
However, Claudia commented that there was a concern to avoid frustration with Laura’s development:“She is intelligent, she is talkative and because of this difficulty we want to understand how far we should go with her so there is no future frustration, but she has shown no intellectual difficulty so far.” She also said that the other students sometimes had difficulty, while Laura did not: “She uses both arms to do all the activities, cut out, do everything, detach, because we have a booklet, so you have to detach the cards to use, and there are students who cannot detach the cards, but she can.”

Axis II: Teacher's feelings and expectations regarding the inclusion process
Claudia reported that she was calm when she received Ricardo, because she was not informed right at the beginning about his diagnosis (ADHD). However, it was difficult to deal with the boy’s behavior: “[…] it was difficult because he had problems socializing, he had outbursts, he could not cohabit in a group, he could not accept the mistakes […]”. Regarding Laura, the teacher reported that at first she felt unsure about not knowing what to expect from a child with cerebral palsy: “[…] because you look at her, she is a girl with all abilities.”
Claudia mentioned that what she liked the most about the inclusion process was the exchange with all students, because she learned from them and could teach something: 
[…] the one who gets angry because he can’t find the page because he is a perfectionist, the one who used too much glue and didn’t like it, I learn to be more patient, teaching them to develop self-control. With inclusion we also learn because I have many limitations. I’m afraid of heights, I’m afraid of the dark, [...] and she’s not afraid of anything, so I learn. [...].
In this direction, she also said that she did not like the labels that were given to the students when talking about inclusion, because she believed that inclusion is for all students: “For me everyone is an inclusion student. […] But so, the moment you say you have an inclusion student you are saying that he is different.” Then, Claudia commented that her greatest development as a teacher was her way of perceiving inclusion: 
The whole issue of the perspective, because before I work with inclusion, I understood inclusion as having a different student in the classroom. (now) I could see that everyone is an inclusion student, because each one has a capacity, a difficulty or fears that hinder learning or cause difficulty socializing. The moment you accept that everyone is included inside a classroom […], it is easier.

Axis III: Practices carried out in the inclusion process
Claudia spoke about Laura being excluded by her classmates and the work she had to do with the class: 
Some girls were kind of cutting Laura out of the games because she did not move her arm, so I had to stop class, talk to them. I worked on the issue of the body and that each one has their own difficulty and we have to respect people.
According to her, there was always an exchange of information with the professionals who attended her students with disabilities: “I always had openness, we had meetings with the professionals who attend her, everything open, clear, we worked on the difficulties.” She also reported that they exchanged information inside the school: 
There is a meeting every week with the school pedagogist, the whole group meets to talk, and once a month, it is only the grade team with the coordinator, not to mention there is a psychopedagogist in school, she comes to visit the room, any difficulty we have we talk […].
At times Claudia had to reorganize her routine because of Ricardo’s, the student with ADHD: “Several times I had to interrupt the routine, because he freaked out, he screamed, he wanted to hit everybody, or he ran out of the room, he cried […].” But with Laura she did not have to change the routine, only with motor activities: 
All the same for everyone, because it is ECE and she does not demonstrate any learning difficulty, so I'm not forcing her to do anything she cannot, then it is not necessary, unless it’s related to her motor skill, then I help her, or my helper sits with her and helps, as well as helping the others.

Discussion
This section presents a joint discussion of the three cases. In each thematic axis, some similarities and peculiarities between them were discussed, with the aim of obtaining insights into the experience of the ECE teacher in the context of Inclusive Education.
There were differences between the teachers regarding their previous experience with students with disabilities, as well as the diagnosis of the current student with whom they worked. In Case 1, the child had been diagnosed with Down’s syndrome, and it was the teacher’s first experience with students with disabilities. The second case involved a child with hydrocephalus, but the teacher had already had experience with a Down’s syndrome student. And, in the third case, the teacher had long previous experience with students with disabilities and was accompanying a student with Cerebral Palsy.
Despite these differences, it was found that all teachers highlighted difficulties in the students’ motor development. The first teacher expressed a concern about the difficulty in walking, because she felt that this was what most evidenced the student’s differences with the rest of the class. She strongly emphasized her eagerness to do something that would help the child achieve a level comparable with the other students. Although such a feeling denotes the teacher’s investment, it may reflect a misconception regarding Inclusive Education, in which the goal is not the elimination of differences, but the provision of development opportunities to all, considering their specificities (Brasil, 1998; MEC/SECADI, 2008).
The same teacher also expressed concern regarding the possibility her student with Down’s syndrome might develop aggressiveness, information that she found in websites. This demonstrates the extent to which misinformation can hinder the inclusion process, since teachers become anxious and insecure in the expectation of behaviors that often do not match the specificity of the person with whom they work, which, despite having a specific diagnosis, is always an unique person. Thus, if, on the one hand, the lack of qualified knowledge about different disabilities may be behind this teacher anxiety (Favoretto & Lamônica, 2014), on the other hand, adopting a view that recognizes the person beyond their diagnosis is also an important inclusive competence (Mogharreban & Bruns, 2009).
In the second case, the teacher mentioned, but did not emphasize the difficulties of the student’s locomotion. When talking about her perceptions of her student, who seemed to be the most impaired of the cases included herein (hydrocephalus), she emphasized her abilities, showing surprise with the girl’s cognitive and socioemotional potential and with the progress achieved in only two months. The same seems to have occurred in the third case, in which the teacher spoke of the student’s motor difficulty, her atrophied arm, but emphasized her potential and the activities she could accomplish better than her classmates.
In this sense, one can think the teacher’s perception of the student with disability may be influenced by the way in which the teacher sees himself/herself, especially how much he/she is able to contribute to the student’s development (Sekkel et al., 2010; Veiga, 2008). This was evident in all cases, since the teachers often mentioned the students’ progress when, in fact, they wondered about their own progress as professionals. However, in the last two cases, in which the teachers emphasized the children’s potential and way of being, it was possible to see a more positive view of their work.
As for the first feelings reported by the teachers when they learned that they would receive a student with a disability, each one reported different but related feelings. In the first case, the teacher showed insecurity related to her lack of knowledge regarding the diagnosis as well as about how to deal with the differences between the student with disability and the rest of the class. As already discussed, on the one hand, this may denote a mistaken view about the objective of Inclusive Education, but, at the same time, it may be associated with the relative inexperience of this teacher in working with inclusion, an aspect that, according to Smeha and Ferreira (2008) can influence the process of accepting differences.
For the teacher of the girl with hydrocephalus, the predominant feeling was fear, which was apparent in her doubts about the student’s survival time, how much longer she would develop, and especially about possible convulsions in school. Consulting internet sites, she found that people with hydrocephalus live for a short time, which may have further increased her feeling of fear. When she turned to the girl’s mother, with whom she had constant contact, the teacher seemed reassured, since the mother provided more realistic information. It is important to emphasize the importance of collaboration with parents in the inclusion process, in order to better serve the student, but also to promote support and security for parents and teachers themselves (Sekkel et al., 2010; Serrano & Afonso, 2010).
The third teacher, in turn, despite having mentioned feeling insecure initially, appeared to be more at ease about her early experiences with the inclusion of children with disabilities. One of the aspects that may explain this feeling may have been her long experience with working with this population (Hoskin et al., 2015; Lee, Yeung, Tracey & Barker, 2015; Smeha & Ferreira, 2008). Associated with this, the teacher’s feelings may also be explained by her broader conception of Inclusive Education, which considers differences to be natural and desirable in the educational process. This conception became apparent when she emphasized the pleasure she felt teaching and learning with each student. She also criticized the labels used to refer to students with disabilities.
Regarding the practices adopted by the teacher, in two cases, activities aimed at the whole class were mentioned, in order to minimize the exclusion of the children with disabilities. Situations of inclusion and exclusion among children are common in ECE and, in a sense, expected considering the process of group development (Paniaguas & Palacios, 2007). However, the literature also points to evidence that children with disabilities have been subjected to situations of exclusion and/or bullying more frequently (Carter & Spencer, 2006). Therefore, one important function of the teacher is to manage the group, so that a climate of acceptance and appreciation of differences can be established (Serrano & Afonso, 2010).
Although specific interventions to minimize exclusion can contribute, it is in the daily coexistence and in the sharing of common experiences that the sense of belonging is constructed. That is, it is important that all children, based on their individual rhythms and particular interests, have the opportunity to autonomously engage in activities and interactions (Paniaguas & Palacios, 2007; Serrano & Afonso, 2010). This implies planning an environment and a routine that allows, for example, working in small groups, so that all children do not have to do the same thing at the same time. Such work should be supported by the range of opportunities provided by different spaces (including accessibility) and by a teacher acting as mediator, either following the signs given by the children and their interests, or by instigating or encouraging learning and development (Paniaguas & Palacios, 2007).
Considering this approach to organization of work in ECE, it is understood that direct action with the child with disability would occur within the same context and would benefit from it. This is particularly so because the child with disability would also have the opportunity to play a leading role, while the teacher would also be better available to respond in a particular way to the child’s needs (Serrano & Afonso, 2010). However, that is not to suggest the child with disability should simply be able to do the same thing as all the other children, based on an idea of homogenizing practices, as expressed in the Case 1.
As Vitta et al. (2004) point out, an inclusion process to be successful requires changing the pedagogical practices and even the routine in the classroom, in order to reach the particularities of each child. When all the children should always do the same activities, at a rate dictated by the adult, obviously the child with disability may even participate, but what will become evident will not be their skills and potentialities, but their impossibilities.
In contrast, the teacher in Case 3, while also mentioning that she does everything in the same way for all, seems to have explained her answer in the light of a conception of ECE which, in itself, already contemplates the logic of the children having different rhythms and interests. This is only an assumption, supported by other earlier statements by this teacher. It is important to emphasize that, in a general way, the teachers’ statements about their daily activities with children with disabilities were quite poor. Perhaps this may be explained by the difficulty of putting into words aspects that are more subtle, linked to interaction, to mediation, which may not always be perceived by teachers as inclusive competences. 
Finally, the teachers mentioned the importance of exchanges with other professionals, although some peculiarities were identified. For the teachers in cases 1 and 2, the relationship with specialists would be characterized more as consultancy, in which such the specialists would suggest practices that could be adapted to the classroom, or inform the teachers about the children's level of development and their prognosis. This type of relationship would be different from that reported by the third teacher, who mentioned a more sharing relationship, which sought to jointly resolve difficulties and plan pedagogical practices.
Differentiating these relationships is important, since they cannot always be characterized as mutual help. Often the message transmitted is that it is the specialized professional who knows how to work with children with disabilities, rather than the teacher. Studies have found that an environment in which there is a lack of collaboration among the professionals can lead to each member becoming isolated and to the adoption of ineffective practices, which would greatly increase the feeling of frustration (Sekkel et al., 2010).
In short, from all the results discussed here, it is possible to conclude that the experience of being an ECE teacher in the context of Inclusive Education is permeated by several individual and contextual aspects. From an individual point of view, the teacher's feelings and perceptions regarding each child and their particularities stand out. The teacher’s view of the child, whether it is focused more on the child’s disability or on the child as a complete individual, will crucially influence how he/she will relate to the child and how he/she evaluates their professional capacity. That is, if the focus is on the disability as a limitation, the teacher may judge herself/himself less competent in the inclusion process. On the other hand, if the teacher can relate to the child as a being who has a way of relating to the world, she may also discover ways in which she can work with the child.
Regarding the contextual aspects, the characteristics of ECE as a specific stage of the schooling process are highlighted (Martins & Sternberg, 2017). It is understood that this stage must start from a conception of childhood that rescues the protagonism of the child, based on respect for the different rhythms of development and personal interests. These characteristics are important in the context of Inclusive Education because they are the basis for working with all children, including children with disabilities (Vitta, Silva & Zaniolo, 2016). Then, this study suggests there is still a long way to go towards achieving this conception of ECE.
Observational, long-term studies carried out in different contexts of ECE may be useful in this sense, since they will allow us to understand how, day by day, work with all children, in its diversity, is organized. It should be emphasized that in the present study this question cannot be analyzed more deeply due to the limitations arising from the use of interviews, which do not always capture the more subtle aspects of daily reality. In addition, because it is a case study, its results concern individuals within very particular contexts, which, although they may contribute to our understanding of the phenomenon in question, should not be uncritically generalized.
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