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ABSTRACT This paper looks at social work educators and their response to students with disabilities participating
in the Bachelor of Social Work degree. The researcher argues that although the social work profession can be
identified as one of the boundary brokers for inclusivity regarding students with disabilities, the social work
educators may find it difficult to understand these educational rights as a social justice issue. The researcher uses
literature on boundary practice to discuss the contradictions locked up in the social worker as educator role.
Insights into critical disability studies are used to pathologize educational needs outside of those of the mainstream
student population. The research is auto-ethnographic in nature, allowing the researcher to retroactively reflect
on past experiences as a member of a community of social work educators. This auto-ethnography is also
complemented with interviews with two fellow social work educators as well as two social work students with

disabilities.

INTRODUCTION

Institutions of Higher Education according
to Shefner et al. (2014) provide opportunities for
social justice related work. It should thus be a
space with a high level of responsiveness to-
wards all students participating in its education-
al programmes. Students from minority groups
such as those with disabilities, students of co-
lour, gay and lesbian students, those from finan-
cially marginalised groups should feel at home
in an academic space that stimulate conversa-
tions about social justice, responsive citizenship
and a more equal society. This stimulated the
researcher’s thoughts around the experience of
the student with disabilities as minority group in
the department where she teaches. The research-
er’s initial thoughts around this has been an
assumption that by virtue of her training in the
social work profession, she would be well suited
to act as ambassador for inclusive educational
practices for students with disabilities. Howev-
er, the researcher has realised that as an educa-
tor, her role is significantly different from that of
her professional orientation as a social worker.
As a result the researcher has the potential to
draw boundaries around her occupational space
that allows her to meet the requirements of the
job she is doing. These boundaries can howev-
er be a tool that marginalises certain students,
limiting their full participation in the educational
programme. The researcher uses critical disabil-

ity studies as a theoretical frame to problema-
tize the notion of students with disabilities in
inclusive education. She furthermore uses
boundary practice to locate social work educa-
tors in their professional orientation. The ob-
jectives that guide this study is firstly to create
an awareness of the role contradictions for so-
cial workers as teachers and as practitioners.
Secondly, by involving the voice of the student
with disabilities in the study, it serves to sensi-
tize the social work educator towards the needs
of the student. Finally, the study also serves to
highlight the challenges involved for both stu-
dents with disabilities and educators in pro-
grammes with a high volume of service learn-
ing. The researcher uses auto-ethnography as
methodological tool to make sense of her feel-
ings around this issue. As the personal style of
this method can be critiqued for its” subjectivi-
ty, engagement with educators as counterparts
as well as students with disabilities forms part
of the data for this research. This methodology
is discussed in the next section.

THE USE OFAUTO-ETHNOGRAPHY
FORTHISTEXT

The researcher decided to use auto-ethnog-
raphy as research methodology as it would al-
low her to reflect deeply on her own experienc-
es. Itwould also allow her access to the experi-
ence of students and educators in a more per-
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sonalised manner. Auto-ethnographies “are
highly personalized accounts that draw upon
the experience of the author/researcher for the
purposes of extending sociological understand-
ing” (Sparkes 2002: 21). Wall (2006) describes it
as a research method that allows you to use
yourself to get to culture. Chang (2007) is of the
impression that it is autobiographical and eth-
nographic at the same time. Rubin and Babbie
(2011) describes ethnographic studies as focus-
ing on detailed and accurate descriptions rather
than on explanation. As is the case with eth-
nography, auto-ethnography wants to achieve
the goal of cultural understanding. In this con-
text, self-observation, data through participa-
tion, interviews and the review of literature gen-
erate essential information. Through a process
of triangulation, data is analysed and interpret-
ed to understand the cultural meanings of
events, behaviour and thought. According to
Ellis and Bochner (2000) autobiographies self-
consciously explore the interplay of the intro-
spective, personally engaged self with cultural
descriptions. It is through this form of writing
that the researcher can investigate these phe-
nomena and at the same time reflect on my own
positioning as educator.

THE ROLE OF SOCIAL WORK
IN INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

Social Justice is a key principle of the Social
Work Professional Code of Practice (SACSSP
2012). According to Waitoller and Kozleski
(2013) the education system recognises the so-
cial work profession as part of the professionals
acting as boundary workers on behalf of stu-
dents with disabilities. Social workers amongst
other professionals have the potential to appren-
tice teachers in practice that can dismantle com-
pounding barriers that keep certain kinds of stu-
dents from learning in mainstream schools. In
this context as boundary worker the social work
profession has a significant social justice role,
working towards inclusive educational oppor-
tunities for all students. Liasidou (2012) explains
that inclusive education embodies values and
principles that challenges the ways in which
educational systems reproduce and perpetuate
social inequalities with regard to marginalised
and excluded groups of students across a range
of abilities, characteristics, developmental tra-
jectories and socioeconomic circumstances. As
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a result, inclusion is unavoidably linked to the
principles of equality and social justice.

When the researcher think of a student’s dis-
appointment at an event where there is no pro-
vision for a ramp so that she can, just like all the
other students, go on the stage to receive her
certificate, the researcher inevitably think of how
easy abled people can miss the point of inclu-
sive practice. The fact that the student would
still receive the certificate in front of the audi-
ence, just in front of the stage, was not the point.
The very act created a difference between her
and the rest of her academic counterparts. The
researcher is therefore of the impression that
what the student wants is to experience campus
life like the rest of the student population. The
researcher is using critical disability studies to
help her contextualise her reflection.

CRITICAL DISABILITY STUDIES AS
A MEANS TO HIGHLIGHT SOCIAL
JUSTICE ISSUES

Despite the fact that the notion of disability
has not been explicitly touched upon in critical
pedagogy according to (Gabel 2002; Goodley
2011; Erevelles 2000), a critical pedagogical frame-
work can provide a theoretical platform against
which the notion of disability can be problema-
tized, deconstructed and repositioned. Giroux
(1992) and McLaren (1998) are of the opinion
that it provides theoretical demands against the
oppression and marginalization of certain groups
of students. Critical pedagogy’s focus on is-
sues of marginalisation, power, justice and so-
cial transformation can mobilise new theorisa-
tions with regard to the complex nature of dis-
ability and the ways in which disabled students
are socially and educationally positioned. The
emphasis is placed on questioning whose val-
ues and interests shape dominant educational
discourses that oppress and marginalise certain
groups of students (McLaren 1998). The stu-
dent as described in an earlier part of this docu-
ment had to fit into a dominant educational ar-
rangement and as a result experienced forms of
exclusion. When analysing this incident hap-
pening at a departmental event through a criti-
cal disability lens, we can identify ways in which
the social context and school functioned as a
site of injustice (Lingard and Mills 2007). In an-
other incident, a student group project resulted
in some conflict amongst the group members.
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One of the group members requires interpreta-
tion services for his educational interactions,
including his sessions with the group. Close to
the due date for project submission, the group
were making appointments to discuss their
project at very short notice. This student needs
to make arrangements with the interpretation
services on campus well in advance. When he
was unable to attend the sessions as the very
tool he needed to participate in the discussions
(interpretation services) could not be arranged
on such short notice, his group members regard-
ed him as not contributing to the project and
informed the researcher as such. He also ap-
proached the researcher, explained his dilemma
and asked if it is possible for him to work alone
rather than in a group. The researcher was re-
luctant to agree to this as it would mean that the
student would be excluded from a form of learn-
ing offered through group assignments. Nord-
berg (2007) uses the views of Collier (1985) who
calls the desirable outcomes of syndicate work
(four to eight students working largely without
presence of a tutor) “numerous”: increased
motivation among students, evidenced by the
extra time and energy put into the work and the
sense of obligations to other members; and de-
velopment of higher order skills, evidenced
through the application of concepts, improved
capacity for interpreting evidence and analys-
ing concepts, more sophisticated problem-solv-
ing, a more critical approach to reading, and a
keener appreciation of the provisional nature of
the state of knowledge. An educator participat-
ing in this study indicate that while there can be
disagreements between group members during
group assignments, the activity in itself allows
for the development of tolerance, resilience, co-
hesion and interdependence amongst students.

A student participant to this study relates
his experience at a previous educational institu-
tion. ““There were no access and facilitators and
therefor depressing. | was the only one with my
type of impairment and felt very much isolated
and dependent entirely on the information |
obtained through self-study. | was supposed to
go an extra mile towards understanding the
contents of the modules all by myself because
there were no services to facilitate my learning
experiences.”

When Goodley (2012: 634) looks at the emer-
gence of critical disability studies, he uses five
insights of this field. One of his insights is the
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concept of “bodies that matter”. This refers to
the causal link between the body and disability.
For Ghai (2006: 147), disabled bodies risk be-
coming dis-embodied because of constructions
around them that threaten to create a total invis-
ibility of the disabled individual. At the same
time, however, McGuire (2010) argues that dis-
ability marks the body in ambiguous ways. For
her the body appears and disappears, is noticed
and is hidden as movement occurs through var-
ious physical and social spaces, and as people
find themselves in different political and histor-
ical moments. For the researcher’s student par-
ticipant, the total lack of provision in the educa-
tional institution for his disability caused his
body to disappear, an invisibility of him as indi-
vidual with a disability, resulting in an inacces-
sible learning environment.

While writing this paper, the researcher rea-
lises just how firmly her own mind is set in an
ablest frame. While driving two students to their
service learning site one Friday morning, the re-
searcher encountered a blind student who is try-
ing to cross the road. The researcher had to stop
abruptly because she and a driver in front were
driving relatively fast. The researcher felt guilty,
wondering whether the she would have been
driving with more caution if the lens through
which she view the world were different. This is
after all a university where many disabled stu-
dents, including blind students have to navi-
gate their way to classes on a daily basis. How
is it that the researcher never have this in mind
while driving on campus? Campbell (2008) indi-
cate that ableism refers to a network of beliefs,
processes and practices that produces a partic-
ular kind of self and body. The researcher wor-
ried that in her ablest mind-set, the body of the
disabled student disappears, creating a risk of
physical harm and generalised exclusion as a
result.

Itis also possible that in the very act of mak-
ing provision for the education of the student
with disabilities as they enter the institution,
components of the body (the need for social
engagement with others like themselves), can
disappear. A participant in this study indicate
how, when entering the institution she wanted
to participate in the mainstream orientation ac-
tivities of the organization and how much she
wanted to live in a hostel allocated for first years.
However, at the time, none of the first year hos-
tels made provision for students with her dis-
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ability and she stayed in a senior hostel. As a
result, when entering the classroom she felt like
she was the one left out, the one who did not
know any of the classmates. The researcher sup-
pose in this context the body of the disabled
student appeared in its need for specific forms
of provision to ensure inclusion, however the
social need of the very body disappeared.

A participant indicate how in his previous
Higher Education Institution he was influenced
by what the FOTIM (Foundation of Tertiary In-
stitutions of the Northern Metropolis) 2011, in
their 2009-2011 research project, identify as the
continued use of a medical discourse of disabil-
ity and how it influences the way in which insti-
tutions respond to students with disabilities,
particularly in terms of addressing their needs
within the teaching and learning process. This
report suggests that this medical discourse de-
flect attention away from the extent to which the
teaching methods and materials used, the man-
ner in which classes and learning have been
managed and organised and the nature in which
assessment practices may in fact act as a barrier
to equitable participation of students with dis-
abilities. Barriers are thus inherent in the curric-
ulaitself. The same participant is of the impres-
sion that his experience as a student at his cur-
rent institution is much more positive and that
staff attitudes and the academic setting is a lot
more conducive to his learning. The researcher
does however recall a staff conversation where
the dilemma of field placement for a participant’s
service learning was discussed. There are, by
virtue of a student’s specific disability more as-
pects that need to be considered when training
outside of the classroom needs to take place.
These considerations can cause frustration and
a demand for more support than what is offered
from the Unit for Students with Disabilities (as it
is called in the researcher’s Higher Education
Institution). It also has the potential for more
exclusionary practices in the future when new
student intake takes place. The FOTIM research
project suggests that students with disabilities
are still being excluded or channelled based on
mere perceptions of their capabilities where the
need for fieldwork or practical development in
off-campus facilities or use of graphic material
or specific types of equipment are used as ex-
cuses for not allowing them to participate in non-
traditional courses and degree programmes. It is
within the direction that these staff conversa-
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tions as referred to above can take that the so-
cial work educator can become a boundary pro-
tector rather than a boundary worker. A partici-
pant in this study indicate that a contract should
be signed with the student at the onset of stud-
ies, clarifying the expectations of the course and
obtaining a commitment from the student to par-
ticipate according to these expectations. While
it is important for students to take responsibility
for their own learning, individuals should not
lose sight of the dominance of an ablest educa-
tional setting that may make full participation
impossible. The responsibility should thus be
on the system to remove barriers as well as the
student to engage. Botham and Nicholson (2014)
in a study focussing on the support needed for
the transition of disabled students from univer-
sity to field placements suggest that discrimina-
tory behaviour in practice education can result
from poor planning, poor communication of re-
quired adjustments, poor cooperation from
placement providers, a lack of awareness of dis-
ability equality and relevant legislation and a
reluctance from students to disclose due to fear
of discrimination. They suggest that there need
to be a more coordinated communication be-
tween all stakeholders in practice education, that
disability awareness training should be offered
and that universities should take the lead in ed-
ucating placement educators.

Another insight from Goodley (2012) refers
to the self and the other. In this he suggests that
a key site of oppression for disabled people re-
fers to the moments when they feel judged as
they fail to match up to the ideal individual.
When one of the researcher’s participants re-
lates the fear of entering the university as a first
year student, not only because of the concerns
of coping with the academic expectations, but
also because of the exposure to an environment
that may be difficult to concur, there is already a
sense of judgement against the ideal other, the
normalised concept of the body. The student’s
experience of a selection process that poses
specific questions related to the disability and
how this will influence the meeting of depart-
mental expectations is understandably complex.
When answering these questions, students have
to proof themselves against the ablest norms of
the institution. Goodley (2012) suggests that the
person with a disability disrupt the idea of the
normative individual against which we are sup-
posed to judge ourselves. Ablest processes cre-
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ate a human standard, which presumes able-
bodiedness, initiates the norm and decontami-
nates the ablest ideal. The disabled individual in
this context becomes the deficiency in relation
to the norm. Without the institution intending
to do so, the admission process leaves the stu-
dent to explain why they think they are capable
of dealing with curriculum despite their disabili-
ty. Asocial justice discourse in inclusive educa-
tion policy and practice necessitates “changing
systems that perpetuate racism, power, and ex-
clusion” (Mullen and Jones 2008: 331); and it
involves questioning the ways in which aca-
demic institutions value certain student-identi-
ties while devaluing others (Harwood and
Humphry 2008; Graham 2005; Youdell 2006). This
perspective concentrates on transcending defi-
cit oriented and blame-the-victim approaches
that according to Johnson (2004) define educa-
tional bodies, relationships and structures. Itis
in this context that certain students are ostra-
cized to the margins of social and educational
domains.

BOUNDARIES AND THE SOCIAL
WORK EDUCATOR

Akkerman and Bakker (2011: 132), describe a
boundary as “a sociocultural difference leading
to discontinuity in action or interaction.” In the
context of social work training, boundaries can
refer to what is perceived as the typical student
and what the educational needs and support
systems should be to ensure positive educa-
tional outcomes. Boundaries also imply a psy-
chological fence that consists of perceived and
real behavioral requirements, rules, and divi-
sions of labor, perceptions of the way people
view things to be done and the ways they are
accustomed to. When the social work training
program is faced with the need to be inclusive of
students with different disabilities, it can cause
anxiety as adaptation to the existing behavioral
requirements and rules may be needed. In the
researcher’s initial reflection she views the so-
cial work educator as a boundary protector, a
role contradictory to the social work professional
role of boundary negotiator. In this educational
context the Unit for Students with Disabilities
plays the role of boundary negotiator. The re-
searcher is therefore left with the question of
what is needed to support the social work edu-
cator in an inclusive education system. Savol-

ANNELINE KEET

ainen etal. (2011) showed through their research
as well as through the review of other research
on the subject, that more attention needs to be
provided to what educators perceive as their
lack of knowledge and ability to build support
networks in order to operate effectively within
inclusive education systems. Educator who do
not feel that they have the necessary knowl-
edge and support network, may become protec-
tive of their boundaries as they feel more com-
petent working within the homogeneous space
where student needs are similar. Two educators
participating in this project were wondering
whether the teaching style used in class is not
very disruptive for a student with a sensory dis-
ability. When the student is using interpretation
services due to a hearing disability and the teach-
ing style is interactive with the educator moving
around in class, this may be good for student
interaction but can serve as barrier for this par-
ticular student. One participant is of the opin-
ion that sensory disabilities pose challenges
within the classroom as well as in service learn-
ing. The consideration for the student in a wheel-
chair is around accessibility of buildings, class-
rooms and service learning organizations while
for the student with a sensory disability the con-
cerns are much more complex. This student run
the risk of losing contact with valuable educa-
tional material and in a university setting where
knowledge accusation is fast-paced, this can be
achallenge. Both educators interviewed for this
project voiced the need for more training from
the Unit for Students with Disabilities on the
educational needs of students with varied forms
of disability. Educators, it seems, wants to feel
more empowered to be able to serve in the best
interest of the student in their class. Eloff et al.
(2002) conducted research on the stress experi-
enced by educators when including a student
with physical disabilities in an inclusive educa-
tion system. They found that overall, educators
experienced relative mild stress levels about the
inclusion of students with disabilities in their
mainstream teaching environments. While not
presenting itself as a significant stressor, the
need for training support to equip educators,
presented as an area needing improvement. A
response from a research participant also indi-
cated to the researcher that the need to meet the
educational requirements of the programme and
institution remain essential. When faced with a
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choice of diverse service learning exposure (so-
cial work service in different context) and a fair
change for a student to pass his/her service
learning, the latter will take precedence. This
coincides with another area indicated in the re-
search of Eloff et al. (2002) where the adminis-
trative requirements of the programme present-
ed as the most significant area of potential stress.

BOUNDARY CROSSING AND
BOUNDARY OBJECTS

Akkerman and Bakker (2011) use two con-
cepts, namely boundary crossing and bound-
ary objects through which they discuss the con-
tinuity of action and interaction despite socio-
cultural differences. Boundary crossing refers
to the extent to which professionals need to en-
ter into areas unfamiliar to them, spaces that they
may feel unqualified for. The researcher realised
as she thought around her few years in her
current and previous educational institution that
what she may have observed as resistance and
potentially socially unjust practices, may well
be a case of facing the challenge of negotiation
and combining elements from the different con-
text so that a hybrid situation can be created.

The concept of boundary object is used by
Akkerman and Bakker (2011) to indicate how arte-
facts can fulfil a specific function in connecting
intersecting practices. Boundary objects are
those objects that both inhabit several intersect-
ing worlds and satisfy the informational require-
ments of each of them. The Unit for Students
with Disabilities serve as a boundary object,
negotiating structural support for inclusivity of
students with disabilities and as suggested by
education participants, educating the larger uni-
versity population about inclusive practices.
More open conversation practices with students
with disabilities, listening to their experiences,
also serve as boundary objects helping univer-
sity lecturers bridging their transecting practic-
es. Aparticipant informs the researcher that the
sense of eyesight is more active in deaf people
and as aresult they are easily distracted by move-
ments leading to a loss of focus and concentra-
tion when sharing rooms with other people. To
the researcher, this information is extremely im-
portant for physical planning and allocation of
university accommodation. It is however infor-
mation that is accessible only through engage-
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ment with experts and the person with a particu-
lar disability as an expert.

Lamont and Molnar (2002) find that studies
on boundaries also represent an appreciation of
diversity. In a short review of the literature they
found that boundaries are discussed in a wide
variety of social sciences to investigate how
markers of difference are created, maintained, or
contested at many different levels of institution-
alization and categorization. The paradigmatic
shift can be seen in, for example, the way in which
communication and the human mind are pro-
foundly reconceptualised. In communication
theories, scholars like Lotman (1990) and
Wertsch and Toma (1995) have begun to argue
against the basic and commonly held presuppo-
sition that communication is a transmission pro-
cess that works best in situations of sameness
in the minds of people. In contrast, they empha-
size how words naturally mean different things
to different people. In addition to this, authors
like Bhabha (1990) and Soja (1996) have called
attention to the way in which intersections of
cultural practices open up third spaces that al-
low negotiation of meaning and hybridity, al-
lowing for the production of new cultural forms
of dialogue, Gutierrez etal. (1995).

The researcher became more and more aware
of these third spaces as she interacts with stu-
dents with disabilities in her classroom. A stu-
dent once shared in a class discussion the expe-
rience of going to the beach and wanting to
reach the water but the wheelchair does not al-
low for it. In this, the student was visualising
the construction of a ramp that allows wheel-
chair bound individuals to do so. The research-
er realised at that moment that the disabled body
has always been absent from her notion of lei-
sure time at the beach. In another class discus-
sion students discussed the provision to be
made for students with different disabilities in
an inclusive education system and the expense
of making educational material available in braille
were used as an example. The insights on ex-
penses given by a student with disabilities who
are often involved in the processing of material
into braille stimulated new discussion on how
the commodification of disability created an in-
dustry around the service provision that can
make access for inclusive practices expensive.
Russel and Malhotra (2002) share this view and
indicate that entrepreneurs and rehabilitation
specialists have made impaired bodies of use to
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the economic order by shaping disablement into
big business and turning the disabled body into
a commodity around which social policies are
created or rejected according to their market val-
ue, thus creating a corporate solution to dis-
ablement.

Boundary objects for Akkerman and Bakker
(2011) are those artefacts that serve as organic
arrangements allowing different groups to work
together. They serve as a means of translation
within situations of multisite work relational re-
quirements. Boundary objects that do not cap-
ture multiple meanings and perspectives, does
not fulfil its purpose. Boundary objects can thus
also take the shape of policy documents, guid-
ing people’s actions in a specific context, like
the Labour Relations Act, policies on equity tar-
gets in an organization and the Bill of Rights.
The danger of objects with such a material and
procedural character is that they fail to mean-
ingfully influence the worldviews of those they
serve. They are effective only in so much as
they are able to serve as interconnection be-
tween different perspectives. How these legis-
lative objects thus translate into spaces of mean-
ingful engagement amongst diverse groups in a
university space is the lifeblood of its existence
there.

Boundaries for Akkerman and Bakker (2011)
are also ambiguous in nature. It serves to create
a middle ground, belonging to the different
worlds it represents. However, it also creates a
space not belonging to any of the worlds and it
is in this space where it has the potential to give
expression to the meaning of the intersecting
worlds. These two authors work with four in-
struments used for learning in this crisscross-
ing space. This will be used to illustrate the learn-
ing potential of boundary crossing and how it
can transpire in the social work educational spac-
es. The first refers to identification that entails
a questioning of the core identities of each of
the intersecting sites. This act of questioning
can lead to renewed insight into what the di-
verse practices concerns. For the researcher,
engaging with students with disabilities, listen-
ing to their views and reflecting on these con-
versations provide her with insights otherwise
unattainable. Two common processes seem to
take place at this point of identification. There is
a process of othering, defining how one prac-
tice differs from the other. The second process
presenting itself under the concept of identifi-

ANNELINE KEET

cation is the legitimization of coexistence. This
refers to different groups having to consider the
interference between their multiple participa-
tions, be able to pursue each other and accept
the multiple memberships of people in respec-
tive groups. What is typical in this identifica-
tion space is that boundaries between practices
are encountered and reconstructed, without
overcoming discontinuities. It is however im-
portant for the university and the social work
department in particular to challenge the inco-
herence in coexistence for different groups.
Moving along the continuum of mechanisms as
proposed by Akkerman and Bakker (2011) is
thus necessary.

Coordination takes the process of learning
at the boundaries a step further as it refers to a
communicative connection between the diverse
groups of practice. Itentails an effort of transla-
tion between the different worlds, creating an
inter-subjective ground while at the same time a
diversity of possible understandings. Landa
(2008) is of the impression that boundary ob-
jects shared by both worlds can create a com-
municative connection between them, creating
an arrangement for information sharing focused
at enhancing practice. Coordination also entails
enhancing boundary penetrability where actions
and interactions run so smoothly that there is
not even an awareness of different practices run-
ning simultaneously. From the researcher’s own
observation and discussion with colleagues, it
seems that the biggest danger of communica-
tive breakdown exists within the facilitation of
service learning. In addition to the concerns
around a practice placement that can accommo-
date the students’ form of disability, a colleague
also shared with the researcher a previous expe-
rience of assessing service learning group-work
of a deaf student with deaf participants. This
exercise created a realization of the limitation in
interaction for the person who cannot interact
in sign language.

A next level of learning lies in the ability to
look back at and make sense of events taking
place at the boundaries. Reflection refers to the
process of comprehending and formulating a
perspective, thus making explicit one’s under-
standing and knowledge of a particular issue.
Reflexivity gives access to the implicit and un-
stated assumptions. This perspective making
and what Boland and Tensaki (1995) call per-
spective taking, referring to the process of tak-
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ing others in account, are dialogical and cre-
ative in nature and generate an opportunity for
new learning to take place. Boland and Tensaki
(1995) refer to this as a conversation with the
self during construction of a perspective and
conversation with the other during the interpre-
tation thereof. This process allows for people’s
view on the world to be enriched and simulta-
neously their identity to be enriched beyond its
current status. Reflexivity in the context of
boundary work also creates an opportunity to
look at oneself through the eyes of another
world. The researcher is not convinced that as a
department, she and her colleagues are there
yet. The existence of the student with disabili-
ties in her department should lead herself and
her colleagues to a space where their own iden-
tities are enriched as a result of the space that
they share. This process of auto-ethnographic
writing gives the researcher an opportunity to
reflect and benefit from this.

As a consequence of the three processes as
mentioned above, a fourth learning mechanism
is a process of transformation. It takes place
only when confronting a problem that prevents
or limit the interactions between intersecting
worlds. If confrontations do not occur, transfor-
mation is not possible. As a result of the con-
frontation, there is a recognition of a shared prob-
lem space, in the context of diverse educational
spaces this can refer to the recurrent interac-
tional breakdown that need to be resolved col-
laboratively. When the researcher’s Department
encounter problems in the educational needs of
students with disability, it is the act of confron-
tation that helps the staff to reconsider current
practices. The transformation that flow from this
confrontation can also lead to a state of hybrid-
ization, where the crossing of boundaries allow
for the creation of new cultural forms, combin-
ing ingredients from different context to form
something new. A final process of transforma-
tion is that continuous joint work at the bound-
aries is needed to preserve the productivity of
boundary crossing. Transformation requires real
dialogue and collaboration, a negotiation of
meaning between people on the different sides
of the boundary. The university and in particu-
lar, the Social Work Department can thus not
create inclusive educational spaces without au-
thentic dialogue with the community of people
with disabilities. Transformation based on mean-
ingful engagement can contribute to the estab-

39

lishment of new, in-between spaces. Itis in the
act of engaging with these meganisms of learn-
ing at the boundaries that the social work edu-
cator will become a boundary worker rather than
a boundary protector.

CONCLUSION

The debate on inclusive education managed
to highlight the right to comprehensive educa-
tional experiences for people with disabilities.
In the design of separate educational facilities,
experts in the field are responsible to furnish
these spaces with equipment that address the
specific needs of the student. While these facil-
ities are absolutely essential, students with dis-
abilities remain outside of the mainstream edu-
cational experience. Inan inclusive educational
space, existing ablest spaces needs to transform
to allow the student with disabilities to exercise
their right to a full educational experience. It is
within this process of inclusion that the main-
stream knowledge-set is most inadequate. Mean-
ingful engagement with experts in the field and
students with disabilities as experts can greatly
enhance the quality of inclusive spaces in high-
er education. Students with disabilities should
thus be active partners in the development of
inclusive spaces.

Engaging in this auto-ethnographic form of
writing allowed the researcher to problematize
her own position as a social work educator in
relation to her role as social work professional.
It allowed her to understand her own discom-
forts in the educational experience as an act of
on-going working at the boundaries. The deci-
sions to combine the researcher’s auto-ethno-
graphic journey with interviews with other edu-
cators as well as students with disabilities al-
lowed her the opportunity to listen to and con-
sider the voices of others as experts of their own
experiences. It gave the researcher an opportu-
nity for renewed learning at the boundaries, re-
alising that curriculum reviews towards inclu-
sion cannot be done without the input of the
very people whom the inclusion is targeting. The
life experience of the student with specific dis-
abilities are full of potential learning that, until
the time of engagement at the boundaries, are
not accessible to the person without the specif-
ic form of disability. Inclusive education spaces
thus have significant learning potential.
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Educators who do not feel equip to partici-
pate in such an inclusive space, would however
not be able to make use of the potentially rich
educational experience. Instead, they would pre-
fer to protect the space they are familiar with
and where they feel capable of producing good
results. The social work curriculum should thus
create sufficient opportunity for this type of
boundary work as the educational potential for
educators, students and the larger social work
fraternity is significant. Itisalso important that
the Unit for Students with Disabilities in the ca-
pacity of boundary object, take on a strong
education function towards the rest of the uni-
versity population. This will broaden their po-
tential for developing and maintaining inclusive
educational spaces.
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