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In this paper, we illustrate the theoretical and methodological framework of a study that investigates processes of inclusion in everyday primary classrooms. For this study, we apply an ethnomethodological approach to the reality of everyday classrooms in connection to theories on the establishment of socio-mathematical norms. This approach is illustrated and discussed based on the re-analysis of an everyday classroom episode on the introduction of the lowest common multiple.

Introduction and motivation

In mathematics education, inclusion is predominantly framed as a way of working in mathematics to provide "a meaningful education for all" (Florian et al., 2017, p. 14) or "processes of participation" [START_REF] Roos | Students' voices of inclusion in mathematics education[END_REF] in mathematics learning that every student can access. Inclusive mathematics teaching therefore describes a way of teaching mathematics that on the one hand provides opportunities for all students to engage in mathematical discourses [START_REF] Sullivan | The contexts of mathematics tasks and the context of the classroom: Are we including all students?[END_REF] and on the other hand introduces students to typical and conventional mathematical knowledge and activities, such as mathematical argumentation.

Mathematics as a scientific discipline is known for its high grade of standardisation of its knowledge and its working methods, which is required to secure its social consensus and its scientific coherence [START_REF] Heintz | Die Innenwelt der Mathematik[END_REF]. Since inclusive learning arrangements are particularly obliged to include a variety of contributions from students in respect to both a social and a content perspective, this creates a potential conflict for mathematics classrooms and their teachers in particular. To establish and stabilise scientific conventions and to achieve the students' learning objectives, the teacher has to find ways to deal with contributions that might contradict the strict scientific conventions, that might be inadequate in a particular learning context, or that might deviate from the particular learning objectives that the teacher intended.

In this conflict between inclusion and the establishment of scientific conventions, we expect "events of concealment" [START_REF] Gerlach | Das Implizite als Ergebnis von Verdeckungsprozessen? [The implicit as a result of processes of concealment?[END_REF] to take place, in which processes of exclusion of mathematical content related aspects, such as unconventional ideas, contributions or others, are concealed to make them inconspicuous, unproblematic, or invisible.

In our study, we approach inclusion from both a sociological and a mathematical content-related perspective to investigate events of concealment in inclusive primary classrooms, and in particular, processes of concealment in situations of collective mathematical argumentation. The leading research question of this study is: Which principles and methods can be reconstructed in classroom interactions that conceal content relevant aspects and therefore exclude non-conventional ideas, approaches, and opinions?

With this study we do not at all intend to challenge the legitimacy of inclusive education, but we do acknowledge that processes of inclusion go hand in hand with processes of exclusion (e.g., [START_REF] Valero | Mathematics for all, economic growth, and the making of the citizen-worker[END_REF][START_REF] Roos | Students' voices of inclusion in mathematics education[END_REF] and that we need to understand them if we want to change them.

In the following we will outline the theoretical and methodological framework of our study that is closely related to processes of standardisation, the establishment of socio-mathematical norms, and the orchestration of collective learning processes.

Situated standardization of collective argumentations

From a sociological perspective it is widely accepted that mathematics as a discipline of proof operates based on the standardisation of its methods of discovery, representation, and communication. This is necessary to preserve its coherence in content and the social consensus within the discipline [START_REF] Heintz | Die Innenwelt der Mathematik[END_REF]. But the conventions that are effective in mathematics as a scientific discipline do not come naturally to the mathematical classroom. With respect to mathematical argumentation, students must learn about the characteristics of a mathematical argument, the acceptable representation and notation, and what counts as a convincing or adequate argument in the collective of a learning group [START_REF] Voigt | Negotiation of mathematical meaning and learning mathematics[END_REF].

Collective mathematical argumentation

Different types of mathematical argumentations are realized in mathematics learning from primary school to university. On the one hand students are supposed to learn and understand mathematical concepts, but also develop the competency to mathematically argue itself. [START_REF] Miller | Kollektive Lernprozesse. Studien zur Grundlegung einer soziologischen Lerntheorie [Collective learning processes[END_REF] coins cases of argumentation, in which new structural content knowledge is supposed to be constructed that goes beyond a bare enrichment and addition of known facts, as fundamental learning. Such learning can be designed in autonomy by very experienced learners but is usually reliant on dialogic and discursive learning arrangements. Only when existing knowledge is challenged and new perspectives are required, the individual is enforced to systematically go beyond its knowledge, reorganize it and connect it to new elements of knowledge. The process of going beyond existing knowledge is referred to as collective argumentation (Miller, 1986, p. 22). Within the framework of mathematics learning we can refer to these instances as collective mathematical argumentation (cf. [START_REF] Krummheuer | Zum Begriff der "Argumentation" im Rahmen einer Interaktionstheorie des Lernens und Lehrens von Mathematik [On the notion of[END_REF].

Educational research on collective mathematical argumentation has characterised it as instances in which a demand for justification is displayed in the classroom interaction that all participants try to satisfy collectively [START_REF] Krummheuer | Zum Begriff der "Argumentation" im Rahmen einer Interaktionstheorie des Lernens und Lehrens von Mathematik [On the notion of[END_REF]. The demands for justification do not necessarily have to be true mathematical controversies and are usually initiated by the teacher to inspire and include the students in a collective mathematical argumentation and develop their argumentation skills.

Orchestration of collective learning processes

The normative paradigm of inclusion challenges teachers in collective mathematical argumentations. They are supposed to orientate the classroom discourse towards the development of mathematical content knowledge and at the same time include all individual interpretations, opinions, and arguments of the learners for collective learning to take place. As empirical research indicates teachers experience this as very difficult to realise and provides evidence that teachers predominantly attempt to fulfil the normative requirements of inclusion on a social level but not in terms of mathematical content (see Prediger & Buró, 2021).

Standardization of collective mathematical argumentations

In the process of collective mathematical argumentation norms (e.g., rules, conventions, values) are negotiated, established, stabilised, or adapted (cf. [START_REF] Yackel | Sociomathematical norms, argumentation, and autonomy in mathematics[END_REF]: What is an adequate argument or an appropriate representation in this situation? What characterises a particularly good argument? These characteristics are not predetermined and are not just applied by the participants of the interaction. They are collaboratively produced in situations of the collective interaction (cf. [START_REF] Voigt | Negotiation of mathematical meaning and learning mathematics[END_REF][START_REF] Yackel | Sociomathematical norms, argumentation, and autonomy in mathematics[END_REF]. The learners contribute their arguments, make propositions for representations, and express their preferences. The teacher reacts to the students' contributions, gives feedback, poses questions, commends certain contributions, corrects others, and introduces arguments her-or himself. With her or his reactions to the students' input the teacher contributes distinctly to the establishment of norms for mathematical argumentation. [START_REF] Yackel | Sociomathematical norms, argumentation, and autonomy in mathematics[END_REF] call these type of norms socio-mathematical norms. [START_REF] Voigt | Negotiation of mathematical meaning and learning mathematics[END_REF] states that these norms are in most cases established unconsciously and have an implicit influence on learning and teaching. Thus, they can neither be confused with the teacher's expectations nor with the individual objectives of the learners. For mathematical argumentation these norms are a joint product of the teachers and learners in a collective mathematical argumentation.

Regarding the empirical analysis of the realisation of inclusion in collective mathematical argumentation in everyday classrooms we employ the ethnomethodological paradigm for the study of the structures of the everyday world [START_REF] Garfinkel | Studies in Ethnomethodology[END_REF] in connection with the method of Interactional Analysis (cf. [START_REF] Schütte | Interactional Analysis: A Method for Analysing Mathematical Learning Processes in Interactions[END_REF].

Methodological approach: "doing inclusion" as "ongoing accomplishment"

The semantic paradigm for mathematics classrooms to be inclusive does not automatically apply to the reality of everyday mathematics classrooms. It is a demand on all actors in the classroom to make collective learning inclusive. From the perspective of Ethnomethology we can describe the objective reality of mathematics classrooms as the "ongoing accomplishment" [START_REF] Garfinkel | Studies in Ethnomethodology[END_REF] of "doing inclusion" (cf. [START_REF] Gerlach | Das Implizite als Ergebnis von Verdeckungsprozessen? [The implicit as a result of processes of concealment?[END_REF]. In doing so, we seek to discover how individuals construct, produce and interpret the reality in mathematics classrooms by studying them directly while remaining open to what occurs (see [START_REF] Ingram | Moving forward with ethnomethodological approaches to analysing mathematics classroom interactions[END_REF].

The terminology of "doing (something)" and "ongoing accomplishment" is rooted in Ethnomethodology [START_REF] Garfinkel | Studies in Ethnomethodology[END_REF], a sociological approach to the study of how social order is produced in and through processes of social interaction. It builds on the assumption that social reality is not an objective condition to which people react. Instead, every individual continually constructs the experienced reality locally in interaction with others. Individuals act and react to one another and step-by-step produce what can be described as social reality. Thus, social reality is constructed in a continual production of the individuals themselves (see [START_REF] Bauersfeld | Hidden dimensions in the so-called reality of a mathematics classroom[END_REF]. Because this interactively constructed reality is not objective, the characteristics in terms of stability, repeatability, regularity, or continuity are produced by methods, i.e., specific patterns of activity that are taken by the individuals [START_REF] Garfinkel | Studies in Ethnomethodology[END_REF][START_REF] Schütte | Interactional Analysis: A Method for Analysing Mathematical Learning Processes in Interactions[END_REF]. The objectivity of social reality is therefore constituted through the stability of the methods that interacting individuals produce in their "doing". Although the term "methods" implies a certain intention of the actors, they should only be understood as categories of empirical reconstruction. Ethnomethodology is not concerned with reconstructing the motives behind actions; instead, the focus of analyses falls upon the emergence of social reality and methods of the social production of order. These methods are not necessarily considered or applied consciously by participants, but nevertheless are familiar to them because they are used routinely [START_REF] Schütte | Interactional Analysis: A Method for Analysing Mathematical Learning Processes in Interactions[END_REF][START_REF] Ingram | Moving forward with ethnomethodological approaches to analysing mathematics classroom interactions[END_REF].

Building on this understanding of mathematics classrooms as ongoing accomplishment, the social reality of inclusive classrooms can be understood as processes that are supposed to always be inclusive, but only in "doing inclusion" become inclusive after all. In this respect, we are trying to identify processes of inclusion that can be reconstructed in the ongoing accomplishment of mathematics classrooms.

An exemplary case study

The theoretical and methodological approach was developed in preparation of an observational study, in which mathematics lessons in everyday inclusive primary classrooms are going to be recorded. The requirement of the recorded lessons is that they include episodes of collective mathematical argumentation that are typical for everyday practice. Since the data collection has not started to this date, we will illustrate our methodological approach based on a re-analysis of an episode from [START_REF] Schütte | Sprache und Interaktion im Mathematikunterricht der Grundschule [Language and Interaction in primary mathematics classrooms[END_REF]. We acknowledge that the re-analysis of the episode from [START_REF] Schütte | Sprache und Interaktion im Mathematikunterricht der Grundschule [Language and Interaction in primary mathematics classrooms[END_REF] may not be reflective of our own collection of data, but it enables us to outline and illustrate our theoretical and methodological framework and bring it up for discussion.

In the episode we selected, the teacher introduces the concept of the "lowest common multiple" in grade 4 (Schütte, 2009, pp. 108). For the re-analysis we performed an Interactional Analysis (see [START_REF] Schütte | Interactional Analysis: A Method for Analysing Mathematical Learning Processes in Interactions[END_REF] to reconstruct methods of inclusion in the process of collective argumentation. Within the constraints of this paper, we will only include short excerpts of the transcript and we will only be able to provide a summary of the analysis.

Overview of the episode

The episode is divided in multiple sections (see Schütte, 2009, pp.108). We will only report on the first two. In the first section the teacher asks the students if they can tell her the meaning of the abbreviation "lcm" ("Lowest common multiple"). In the second section the teacher explains the application of the lowest common multiple in the example of the addition of fractions.

Sequence 1: Introduction of the term "lowest common multiple"

The teacher (T) begins the lesson by writing the abbreviation "lcm" to the blackboard. She states, "Ladies and Gentlemen, why do we do this with this l c m \ Well, I haven't explained to you what it is, I have only told you how to do it." (1-5) She goes on to ask the students if anyone has read the worksheet, she handed out the lesson before. The students start murmuring and a few students say that they forgot. The teacher and students exchange more examples of multiples for various numbers. A variety of students contribute to the exchange (39-69).

Sequence 2: Application of the lowest common multiplier

Following an exchange about the learning content in the upcoming years, the teacher continues the collective argumentation about the meaning of the term "lowest common multiple". She draws two circles and divides one circle in three segments and the other one in four. She colours one segment of each circle, adds a plus sign between the circles (100-118) and an equal sign behind the two circles (124). Meanwhile, the students murmur and try to interpret the teacher's drawing until the teacher turns around to face the class.

< T:

Would you please read the arithmetic problem\ 126

[raises her arm] 127 class:

[a few students raise their arms] 128 < T:

There No\ two is too much

The students contribute a variety of suggestions to the drawing on the blackboard, which the teacher all negates until one student suggests "one third" (148-149), which is marked as correct by the teacher. The remaining argumentation follows the addition of the fractions one third and one fourth. The teacher ends the argumentation with the explanation that "this is what you need the lowest common multiple for" (252-258).

Interpretation of sequences 1 and 2

As it appears in the beginning of Sequence 1 the concept of the "lowest common multiple" has already been touched in former lessons as the teacher reminds the students, that she already told them how to find it, but did not explain its meaning. Her reference to a worksheet that the students might have read, can be interpreted as an attempt to remind the students of the preceding lesson, and provide them with a chance to contribute, but the students do not recall the correct terminology. The students make reasonable guesses and Vahit appears to recall the term at least partially. Apart from correcting the superlative in Vahit's suggestion the teacher does not pick up any of the students' answers. Instead, she completes the term on the blackboard and therefore answers her introductory question herself.

As she completes the correct terminology the teacher openly changes the line of the argument as she highlights the term "multiple" as a main part of the "lcm"-concept and provides the students with examples of multiples together with an example-based definition of divisibility. The teacher opens a collection of various examples of multiples of several numbers, in which many students take part in. Again, the teacher does not pick up any of the students' examples but confirms correct contributions.

After the collection of various examples for multiples the teacher changes the direction of the argumentation again by drawing an iconic representation of the addition of one third and one fourth to the blackboard. She asks the students to provide an interpretation of her drawing by which she appears to expect the students to recognize the arithmetic problem with fractional numbers. The students' contributions suggest that they do not recognise the fraction representations and that they are not familiar with fractions. The teacher marks the students' suggestions as incorrect and invites further interpretations of her drawing.

Concluding interpretation

The changes of focus in the argumentation can be described as a method to enable the students to participate in the collective argumentation of the scientific concept of the lowest common multiple. The teacher appears content about having the students develop the scientific meaning of the concept collectively as she provides the students with a multitude of opportunities to contribute.

The first change in focus takes place after several contributions that do not lead to the intended outcome. As the students do not recall the correct terminology of the abbreviation "lcm", the teacher provides it herself and focusses on the term multiple as a central part of the concept. With this change in focus, she invites the students to contribute results of calculations, but it can be noticed that apart from an example-based definition of divisibility no comprehensive explanation of the concept of a multiple is phrased.

The second change in focus is introduced after the students named several correct examples of multiples, which can be regarded as a type of understanding by the students, which the teacher tries to transfer to an instance of application of the concept in terms of the addition of fractions. Since fractions are usually only introduced in years 5 and. 6, it cannot be assumed that the students in year 4 have more than an everyday understanding of fractions. The teacher's request for interpretations of her drawing on the blackboard can be interpreted again to invite the students to contribute to the argumentation. This appears to be very successful, because even though the teacher had marked several contributions as incorrect over the course of the argumentation, a variety of students is taking part and they appear not to be hesitant to say something incorrect or make a guess.

As the original objective, that the teacher states in the introduction of the argumentation, was to explain the meaning of the concept "lowest common multiple" as she had only explained how to find it and not what it is, we may argue that the redirections of the argumentation do not contribute to the students understanding of the scientific concept. Even in the end no comprehensive explanation is provided. Furthermore, if we interpret the redirections in focus as a way of reducing the complexity of the argument, it can be argued that this makes it even more difficult for the students to make the required connections to the original objective, i.e., the understanding of the concept "lowest common multiple".

Discussion

Schütte (2009) discusses this episode in connection to [START_REF] Bourne | Vertical Discourse. The role of the teacher in the transmission and acquisition of decontextualized language[END_REF] concept of "masked pedagogy" as important aspects of the scientific content are "masked" and the students are required to compensate the implicit meanings of the mathematics themselves, which imposes an additional level of complexity for the students (see also [START_REF] Gerlach | Das Implizite als Ergebnis von Verdeckungsprozessen? [The implicit as a result of processes of concealment?[END_REF]. We would argue that this "masking", or as we would call it "concealing", is a functionality of a method that intends to realise opportunities for all students to participate in the argumentation. Within our ethnomethodological framework we are not trying to reconstruct the motives behind the activities. Instead, our intention is to describe actions in everyday inclusive classrooms in their execution and thus we focus on the emergence of social reality and the methods of social production of order [START_REF] Garfinkel | Studies in Ethnomethodology[END_REF]. "These methods or procedures are not necessarily explicit, and teachers' or students' actions are not necessarily conscious" [START_REF] Ingram | Moving forward with ethnomethodological approaches to analysing mathematics classroom interactions[END_REF](Ingram, , p. 1066)), but they enable us to reconstruct how teachers and students are making sense of the interaction in collective mathematical argumentation. This has the didactical potential to not only identify these aspects as a part of everyday interaction in inclusive classrooms, but to describe them and profoundly understand them in their situated emergence. This is an important understanding of the reality of inclusive classrooms, which may enable us to achieve a constructive engagement in mathematical discourses for all students.