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Defining ‘special needs’

JOHN WILSON

ABSTRACT

Policy, research and practice in special needsatiduc are inevitably determined by our
conceptions of ‘special needs’ and our understandinthat phrase. There is a distinction
between (1) the meaning of the phrase (the linguesfuivalent of ‘special’ and ‘needs’) and
(2) the criteria of application (what is to courst @ special need). Both (1) and (2) are here
explored, and it is shown that both depend ultitgaten value judgements about what| is

important or desirable in human life and not justemnpirical fact. Those concerned with the

theory and practice of special needs have to faedadsk of clarifying, and defending, the
value judgements on which their work relies.

There is a vast volume of literature under the hepaf ‘special needs’ in English, or
equivalent expressions in other languages, anceat gieal of policy-making, research and
practice that goes on under that heading but map@&oepresented in the literature. But it is
striking that very little attention has been paiddefining the expression ‘special needs’ or
equivalent expressions. | shall argue that thik reseds to be taken more seriously and has
great practical importance: it is not only a matietdefining one’s terms’ just for the sake of
academic precision or tidiness.

Part of the trouble is that the task of definitisrcommonly scamped or avoided in favour of
other tasks. Thus, (1) some writers collectegorton definitions, along the lines of ‘A and B
(1993) define special needs as “the requiremengahdividual to fulfil his true potential”;
‘For C and D (1998) a special need is one whicls falitside the normal curriculum’; and so
forth. Whatever the value of such reportage, itsdoet in itself define anything or even
attempt to do so. Then, (2) other writers may dpeor (if they are in positions of authority)
ordain, what is tocountas a special need within some particular societyeducational
system, as a judge may specify what is to coumeasonable force in English law when
making a citizen’s arrest (one may legitimatelytnaa the wrongdoer but not knock him
down and jump on him, or whatever). That too isteotlefine ‘special needs’ or ‘reasonable
force’, but just to say what will be cases of spkcieeds or reasonable force within some
given set of rules or criteria. And (3), other wrg again offer particular philosophical or
ideological conceptionsof equality or justice; but that too is not to defianything: 1 may
have a particular conception of what special needsand how they should be handled, or of
what a just society should look like, without beiogncerned to define the terms ‘special
needs’ or ‘justice’.

Another part of the trouble is that ‘special needsalready used, at least by those in the
special needs industry, as a kind of semi-techmcaspecialized term which creates the
impression that we already know what we are talkdbgut. But in fact it is nowhere clearly
defined, in the way that full-blown technical terrase defined (like the terms ‘work’ or
‘mass’ in physics or ‘point’ in Euclidean geometryf) is as if we believed that, because it
already stands as the title of a particular industrset of practices, its meaning must already
be clear. But actually its semi-technical use obssuather than clarifies its meaning.

The way in which such terms are deployed in difie@ltures and languages throughout the
world would repay study; but the position in the i#not atypical, and may at least serve as
an illustration. There is (to the best of my knadge) no serious attempt in the literature of
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analytic philosophy which attempts the task, andsi@a remarkable fact that the official
literature on special needs (e.g. DES, 1978, 199BF, 1997) makes no attempt to define
‘special needs’: that is, to tell us what the espren ‘special needs’ means. Rather it is
concerned to lay down or specify what is to comaapecial need, to identify certain things
as special needs, and to say something about hewstiould be assessed and catered for in
practice.

The difference is important; normally we define d®rmor expressions, not things (the word
‘table’, not actual tables), and we do this in orbeget clear about their meaning. That seems
to be necessary before we go on to talk aboutihgg themselves:

otherwise we shall not know what we are talkingualfove need to know what ‘table’ means
before we can talk about tables). Perhaps thogmmetble for the literature thought that it
was already entirely clear what ‘special needs’mse&shall try to show here: (1) that this is
not so, and (2) that the meaning we give to it makeconsiderable difference to policy,
research and practice.

1. ‘Special’ is ambiguous as between (a) ‘peculiapecific’ and ‘not general’, and (b) ‘of
special importance’. Thus, (a) | may have a spetlnt for playing poker or solving
crossword puzzles, a talent shared by few otheplpawr perhaps just peculiar to myself; and
if 1 have an unusual complexion or head of haimdy need a special kind of cosmetic or
haircut. Whether these talents or needs are thaiegbe (b) of special importance (value,
weight, significance) is another matter: that wilin on the importance we attach to poker or
crossword puzzles, or to what my face or hair loké& Conversely, there are things which
we may think to be (b) specially important to alhian beings — for instance, health or love
or enough food and drink; and these are not ‘spdoidhe sense (a) of being peculiar or
specific to a small class of people and not torsthe

The relevance of this distinction to practice iviols. Assuming (in advance) that we know
what ‘needs’ means, we may then be able to ideatjparticular class of people who (a) have
special or peculiar or distinctive needs. But tinatself goes no way to show that the needs
are (b) of special importance, or that we shoujokeexl time and money and other resources in
catering for them. We justify meeting a need ongtaund that the need is important, not on
the ground that it is peculiar or unusual. Gengrsieaking, the literature seems to interpret
‘special needs’ in sense (@) rather than in semsd(t that leaves entirely open the question
of whether any, or some, or all, of these needsldhactually be met.

2. We commonly suppose that if somebody needs $aomgetthen he ought to have it. But
that is a mistake. To say that | need X is to sdy that X is necessary or useful to me if | am
to achieve some end or be in some state, andibdadk of X prevents this. Often such ends
or states are desirable: | need to be able to ireadder to appreciate literature, and | need
vitamins in order to be healthy. But often they aog. It is undeniable that burglars and safe-
breakers need certain tools, that confidence tieckseed to be able to lie convincingly, that
assassins need sharp knives, that the Nazis nedfigdnt weapons to conquer Europe. We
might put this by saying that the concept markednlegd’ is relative to some particular end-
state, without any implication that the end-stateesirable or undesirable. There is no doubt
that | need four aces in order to beat four kingd thus win a hand at poker; but whether |
ought to win the hand, or whether | ought to beyiplg poker at all, is another matter. So
whether a need ought to be met depends not onlyhetther it is important (as in (1), above),
but also on whether the end-state is desirablet Blmahas obvious implications for practice:
we have to justify the end-state as desirable bef@ can justify meeting the need.

3. But even that is not enough, for not all dede@nd-states entail needs. It may be desirable
that | should be able to take frequent holidaysatror own two cars or live in a large house,
but that is not sufficient to establish that | néleelse things. Similarly, | need food and drink,
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but | do not need five-star meals or vintage wivgs.endorse something as a need only if we
see the end-state for which it is necessary; rgitga desirable — something which it would
be nice for the person to have or enjoy — but asetbing without which his life would be
seriously defective. That is admittedly an obsddea; but it seems that we conceive of some
things as necessities for a normal or adequatatsfactory human life, and of other things as
extras or bonuses. Thus we see health as a ngcessithat | need food and drink and
vitamins and some form of exercise; but | do nadc#8éve-star meals or bulging muscles or
the ability to run as fast as Olympic athletesth@a same way, | need some form of transport
to get to work, but not a Rolls-Royce. Differentopke may count different things as
necessities, as against extras or bonuses: theyforapstance, argue about whether | really
need a car or whether public transport is good gmobut that does not invalidate the
distinction itself.

4. In the case of some needs, for instance, thadadlate to health, the distinction is not too
hard to apply: we know pretty well what counts asdjhealth, and how to distinguish what is
necessary for good health from what is unnecesBaryin the case of educational needs, it is
much more difficult. That is because we have narcidea about what kinds or contents of
learning are reallyjecessaryor this or that person, as opposed to being jasirdble extras.
Thus we have the intuitive idea that, at leastunsociety, it is necessary that people should
be literate and numerate, but not necessary thet #nould appreciate Shakespeare or
understand the binomial theorem, so that the forwircount as needs and the latter as
extras. But the rationale for these intuitive juahgats is very far from clear.

5. In this particular instance, we might defend oudtgement on strictly pragmatic grounds.
We should say perhaps that, given our society &s (and it cannot be easily or quickly
changed), the life of an illiterate or non-numerpggson would be severely defective: he
might be unemployable, unable to communicate adetyjancapable of sharing important
activities or enterprises with his fellows, andfedh. Pragmatic arguments of this kind carry
much weight: just as, in a society whose membepermt for their survival on the ability to
catch fish or trap animals, learning to do thesegthis obviously a necessity and in no sense
an extra. But a very great deal of what pupilssangposed to learn is not defensible by that
kind of argument. If we ask whether pupils actualbBed to learn (for instance) history or
music or physics, or a foreign language or Enditghature, the answer will not be obvious.
And the fact that these learning contents figurannestablished curriculum is no answer at
all: perhaps they ought not to.

6. The point may be made more dramatically. | nim@ryktthat it is in some way ‘enriching’ or
instructive or useful if a person learns aboutgieh or politics, or music and literature,
without thinking that his life will go seriously @ay if he is ignorant of these things. On the
other hand, | may think that his soul will not lsved if he is ignorant of Christian (Islamic,
Buddhist, etc.) doctrines; or that if he is notquigely versed in politics, he may find himself
living under a Fascist tyranny; or that without &gpreciation of music, literature and other
art forms, he will be no more than a moral and émnai imbecile. | then think of these things
as necessities: he needs to learn them for readoich are just as decisive as the pragmatic
or utilitarian reasons i(b), above.

7. It is thus impossible to identify something asspecial need’ in education without
reference to some picture or set of criteria ituarof which certain learning-contents are seen
as not only desirable and important, but also mesense necessary. The value or weight we
give to learning X or Y or Z determines what welklbaunt as a ‘special need’, just as it
determines what we shall count as a ‘learning diffy’, or a ‘disability’ or a ‘talent’ or a
‘gift’. In that sense, whether someone has a speeied is not a matter of empirical fact: it
calls rather for a judgement of value. That does abcourse, imply that such judgements
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have to be ‘arbitrary’ or ‘subjective’ or anything that kind: we can make good (reasonable,
sensible, well-founded) judgements of value justvascan make good judgements of fact.
But it does imply — and we can see this once wézeeavhat the phrase ‘special needs’
means — that the idea of determining special négdempirical observation and research
alone is incoherent.

8. That has important consequences not just fordénification of special needs, but for the
whole management, organization and (in a broade3gmditics of the industry that has grown
up under that title. If we were dealing with anaavéhich did not involve value-judgements —
for instance, children’s health, or the understagdif elementary mathematics — we should
have an agreed basis for research and practice:

We do not have todecide what to count as ‘healthy’ or ‘understanding eletagn
mathematics’, because the answer is already gvers by the meaning of those expressions,
as it is not given by the meaning of ‘special négdence we may expect to have, as in fact
we do have, (a) experts in these fields (doctord paediatricians, mathematicians and
teachers of mathematics), and (b) national andnat®nal organizations, like the World
Health Organization, all of which would share a comm conception of the goals or ends to
be achieved (because they share a common concegptiohealth’ and ‘understanding
elementary mathematics’), and would be able to plogir empirical knowledge on the basis
of this conception.

Different countries might meet with different olbdés in attaining those goals or ends, but
the goals or ends would be the same for all: wbhahts as ‘being healthy’ or ‘understanding
elementary mathematics’ is the same for childrefrag or India or Indonesia. But none of
this holds for special needs.

9. Thus there is a serious question (a) about 8heest placed to decide what children to
count as having ‘special needs’, given that thi®ives a judgement of value. Shall we give
particular weight to the people who know the clatdintimately, to the parents and teachers
who have daily contact with them? Or are we contenéave the decision to government or
some central authority, on the grounds that suclawhority is best placed to identify the

needs of society in general, and hence to identihat kinds of learning-contents are

particularly important? What kind of knowledge isosh relevant to making good value

judgements in this field? Or again, are some pe@mbart from their knowledge) better at

making such judgements than others, because theywaer, or more perceptive and

insightful, or more well-versed in ethical theoMyhere are such people to be found, how can
they be identified?

10. There is also a serious question (b) aboutfaowe should strive for, or expect, any kind
of national or international consensus at all. pon any account special needs will vary
depending on local conditions: some at least osfiexial needs of children in the Amazonian
jungle will be different from those of children Biberia, and different again from those of
children in New York. And (ii) different societiesill have different pictures of what is
necessary for human flourishing; and we can haadlythat these should be abandoned and
put into some kind of melting-pot in the interestobtaining a consensus, any more than we
can ask religious believers to abandon their pagrccreeds and give their allegiance to some
world-wide syncretic religion. In this situation wan, of course, communicate and cooperate
and learn a lot from each other; but we also newdrsity and experiment, which an
international or even a national organization maffes(particularly if it holds significant
purse-strings).

11. | cannot pronounce on these questions herethleumeaning or definition of ‘special
needs’ requires us to reflect on them. One thingeihaps worth saying: that without such
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reflection, we may easily come to take it for geghthat what counts as a special need is
indeed a matter of fact — even perhaps that itetslexl by what governments or other
authorities tell us is to count. But such authesthave their own axes to grind, usually (and
not without reason) of a fairly pragmatic or ustian kind. Certainly, in most modern
societies, items like literacy and numeracy andleygbility have weight. But it may also be
necessary (perhaps even more necessary) for amadelfe that a child should learn to
behave justly, or to form rewarding personal relahips, or find meaning in his life, or
invest in various worthwhile activities for theikva sake. There is a very wide variety of
candidates; and that some are more impalpableemsdelasily researchable than others is not
a reason for thinking them less important. | hagdeast, to have shown that the meaning of
‘special needs’ leaves these questions open.

12. What practical force or application does ais thave for those actually engaged in the
special needs industry? Many such people are, wkepbound to work within the particular
parameters laid down by authority: that is, as \ehaxplained earlier, what the authorities
dictate as counting as a special need @efining ‘a special need’). That may apply to
researchers as well as to practising teachersit Buduld be servile for either researchers or
practitioners to accept these parameters unciiticelVe should expect an independent-
minded teacher at least to reflect on whether byl can rightly be said to have special
needs which fall outside the official parametensd perhaps even to do something about
meeting those needs: as surely a parent would diokit the special needs of his children,
and try to meet them, without being bullied or danted by any specific criteria deliverei@
haut en bas.

13. But more than this: for such reflection regsiseme kind of organized or institutionalized
back-up. To put this rather ferociously, it is aaal part of research and academic enquiry
into special needs not only that the expressiomlshioe properly defined, but that the merits
and delivery of various criteria should be explorédry few journals, books, conferences or
programmes of learning actually do this, and tda &hdent they remain self-sealed, confined
within a particular conception of special needs ohconstitutes an uncritically accepted
orthodoxy and, in effect, dictates the agenda ¢l lbesearch and practice. Thus suppose we
thought (not implausibly) that, alongside their d&éo be literate and numerate, and so forth,
children also needed to be able to make frienddindrmeaning in their lives, or come to
delight in various forms of life for their own salkand that some children stood particularly in
need of these things, so that their needs woultsecial’ not only in the sense of being
important, but also in the sense of being distugctiThen, at least, we would expect such
items to be discussed in the literature, both mseof their nature (what does friendship
consist of, what is it to find meaning in one’&®) and in terms of how these items could be
delivered in practice (what can schools actuallyalgenerate them?).

14. Such discussion is conspicuous by its absemkit is, of course, much easier to confine
ourselves to particular needs or ‘disabilities’ ttmaay be more easily pinned down; for
instance, to ‘learning difficulties’ like dyslexiaather than to things which are also ‘learning
difficulties’ in the normal sense of the phraseglsas laziness or rebelliousness or sheer
boredom. (Our conception of ‘learning difficultieis’ constricted in much the same way as
our conception of ‘special needs’, and for muchdame reasons.) There are many important
guestions about how these more impalpable needbesinbe described, how they can be
researched and how they can best be met. At presetit questions are rarely even raised, let
alone answered. What | have tried to show is thiatis because our conception of special
needs is too parochial, and that this in turn ieast partly because we have not faced up to
what the phrase ‘special needs’ actually means.
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Special needs in the twenty-first century:
where we’ve been and where we’re going

Alan Dyson
British Journal of Special Education, Volume 28, o

Alan Dyson, who last year gave the Gulliford leetwn which this article is based, takes a critjcal
look at the relationship between ‘inclusion’ andci&l inclusion’. He bases his analysis on a revaéw
the history of special needs education and on gufittee thinking which emerges from his work on a
current research projedtinderstanding and developing inclusive practicesahools.This project is
funded by ESRC (L 1392 51005) as part of the Temchnd Learning Research Programme and has
been undertaken in collaboration with colleaguedNawcastle, Christchurch University College
Canterbury and the University of Manchester. Therlgarts of this article refer to this projegt,
although the views expressed are Alan Dyson’s rdttaa those of the research team as a whole.

The need for a historical perspective

It is appropriate, in a lecture which honours thekwof Professor Ron Gulliford, that we give
some thought to what the past of special needsatiducmeans for us now. By ‘us’, | refer
particularly to the practitioners and policy-makenso form the audience for this lecture —
though let me state at the outset that the issug@sl@bates | wish to address involve far more
than the professional community.

The task of taking a long, hard look at our fiedgéis to me particularly urgent. Special needs
education so patentlyasa past and that past — like the present — is hiflblg and even
turbulent. The very term ‘special needs educati®wne that only emerged at around the time
when Gulliford himself argued for it in the 1970Suylliford, 1971). It gradually made the
older term ‘special education’ and the structured practices associated with it — seem
outmoded and inappropriate, just as it itself isvrimeing overtaken by the term ‘inclusive
education’ and the new sorts of practices that tnis1 denotes. This, however, is just one
example. Remedial education, compensatory educapmatial classes, special treatment, the
whole school approach, integration, differentiatidhese and many more have had their brief
heyday in our field and have, in due course, disapgd into history.

Given this unstable past, one would imagine thatesesort of historical perspective would be

an integral part of our field. In reality, howeveve are not very good at remembering our
past, much less at connecting it with our pres@ntone level, there is simply a dearth of

historical studies. More important, our thinkingoab the past is dominated by perspectives
which disconnect us from it far more than they aminThese perspectives, | believe, take
either unduly optimistic or unduly pessimistic stas towards history and offer us inadequate
means of understanding how change takes placeeifietld or what the direction of change

might be.

The optimistic and pessimistic views of the past

Theoptimisticview of history is premised on a notion of unintgated progress. According to
this view, practice and policy in special needs cadion improve over time. The past,
therefore, is a time when things were done les$ thah they are now, or, indeed, a time
when entirely the wrong things were done. Writinfpa years before the publication of the
Wamock Report (DES, 1978), Brennan 1974), forainsg¢, described the ‘progress’ that had
been made since the 1930s in terms of, ‘considerablange in social conditions,
development and improvement in the educationalesysitself; radical changes in our
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concepts of intellectual development and the nabirentelligence, new knowledge and
growing experience about the teaching and learoirfgckward children’. p.5)

More recently, last year's Gulliford lecturer, M&inscow, characterised the development of
special education as a ‘historical road’, stretghirom the first, uncoordinated attempts of
nineteenth-century special educators to make pgmvier marginalised students, through the
development of state provision, the expansion oligion in mainstream schools and the
integration movement, to the ‘current emphasis melusive education’ (Ainscow, 2000,
p.76).

Those who hold these views conceptualise progreasvariety of ways: scientific progress in
the understanding of children’s difficulties, tedal progress in developing effective
educational responses to those difficulties, mprabgress in terms of changes in prevailing
attitudes to difficulty and political progress ierms of the will to implement change.
However, whatever the precise nature of progreghinte, the view of the future is rosy —
either some form of progress will continuermrvanahas already been reached. At the same
time, the view of the past is that history has vhitfe to offer us beyond, perhaps, the
inspiration that can be drawn from its strugglag. $fmply, we know more, can do more and
have more humane attitudes than our counterpaftsnmer times.

An alternative view of history is somewhat mgmessimistidn tone. It stems from powerful
critical traditions in the sociology and politick special education which have uncovered the
ways in which vested interests in the educatiomesysand beyond have conspired to subvert
any ‘progress’ towards more liberal practices ammink of provision. Théocus classicusf

this view is Sally Tomlinson’s demonstration of halWwe benevolent cloak of special
education has repeatedly been used to damagetéhnesis of those children whom it claimed
to serve and to further the interests of thosegssbnal groups and others who stood to
benefit from maintaining thetatus quo(Tomlinson, 1982; 1985; 1995). In such a view,
history — up to and including the present — takwes form of a Manichaean ‘struggle for
inclusive education’ (Vlachou, 1997) between lilbeaaical forces for change and
conservative forces representing the current inelle@ system. The pessimism arises from a
perception of the overwhelming strength of theelattvhich means that change is always
illusory (Jeffs, 1988) and that battles won in gast have to be re-fought in different form
today. Once again, however, the past itself htls lib offer beyond a sorry tale of thwarted
initiatives and shattered ideals.

An alternative view of the past

It seems to me that a different view of the pagiassible — a view that not only enables us
to connect more fruitfully with our history, butahenables us to make better sense of the
present and better projections into the futurerelrent years, a number of commentators on
special education have begun to explore the patesitthe concept of ‘dilemmas’ as a means
of understanding the field. Brahm Norwich (1994, instance, has identified, ‘a dilemma in
education over how difference is taken into acceantvhether to recognise differences as
relevant to individual needs by offering differgmbvision, but that doing so could reinforce
unjustified inequalities and is associated withaleation; or, whether to offer a common and
valued provision for all but with the risk of notguiding what is relevant to individual
needs’.

Similarly, the American scholar, Alfredo Artiles9@8), has observed that, ‘the ways in which
we treat difference are problematic. For example,de@al with difference by treating certain
groups of students differently (e.g. educationabgpams for limited English proficient
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students) or the same (e.g. recent university alams criteria for ethnic minority groups).
Interestingly, both approaches to dealing withedighce achieve exactly the same thing: they
affirm difference. Thus, it appears that to ackremge difference in any way creates a
dilemma that poses seemingly insurmountable choloeisveen similar or preferential
treatment, between neutrality or accommodatiofetween integration or separation...’; a
contradiction within the education systems in th¢ &hd the USA (and, we might guess,
elsewhere in the liberal democracies) between tmiion to treat all learners as essentially
the same and an equal and opposite intention &b tinem as different. All learners are the
same in their essential human characteristichia@rrights and entitlements which are ascribed
to them and in their participation within some mordess loosely defined process of
education. At a practical level, therefore, we stelkeducate them within common schools,
through a common curriculum and by means of broadiymon pedagogical strategies. All
learners are different, however, insofar as theyiradividuals with distinctive learning styles,
needs and interests. We seek to respond to th&éeeedces by placing them in different
teaching groups, offering them variations on thenwmn curriculum, developing individual
teaching programmes and so on.

Working within this contradiction creates a sertgsdilemmas for education professionals
and policy-makers. Put simply, the more their etlooal responses emphasise what learners
have in common, the more they tend to overlook vdegtarates them; and the more they
emphasise what separates and distinguishes eastdual learner, the more they tend to
overlook what learners have in common. It is, afrse, special education that has tended to
face these dilemmas in their most acute form. dt ha Ainscow (2000) points out, served the:
‘historical purpose of addressing the needs ofdHhesrners who remain marginalised by
existing educational arrangements’. (p.76)

Dealing, as it does, with those students who arst moviously ‘different’ from the majority,

it is the part of the education system which mbantany other has had to reconcile the dual
imperatives of commonality and difference. It isstihecognition which affords us a new
perspective (p.293) on the history of special etlasaThat history need be seen neither as a
story of uninterrupted progress, nor as one of@rdél struggle against overwhelming odds.
Instead, it can be seen as the product of the adiotory tendencies within the education
system’s responses to diversity and of the reswoiatof the ‘dilemma of difference’ to which
those tendencies give rise. The American scholarryBFranklin (1994), for instance, has
produced a fascinating account of responses it to children with learning difficulties

in these terms:

‘From the first, the efforts of American school ragers to provide for students with learning
difficulties have pulled them in contradictory ditens. Not certain as to whether they
wanted to provide for the individual needs of thekddren or to assure the uninterrupted
progress of the regular classroom, these educatalsaced a recalibrated common school
ideal that resolved the dilemma through curriculifferentiation.

The result has been the creation of an array afiapgrograms to remove these children from
regular classrooms.’

It is not difficult to see how a similar accountght be constructed of special education in this
country (see, for instance, Clark, Dyson, Millwa&dSkidmore, 1997; Dyson & Millward,
2000). On the one hand, the English system (and,geater or lesser extent, those in other
parts of the UK) has, particularly from the 196@svards, moved towards a greater emphasis
on what learners have in common. This has entaiteghbarticular, the development of a
common ‘comprehensive’ school, the formulation afammon entitlement curriculum and
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various explorations of ‘mixed-ability’ grouping.nQhe other hand, these education systems
have been confronted at every step of the way btibstantive differences between learners
—differences which led to successive ‘recalibragiorof the common ideal — a
comprehensive system which retains selective amdtprschools, a common curriculum with
increasingly separate pathways through it, a rétosabandon ‘ability’ grouping, and so on.

The interplay of these contradictions is partidylavident in provision for students identified
as ‘having special educational needs’. The comtostiof the special education system that |
listed at the start of this article can then bensa® attempts to resolve the dilemmas created
by the twin realities of difference and commonalityome, like special schooling, favouring
the former and others, like the whole school apgrpthe latter. Like school managers in the
US, we have espoused an ideal of common schodiuigwe have ‘recalibrated’ it through
notions of remedial provision, differentiation, egtation and the rest so that what was
‘common’ could also accommodate what was ‘diffetent

Making sense of the present

| regard this view of history as more fruitful théime others that are on offer because it
reconnects us with our past. The past is not sirag8iled precursor of the present; neither is
the present simply a recycling of the failure & ffast. Instead, the past is a time in which our
counterparts — and ourselves in our earlier ind@na —have faced and responded to
precisely the same dilemmas and contradictions lwhie face now. There are, therefore,

things which we can learn from the past.

Every resolution that has been attempted opensoupsta range of possible actions and
enables us to see the consequences of those adensan take from the past those things
which we find positive and avoid repeating whatsge as its mistakes.

At the same time, the past can also show us therenh instability of any resolution of the
‘dilemma of difference’. Such resolutions are alwagttempting to hold contradictory
tendencies together. Wherever they pitch themsebetsieen those tendencies, they are
always subject to centrifugal forces from both pol€hey will always fall foul both of the
substantive differences that they ignore and ofagects of commonality that they fail fully
to acknowledge.

There are any number of examples of this processumown times. The ‘whole school
approach’, for instance, which dominated thinkimgat mainstream provision (p.153) for a
decade or so in the 1980s (Dessent, 1987), wagHtawith tensions right from the start
(Bines, 1986). Its emphasis on commonality — oncatlng students ‘with special needs’ in
ordinary classrooms — always paid too little aitamtto the problematic characteristics of
those students both for mainstream class and dutgachers and for the reconstructed
remedial teachers who continued to withdraw tharmppert them and otherwise make special
provision for them. On the other hand, however,s¢havery concessions to difference
compromised - we might say, ‘recalibrated’ - thewed aim of making such students the
responsibility of the ‘whole school’ (Dyson, 1990£90b; 1991).

Not surprisingly, this apparently definitive restodtn has disappeared or, more accurately,
fragmented into occasional attempts to move ‘beybedvhole school approach’ (Clark et al
1995, Dyson, Millward & Skidmore, 1994) and the mavidespread and difference-oriented
resolutions proposed by the SEN Code of Practi¢g,([D994).

Looking back at the demise of resolutions sucthasdught not to make us feel complacent.
Rather, it should help us see the transformatidrspecial education which characterise our
own time as similar attempts to resolve the ‘dileanof difference’ — attempts which draw
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on the past, which may in some respects superkedgast, but which will themselves in due
course fragment and lose their hegemony. If we tdlee current focus on inclusion (as
exemplified, for instance, in the recently disttda Index for Inclusion (Booth, Ainscow,
Black-Hawkins, Vaughan & Shaw, 2000) as a caseintpit is evident that this is at one and
the same time both something that is new and songethat is subject to precisely the same
tensions as all past resolutions. Inclusion clearilds on and extends the technologies of
responding to difference that have been developélei last half — and, particularly, the last
quarter — of the twentieth century. It has learfretn those technologies how to maintain
students facing considerable difficulties in ordynalassrooms, how to develop flexible
teaching styles and materials, how to deploy ressum support of those students, and how
to organise and manage schools so that teacherssupport each other. To these
technologies, moreover, it has added a distinctalee position, one that is concerned with
the rights of marginalised students, with buildegarticular sort of ‘inclusive’ society and
with conceptualising ‘difference’ as an issue ie gthooling of all students. In this sense,
therefore, ‘inclusion’ is indeed giving rise to gemely new forms of practice (Ainscow,
1999) and marks a real ‘advance’ in (some would sayond) special needs education.

However, inclusion, like the whole school approaeb decades ago, is already fraught with
tension. The ‘inclusion backlash’, which h has beader way in the USA for some time
(Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995) and which is now begmgnto gather pace in this country
(Garner & Gains, 2000; Hornby, 1999; Wilson, 192®00), points to some of the
contradictions within this project. In particuldhe powerful emphasis within inclusion on
access to common placements and participation mmmoan learning experiences generates
enormous practical and theoretical tensions wheéragainst the realities of limited teacher
skills, exclusionary pressures in schools and, abaN, substantive differences between
learners. The more the inclusion ‘movement’ pusioggrds an emphasis on what learners
have in common, the greater these tensions bedsatesurprisingly, these tensions in many
cases lead to a ‘recalibration’ of the inclusiveal

It is no coincidence, therefore, that there areaaly calls for ‘responsible inclusion’ (Garner
& Gains, 2000) — by which is meant something leéke Inclusion and more like ‘old-
fashioned’ integration.

Coming to terms with the future

It is my contention that the inherent instabilifytbe present means that it is incumbent on us
to look carefully at what the future might hold. dfvas the ‘new’ resolution of ‘inclusion’
struggles to establish its hegemony, we shouldeliebe, try to understand how it will
ultimately fragment and what possibilities mighteapup for alternative resolutions.
Moreover, despite the apparent conservatism ofinckision backlash’, there are indications
that those possibilities might consist of more tlaareturn to thestatus quo anteOne such
possibility is the emergence of thecialinclusion agenda.

In the 1997 SEN Green Paper (DfEE, 1997), DfEE ubkedterm ‘inclusion’, it seemed, to
refer to an extension of the process of integrati@t had been under way for well over two
decades. Since then, however, the Government mpdyiicular, David Blunkett have tended
to elide inclusion in this sense with the notionsafcial inclusion’ (Blunkett, 1999a; 1999b;
2000). This latter term seems to mean somethingishalied to, but not quite synonymous
with the former. Blunkett's 1999(a) CBI speech, ifmstance, describes a ‘drive for inclusion’
in the following terms:

‘Our Green Paper on special educational needs dmdted in almost £60m being made
available to support SEN pupils and improve actedsuildings; LEAs now have targets to
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reduce truancy and exclusions by a third, and tbe Neal for 18 — 24 year olds is ensuring
that all those who have left school without theessary skills are in work or training with
charitable or voluntary organisations or employars] have advice tailored to their needs.’

What is significant here is the way that the notadrinclusion slips from a classic concern
with access for ‘SEN pupils’ to a new discoursealihis to do with truancy, (disciplinary)
exclusion, and progression to work and training.ai\damore extended reading of Blunkett’s
speeches reveals, in fact, is thaicial inclusion is concerned with far more than where
children with special educational needs receivé #@ducation. Rather, social inclusion — a
key concept in the ‘third way’ ideology (Giddens, 1998) — is about building a
cohesive society, by ensuring that no social grduggzome alienated from the mainstream.
This in turn means equipping potentially margiredisgroups with the capacity to become
active citizens and, crucially, with the skills yhevill need to survive in an increasingly
competitive and skills-hungry job market. The sbaalusion agenda, therefore, is linked to
the wider standards agenda through which the Gavemhultimately seeks to create a highly
skilled workforce capable of maintaining a highktesconomy. As Blunkett (1999b) puts it
elsewhere:

‘Finding a way of giving people a stake will betioal. The Thatcher era attempted to do this
through shareholding but succeeded in excludingehwith few material resources. Our
approach must be more inclusive and it must beviayp- We need to recognise that for most
people — particularly those who are disadvantagetenally — personal initiative, skills
and the ability to capitalise on labour market apyaties are now the keys to success and to
having a tangible stake in society. Skills and horoapital are the new forms of wealth and
security in which people can share.’

Not surprisingly, this new agenda has generatedda vange of initiatives which embrace,
but also go well beyond issues in special needsattin. Some of these — Sure Start (DfEE,
1999c), say, or the Connexions Service (DfEE, 2@08)neutral, or even supportive, of the
inclusion agenda pe®Be. Others, however— Excellence in Cities (DfEE, 1999aith its
‘learning support units’, Education Action ZonesfB, 1999b), with their overwhelming
emphasis on targets for raised attainment, ortigysupport programme, with its overtones
of remedial education — seem, at best, little comea with the placement of children with
special educational needs and may, at worst, bi#yadg inimical to some of the principles
of participation embodied in, say, thedex for InclusionBooth et al, 2000). In crude terms,
whilst theinclusion agenda focuses on presence and participasiocial inclusion focuses
much more on educational outcomes and, particilariythe re-engagement of marginalised
groups with learning, whether or not that engagdntakes place in the context of the
‘common’ classroom, school and curriculum.

We can already see examples of schools whichsac&lly inclusive in the Government’s
sense, but whose commitment to incluspar seis ambiguous, to say the least. Elsewhere
(Dyson & Millward, 2000), Alan Millward and | havdescribed schools serving areas of
social disadvantage which have sought to drivestgntards’ amongst their lowest attainers
and to engage their most disaffected students utamn not through a commitment to
participation in shared learning experiences witleirt peers, but through alternative
curriculum and provision — perhaps outside schooar-unrelenting focus on ‘basic skills’,
a policy of (virtually) zero tolerance towards digtive behaviour and so on. Similarly, our
current collaborative research with schools on hiogy can develop their responses to the
inclusion agenda is finding that their concerns ao¢ primarily about the presence and
participation of students ‘with special educatioma&leds’; they are about issues in social
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inclusion, changing cultural attitudes to schoglim areas of social disadvantage, for
instance, or finding ways of reducing truancy,mproving the writing skills of boys.

What this social inclusion agenda, both at Govemtna@d at school level, offers us, is an
emerging alternative resolution of what we eartialled the ‘dilemma of difference’. This
resolution pays attention to other aspects of difiee than those which concern inclugpen

se. Its focus is on marginalisation, alienation andlesion from employment — not on
special needs or on disability as such. It offerdifeerent view of what it means to be
‘included’ — a view which is about acquiring esseahskills, surviving in a competitive
labour market and active engagement with a stakehotlemocracy rather than about
participating as an equally valued member of a comsocial institution. And it proposes
different means of realising its ideals — not indixal programming and cultural change
within institutions, but intensive training and papt, frequently targeted on areas and groups
rather than on individuals, in order to ensure thagryone has at least some minimum level
of skills and resources to enable them to surwive icompetitive environment. Given the
capacity which Government has to exert pressurtemreducation system, it seems probable
that it is this version of inclusion that will comte dominate the future — at least in the
medium term. Whether inclusion as it is understaatthin the special needs field will be
subsumed within this wider agenda, or will simplgagpear in the face of it, is something
which remains to be seen.

Where do we take our stand?

The turbulent view of history that | have proposatses a crucial question. If ‘resolutions’

come and go in rapid succession; if, even moreJugens are characterised from the start by
fault lines, tensions and unacknowledged realittesthen how do policy-makers and

practitioners ever decide upon sensible and etlugatses of action? Put more bluntly, if

everything that we do is inherently flawed and daie disappear, why do anything at all?

The answer, | believe, has to lie in the historipatspective itself. By understanding the
inherently unstable nature of the responses tedh@monality-difference dilemma, we have a
means of interrogating the resolutions of the patgrms both of the possibilities they opened
up and the contradictions and tensions that thdyoeiied. Moreover, it is not simply the past
which can be interrogated in this way; it is alee present and the future. Given that force
with which new resolutions tend to be advocatednbgrest groups or imposed by policy-
makers, it is incumbent on all of us to subjechitte the most rigorous critical scrutiny. We
need to look behind the benefits that are claimadi the imperatives that are advanced in
order to see what | have called the ‘fault linestésolutions that are proposed as though they
are faultless.

This need by no means be a purely negative prod&sposed resolutions may have
something genuinely new and positive to offer whigh should seize willingly. This is true
of inclusion and, | believe, is also true of sodmalusion: the latter opens up possibilities for
addressing educational disadvantage that havedazlooked by special needs education —
and by the inclusion agenda —for far too long (DysIP97).

However, if we retain our critical stance, it isealdy possible to see the fault lines in social
inclusion as in inclusion — a distinctly narrow aindtrumental view of education, a serious
underestimation of the structural factors implidate ‘exclusion’ and the real danger of
creating a ‘ghetto’ of students with more complé&iallties who have no real part to play in
the sort of society it envisages, to name but three
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The point of any interrogation is neither to acaaptritically nor to reject out of hand, but to
put ourselves in a position to manage the compésxand contradictions with which we are
faced in a more informed way. In order to do soyéwner, we have to have solid ground on
which to take our stand — solid ground that canydake the form, | suggest, of some
carefully thought-through sets of values, princgpéand perspectives that we are prepared to
articulate and defend. Only in this way can we dettee silences and unspoken assumptions
of what is proposed. Only in this way, too, can evegage in rational debate both amongst
ourselves and with the wider group of stakeholdeitside the professional community.

| fully realise that this is a difficult messagediwve to an audience of practitioners and policy-
makers who cannot avoid the necessity to act —fiagiently to act quickly and decisively

in complex situations, with minimal opportunitiesr freflection and debate. There is an
inevitable desire for unequivocal guidance on vibaio next — a desire that has cheerfully
been fostered by successive governments in thesupwf ever-higher levels of control over

the education system. However, in a field suchuas,avhich is shot through with ethical and

political questions, it seems doubly important &sist this desire. If looking at our past

enables us to do that, then it will indeed be atlwehile exercise.
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Factors in inclusion: a framework

Sip Jan Pijl & Cor Meijer

In: Inclusive Education. A global agenda

INTRODUCTION

In the past decades an impressive number of ptiblsaon inclusion have been written,
not always with ‘inclusion' as the central conceptt also using concepts like '
mainstreaming' or 'integration’. These publicatiaasiress a wide variety of subjects: the
philosophy behind inclusion, the necessary requergmfor inclusion, the effects on inclusion
for pupils, parents, schools and teachers, etmdst of these publications one or more factors
considered relevant for realizing an inclusive sthere put forward, for instance: a much
more differentiated curriculum, teacher supportrtealegislation and regulations supporting
inclusion. Studies show that minor adaptationshia tegular curriculum can easily lead to
would-be inclusion, that a teacher support team emtensive staff development make
teachers more self-confident and willing to accapspecial needs pupil, and that new
legislation affects the referral behaviour of sdeoo

It is obvious that an almost endless list of esaksteps to take, of necessary conditions to
fulfil and of desired ways of working can be coregliffrom these publications. Each of these
dos and don'ts can be rewritten in terms of thefaaelevant for making education inclusive.
For most of these factors it seems plausible thay tcontribute to realizing an inclusive
school, but as yet we lack convincing evidence ahibeir relevance. Studies show that
certain innovations or changes do have an effettthe link with inclusive education is often
indirect and partial. At the same time it is cldaat none of these are in themselves enough to
realize inclusion. Inclusive education depends lo& implementation of a set of related
factors, with the proviso that several sets comgjsbf slightly differing factors may do the
job. This certainly holds for different countridsjt also within one country there are probably
many roads leading to Rome.

A search for one or two key factors that make wgusion can therefore be regarded as
unrealistic. In this book we aim for the electidntlwose factors that form an integral part of
most sets. Alternatively, we seek to answer thestjre what are the minimum conditions for
realizing inclusive education?

The contributors to this book were invited to wrdechapter about the factors they
considered to be relevant. In order to explain whas meant by the term "factor" and to
provide some structure for the authors, a framewegak developed in which three groups of
factors were described: it is assumed that inckustiucation depends on what teachers do in
classrooms, on the way in which schools organizedacation and on a number of factors
outside schools.

Teacher factors

The way in which teachers realize inclusion in th@ssroom largely depends on their
attitude towards pupils with special needs andhenrésources available to them. In quite a
number of studies the attitude of teachers towadigating pupils with special needs has :n
put forward as a decisive factor in making schaulsre : inclusive (Hcgarty 1994). |If
regular teachers do not accept the education sktpepils as an integral part of their job,
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they will try to make someone else (often the sdeeacher) responsible for these pupils and
will organize covert segregation in the school .(ele special class).

The different types of resources available to teesltan be deduced from the micro-
economics of teaching (Brown and Saks 1980; GeshdrSemmel 1985). In these theories
the term ‘recources' does not only refer to teachiethods and materials, but also to time
available for instruction and to the knowledge skills of teachers acquired through training
and experience. All these resources can be usestitmation.

Teaching pupils with special needs in the regulasssoom no doubt deviates from the
‘regular’ programme. Teachers are confronted with question of how to instruct these
pupils. Special needs pupils may require more ucitsn time or other learning methods and
professional knowledge,. In which case, teachelisfeal the need to expand their resources:
more time, materials and knowledge. The problethasteachers may have limited access to
additional resources. These are relatively scancefixed (Gerber and Semmel 1985). Of
course this does not hold true for all resource=arhing materials are relatively easy to
borrow and photocopy, but it is more expensive upase new methods or create room to
work in_ smaller groups. Increasing available time enhancing teachers' professional
knowledge is also often very expensive. Less expensays of creating more time (e.g.,
education assistants) and enhancing professionalvlkdge in schools (e.g., consultation
teams) are of limited availability. The outcometbése considerations is that, given finite
resources, teachers need to rearrange availaldarces across the pupils in the classroom.
Teachers, for instance, can encourage above-averggks to work more independently, to
work with computers and to help each other, so thate teaching time is left for special
needs pupils.

To realize the inclusion of these pupils in regdducation, teachers will try to enhance
the amount of resources and differentiate betwegilgpwith respect to the amount and type
of resources available to them. The idea is traicessful inclusion of special needs pupils
not only depends on appropriate organization, legis and regulations, but also on the
availability of resources in the regular classroand on the way teachers differentiate the
resources between pupils.

In summary, teachers' attitudes, available insgwactime, the knowledge and skills of
teachers and the teaching methods and materiatgmh seem to be important prerequisites
for special needs teaching in regular settings.

School factors

Next to the attitudes of teachers and the avaitgbdnd quality of resources in the
classroom there are factors at the school levelarttie district or national level that may
influence the factors at the teacher level. Thess#ofs can operate as prerequisites for
changing attitudes and for putting resources idigcation.

The basic question concerning the organization ssscg for educating special needs
pupils in regular schools is how the special sewiare to be provided. In a review of studies
on integration, Hegarty et al. (1981) give an oummw of the organizational structure of
integration:

(a) regular class, no support;

(b) regular class, m-class support for teacheraarmlipils;

(c) regular class, pull-out support;

(d) regular class as basis, part-time special class

(e) special class as basis, part-time regular class

() full-time special class;

(g) part-time special school, part-time regularcsgh

(h) full-time special school.
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The above-mentioned variants give the possible $soim which integration can be
organized. A characteristic of variant (b) is tisafpport can be provided for the regular
teacher and special needs pupil in the regulasias. In all other forms special needs
pupils are given assistance in a special settingraEsupport can be very different: for
example, a special teacher for pupils with readlrfijculties, a computer for pupils having
problems with arithmetic, extra support for thesslaeacher with pupils with behaviour
problems.

Each point on this continuum can be elaboratedaimous ways «and each has its own
advantages and disadvantages for different [grofigpecial needs pupils. It is obvious that
the level of integration varies with each variawith variants (a), (b) and (c), social,
curricular or psychological integration (as definggd Kobi (1983) seems achievable, while
with variants (e), (f) and (g), lower levels of egtation (physical, administrative) will be
realized (Kobi il983). Because the organizationslicture can determine the resources
teachers can use in teaching children with spemals, it is clearly an important issue in
further policy decisions on inclusion. It largelgts the conditions for teaching special needs
pupils. The special school system has already heentioned while [describing the
organizational structure. The role of special s¢hfend special teachers can be elaborated on
further. The experience, [knowledge and facilitddhe special school system can be made
available to regular schools in various ways. Otheans of support, such as special needs
teams, libraries with information on teaching meth@nd materials as well as therapists,
should also provide assistance to regular schools.

In studies describing the organization of educai@ystems in [other countries (see, for
instance, Meijer et al. 1994), concepts such 'deakezation’, ‘flexibility’ and ‘authorization to
decide' seem to be linked to successfully integgasipecial needs pupils into regular schools.
These concepts stand for increasing the power Ke tkecisions concerning special help
within schools.

A final aspect of organization is co-operation begw (regular) schools.. Currently the
formation of clusters of schools is seen in thehiddands under the so-called 'Weer samen
naar school' policy and similar developments o@cuhe United Kingdom (Dyson and Gains
1993; Lunt et al. 1994; Meijer 1995). It is clehat the creative strengths, knowledge and
expertise, as well as the facilities, of a grousdiools exceed those of a single school. The
ability of co-operating” schools to find ways okitag care of special needs may be essential
for integrating special needs pupils into regulettisgs. On the other  hand, it is easy to
imagine that organizing such co-operation requires valuable time and may lead to
bureaucracy.

In summary, the Issues involved in organizing isla education at the school level are:
(1) a structure for providing special services ¢hals; (2) the role of special education; (3)
other support systems; (4) decentralization; ah@@=operation between schools.

External factors

A number of factors outside schools and outsideca&iion affect daily school practice.
Legislation, regulations, and funding provide thanfework within which schools can
operate. As a rule, laws and (financial) regulaidie not run counter to public opinion and
often government legislation follows developments society (Elmore y 1989). Thus,
prevailing public opinion on the position of spéctlucation and the pupils attending it
determine - via laws and (financial) regulatiorthe way in which special needs teaching in
regular education has been realized.

Even if society is in favour of integration, it doaot necessarily imply that teachers hold
similar views. After all they have to realize intatjon in everyday school practice under
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certain conditions. They may well have to considtether having special needs pupils in
regular classrooms is in the interest of these lpupemselves and perhaps whether it is
disadvantageous to other pupils in the class (Sohwand Vaughn 1991; Whinnery et al.

1991).

In summary, it seems worthwhile to take into ac¢ogoublic opinion and the attendant
legislation,'regulations and funding as determinifagtors for providing special needs
provision in regular education. A special point inferest here is whether the views of
teachers run parallel to those in society.

THE MAIN QUESTIONS

The factors mentioned above are potentially relewarspecial needs teaching in regular
schools. At the classroom level we distinguishedatailable instruction time, the knowledge
and skills of teachers, the teaching methods armd ntfaterials on hand as important
prerequisites for special needs teaching in regd#tings. The issues involved in organizing
inclusive education at the school level are: (Itracture for providing special services in
schools; (2) the role of special education; (3eotupport systems; (4) decentralization; and
(5) co-operation between schools. With respectatbors outside schools it is worthwhile to
take into account public opinion and the attendegtslation, regulations and funding as
determining factors for providing special needsvion in regular education.

The contributors to this book have been invitedddress these issues. A central question
is whether the issues mentioned above are relégaht inclusion of special needs pupils in
regular education. And if they are, what shoulddoee? Specifically, what would be the
advice to policy-makers, teacher educators, schgmbort services, schools, etc., in countries
trying to realize or to improve inclusive educaffoWwhat seem to be sensible first steps,
taking into account limited means?

It is obvious that not all contributors addressthi possible factors mentioned above.
Depending on personal interests, knowledge anccudevelopments in different countries,
each contributor has chosen to go into a limitechimer of issues regarded as most relevant in
making schools inclusive and - in a number of cases insert new factors. There is no
presumption of being exhaustive, but the essayshwiollow contain an overview of current
thinking on the factors that promote or inhibitlusive education.

Source: Chapter 2, p. 8-13 - Inclusive Education. A global agenda
Sip Jan Pijl, Cor J.W. Meijer & Seamus Hegarty (Eds
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The reform of special education
or the transformation of mainstream schools?

Alan Dyson and Alan Millward

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the question of how natignaernments can promote the integration
of children with special needs into mainstream §lag schools. It argues that although it is
tempting to see integration as a reform of spesalcation, its success actually depends upon
the transformation of mainstream schools in wayglwimake them more able to respond to
the diversity of student characteristics. This $fammation itself depends upon a paradigm
shift at a "number of levels within education - ftedst in the way school managers and class
teachers conceptualize their approach to studeetgity. Paradigm shifts of this sort cannot
simply be legislated into being, and therefore gowents have to find sophisticated means
of managing change.

UNDERSTANDING INTEGRATION

Integration is a deceptive and slippery concept.ti@nface of it, nothing could be simpler
than the idea that children should be placed innste@am (regular) schools rather than in
special schools. It is, at least superficially,ragess which can be managed through national
legislation and supported through the deploymerteotral resources. In other words, it is an
ideal arena for centralized reform. We wish to sgghowever, that integration, properly
understood, is far from simple; that the relatiopdbetween the inclusion of children with
special needs in mainstream schools and the praxfessntral legislation and reform is
complex and tenuous; and that sophisticated forhhange-management are necessary if
integration that is meaningful is to result.

We shall begin by defining our own understandingnéggration: Integration is not about the
relocation of pupils from special to mainstreamash, ,nor is it about finding ways of
replicating special forms of provision within theamstream. Rather, it is about reforming
mainstream schools in ways which make them mongoresve to the individual differences
of the children within them. And the successful iagement of this reform depends on
paradigmatic shifts, not simply at the level ofippland structure, but also at the level of the
constructions of special needs undertaken by pdattiteachers in particular schools.

This understanding starts from a. distinction méagelLise Vislie (1995) between two
fundamentally different ways in which Western coi@s have approached the issue of
integration over the past two decades. On the @m&l,hVislie argues, there are countries
which have seen integration essentially as a refoftheir special education system. The
aim of reform has been to find ways of extendingcsgd education programmes and services
into mainstream (regular) schools. This approackslie/ suggests, is characteristic of
countries such as Germany, England and Belgiumth@nother hand, there are countries
which have understood the movement towards integrahs a reform of mainstream
education; that is, they have sought ways of makiagnstream schools more responsive to
the particular characteristics of children with @peeducational needs. Such countries would
include Denmark, Sweden, Norway and the UnitedeStat

Vislie argues that outcomes from the former groficauntries have been somewhat
disappointing; a great deal of activity and apparemange has not in fact substantially
increased the proportion of children placed in geely integrated settings. It is the latter
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group of countries - those which have focused @nrdform of mainstream schools - that
have been the more successful in promoting formstefjration that are more than merely
nominal. We wish to support and elaborate Visla&gument in order to understand why it
should be that reform of mainstream schools prdwvebe the more effective approach to
integration, and to understand”™ more fully what tighorm might look like. In so doing, we
will draw upon a series of investigations we hamdartaken into innovations in special needs
provision in mainstream schools in the United Kiogd

COMPETING PARADIGMS

The key concepts in the field of special educatioldisability’, ‘handicap’, 'special
educational needs', 'learning difficulty’, and so -oare by no means unproblematic. It is
becoming increasingly obvious that, far from beswf-evident descriptions of children's
‘'objective’ characteristics, they are constructiwhgh emerge in particular times and places,
and which may be seen to serve certain socialaster(Barton and Oliver 1992; Fulcher
1989a; Oliver 1990; Slee 1993a; Tomlinson 1982)sEhconstructions in turn are founded
upon paradigmatic ways of viewing the differencessMgen’ people in general and children in
particular,

Two such paradigms have been identified as beingompetition within the field of
special education. The first is the 'psycho-medigatadigm or the 'individu gaze'.(Fulcher
1989a). This paradigm understands special needdigability, or whatever tennis in use) as
intelligible entirely or largely in terms of the afacteristics of the 'disabled’ individual. It is
these characteristics which are seen to accourthéinability of certain children to flourish
within the provision made in mainstream educatlbfollows that the appropriate educational
response to these characteristics is either togehdimem through some form of remedial
intervention, or to make alternative provision tbe child in the form of an adapted (often
reduced) curriculum, delivered in the context oé@pl forms of support and teaching, and
very possibly within a 'special’ setting. It isshparadigm, of course, which informs the whole
apparatus of special education as it has develapedontemporary Western education
systems.

Alongside this psycho-medical paradigm has grown particularly in recent years - an
alternative way of understanding special needs.s Tp@radigm - the 'interactive' or
‘organizational' paradigm - acknowledges differsnaetween individual children as both real
and significant. However, it does not view thes#fédences alone as adequately accounting
for the failure of children within mainstream sclodRather, it is the failure of those schools
to respond with sufficient insight and flexibility children's characteristics that results in
educational failure. Since this "paradigm setsipaldrly high store by the values of social
integration, non-segregation and participation common curriculum seen as an entitlement
for all children, it follows that the appropriatesponse to educational failure is to interrogate
and reform the characteristics of schools rathen the characteristics of children.

These paradigms are not 'merely theoretical'. @nctimtrary, each has its distinctive
implications for practice at three levels, if nobma: school organization, teacher expertise,
and underpinning values. To take each of thesarm t

e School organization. The psycho-medical paradigm, on the one hand,inejforms of
school organization in which remedial and adaptadiculum-type activities can take
place. That is, it requires settings that are nwrkess segregated, ranging from separate
special schools at one end of the continuum to repglg 'integrated’ classrooms at the
other end, in which, none the less, pupils arccéffely placed on separate tracks and
offered alternative curricula. The interactive mhgan, on the other hand, requires
restructured mainstream schools in which sepaaates of provision give way to a more
flexible and responsive approach in regular class
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e Teacher expertise. The psycho-medical paradigm calls for special catirs with a
clearly-defined expertise which is different fromat offered by mainstream educators.
This expertise will allow them to address direclyd effectively those aspects of their
pupils' learning which make them 'special’. Thesnattive paradigm tackles the same
issue by calling not for specialist expertise, fart an extended and enhanced form of
‘general’ teaching expertise, placing emphasisiemeed for regular teachers to develop
their skills to the point where they can routinegspond to a wide range of individual
differences (Ainscow 1994).

e Underpinning values Working from assumptions about the deficits arghblilities which
children with special needs 'suffer*, the psychadioa paradigm places particularly high
value on actions which, where possible, cure orliana¢e those deficits and, at least,
protect and care for their vulnerable victims. HEpecial school, therefore, is seen as a
caring environment; the adapted curriculum is sssea means of protecting children from
unmanageable demands; and the remedial group nsasea curative intervention which
takes precedence over whatever is going on in tiestream classroom. The interactive
paradigm, on the other hand, allocates the higraae to notions of participation, access
and equality. It sees special forms of provisioficass of institutionalized discrimination
and 'remediation' as a subtle and pernicious meansxclusion. For this paradigm,
participation in the social world of the regulaagtroom is more important than (and not
incompatible with) protection, and access to a commurriculum is an entitlement that
takes precedence over illusory forms of remediadioth cure (Ballard 1995).

It is not difficult to see the connection betweba paradigms we have thus characterized and
the two national approaches to integration ideedifby Lise Vislie. The attempt to integrate
by reforming and extending special education in@instream schools would appear to be
based on the psycho-medical paradigm with its apons about the necessity of special
provision, even in a mainstream setting. The vidwntegration as essentially about the
reform of mainstream schools is equally clearlpinfed by the interactive paradigm, with its
assumptions about enhanced and flexible mainstredlassrooms as the starting-point for
meaningful responses to individual differences.

This, it seems to us, offers two explanations faslig's finding that special-education-
focused integration is relatively ineffective. Ejras Vislie herself points out, a move towards
integration which is premised on the psycho-medi@abdigm is self-contradictory, for it is
precisely that paradigm which made segregation skegitimate and rational in the first
place. The attempt to persuade mainstream schootgdept responsibility for educating
children with special needs whilst at the same tieadfirming the specialness and difference
of those children, and emphasizing the speciabgiedise necessary for their effective
education, is doomed to failure. At best, it wdat mainstream schools to replicate specialist
forms of provision and to demand increasing lewélsesources to support this provision. At
worst, it will lead schools to outright rejectiohproblematic children.

Second, the psycho-medical paradigm, by focusintherspecial-ness of children and the
special provision to be made for them, offers nonale or mechanism for intervention in
the workings of regular schools and classrooms. el as advocates of the interactive
paradigm point out, it is those very workings whiglay a significant part in determining
which children succeed and remain ‘ordinary’, amitkv children fail and become 'special'.
Once again, there are best and worst case outdoomeghis position. At best, the education
system commits itself to resource-intensive andnaltely inefficient forms of support for
individual children in mainstream schools, when sa@form of those schools might be less
costly and more effective (the case of 'in-claggpsrt teaching' in the United Kingdom is an
example of this. At worst, children with specialeds are 'integrated’ into an environment
which has failure built in. We would argue strondlyerefore, that integration, if it is to be
both manageable and effective, is about much nwge the relocation of children from
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special to mainstream provision. Indeed, it is abouch more than the replication of special

provision in mainstream settings. Rather, it isutle paradigm shift which has implications

for the way schools are organized, the way teadieaxsh, and for the values which underpin
the whole education system. In particular, thisagagm shift requires a refocusing, away

from the specialness of children and the specrah$oof provision they are seen to 'need’, and
towards the nature of mainstream schools and retpdahers and their ability to respond to a
wide range of individual differences amongst tipeipils.

Such a shift would be a major undertaking if it eveestricted to policy-makers at
national level. However, we know that special neisdsomething which is not constructed
simply at the level of policy and the structuringnational systems. On the contrary, policy
and systemic structuring simply set the contexttha construction of special needs at the
level of individual teachers and individual schodge know that educational reforms which
fail to engage with such constructions are doomdditure. And, finally, we are beginning to
see how these .local constructions emerge fromlipelgulocal factors, as well as from the
broader national context.

This knowledge, we believe, puts us in a positmredefine the. project of ‘integration’ in
a way which would have been difficyltf not impossible when countries such as the United
States and the United Kingdom began to move dowmnrtdad two decades and more ago.
That project is a complex and daunting one whiaimoabe accomplished simply through a
process of centralized reform. None the less, thezespecific steps that can be taken, and it
Is to these that we now wish to turn.

REFORMING MAINSTREAM SCHOOLS
Special responses in mainstream schools

There is a sense in which the separation of spandimainstream education systems in any
country can be seen as self-perpetuating.

In so far as a special school sector exists, mamst schools are likely to be offered
‘perverse incentives' to narrow the range of stisdéor which they cater and to avoid
developing effective forms of special educationavgsion. The ready availability of special
school placements effectively invites teachers ssfwols to subscribe to the psycho-medical
paradigm, attributing those difficulties to withafld factors rather than to shortcomings in
teaching and school organization.

If this situation is to be changed, there are, elele, certain features which mainstream
schools have to be helped to develop. Meaningtelgiation requires mainstream schools to
develop their own 'special response systems'; ithabb have means of responding to the
particular learning characteristics of studentshvépecial needs. In doing so, they have to
achieve a difficult and delicate balance betweeating all students as though they are
identical on the one hand, and replicating speedlcation systems within mainstream
schools on the other.

Our recent work in British schools illustrates thisint. We identified what appeared to
be quite contradictory developments in primareif@ntary) and secondary schools. Primary
schools tend to be small, to have little or no aude special needs provision, and to depend
heavily on the special services provided by thell@ducation authority (LEA). In such
schools, we detected a clear move towards theukation of a school-level response to
special needs, the development of a range of eixmi@ching and support strategies, and the
establishment of systems and procedures for asgessiildren's needs and taking co-
ordinated action in respect of those needs.

Secondary schools, on the other hand, tend torge Enough to have their own in-house
specialists, who have traditionally operated asrimdl providers of special education services.
Here we detected a move away from such separatensysan emphasis on responding to
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students' needs within regular classrooms and anmef the class teacher's expertise, and an

attempt to blur the boundaries between specialssstdies and wider issues of teaching and

learning.

Our interpretation of these apparently contradictdevelopments is that, in order to
respond to special needs without setting up foohmternal segregation, mainstream schools
need sets of strategies and systems that are iex@plct targeted on the one hand, but that are
embedded within normal processes of teaching andehwithin regular classrooms on the
other hand. Such systems depend heavily on thés slild resources of regular classroom
teachers. It is essential, therefore, both thatelskills are enhanced through programmes of
training and that the special responses that aableshed draw upon the skills and resources
that class teachers already have. 'Special tedctiing becomes an extension of existing
'mainstream teaching' techniques - an enhancedfug®up work, individualized materials,
teacher exposition, problem-solving activities, adldthe other strategies that teachers draw
upon in their daily work. The mystique of the expser of the special educator, which is
reinforced by the existence of an extensive spesthlool sector, is one that has to be
dispelled if the integration process is to be megiuil.

However, it was evident in the schools we studed tlass teachers were not left to work
in isolation. The individual teacher and individuahssroom were set in a context which
provided them and their students with a flexiblegeaof support. In broad terms, this support
came in four forms:

e Policies Co-ordinated whole-school approaches to issuels aacassessment, behaviour
management, the use of information technology,maléenvolvement and so on.

» People Access to additional human resources such asatpsiticators, parents and other
adults working in the classroom, and external spests (such as educational
psychologists).

« Places Alternative places where learning could take plas#ch as resource centres,
libraries, drop-in centres and facilities providsdother schools.

e Programmes Teaching programmes over and above those thas dkechers could
provide, such as one-to-one tuition, reading Wditzairriculum extension and enrichment
courses, special courses, and so on.

The existence of these key factors - appropriateearhanced classroom teaching strategies,
and flexible systems of support at the school levappeared to have two effects. First,
schools could respond to a range of special naeds Within their own resources, without
recourse to the special education system. Sechag,dould respond to those needs largely
within the context of their normal teaching procextu and hence within the common
curriculum. These two effects amount to what weehaslled 'meaningful integration' as
opposed to the replication of special educatiomainstream schools.

Inclusive perspectives on teaching and learning

We found in our investigation that these responsespecial needs both rested upon and
contributed to particular perspectives on teacling learning. A response to special needs by
way of enhanced mainstream teaching was tendingrtissthe redundancy of the psycho-
medical model of special need. Rather than focusimg@n ever more precise diagnosis of
'students’ problems, or the formulation of ever ensophisticated remedial treatments,
schools were seeking ways to enhance 'mainstreastiing strategies to the point where they
enabled students with special needs to learn witencommon curriculum. To this extent,
the task of 'special education' was becoming idahtiith the task of ‘'mainstream education’;
both were seen as being about enabling individwatls distinctive characteristics to learn
effectively.



28

This apparently abstract point has some very mactmplications. In many schools -
particularly secondary schools - special educatansl special needs resources were
increasingly being deployed in support of the leagrof the full range of students. The focus
for development was less on doing something 'sPefda a minority of students than on
enhancing the quality of provision for all, in tlexpectation that this would ipso facto
constitute a response to special needs. Most sshe®lstudied, for instance, had access to
some level of in-class support teaching. Traditiign#his support has focused on one or two
students with special needs in each class, who bese provided with extra help. However,
many schools were using this support with the céssa whole, regardless of their level of
'special need’, arguing that a higher level of adtiention was-good for all students, A few
schools had taken this argument even further, diiing their special needs systems entirely
and replacing them with systems (often led by ambrator) for managing teaching and
learning for all. Again, the argument was that oegping to 'special* needs was simply a sub-
set of responding to all needs.

These systems and structures in turn implied acpéat view of the curriculum and of
how learning should take place within the curricaluAs many within the inclusive
education' movement in the United States have eoirdut, a traditional view of the
curriculum as hierarchically organized knowledgel antraditional view of learning as the
cumulative mastery of that knowledge are inheremtigical to the inclusion of those who
cannot master the curriculum as quickly or compjedis their peers. Inclusion - what we are
calling meaningful integration - demands a morestauttivist view, in which learners are
seen as collaboratively building their own underdiags rather than following predetermined
paths of rote learning. Certainly, we identifiedwmber of schools in which such views were
beginning to emerge, and in which the reconceatdin of the curriculum was becoming
an essential constituent of meaningful integratidms has implications for the control of the
curriculum at the national level, and is an issmavhich we shall return m considering the
policy context.

The school as problem-solving organization

There is a growing body of evidence and argumenthvbuggests that the way schools are
organized is not determined.} the. needs of theidents, but rather that the needs of students
emerge from the organization of the school. Inipaldr, the isolation of teachers in their
classrooms, the sub-division of teaching experis®ngst subject or age-group specialists
and the existence of separate special educatidensgsinternal and external to the school
make it very difficult for teachers to respond effeely to the complex problems posed by
students with special needs. A different sort dfost, it is argued, based around problem-
solving teamwork, is necessary for meaningful iraéign to take place.

In many of the schools we studied, there was edednat collaborative problem-solving
strategies were beginning to emerge. Teachersesetbchools tended to support each other,
sharing their expertise in order to develop spentgponses. This phenomenon was not
simply a matter of the schools having a 'collabeeatulture’. Rather, there were specific
structures and systems which facilitated co-opegatiorking. These included:

* in-class support teaching in which special edusatord class teachers worked closely
together on practical classroom problems;

« forms of professional consultancy m which specthlaators and class teachers were able
to discuss particular problems and issues;

» problem-solving groups in which teachers pooledrthepertise to assist one another in
managing difficult situations;

* participatory decision-making structures which akal teachers to plan together and to
become involved in policy decisions.
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Beyond this, some schools were developing meansebiighe incidental learning which
occurs as teachers collaborate together in proBlagmng activities could be formalized. In
particular, the focus on the quality of provisionnainstream classrooms as the key to special
responses places a premium on schools being akdssiss that quality and differentiate
between effective and less effective practice.dme schools, therefore, special educators
and/or teaching' and learning co-ordinators welagoasked to establish formal systems of
guality assurance, monitoring and review. Typicathese systems made use of classroom
observation, reviews of teaching materials and meseof work, and feedback from students.
These data were then used as the basis of a daateyst the teachers concerned which in
turn resulted in some commitment to action and ldgveent.

THE POLICY CONTEXT
Central-local relations: innovation through policy or practice?

In the previous section we have attempted to cheniae the features of mainstream schools
which were making them more able to promote 'megulnintegration. We offer this
characterization, as a model which may be of usdetermining the direction of school
development in education systems which are engegedegration initiatives. However, we
are under no illusions either about the impact dmosls of the local and national policy
contexts within which they are located, or abo@t tomplexities of formulating such policy
in a way which fosters the sorts of developmentsawe advocating. Accordingly, it is the
policy context upon which we now wish to focus attention.

All policy-makers face 'a, dilemma in their attesypd manage a process of educational
reform in respect of special needs provision. Gndhe hand, issues such as the nature and
extent of the special school sector, the placemestudents with special needs, and therefore
the move towards integration are matters of cerdoaicern, determined, as Vislie (1995)
points out, by central legislation. On the othemdyaall education systems, however
centralized, have to cope with the enormous ditsersi individual schools and the scope
there is for misunderstanding subversion, resigtaand non-compliance with central
initiatives. This problem is, we would suggest, pounded in the field of special needs by
the degree to which the values, beliefs and presippns of teachers and administrators -
the 'paradigms' upon which they operate - are geaepblicated in both policy and practice.
It is, therefore, essential to understand theimelahip between government policy on the one
hand and school practice on the other and, inquéati, to understand what sort of policy is
most likely to promote meaningful integration.

Our first observation would be that the inabilifycgntral policy-makers to determine in
fine detail practice at school level is not neceisa disadvantage. The British schools which
we have described are operating m a policy comath has given them, in some important
respects, significantly increased levels of autopamrecent years. Certainly, until very
recently, there was no attempt at central govermieel to prescribe to schools what their
approach to special needs should be, and someeosdhools we studied were fiercely
defensive of their ability to steer a course inchejaatly of the control and persuasion of local
government. As a result, the approaches they; dpedlwere in many respects. in advance of
any guidance; that was available at either locahational level. The role of teaching and
learning co-ordinator, for instance, is not ond thas been proposed in such guidance, but
rather has emerged as a result of individual ssho@in creative responses to their particular
situations.

Schools were not operating in a policy vacuum, hareand we would wish in particular
to highlight two areas where policy appears to hagaificant impact. The first is in the way
school-level innovations are responded to by pel@kers. We have found evidence in the
British context that there is an important role focal government m particular to play in
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supporting school developments. The initiativesohéemerge from schools are in need of
encouragement, support and guidance in the fissamte, but also subsequently of evaluation
and dissemination - at least if they are to be nibam temporary blooms. We found, for
instance, that some of the earliest and most emglunitegration initiatives in the United
Kingdom were not determined by central governmeérallaand were only lightly managed
by local government. Essentially, they were schiadglatives, which were supported and
nurtured by their Lea's, but which only subsequyebédcame part of LEA policy and, indeed,
never entirely became part of national policy. fleéion of 'mapping backwards to policy, of
formulating policy on the basis of emerging praetiather than vice versa, is one which has
considerable attraction in a field where changsoislependent on shifts in paradigm at the
individual and school levels.

The second form of policy impact suggests a mooagiive role for central government.
Most of our work has been undertaken in the pefatidwing the introduction of a National
Curriculum in England and Wales. For the first timdat should be taught in schools was set
out in some detail as an entitlement and a rightafbchildren. Moreover, the regulations
governing the curriculum were accompanied by guwda(National Curriculum Council)
which forcefully articulated the principled viewathstudents with special needs shared in this
entitlement, and that the immediate task of schaals to ensure that such students had as full
access to the common curriculum as was possibles pbsition has subsequently been
reinforced by mechanisms for the inspection of stdyaand for ensuring their accountability
for special needs provision (Department for Edwrali994; OFSTED 1992).

We have argued elsewhere that, in some cases st theé articulation of principle
supported by specific requirements led schoolsetbimk their special responses in ways
which led to more meaningful forms of integratid®e would, therefore, support arguments
that there is a role for a 'moral authority’ whetnds above individual schools, and whose
role it is to articulate value positions on bel@lthe community as a whole and ensure that
those values are realized in practice. In particulse share the doubts of many of these
writers about the inclination of autonomous schdolsnake themselves responsive to the
needs of problematic students, and who argue foaduocacy role beyond the school on
behalf of such students.

The implications of these observations for poliag,awe believe, well captured in
Hargreaves' (1994) recent commentary on schooguiating programmes in Canada and the
United States. He argues that there are fundamdile@hmas facing such programmes in
terms of the attractiveness to policy-makers ofdown re-structuring versus the counter-
claims of bottom-up, school- and teacher-led dgvalent. He argues that the emphasis must
be on the latter but not to the extent that ovéiiagcvalues are sacrificed. As he puts it:

in relaxing and relinquishing administrative contrahe challenge of restructuring in
postmodern times is also one of not losing a seh®®mmon purpose and commitment
with it. In trading bureaucratic control for profe®nal empowerment, it is important we
do not trade community for chaos as well. (Harge=a%994.:63)

This is precisely the challenge we see facing nmedycation systems as they move towards
fuller and more meaningful integration. The solntiwe advocate is a central policy which is
formulated with the intention articulating commuynitalues, providing advocacy for the
vulnerable, and imposing essential obligations atahdards — but which respects the
diversity of the education systems, supports lazabvation, and stops short of prescribing
the fine detail of practice.

With this in mind, we wish to suggest some spediieas to which education systems
might pay particular attention.
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The centrality of school managers

It is evident that managers of education at thalltevel - the headteachers and the authorities
to whom they are accountable -have a measure ohanity in most education systems. The
consequence is that heads become 'key determihexality’. The way that educational issues
are understood and responded to within schooleasily determined by their attitudes beliefs
and values. In consequence, it is our consistadirfg that the response made by a particular
school to special needs is intimately bound up wiith head's view of special needs. In
particular, the common integration strategy ofadtrcing special educators into mainstream
schools as advocates for students with specialsnisedot, without the head's full and active
support, sufficient to bring about the necessaryeligpments in the school's practice and
approach to special needs. The implication, it se@nus, is twofold. First, any efforts at
development, training, persuasion or compulsiontrhesaddressed to the head and other key
local managers. It is the constant complaint otiEpeeducators in the United Kingdom that
training is directed at them when it is their headhers who should be hearing the messages.
Second, any advocacy of integration must accordh wvitie concerns and priorities
headteachers and managers. Since, by definitia;, grime concerns must be with the
learning of the majority of their students, any @chcy of integration as something which
benefits the minority at the (possible) expensehefmajority is unlikely to succeed. It is for
this reason, among others, that we have presenteztal of integration which sees it as part
of a wider concern for the teaching and learninglb$tudents.

It is also, we would suggest, essential that schwlagers, in addition to this advocacy,
be made accountable for provision for students gftbcial needs at least as fully as they are
for all other students. The English and Welsh etiocasystems have recently suffered some
minor traumas as some schools have used their ogmgdfautonomy to avoid responsibility
for such students. Integration necessarily meangmsaering some measure of control over
provision for students with special needs to thadieachers of mainstream schools. All
national systems, therefore, need to consider nmésinag for making headteachers
accountable for their schools' responses to speeetls. In the United Kingdom, this has
meant both the establishment of formal accountglmrocedures (referred to above) and the
careful consideration of how the delegation of ueses to schools can create incentives and
disincentives which operate as a mechanism of abntr

The role of clusters

Given our mistrust both of top-down reform and afirely autonomous schools, it is with
interest that we note the emergence of clustemn¢heé British context. Such clusters are
groups of schools which collaborate more or lessaty in developing their responses to
special needs. They thus generate various econarhgsale, but more importantly, there is
some evidence that they achieve a certain broaglesfimperspectives within participating
schools which gives them a greater sense of resppnid the needs of a community rather
than to their own self-interest. The developmenthafse clusters will need to be followed
closely. In the meantime, their promotion may ofievay forward, particularly for education
systems which lack an ‘intermediary body' ablefferadhe sort of leadership which English
and Welsh LEAs can still (more or less) manage.

The curriculum

In most education systems, central government s &b exercise a greater or lesser
degree of control over what is taught in schoole Neve already alluded to the role played
by the National Curriculum in developments in theited Kingdom, and to the association
between meaningful integration and constructivisiwg of curriculum and learning. These
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need to be linked, for where meaningful integratisrthe aim, two characteristics of the
curriculum are crucial:

« that the curriculum be formulated in such a way thaaningful participation is possible
by all students, regardless of their individualrele#eristics;
 that such participation should be a right for &ildren.

The British experience suggests strongly that ggadation of curriculum participation as a
right may actually be counter productive from theinp of view of integration if that
curriculum is not one in which all students actyalhn participate. The linking of these two
characteristics, therefore, is a difficult but egse strategy for education systems aiming to
promote meaningful integration.

CONCLUSION

The dilemma for anyone writing about how integmatimight be promoted is that
strategies which are effective in one national esninight be quite inappropriate for another.
It is not simply the nature of the integration pss itself which differs from country to
country, but systems of school management, thenexfecentral control, the characteristics
of curriculum, the conceptualization of special deend, indeed, understandings of the
purposes of education itself. As Booth (1995) moioit, there are real dangers in believing
that we all speak a common language in this field.

The general principles we have tried to identifythis chapter, therefore, are no more
than that. They are not so much a blueprint foroacas a heuristic which educators and
policy-makers seeking to promote integration in mlewvariety of contexts can use to
interrogate and illuminate their own situations. Wash to conclude, therefore, by
summarizing these principles:

» Meaningful integration is essentially a procesgrafsforming mainstream schools rather
than reforming special education.

e ltis a process of 'transformation’ because it ddperucially upon paradigmatic shifts on
the part of educators and policy-makers in the stegam system.

» It depends upon assimilating questions of spea@da provision into questions about
teaching and learning for all students.

e This in turn demands particular forms of 'specegponse’ in schools, and particular
understandings of learning and curriculum.

» Such transformations cannot be legislated into dyethey have to emerge from local
innovation.

« However, local innovation can be supported, catalyand guided by central advocacy and
by mechanisms of both support and accountability.

We suggest that it is the adoption, of principleshsas these, rather than the process of
legislative reform alone, which will lead in thetdve not only to more integration, but to
more meaningful integration.

Source: Chapter 3 of: Pijl, Meijer and Hegahtglusive Education: A global agenda
Routledge, 1997, p. 51-67.
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Inclusion : Implementation and approaches
Cor J. W. Meijer, Sip Jan Pijl and Seamus Hegarty

INTRODUCTION

Inclusion is sometimes defined as the provisioragpropriate, high quality education for
pupils with special needs in regular schools. Wéeth not this happens depends critically on
teacher variables, specifically their willingnesestéke on this task and their ability to carry it
out (Hegarty 1994). Inclusion is not just a tasktéachers, however. Although much depends
on the teacher's attitude towards pupils with speceeds and expertise in adapting the
curriculum, the inclusion of pupils with specialets requires changes at different levels in
education. In the literature on inclusion numersuggestions can be found relating to
teaching and classroom practice, the organizatfothe school and system factors such as
policy and legislation. In our introduction to thi®ok we gave a brief overview of these
suggestions.

The factors relevant to inclusion in education hbgen investigated and successive chapters
have offered suggestions regarding the developmiemiclusive schools. The summaries of
these chapters give overviews of the findings,tbey may overwhelm by their sheer number
and diversity. In this final chapter an attemptnmde to integrate these findings and
contribute to a conceptual framework that focuseshe various factors that have a major
influence on the implementation of inclusion.

SOCIETY AND POLICY
A basis in society

The inclusion of pupils with special needs in reguwducation settings is not a matter just for
education. should be part of an encompassing dewelot in society in which the concept of
handicap and the position of people with speciadsearc changing (Soder, chapter 3;
Stangvik, chapter 4). In this perspective theyrardonger defined primarily in terms of their
need of special care and treatment, which for reasb efficiency and convenience has to be
delivered in special settings, but rather are seecitizens who have rights within society as a
whole. They are entitled to ask for special sewisthout the necessity of being segregated.
Inclusion requires that everybody, regardless shldility or learning difficulty, should be
treated as an integral member of society and amgialp services necessary should be
provided within the framework of the social, edumaal, health and other services available
to all members of society.

In education it means that pupils with special 13eak entitled to have their special needs
met in regular education. Inclusion stands for dncational system that encompasses a wide
diversity of pupils and that differentiates edueatin response to this diversity. Inclusion in
education can be seen as one of the many aspecaidusion in society. It is based upon the
same principles and views, and its success depemiitsally on the acceptance of these
principles and views in society. It is not possitiecreate inclusive schools without a solid
inclusion-oriented basis in society.

Efforts to create inclusion in education without sacietal basis will result in an
implementation of inclusion as a rather technicalovation. To include pupils with special
needs in regular education, it is necessary togdndme regular curriculum, to train teachers,
to redistribute funds, to organize support servimed so on. Without a basis in society it is
very difficult to make these changes in educaticachers will argue that the pupil's interests
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are best served elsewhere, parents will doubt tiaditg of the adjustments made for their
child, policy-makers and administrators will beuahnt to provide the necessary support.
And even if all these obstacles are surmountechgignérought about in this way will tend to
have a temporary character, just for the pupil®ived and only for their time at school. It
may well lead to forms of ‘inclusion’ which entdittle more than temporary, minor
adjustments to the regular curriculum for particydapils or even to organizing covert forms
of segregation in regular education.

Parents

A basis in society is an important factor in makisghools more inclusive, but it is not
enough. Even if in society other developments tawanclusion (inclusion in work and
housing) are going on and there is general suppoimclusion in education, it may be neces-
sary to contend with segregative structures withie education system: legislation,
regulations for funding, the existence of sepasatxial institutes for teacher training, special
schools and, above all, long existing habits. Imyneases parents, especially those of pupils
with special needs, have acted as a pressure gfbwep. willingness to organize a lobby, to
go to court, to persuade administrators and teada to invest in a regular school career for
their children, has regularly brought about changesducation. This is amply demonstrated
from experience in the Scandinavian countries,Uhded States and the United Kingdom
(Meijer et al. 1994).

Policy

Societal attitudes and pressure from parents' agaons cannot be ignored by governments.
If society is in favour of inclusion and parentsdaschools are willing to implement it in
education, governments are more likely to provigerecessary policy and financial support.
Sometimes it may take a great deal of time and eagnmg, but if inclusion in education is
to be firmly established it must be endorsed byegoment.

The preceding chapters have made clear how govetsnwn act to support inclusive
schools. It is important that a government, inritde as being ultimately responsible for
education, clearly states that it supports inclug®tangvik, chapter 4; Dyson and Millward,
chapter 5). It should formulate a policy statemaydut inclusion, making it clear to everyone
involved what the goals for the educational comnyuire. Local policy-makers, school
principals and teachers then know what the goventregpects them to do. A clear policy
statement on inclusion may act as a push in chgntjia attitudes of regular and special
school personnel. The government can also havemgortant role in stimulating early
developments in pilot schools. Schools that wishrtplement inclusion should be supported
and funded on an experimental basis. The expesentdhese schools can be of use in
disseminating the message that inclusion is amatike option for other schools as well.

Funding

A major task of the government is to create thedd@ns for inclusion in education. In the
preceding chapters (Meijer and Stevens, chaptei®9¥hown that legislation and funding can
inhibit inclusion and in some cases even stimutatd reward segregation. In general, all
regulations resulting in special needs provisionspecial schools which cannot be made
available in regular schools stimulate segrega#diiough legislation generally follows dev-
elopments in society, it may be necessary to chdageslation and funding at an” early stage
of development in order to prevent the existingsurom becoming a hindrance. This seems
to apply to the development of inclusive schoolpanticular.
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Another heavily debated factor is the need for @itk funding to support inclusion. Some
argue that inclusion in the end will result in dueed budget for special needs as a result of
having fewer expensive, segregated special schoOithers, however, claim that
concentrating pupils with special needs in a speaciaool is more efficient and cost effective.
A recent OECD study (1995a) suggests that the afsiglusive systems are lower, but that
to facilitate the transition from a segregatedrdreclusive system it may be prudent to make
temporary additional funding available.

The region as an intermediate structure

It is essential that the implementation of an is@a policy is delegated to local policy-
makers and school principals {Porter, chapter 6js Group of actors in education operate at
a level which makes it possible to influence .dgilsactice in schools and classrooms and at
the same time they are able to secure co-operbBbomeen schools, regional school support
systems and special services above school leveb, Alchools operate in specific regional/
local circumstances that may vary across a courtrys therefore not just for central
government to determine how integration should lvgamized or which features an
integration model should have. The implementatibaroinclusion policy should always be a
process in which appropriate influence at the l@f¢he community or region is guaranteed.
By giving local policy-makers and school principalsth the means and the authority to start
a development towards inclusion in education andjaing so, to respond to the wishes of
society, a clear signal is given to teachers i begular

and special education about the need to bring atlmnges in education. That in itself could
be a significant step in changing teachers' aggud

Most authors in this book have stressed the impoeta@f this issue, drawing attention to the
need to adapt to varying regional circumstances,h&we clear and short lines of
communication to responsible actors and to guageattte accessibility of local key persons.
Thus, without underestimating the role of the goweent it is clear to all the authors that the
real work has to be done in daily educational pcactFulcher (1989b) stated that:
'‘Government level policies do not control what heqpp in schools ... It is in schools that
critical decisions are made which initiate integmator exclusions . . . Successful integration
appears to have very little to do with issuing cantjovernment policies’ (18). Dyson and
Millward (chapter 5) also point out that educatiloctzange is not a "simple top-down process.
Thus the task at the policy level is to initiatefacilitate educational change in schools. How
can this be achieved? With Skrtic (1987) we feet thchools have to be approached as a
sample of 'creative agents' who are continuousiglued in a problem-solving process (see
also Stangvik, chapter 4, and Dyson and Millwardggapter 5, with their emphasis on the
school as a problem-solving team). Skrtic (198 guas that it is this so-called ‘adhocracy'
approach that best facilitates educational chalmgtis approach small teams are given the
responsibility, the means and the freedom to actismpgertain goals. The implication for
education is that school teams are asked to maedthool inclusive and receive access to
means and (regional) facilities to do so. The adkmc approach is contrasted with other
approaches, such as the 'machine bureaucracy' agbp(o which the teacher is seen as
working in a production process) or the ‘profesaldoureaucracy’ approach (in which the
teacher is seen as a professional working withientcigroup). Because these work with
certain standards and fairly fixed procedures, thagily result in exclusionary solutions.
Pupils with special needs do not always fit witthie production process or in the well-known
client group and therefore are likely to be senbtiber 'machines’ or 'professionals’. That
results in referral to special schools or to mareett forms of segregated special education,
like special classes in regular schools. In padicuthe phenomenon of special classes
demonstrates the wish to show movement towardsisiwl to the outside world, without
actually changing anything in the educational pssdeself.
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In combining this position with the above-mentiormezked to organize inclusion regionally,
we feel that the adhocracy approach is best iadiaind maintained by the intermediate level:
the level between schools and the government. dinitd be the district level, the level of
school clusters or any other regional level. Ithis task of the workers on the intermediate
level, local policy-makers and school principadsirtitiate educational change by approaching
schools as adhocracies. ?

EDUCATIONAL REFORM
Emphasis on regular education

Educational change relating to inclusion can malmyregarded as a challenge for regular
schools. Its central thrust is not towards changespecial schools nor towards creating

specialized approaches within regular schools. @biss not mean that the consequences of
inclusion in education will not be huge for spe@ahools: teachers and other professionals
working in special educational settings are beorgdd to change working practices and have
to adapt to a new situation. However, the primaskts to achieve educational change within

the regular system. How can this be done?

The curricular concept of inclusion

Schools and their teachers are the 'active ag@tsjer and Stevens, chapter 9) who are
exposed to the daily problems. They have to develog implement plans that lead to
satisfactory outcomes for themselves and for thentd of education: the pupils and their
parents. All the authors in this book are quiteliexpthat integration is in the first place an
educational reform issue. It is exactly at thisnpdhat the term integration shifts to the
concept of inclusion. Mittler (1995) puts it asléals: 'In contrast with inclusion, integration
or mainstreaming do not necessarily assume sueldieat process of school reform’ (105).
To put it differently, integration is adapting tihegular school curriculum to a pupil with
special needs whereas inclusion is implementingractilum for all.

The suggestion that a clear distinction exists betwpupils with special needs and other
pupils is unhelpful and, in any case, invalid. Evdohapter 10) argues that pupils' learning
needs should be viewed in terms of a continuum.cbimeept of special educational

needs itself is nothing more than an artefact ef thquirement to discriminate between
groups of pupils. Some need more attention, othien® time, or a more individual approach
and so on; the belief that all these needs areleded and situated in certain types of pupils is
naive and without foundation, as is the assumgtiamh specialists are necessary to help most
pupils with special needs. Within the traditionalygho-medical approach this view is pre-
dominant. By sharp contrast, the interactive cohoéppecial needs implies a strong focus on
the teacher and the educational process itselfdgsd Millward, chapter 4).

The necessary adaptations in education do not ampmly to a specific group of (special
needs) pupils. Several authors stress the dangepmbaching the inclusion concept as a
placement issue. Stangvik (chapter 4) and DysonMitidzard (chapter 5) state this quite
firmly. They point out that an inclusion debate terms of resources, in the traditional
educational context, may lead to the wrong solgtidn the traditional context, pupils with
special needs might even be better off in segrdgatieools than in integrated settings.

Changes in regular schools
Most authors refer to this task as a fundamentahgt in the understanding of the concept of

education, the role of the teachers within schaals$ the curriculum. Inclusion starts from the
right of all pupils to follow regular education;aighers and principals should express this
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basic entitlement to their pupils, parents ana#der participants in the network in which the
schools operate. In order to realize this entitieineducation should be based on the
differences between pupils; differences betweenlpape at the same time the input and the
output of education. As a consequence, heterogsrgrouping and multilevel instruction are
the key parameters in inclusive education. ThestBffices between pupils may never result in
hierarchical streaming, nor in decisions to re@eatar or to refer a child to a full-time or
long-term ‘treatment’ in or outside the regulaosth

The curriculum framework should thus cover all ggidbut this does not imply that all pupils
do the same work in the same way and at the sagedlsPrganization within and between
classes should be flexible. Indeed, the very canoépma class is too much the result of
dividing numbers of pupils by numbers of teachefs \(Vvedell, 1994 for a critique). Within
the comprehensive curriculum, shifts between grosipsuld be possible and regrouping
should occur frequently.

Most authors show that integration is hindered Isyrangly competitive climate. Educational
approaches that are largely built on comparing Ipupith a certain standard or with a
notional average pupil are not conducive to thegrdtion of pupils with special needs.
Heterogeneous grouping and multilevel instructiom \ahat is required to integrate students
with special needs. Glaesel (chapter 11) referstimlies which demonstrate that group
integration is preferred by pupils with special de@ver individual integration. A pupil with
special needs sometimes feels better in classrodmse there are other pupils with special
needs. This finding is consistent with the forntee more likely it is that a pupil with special
needs will be judged to be an outsider, the mdfedlt it is to achieve inclusion.

There are other conditions necessary for achiewnnlyisive education. The authors in this
book have underlined the main conditions at thelle¥ the teacher, the class, the school and
the district or region. We will focus on some oésle here.

Teacher education is probably one of the firstsiaphe chain. Teachers must learn how to
handle differences in the classroom. In-servicarggements are a key element of the
requisite learning. Meijer and Stevens (chaptar@ue that experiences with integration may
enhance positive teacher feelings by increasinfye$ietacy and professional satisfaction.
This in turn benefits pupils with special needsackr and Gibson (1987) demonstrate that
higher personal teacher efficacy positively infloes pupil achievements. Teachers who
believe in themselves are more likely to see phbphaviour as changeable, and give more
feedback, and this affects pupil outcomes. Thusiperience with inclusion of students who
are difficult to teach can stimulate positive tearcattitudes and abilities.

Colleagues are a rich source of motivation andniegropportunities. The support structure
within schools should be based on the capacitiagheoteam as a whole. Problem-solving is
facilitated by sharing insights with colleagues amducing teacher isolation within the
school.

A cluster of schools may enhance the transferfetate practice from one school to another.
The sharing of materials, methods, knowledge anlls skithin a cluster is a promising
option. For those pupils who need more than withass support by the teacher, cooperation
within a school cluster or a district may be adagebus.

This is particularly the case where low-incidenoaditions are concerned. Such co-operation
can be organized at a regional level where schaqmbp@t agencies and special schools work
together in order to transfer knowledge and skallthe regular school and support teachers in
their approach to certain pupils. Furthermore, thmay provide short-term or part-time help
to pupils either within the classroom or the schoglas necessary, outside the school. As
pointed out, special schools and their teachersptay an important role here, but their
contribution should not be built on their expesdtas. They arc a resource for the teacher in
the regular school, and all the support providezligkhbe initiated by and organized under the
responsibility of the classroom teacher or the stteam.
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Changes in special provision

The consequences for special schools and workespanial education have been described
extensively in this book and are also elaboratediatail in reports of important projects
conducted by the OECD and UNESCO (Labon, chapt@®@ECD 1995a; UNESCO 1994a).
Briefly, special education has to switch from aipbpsed educational institute into a support
structure or resource centre for teachers, pasmthers. Its main task is to give support to
regular schools, to develop materials and methtmdgather information and provide it to
parents and teachers, to take care of the necebamgn between educational and non-
educational institutions, and to give support wkransition from school to work takes place.
In some cases special educators and special schoalsge short-term help for individual
pupils or small groups of pupils. This additionaipport should be characterized by five
simple criteria:

1. as short as possible: in order to prevent too ndegendency on special arrangements

and to offer opportunities to other pupils as well;

as soon as possible: minor problems should not thevehance to become major ones;

as flexible as possible: in order to modify an aggh or try alternatives when a specific

approach does not bring the desired results;

4. as close to home and neighbourhood school as pespilpils should be provided with
special help without moving to other institutiondeaving their own social environment;

5. as unintrusive-as possible: intervention should®dight' as possible, so as to minimize
any negative consequences for the child.

2.
3.

Zigmond and Baker (chapter 8) stress that spedakators have a significant role in
inclusion practices and that within a full inclusicnodel special educators can contribute to
the programme and the teaching of pupils with speeeds. This may result in short-term
and part-time pull-out services. They point outtthaly inclusive classes do have some
dangers, just as the self-contained special clabags. A continuum of services within
regular education that enables individualized plagns the ideal. Sometimes forms of co-
teaching are advantageous, sometimes small groupgierdual work is needed. There is no
such thing as a single model that is effectivedibpupils with special needs. This supports
our argument that inclusion policy is not only @-tiown issue: a great deal of flexibility is
needed in order to adapt inclusion policies tollaegional circumstances and wishes.

NEW PARADIGMS IN RESEARCH ON SPECIAL NEEDS

Evaluation studies concerning the effects of indnshow a wide range of outcomes (Soder,
chapter 3). A number of studies show that inclusgeffective in terms of pupil outcomes
(see OECD 1995a; special issue of the Europeamdbwf Special Needs Education 8
(1993), 3). Zigmond and Baker (chapter 8) point tnatt separate special class placements
can result in inferior outcomes. But they strongliance this statement by showing that short-
term help in resource rooms may result in highedamic skills and at least the same self-
concept outcomes. However, there are researcimfisdhat show that the effects of inclusion
are not particularly promising (see, for exampléesB 1995). As is often pointed out, the
methodological problems connected with this typstafly (for example, the impossibility of
randomly assigning pupils to treatments) make ffiadilt to come up with firm and clear
findings. Hcgarty (1993) argues that the failurecomparative studies to show a clear-cut
advantage in favour of segregated placements neustiden as an endorsement of integration,
on the grounds that it is for segregationists sbifyitheir case; with empirical evidence.
Research within the 'effect paradigm' is basedhenlelief that effects are decisive with
respect to the question of whether inclusion isaatiwgeous or not and, more or less
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implicitly, whether inclusion should be implementadnot. Soder demonstrates quite clearly
that this type of question emerges from the evaleaviewpoint. He argues that these
questions do not advance us any further: not omby @@search findings often quite
contradictory, but the level of questioning is alsoong and there are more appropriate
guestions to be raised. This debate is comparatite the discussion about the so called
efficacy studies in which the type of placementifretteam versus special class or school} is
the principal independent variable. Most authorns helieve that this type of research is not
very productive; research should focus on the eatir interventions and their specific
characteristics. This is because in general peapé&e not opposed to efforts towards
integration but dispute the conditions under whiicls profitable for pupils, parents and
teachers. Thus, the question is not whether inmtuis possible or necessary - both are taken
for granted - but under which conditions inclusisrenhanced and what kind of effects it has
on pupils.

Soder and Stangvik (chapters 3 and 4) focus styongl the long-term perspective of
inclusion: the position of the handicapped in sggciéhey feel that inclusion in education is a
means for enhancing participation in society inladfe. Long-term inclusion cannot be
achieved just by changing educational processesreswlrces. Through careful individual
planning the social goals of teaching, have todkern into account within the individual
perspective of the pupil with special needs. Thidt sn thinking has major implications for
research focus and orientation. For example, tasfehould be more directed to persons
with special needs. Research should not try to oreasffects in terms of adaptation to the
environment or society without taking the situatmihandicapped persons themselves into
account. Research should also focus more on tleedfypocial relations that emerge, from the
perspective of the handicapped individuals theneselvhis may lead to quite different
conclusions about what should be achieved and Hawv should be done. For example,
friendship relations between pupils with speciadsgeand professionals in their environment
and friendships with other pupils with special reeedn be of great value (Bogdan and Taylor
1989).

Also the study of prevailing attitudes within sagi@eeeds more refining. Attitudes are crucial
to achieving inclusion, but research should notigoan demonstrating that attitudes are for or
against inclusion but should rather give insighe ithe reasons for different perceptions, trace
the development or these attitudes and try to aedlyeir effects on those with special needs
and their peers. In our view, the study of attisitlas not reached that point of sophistication
yet.

In conclusion, this book has shown the global caepz inclusion and the extent to which
the underlying concepts are converging. Expertsifroany different countries are agreed in
calling for a new concept of education. Inclusibowwd be based on the premise that children
differ from each other and that these differengesfandamental to educational planning and
provision.

Making schools more inclusive requires action &esa levels. It is a process which depends
on support from society, appropriate measures, han gart of the government and the
existence of support structures, in addition temek in the curriculum, school organization,
teacher training and the provision of special ®wi The multi-faceted character of inclusion
explains at least in part why it is difficult to plement. Making schools more inclusive will
take a great deal of ingenuity, creativity and @esce on the part of all those involved.
However, it is a goal worth striving for and mangsjiive achievements have been made
already. We hope that this book will help to budd these achievements and further the
process of creating inclusive schools.
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Principles of good practice in educational integraon.
European guide of good practice in educational inggation:
towards equal opportunities for disabled people.

August Dens, Liliane Decock, Cliff Warwick (Editeg EU-Commission)

In the field of educational integration, sokey principles of good practiceare:

1.

2.

© N

10.

11.

Everyone should have an equal opportunity to receim adequate and appropriate
education. The aims of education are the samdlflaaaners.

High-quality mainstream education is an entitleméont all. Mainstream education
systems should be accessible for all pupils. Tinttudes physical access, access to the
curriculum and to all other aspects of school life.

Learners are entitled to have their special edocalineeds identified, assessed and
provided for. The special educational needs ofdisabled learner must be viewed in
the context of the whole person in relation tortleeiucational and social situation. This
should include consideration of their abilities amghes, and never he focused simply
on their disabilities or difficulties.

Education for disabled people should form an intepart of national educational
planning. curriculum development and school orgatios (13).

Within a school, mainstream teachers have the kepansibilifl for delivery of the
curriculum for all learners, including those withesial educational needs. Appropriate
support should he available to enable mainstreachtgs to fulfil this role.

Professionals providing support for learners wibkaal educational needs should work
together with the school. A key aim of providingpport should he to enable schools to
meet the needs of learners themselves (self-supg@thools).

Appropriate initial and continuing in-service trang of all professionals is needed.
Parents and advocates of learners with specialatidnal needs must he informed.
involved and empowered as partners in the decisiaking process concerning the
learner - there should be a sharing of respontsibili

There should be a continual flow of informationvbe¢n parents. educators and the
disabled learners, enabling each ~oup to be edlcab®ut the changing needs,
aspirations and abilities of the others.

Where there is a need. special educational neemgsmn should be organised to
ensure earl intervention and extension of educateyond the normal compulsomy
school age.

All educational provisions for people with specalucational needs should, in order to
provide coherence and continuity, facilitate tréinsi between stages of education and
towards adult;working life.

1. Legislation and human rights

The right to equal opportunities for all human lggsimust be the basis for the development of
all legislation concerning special needs educafldve educational system should encompass
all children whatever their disability.

The concept of ‘disability” or “handicap” in arpiece of education-related legislation

must be defmed in a relative way; that is, taking iaccount all school and environmental
factors which prevent learners with disabilitiesnfr participation in education on equal terms.

Legislation must ensure access to regular sclaioddl levels of the education system.

including higher education. This concerns physi@etess to the buildings, access to the
curriculum and access to the required funding.cAhé allocation of resources. a learner with
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a disability must get equivalent funding. irrespexiof whether he/she is placed in a special
or mainstream school.

There is a need to develop a common basic legisl&br regular and special education,
whereby special education is and remains the égjponsibility of the education department.

2. Administration - school structures

The educational administration should be structumesuich a way that the responsibility for
special needs is a coherent and integrated p#ileofegular educational administration, at all
levels.

Review procedures for individual pupils shouldilitate flexible transitions between
special and mainstream schools. Integration shaidays he the first option to he
considered.

Schools should he required to take responsibibty pupils with special educational
needs.A staged approach to interventions which involve cstmed educational planning
within a regular class and school setting is esslefefore any referral to special or
segregated provisions can he considered.

In order to enable teachers to take on respoitgilidr all pupils, including those with
special educational needs, comprehensive initiglecialised and in-service training
programmes are needed.

To implement effective integration policies at @ohand class level, authorities need to
enable schools to develop new management rolefuantions.

3. Whole-school approach

If the integration of children and young peoplehwspecial educational needs in mainstream
education is to he successful, then there neells ®holistic approach. It is not sufficient to
plan wholly on the basis of the specific individwi#ficulties of a pupil. Effective integration
is far more likely to be achieved if the needsrahividual children are viewved in the context
of the mainstream classroom and the school in wiiei1 are being educated.

Experience and research into effective schoolgatels that there are a number of key
factors in this context:

1. The overt commitment of the senior management @fstthool to integration and to the
needs of learners with sen is essential. Withosttipe leadership fromwithin the school
intergration objectives are likely to be serioushdermined.

2. Within the school each teacher is clearly expedtedake responsibility for all the
children they teach, including those with specialu@tional needs. Pail of this
responsibility involves providing for the needs mwidividuals in the context of a
differentiated and flexible curriculum.

3. There must be effective whole-school planning amatdination of provision for children
with special educational needs. In most schools ibeneficial for this management
responsibility to be delegated to a teacher wha g®od organiser and facilitator and is
committed to special education.

4. Mainstream teachers need to be supported and esteBervice training from specialist
teachers in special educational needs. This sugporld be provided both from within
the school and from external support services. $imwith external support services arc
important in maintaining high-quality provision.

5. The school management role includes the respomgilmf assuring the quality of
provision for those with special educational neadsking efficient use of available
resources. The use of both internal and externalitoring and evaluation are important
in this process.
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4. Class teachers and individual approaches

Within a classroom the individual differences dffalpils should he recognised and accepted
positively by the teacher.

For pupils with special educational needs, a braad balanced curriculum should be
provided, which is based upon a common curriculomafl pupils. The general aims of the
curriculum should be the same for all.

Teachers should he willing and able to interphet curriculum flexibly and adapt it
according to the needs of the individual. When ssagy, all components of classroom
learning and teaching, to include planning, indtamg classroom management, evaluation...,
must he indi~idualised (for example multi-leveltiustion).

Curricula and learning programmes, whatever tkeurce. should be conceived and
presented in a way that fhcilitates flexible impéartation. This is necessary to ensure access
to the general curriculum for even’ pupil.

Regularly reviewed individual educational plans assential for learners with a special
educational need. The degree and nature of the plavuld van’ according to the needs of the
individual. but should always be based upon a ticlisew of the learner. This should take
into account all aspects of the individual's homie &nd school life. In order to achieve this ii
is important to ensure the full participation ofguats and all professionals involved with the
learner.

All teachers should receive training and support,order that they are aware of
individual needs and become competent and skiffudrganising individual approaches and
in making, provision for these needs an integratethent of daily classroom practice.

5. Support Services and Resource Centres

Without high-quality external support, acceptaldeaational outcomes for those with special
educational needs are far less likely to be ackieainstream schools and mainstream
teachers require continuing advice, support andlaguwe if effective integration is to be
achieved. Whilst well trained specialist personeglipment and materials can be expected
in special schools, it is unrealistic to expecs tlu be replicated in all mainstream schools. A
range of external support services is needed tegbe diverse needs of mainstream schools
providing for a dispersed population of childrerdgroung people with special educational
needs.

The preliminary aim of support services and reseurentres should be to facilitate
independent, self-analytical and self-supportivachers and schools. Services can operate
locally, regionally, nationally or internationallgnd can be managed by government agencies,
independent and non-governmental organisationfayyospecial schools acting as iesource
centres.

In higher education support is often provided lbydgnce centres. Local and national
government staff also need to consult specialippstt services and use them to assist with
the strategic planning and evaluation of provisibhere are very many effective models in
existence that provide some or all of the followfagctions.

The key functions and roles undertaken by supmvices include:

1. Specialist teaching, for example for the visuaitypaired. supporting individual learners
and their teachers with regard to specific teackdéghniques and approaches.

2. Advice and guidance on legal, policy’ and curricalussues for head teachers, school
governors and special needs and mainstream teachers
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3. Monitoring and evaluation of whole-school and dlaesn practice undertaken on behalf
of the school or local government; providing actiglans aimed at improving school
provision for all children and young people, inghgl those with special educational
needs. This is an important function in helpingassure the quality of educational
integration.

4. Specialist equipment, information technology, étdvice and guidance concerning the
provision of specialist equipment (e.g. standingnfes); adaptation of buildings (e.g.
ramps); the provision and use of information tedbgy both within the curriculum, as a
whole and for individual children.

5. In-service training for special educational needachers. head teachers, mainstream
teachers, school governors and non-teaching suptadft

6. Differentiation of the curriculum, concerned withaking the same curriculum accessible
to all children via different means. This shoulduk in the production of exemplary
teaching approaches and curriculum materials foividual learners or for use in the in-
service training of teachers. This is a particylarhportant resource for mainstream
teachers who are adapting the mainstream curricatummeet the needs of those with
special educational needs.

7. Innovation, research and development.. Projectsimitidtives that seek to create new
techniques and approaches and disseminate the gsdm special educational needs
teachers and mainstream teachers.

8. Facilitating networks of schools and teachers. enguthat specialist teachers are not
isolated but remain in regular contact and dialogite each other. Networks of schools
and teachers also provide opponunities for theedigsation of new ideas and good
practice.

6. Parents

Parents have a key position and continuing rolpaaters with professionals in the process
of integration. Their views and attitudes towanaegration will have an enormous influence
on the process itself, and on the outcome. Parantt be considered as equal partners and
have the opportunity and encouragement to workthagevith all those responsible for their
child’s education. Some parents will need to be @ngred so that they can participate in an
equal way, while others will need advocates.

A young child relates most closely to its pareatsit is particularly important to involve
the parents in all aspects of their child's earbue@tion, including the identification,
assessment and teaching process.

Parents have an important role in supporting thecabnal process by’ being involved in
planning. evaluation and decisions about their d&hilprovision. They contribute their

experience of everyday life with their child to tlexpertise of the teacher and other
professionals.

Parental involvement can be regarded in terms of:

Parents’ contributions

Information: regarding the child at home.

Collaboration: reinforcing school programmes, etc.

Resource: using their time and talents, acquicogfidence, knowledge and
understanding of their own children

Policy: contrihuting expertise through membersifiparents or professional

organisations.
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Parents’ needs

Communication: information regarding rights andpssibilities; and the need to
establish a wide range of channels of communication

Liaison: regular contact with the school.

Education: parents welcome guidance on supportieig thild.

Support: parents sometimes need supportive courgsell

Decisions about the child’s inclusion in mainstreschooling should always involve parents
and parental views should be given the highestipyio

The UN Standard Rules state that ‘Parent groups aaga.nisations of persons with
disabilities should he involved in the educatiopm@cess at all levels”.
In the Salamanca Statement (15) it is pointed bat parents, and in particular groups of
parents. should play an increasing role in affgctooth the planning and the quality of
services. This includes the idea that professioneési training in learning to listen to parents
and giving them time and space to communicate antitjpate in their own way.

Good communication, cooperation and mutual respeiteen parents and professionals
will have a positive influence on the integratidrchildren with special educational needs.

7. Co-operation

Cooperation between all involved is a pre-requifnterealising integration. Dialogue and
interaction are important in the process of engutime required expertise to improve the
guality of educational provision for all learnersgluding those with special needs. Networks
of teachers and other professionals are an impartaans to achieve this cooperation.

The two main functions of cooperative networks are:

1. Interdisciplinary collaboration to provide the bestvice for learners, individually and as
a group.

2. To facilitate exchange between professionals ferpghrpose of staff development and in-
service training.

A special needs professional network can includestiigam schools, teachers from special
schools, staff from counselling and educationalpsupservices, along with professionals
from social, health and other relevant serviceschSa network needs to involve close
cooperation with parents and NGOs. The expertigeired in the network has ‘to be decided
by the teachers and the schools, in developinghdividual, child-centred approach, and it
should be accessible where necessary.

Within a network it is important to have a posgtiattitude towards integration as a
common concern. *“Open-mindedness” among the differagents of the network is
important for the motivation and efficiency of tteam.

Effective networks require good communication eys®. These should include regular
meetings, the use of telecommunications and infoomaechnology, etc.

The network can also play an active role in awaserand information campaigns, training
and staff’ development a.t the local, national Bodopean level.

8. Staff development and training
All school staff are entitled to continuing professl development which starts with initial

training. Further specialised training, usuallydieg to additional qualifications, is essential
in order to provide the range of specialist prafesss needed in special education.
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The development of professional skills and aptisuderelation to special education should be
nurtured through effective management within sclaoal support from external services.
This process is reinforced through in-service tregnwhich is essential when teachers are
asked to undertake new areas of work, when therel@anges of legislation and policy’, or
when there are developments in educational research

The integration of children and young people vwsffecial educational needs provides
new professional challenges and demands ways dingpthat require specific training. This
training is needed to ensure positive attitudefgcafe teaching, an appropriate curriculum
and good individual planning. Each member of sg#ntitled to help identify their training
needs and to have opportunities for staff developiroa a regulare basis. In service training
can take a variety of forms:

In-class training aimed at improving teaching skill

Whole-staff training conducted within school, deligd either by an experienced member
of staff or by staff’ from external support sensce

Centre-based training courses. These can be shadeas of half a day, up to two or three
days, or longer. They can be delivered in contisublocks of time or be part-time.
spanning several weeks. Courses can be free-starmdircan be accredited with an
institute of higher education or a university.

Accredited diploma or degree courses with a unityes institute of higher education
(specialised training).

The aims of all staff development and training @tation to special education are to
ensure that:

every member of staff is aware of their responisjbito help educate all learners,
including those with special educational needs;

all professionals are skilful and competent praxtgrs and that classroom management
skills and an ability to differentiate the curriool are established throughout the
education system;

all staff cooperate as members of a team withircheo@, collaborating with parents,
external professionals and other schools;

specialisms are demystifled and all involved in daeication system are empowered to
become effective prac’titioners who are able anllingi to reflect critically upon their
practice.

Particular emphasis on the continuing professialeakelopment of mainstream teachers
and of teacher support assistants is importanhenpiursuit of high-quality educational
integration.

9. Transition

The need for integration applies to all aspecttheflife of a person with special educational
needs. Education for integration is a continuingcpss affecting every stage and aspect of a
person’s life. Therefore, transition through theimas levels of education, including early
intervention, pre-school, primary and secondarysetHurther and higher education, as well
as the transition from special to mainstream schantl transition to adult life. are milestones
in the life of the learner.

It is very important to consider the conditionsdapproaches for facilitating effective
transition. The transition process must progre$giviead towards autonomy. self-
determination and participation in the various asp@®f community life. Priority should be
given to maintaining stability for the learner dwgitransitional periods.

It is imperative that the educational system shaadldpt to the person and not just require the
person to fit in with the system.
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For each transitional phase. the individual witlesal educational needs and their family
should actively participate in planning a stratelgy ensure good coordination and the
continuity of essential support. Such an “individuaute” has the aim of promoting a
continuing development and growth towards indepehlidng.

Schools themselves are transitional structuresnsition and progress within the school
should prepare people with the specific skills meetb plan their life ahead.

The multidisciplinary teams (professional networkave the important responsibility of
defining the criteria and of planning ‘the necegsactions to ensure smooth transition
between the different stages of the individual'sedepment.

Smooth transition towards employment requires geodational guidance and a job
mediation model directly linked with the educatibonantres. For this, a legal framework is
necessary and professionals need to be involved.

In the education of the disabled adult. it is desde to establish a permanent educational
course which allows the transition from schoolite community.

10. Role of special schools

In those cases where mainstream schools are uttaptevide an appropriate education for a
pupil, special schools should continue to offealuable alternative.

The existence of a special school, however, shoatccreate an excuse for mainstream
schools to fail to provide for special needs pupils

School factors and parental views should be thsetmaignificant elements in deciding
between regular and special school attendance.

Close cooperation. between regular and specialatstshould be given priority, and be
supported by authorities.

In the process of moving from segregated to imtiegt education, the continued
provision of specialist expertise and resourcess affen available from special schools, must
be guaranteed and made available to mainstreanolscho

To ensure a full range of service provision, aaegl approach to planning is needed.
Most resources can be transferred from specialdshio mainstream schools. Specialist
expertise, however, will often need to be madelabls from an external support service
such as a special school.

The primary aim of providing special expertiseatmainstream school should always be
to empower the mainstream school system and tobdea

The future special school has the potential tahgecentre which coordinates special
needs education and other community services andsmns for mainstream schools.

11. New technologies/information technology (IT)

Developments in information technology open up nepportunities for extending
communication and improving the qualiw of teachamgl learning. Appropriate provision of
computer hardware and software, for both teacheildesarners, can be a significant factor in
meeting the needs of children and young people gp#tial educational needs. Key aspects
in this area are:

* Provision of computer and technoio&cai equipment foe individual learner, as a
communication or mobility aid.

* Use of information technology, in particular apmiage software programs, within the
curriculum or as part of an individual educatiopedgramme. The advent of CD-ROM is
significantly increases the potential use of ITtle classroom to extend access to the.
curriculum. Accessibility, usability and qualityeathe key criteria for the selection of
software for use in the classroom.
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« Using computers to communicate between schoolsjcesrand centres, particularly for
the exchange and dissemination of information adir-service training by distance
learning.

» Staff development through the dissemination ofrimi@tion and as a medium for distance
learning for in-service training courses and cotasd services.

* Mainstream teachers need continuing in-servicenitrgi in the use of information
technology, particularly relating to special edimadl needs, so that its use becomes
integral to the curriculum.
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Planning for support in the mainstream

Gary Thomas (*)

Over the last few years a quiet revolution has liakimg place in our schools. It has gone
unnoticed because there has been no fanfare, ndotep initiative sparking it off. The
opening of classroom doors to parents, speciathers, welfare assistants, support services
and all kinds of volunteers from the community braty been a revolution. It is a revolution
in ideas about community participation in educati@inis a revolution in thinking about
teachers' autonomy within the classroom. And ifaisevolution in terms of the possible
advantages for children.

A number of trends have brought about this revotutiThere is the general and
widespread demand from the community at large forenopenness in the institutions which
serve it. But more specifically there are two tremchich have played a major part in bringing
extra people into the classroom. First, there & ttlend towards increased participation of
parents in their children's education. This hasliegnslated into practice, in some cases, in
parental involvement in the classroom. Equally ingoat has been the trend to integrate into
ordinary schools children who would formerly haweeb sent to special schools. This latter
trend has resulted in provision being made by miaags for special children in ordinary
schools: resources and personnel have been protwdbdlp meet those children's special
needs within the mainstream class. This changetitaties the single most important means
by which integration is being effected.

In practice it has meant that welfare assistant® ls@metimes been appointed to meet
special needs; sometimes specialist teachersn&vance, teachers of the hearing impaired,
will be working alongside the classfcacher. Somesineachers from ‘outreach’ schemes in
special schools will be working with the teachethe mainstream, perhaps providing advice
or resources for special needs or perhaps workiilg wdividuals or groups of children.
Peripatetic remedial teachers, instead of withdngwihildren from the classroom for help,
are now providing support within the classroom. Rdial departments in secondary schools
are changing the way they work, so that their stpfbvide help within the mainstream of the
curriculum instead of withdrawing children as thesed to.

A survey completed recently (Thomas, 1987) indgdteat the trend has gone much
further than many might have imagined. In some saitds the exception to find primary
teachers who always work on their own; insteademarwork in nine out of ten classrooms,
and a great variety of other people, from schoolegoors to speech therapists to young
people on YTS schemes, are involved in classrooms.

These developments are necessary and welcomedyuaite accompanied by problems.
They represent a very new departure in the worlgrartices of most teachers and they
confront us with unfamiliar challenges. Prior toesk developments the class teacher's
territory was very much her own. Similarly, the emiral teacher had a well-defined job,
taking small groups of children out of the classnom turn, to her own territory. Now all this
has changed.

Many problems may arise when people share a taskhbueffects are multiplied when
the practice of working individually is well-estédiled. An analogy may be drawn between
current teaming arrangements and team teachingn Teaching, pioneered with such high
hopes in the early seventies, has since declinestautially (see Geen, 1985) because no-one
really considered the organisational problems irkingait work. In theory it seemed like a
good idea, but in practice it raised more problémas it solved.

But the current teaming arrangements are arisingdoy different reasons from those
which gave rise to team teaching. Team teachingamasleal in itself. Today's teaming has
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arisen out of reasons other than the feeling #ahing is in itself valuable. None the less, the
practical problems which beset team teaching walftainly recur with current teaming
arrangements.

It is essential then that we look at the possibleblems which may arise when people
share a task and it is essential that we look et dhanged parameters of classroom
organisation when other adults move into space hwhas traditionally been the domain of
one adult.

Since our concern is for special needs in educdtiod since many of these extra people
are in mainstream classes now to help meet speeals) we also need to look at how these
changed parameters may affect the way we meetatpeds. Only then will we be able to
go on to suggest the best possible ways for thaisésato work next to one another.

So | shall first try to make clear rny understaigdof the term 'special needs'. Unless a
revised understanding of what 'special needs' meampost-Warnock era is made manifestly
clear there is the danger that in the move of tleesea people into mainstream classes, the
same practices will be going on - but simply iniffedent place. No meaningful shift toward
integration will have occurred.

Special needs and extra people

| sometimes feel that human beings have a natenaency to label, to want to pigeon-
hole, to categorise. The manifestation of thist iminowhere more clearly seen than in the
changing of the term ESN to SEN in recent yearspide the best intentions of Warnock,
despite the 1981 Act, the term 'SEN' has becomadrctive - another label. We need to
remind ourselves what special needs are when cangidthe work of additional people in
the classroom.

This is particularly relevant when thinking abouwdddional people in the classroom
because the success of integration pivots arousds$ue. Integration is not so much about
moving the special children — that is relativelysgaThe much more difficult task is to
integrate and effectively use in mainstream edanatihe resources and the personnel
traditionally associated with special provisionwlié are going to meet special needs in the
mainstream, it is necessary to remind ourselved secial needs actually are in order that
the best efforts of these personnel are not wastedould be all too easy to move from
segregation in special schools or remedial roomsi@dical rooms, only to see segregation
actually occurring in the mainstream classroom vaitepecial person -perhaps an ancillary
helper, perhaps a support teacher - identifyindN'8kildrenl in that setting and proceeding
from there as though nothing else had really chéinge

Clearly, this would be a defeat for the aims aredhlsd of integration. Behind integration is
the wider ideal of a comprehensive, mixed-abilityrculum for all - an ideal of schools
where children are not stigmatised by being wittardrom the class. Most teachers would
now go along with the aims and ideals of integrat@md | do not propose to rehearse the
arguments for or against here. | take it as aistpgoint that integration is occurring and |
seek ways of making that ideal work without regregd4o a kind of disguised segregation:
segregation within the classroom. So, if the wagspbe work in the mainstream classroom
alongside the class-teacher are so important ffactefely meeting special needs, it is
important to define what these special needs ntighand how they might be met by those
who are coming into classrooms.

Cerebral palsy is not a need. Downs syndrome ismaed. Brain damage is not a need.
Learning difficulties are not a need. A need caly @ defined in terms of an outcome. We
can only say that children need a particular kihdeaching if we have a particular kind of
outcome in mind. If we say that it is importantléarn number bonds to ten we may then
proceed to define the best way of helping childeirearn that information. From there, we
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could go on to say that children need a partickiad of teaching in order to learn number
bonds. A special need then becomes something adealzove what is normally needed.

Not all goals in education are as easy to defitne Joals of today's teacher will be more
to do with communication, cooperation, sharing, edeping children's language and
imagination. But even here it is salutary to stopd moment and consider the needs children
have, with these goals in mind. Clearly, in theeca$ cooperation and communication it
would be fruitless to have children sitting on th@wvn in rows — they would need to be in
groups. But one of the most interesting findinggeafent research (see Tann, Chapter 9) is
that even when teachers had wanted children toing dndividual tasks they kept children in
groups. For individual tasks they would have beettelb working on their own; in other
words, they need a different kind of classroomugetbecause in groups children are more
easily distracted. Children who are experiencinfiicdities are often particularly easily
distracted, losing concentration very quickly. lhinking about their special needs, grouping
and other classroom arrangements have to be coedideery carefully in order that
distraction is reduced. So, special classroom ggayr might constitute the special need for
many children.

| introduced the point about need because it ierdi&d for any understanding of how
classroom organisation can be changed. A childisdor doing a particular task or to
become an active participant in groupwork or to terasome particularly difficult concept
can be defined only in terms of the teacher's gaadkin terms of the particular characteristics
of the classroom and school situation. Special si¢gkdn become merely extensions of the
kinds of needs that all children have in mainstretamsrooms.

| cannot proceed to an analysis of the ways in Wwhadditional adults may work
effectively to meet special needs without carryihig exploration a little further. | shall do
this by splitting these needs into individual leagneeds and organisational needs.

I ndividual learning needs

Of all the constellation of factors which seern dfiect children's ability to learn,
individualised teaching seems to be one of the nmggbrtant (eg Stallings, 1976). Efforts of
educators and psychologists in recent years hase toevards refining methods of teaching
individual children. Yet evidence seems to showt titais not so much the methods
themselves that are important. Rather, it is thewrh of individual teaching we provide
which is crucial in determining children's learni@oom, 1984). In other words, if we can
be successful in providing this individual teachwihin broadly defined ground rules we can
be fairly sure of success in our teaching. So vanatthese 'broadly defined ground rules'?
They might be summarised thus:

1. Regular individual help. It is a commonplace thamstimes children seem almost
immediately to forget what they have learned. Sy tieed regular help.

2. Distributed practice. Children appear to learndyeftiom frequent, short doses of teaching
than one long session. In other words, six fiveutersessions would in general be better
than one thirty-minute session.

3. Keeping things in sequence. Many children can pjgkdeas when they are presented in a
fairly loose, unstructured way. They learn new glgaough exploration, communication
and inference. But some children may be unsucdeasfass we think more precisely
about the sequence of ideas in the task we arengneg to them. Although doubt has
been cast on the value of, or need for, a formaigx sequence in presenting material
(see Bennett, 1978; Home, 1984, Stallings et aé86),9t nevertheless seems clear that
some children will benefit from more careful thoudteing given to the building of idea
upon idea.

4. Making sure the learning situation is rewarding.eThituation may be inherently
rewarding - for instance in an interesting taskt Blli the attention given to making the
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subject matter interesting will have been to noilaf’éhe ambience in which learning is
expected to take place is unrewarding - if we amnpatient or pressurising, or if we
comment negatively on those areas over which @ ohay be experiencing difficulty.

Accepting that we keep our help broadly within theguidelines, what are the
implications for classroom practice? The most imiagedand pressing concern is the fact that
it will be very difficult to provide this kind ofndividualised teaching. Teachers may justifi-
ably ask what they are supposed to do with theafetbte class if they are to be doing more of
this kind of work with children who have specialeds. The involvement of the 'integrated’
personnel provides at least one possible key soditemma and | shall attempt to put forward
a solution after having tackled some other impdrfaatures of classroom organisation for
special needs.

Organisational needs

| have already mentioned grouping and the needctorsideration of the aims of
grouping. If we are expecting children to co-operahd communicate, there is certainly a
justification for grouping them. However, if chikelr are mainly doing work individually there
are probably classroom arrangements which are goitgg more effective for this purpose.
Moreover, some children are highly distractable lse concentration very easily. So it may
be worthwhile to think of classroom arrangementsctvbminimise distraction and help
children concentrate.

The way in which the teacher moves around the dtasdso relevant here. Classroom
management research has shown (eg Anderson, 198phy 1979) that effective teachers
manage to circulate and provide feedback frequerBlyt often the arrangement of the
children in the class is such that circulation adnimappen very easily. There is clearly a
possibility here for thinking about classroom agaments which will facilitate such kinds of
operation. Particularly relevant as far as teamsngoncerned is the finding of Cohen et al
(1979); they discovered in the classrooms theyistuthat the layout of the class was the
most important factor in determining whether teagnworked well in the classroom.

| do not propose to attempt an in-depth analg$iclassroom management research or
research on instructional efficacy here. Ratheth wpecial needs in mind, my intention has
been to pick out a few key findings in these amghikh might serve as a basis from which to
proceed in suggesting how additional people migbtkwalongside the classteacher. They
might be summarised thus:
* Individual teaching eg regular practicejstributed practice; sequence; a rewarding
learning situation
e Factors in classroom organisation eg mrg placement of resources
» Factors in classroom management eg circulatingjigirny feedback; providing cues to the
children

Effectively using support to meet organisational and individual needs

The analysis | havejust made provides some clughifaking about the work of the extra
people in classrooms. Many, as | have noted, @& tin order to meet special needs, yet very
little thought has been given to the way in whigpartunities are created for meeting special
needs in this fundamentally changed environment.

Clearly, great opportunities in terms of improvitigssroom organisation and the ways in
which we meet individual needs are created whesetlextra people are present. How might
we proceed to suggest a pattern for their work? @Wae might be to look at the difficulties
which class teachers customarily experience, gitierproblems in both managing the body
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of the class and at the same time providing indiaichttention to children. As | have noted,
individual attention appears to be all-important ébildren who are experiencing difficulty.
The ORACLE research confirmed (Gallon et at, 198063t most experienced teachers know:
it is difficult to manage the main body of the dakyou are devoting your attention primarily
to individual children. Here is the central dilemmfintegration: how do you manage and
teach the larger body of children while at the sa@me providing the 'special’ children with
the kind of help they need? There is no formulacWwhwill enable one person to mix the
different ingredients of classroom life into a g@a which is perfect for meeting the needs of
all children.

Though no formula exists, guidelines might be soughhe analysis made above. The
conspicuously difficult task is in simultaneousiwiding the individual help of the kind the
children with whom we are concerned so often nezdegular help in frequent short doses),
and constructively managing the rest of the cl&sar opportunities exist in differentiating
the teacher's task so that each participant takes qarticular role in the new shared
classroom.

Such a suggestion, if it is taken up, marks a nepadure for today's classrooms. Implicit
in the suggestion is the notion of an entirely demd of classroom — one where there is
shared decision-making and shared responsibilitycfoldren; where a discrete group of
special needs children' does not exist and wheildreh's special needs are met through a
variety of pedagogic or organisational devices.hSagsumptions demand that those who will
now be working together to provide support for sgpleneeds in the mainstream will be
working collaboratively with classteachers. Althbyglanning for the curriculum will remain
the class teacher's role, s/he will increasinglyplasning for the curriculum and organising
the classroom in collaboration with others. Onlyewhthis happens will special needs truly
have been met appropriately. Until it happens an@s$ long as 'special personnel' continue to
work only with a small group of previously idengifl 'special children’ we shall be
perpetuating the existence of segregation: segozgat the classroom.

How might the differentiation work? As | made cledove, no prescription can be given.
Each classroom is unique, with a unique collectodnchildren, facilities, organisational
problems, and other circumstances. Above all, éaabher is unique and each set of adults
who may be working alongside is unique. Each suppgprdult is very different: a highly
skilled support tecaher may be working alongsidesatusiastic yet naive parent. But it is
too easy to type-cast. Many parents are sensitideskilled; indeed, it is often the case that
they are in the classroom because they have spsdil to offer. Many of the welfare
assistants now being appointed to help meet spewealds are extremely competent
individuals who could, had their circumstances melinations been different, have made
excellent teachers. Most significantly, though,hebaongs a particular and a rich experience
to the classroom. Each biography offers somethifigrdnt to the children and it is important
that the most is made of these contributions. ilnjgortant that we do not become deluded by
the stereotypes which have for so long constrathedways in which we think about the
contributions of additional people and about sgewads.

My point, is that far more imaginative ways maydmight of deploying the extra help
that is now in classrooms for special needs. Wel&ssistants can do more than work with
one individual exclusively for, say, half a day aek. Parents can do more than help with the
traditional parent activities like cookery and nleaerk (see Cyster et al 1979). And there is
surely a far larger role for the support teachantmerely visiting a class once a week and
working with a group of children; she must now darften does - work collaboratively with
the classteacher to help organise the response dateeynaking for the children who are
experiencing difficulty.

With the new openness now coming into our classsoand with our changed concept of
special needs we can think far more fiuidly abdwet ways in which these extra people work.
Indeed, modern work on management (see, for instaRkackman and Oldham, 1980)
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indicates that if people are to work effectivelydanith commitment it is essential that we
move outside the constraints which have hithertaunided our thinking about their
contributions. People have to be involved in trek tan this case, teaching) and not feel that
they are merely 'skivvying'; they have to have etgriin their work - and not always be
allocated the same child or given the same wodotdhey have to have some autonomy; and
they have to have feedback on the way they areingrk

What does this imply? First and foremost it implileat planning for special needs has to
be a joint exercise involving all the adult clagsro participants. It implies that people's
strengths and weaknesses are identified at thimiplg stage. It implies that a fairly clear
definition of classroom tasks and activities be enadorder that roles can be devolved and
exchanged. It implies that each person's contobus valued. Last, it implies that the group
(which may be only two people) meets regularly i&cdss and evaluate the way that they
have been working.

| should like to suggest a model which incorporabhese features and which incorporates
the possibility of differentiating the teacher'deran order that special needs might be met
according to the crude taxonomy outlined above.

A model

To recapitulate, children's special needs may bkeima variety of ways; some of these
are outlined above. When adults (from whatever gamknd) are working together in the new
shared classrooms they., too, have needs if theeyoawork effectively; some of these also
have been identified. A model for the various diéf& participants in the classroom to follow
might now be proposed.

The model should be based on knowledge about thes whildren learn and about
effective methods of classroom organisation and agament. It should, in very general
terms, have something to say about what the ted@seto do in order to meet special needs.
From these specific descriptions it should be fds<0 delineate the kinds of activities which
need to be undertaken by the class teacher. Packdigectivities — activities which hang
together and are united by a theme - might be leahidigether as appropriately undertaken by
particular individuals. With the focus on the degter activity it should be possible to foresee
negotiations among participants on the ways in whitivities are undertaken.

The following 'room management' (adapted from Morhlas, 1985) provides one such
model. It starts by specifying a number of job diggions for the various participants.

Individual helper The individual helper concentrates on working vathindividual on a
teaching activity for 5—15 minutes. So, in an hdawhould be possible to arrange between
four and twelve individual teaching sessions.

Activity manager The activity manager concentrates on the rest efcthss, who will
normally be arranged in groups of between foureigtt. S/he will quickly circulate, keeping
them busy and providing feedback. Mover The mowaisiwith all interruptions to routine,
eg visitors, spillages, etc in order to keep thevig manager and individual helper free from
distraction.

The model goes on to specify a number of basicstagkich have to be completed by
each of the participants undertaking these roles:

1. What an individual helper does:
Before the session:
a. has available a list or rota of children for indival help and the activities and materials requioecach;
b. helps the activity manager to organise the clagsruo the session;
c. assembles materials needed for each child's wattheimrea to be used for individual work. For exemib
it is to be a one-hour session with fifteen mindteseach child, four children will be seen in theur and
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four sets of activities should have been prepaeadly for each child to start straight away wher s¢h
called.

During the session:

a. asks the first child on the list to come and wdfifteen minutes should be the maximum for an iritens
individual activity. In order to minimise the pasiity of the session becoming frustrating anduegtladen
it should be stressed to the individual helper tti@ emphasis should be on praise and gentle
encouragement;

b. asks subsequent children on the list toecard work.

2. What an activity manager does:

Before the session:

organises a variety of tasks/activities for eaaugr

informs the individual helper when s/he is readpégin.

During the session:

ensures that each group member has appropriateias&teooks/equipment;

quickly prompts children to start working if necass

supervises use of shared materials;

moves around the group to praise children who asy,band to give feedback on work. Thus, thevagti
manager moves from one busy group membdrtméxt, commenting on her/his activities, givirgph
and praising those who are busy. S/he also veeflypprompts group members who are not busy.

ocp

coop

3. What the mover does:

Before the session:

helps the activity manager to prepare material$hfersession;

checks there are adequate supplies of pencilsy papeother relevant materials.
During the session:

deals with interruptions, such as visitors;

deals with crises such as spilt water;

monitors smooth housekeeping, for instance in #eeaf shared facilities;
becomes another activity manager if everythindgowihg smoothly.

o®

coop

Although a study (G. Thomas, 1985) has shown thah @ system can work well in the
primary classroom (and reports indicate that &l$® working in secondary settings) it cannot
be stressed strongly enough that this model cabeoproffered as a prescription. All
classrooms will have their own needs and such aemad outlined here, will only go some
way to meeting them. Ultimately, teams will havefeomulate their own models uniquely
suited to their own sets of circumstances. It malybe appropriate, for instance, to think of
including a mover; indeed, such a function wouldlydre appropriate for a class of younger
children.

However, such a model does provide at least a dmaftwhich teachers may base
teamwork for special needs in their classes. lesaiccount of the learning needs of the
children and of the complex and difficult problefosind in classrooms. It allows for people
changing and negotiating their roles and workingcpces. It provides a framework upon
which teams can build their own arrangements.

This discussion — about negotiation — leads tocase but no less important feature of
successful teamwork: the processes of planning,itororg and evaluation. The lessons
learned from teamwork in other classroom settirsg® (for example, Cohen, 1976) are that
these processes are essential for successful te&mWoreover, without the participation of
all team members — not just the professionals +ethis unlikely to be meaningful
involvement. In practice it will be difficult foreachers to find time for planning and evalua-
tion with others. But the warnings are clear: hei is not found, this kind of complex
collaborative exercise is likely to end in failurk.may well be that support teachers in
particular (who will find it most difficult to findime for this kind of exercise) will have to
earmark time for planning and monitoring in thesofteduling of their work.

Such rescheduling is essential, given the innoyatature of the changes that are taking
place in classrooms. The organisational implicaioh changing from solitary working to
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teamwork have been grossly underestimated. Aroileived or poorly evaluated innovation
may not simply disintegrate; its debris may actaabarrier to further development, or to
innovation in other areas, long after the event.

What then are the ingredients for successful plegynmonitoring and evaluation?
Because these developments are so new in eduth@om are few examples from which to
draw in seeking advice. Spreading the net widerugh, there is advice to be gleaned from
the ways in which groups work in other settings Kgrkman and Oldham, 1980; Robson,
1982; Herkimer, 1984). Key elements appear to beangonication among participants;
acceptance of the ideas of others; and willingnesmake changes. These may seem so
obvious as elements of successful teamwork thathardly worth mentioning them. But it is
all too clear that unless they are explicitly symeit they are often ignored: the obvious eludes
us and common sense often flies out of the winddwenwve work under the weight of the
organisational culture. These 'obvious' elementghiibe incorporated into the new
teamworking arrangements thus:

1. The team (comprising perhaps a classteacher, aodumacher and a parent) meet to
discuss the way they are going to work. Othershsas an ancillary helper, the
headteacher or the educational psychologist, masd be involved. Some kind of
structure is essential for this meeting if it istio become a mini case conference
postulating quasi-diagnostic explanations for indliial children's problems. The focus is
most usefully organisational with the draft of &tgyn such as 'room management' used as
the basis for the discussion. People need to disitiesroles they are to be fulfilling and
whether, for instance, they would feel comfortabielertaking a particular set of tasks.
Role swapping can also be discussed here. Dependirige composition of the group,
curricular issues might be discussed -for instamosy the support teacher is going to
make adaptations to the mainstream curriculumHtddien with reading difficulties.

2. The planned scheme is put into operation. Paritfpare encouraged to look for
problems and ways of improving the system. Peopteilsl be encouraged to remember
that the system is not sacrosanct; it has meregn lokevised as a way of effectively
meeting special needs. As such it has to be adagtpdoblems are seen to arise.

3. The team meets again to discuss the running obystem. The openness of a 'quality
circle' should be the hallmark of such a meetingyther words, the atmosphere should be
informal, with people being encouraged to come ifh wdeas. Such a meeting ought to
take place regularly — at first, perhaps once akwee

Conclusions

Few attempts have been made to analyse the prob&dsopportunities in the
organisational accompaniments to integration. Tilent of extra people into classrooms is
the most important of these accompaniments; ibw happening on an unprecedented scale.
A host of questions has arisen about the workinghef new arrangements but this is no
reason to abandon them. If we wish to realise dealiof integration we have to look for
guidance to fields unfamiliar to those of us wheédworked in the special sector. Though the
ground will be unfamiliar in this new diversion,etlioad is by no means uncharted. If we
follow it, the destination promises to be one whitrere is less segregation, more openness
and a nearing of the ideal of a comprehensive edurctor all children.

(*) In: Gary Thomas & Anthony FeileBlanning for Special Needs, A whole school approach
Oxford, Basil Blackwell Ltd, 1988, p. 139-153.
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SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT IN ESTONIA (*)

According to the Education Act, Estonia has anusisle education policy and every child has
a right to attend a school of his or her residenrtmvever, due to a student’s special needs, it
is also possible to acquire education at schooldasses for students with special needs, to
which students are referred on the basis of recamdatens of counselling committees.

A pre-primary institution for children with speciateeds is generally a mainstream
kindergarten

and in certain cases a kindergarten for childreth gpecial needs (in Estonia, there are only 3
of these).

In a childcare institution, children with speciaats may attend an integration group (1-2
children together with other children) or a spegedup (137 pre-primary institutions have
special groups for children who need special cacespecial instruction).

The number of children in a special group is akvad:

» group of children with physical disabilities — upX2 children;

» opportunity groups for children with specific demnental disorders — up to 12 children;

» development groups for children with mental diséibs — up to 7 children;

» group of children with sensory disabilities — udLtdchildren;

» group of children with multiple disabilities — up 4 children;

» group of children with pervasive developmental bikiées — up to 4 children.

In an integration group, the maximum allowed numdaiechildren is smaller than in other
groups of a pre-primary institution as the caldatatholds that one child with special needs
fills the place of three children.

10.1. Historical Overview

In Estonia, the teaching of children with speciekds began already in the 19th century: in
1866 a school for deaf people was founded, in E8&hool for blind people, in 1895 the first
institution for people with mental impairments and.920 a school for children with physical
impairments. The first classes and schools fodahil with learning difficulties were founded
in 1921-1925, and clinical speech therapy wasestarn the 1920s.

During the Soviet period, education was availabitdy dor children with slight mental
disabilities (support schools); children with maater severe and profound mental disabilities
were sent to a nursing home and they were regaadedon-teachable. In the 1990s, the
obligation to attend school was expanded to childréth moderate, severe and profound
mental and multiple disabilities. Only after resttoon of independence all the discriminatory
restrictions were removed and according to cunegislation of the Republic of Estonia, all
children have a right for education suitable fagitrabilities and their studying is supported
by implementation of necessary support systems.

According to the Education Act, children with sgdcheeds have the right to attend the
school of their residence.

From 1968, the University of Tartu started to edecgpecialists on handicaps in children
(from 1994, special education teachers). In 198&mgress of the United Nations was held in
Estonia, where the problems of education of persatisspecial needs, their integration into
the education system and society, and labellingpitexlogy were discussed. Since the year
2000, the teachers’ training curricula of univeesitcomprise an inclusive education and
special pedagogical module.

(*) Source: Eurybase - Estonia - (2007/08)\vw.eurydice.org p. 166-174
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In 1995, the General Concept of the Disability 8pbf the Republic of Estonia was adopted
on the basis of UN standard rules on equal oppibktgnthat turned the idea of inclusive
education into official education policy.

In 2004, the Social Inclusion Memorandum (JIM) wadopted, where, in the chapter of
inclusive education, objectives were set for imjmgvinclusion in schools with the goal to

improve inclusion in the society. An action planAfR) was also developed for reaching the
goals set in the memorandum. In 2007, a UN conmeglisabled people was signed.

10.2. Ongoing Debates and Future Developments

Debates are held on the question how to ensurasivel education and equal opportunities,
which are, according to the education policy, auories.

Reorganisation of the terminology and implementatiof international classifications
continue, in order to ensure possibilities for cangon with other European countries.
Labelling terminology has been removed from theislagon, replacing terms like
"handicapped" with "child/student/person with spéoieeds".

In cooperation with the Ministry of Social Affairthe classifications used in databases are
being homogenized, in order to facilitate crossgesand to provide early information on the
needs of disabled children for support systemgd{neas of textbooks in Braille in due time,
compilation of study materials in sign language).

Medical diagnoses in educational legislation apaeed with pedagogical ones in order to
avoid labelling and a disability-centred approaahd to base education on the abilities of a
child and on adapting the study environment to rtkeds of every child. Assessment has
become flexible taking into account the student{gectal needs, and in organising
examinations, special needs of learners are takkeraccount and examinations are organized
in a manner suitable for the student.. In appogntn person to remedial study, medical
diagnoses have been replaced with pedagogical amésn assessing the results of basic
school pdhikool final examinations, the requiremfamta result of a minimum 35% as the
pre-condition for passing an examination was esstiaédl for children with special needs. See
also 4.2.

10.3. Definition and Diagnosis of the Target Grou)

The differences as significant from the usual ie t#bilities, background and personal
characteristics of a student that they do not enahtisfying the student’s educational needs
in an easily accessible way, are regarded as s$pediecational needs. In education and
schooling, special educational support or a culuiouof a different level has to be applied or
changes to the organisation of studies must be made

The term "student with special educational needs'used regarding a student whose
particular talent, learning or behavioural diffigyl health problem, disability or long-term
non-attendance to study activities causes the teedake changes or adaptations in the
contents of study (individual curriculum) and/ortive study environment (study aids, study
rooms, learning methods, language of communicatieschers with a special qualification,
support personnel, etc.) and/or in the work plat thteacher has elaborated for work with a
specific class..

Special educational needs are:
» general or special talent;
» learning disabilities (specific, temporary and panant);
» sensory disability (deafness and hearing impairm#imdness and visual impairment);
* movement disabilities;
» socio-emotional and conduct disorder;
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* speech impairment;

* intellectual disability and multiple disabilities;
 addiction disorder;

* immigrant background.

On the basis of medical, psychological and pedagbgesearch, children with special needs
are recommended a suitable kindergarten lasteagobop or a curriculum or school suitable
for their abilities. A child with special needsagmitted to an integration group or a group,
class or school for children with special needstlmm basis of written application from a
parent (caregiver) and a decision of the coungettimmmittee. The foundation of counselling
committees is established by the Education Act thedBasic Schools pdhikool and Upper
Secondary Schools Act. A counselling committee Igbalfounded in a county or town and
shall comprise five members. A counselling commitihall include a special education
teacher, a speech therapist, a psychologist, alsaorker, a special medical specialist (if
needed) and a representative of the county governaneof the city government accordingly.
A counselling committee is competent to:
» assign to a child with special needs a curriculuna éorm of study suitable for his or
her abilities;
» refer a student with special needs to a schoolawscfor students with special needs
with the consent of a parent (caregiver);
» decide, at the request of a parent, on postpohmg@ligation to attend school.

After attendance of a school for students with gde®eds is no longer necessary, a student
continues his or her studies in his or her forncéosl.
In a state or municipal school, the Ministry of Edtion and Research or the local
municipality or town government shall form the @lling classes, if necessary:

» classes for children with physical and sensory hiis@s, speech impairments, and

mental disorders;

* opportunity classes for teaching children with sii@tearning difficulties;

» supplementary learning classes for teaching childrigh slight intellectual disabilities;

« coping classes for teaching children with modeiratidlectual disabilities;

* nursing classes for teaching children with sevae@ofound intellectual disabilities.

10.4. Financial Support for Pupils’ Families

According to the Social Benefits for the Disabledrddns Act (1999), disabled child
allowance shall be paid monthly until the childaais 16 years of age, and caregiver's
allowance shall be paid to a person who cannot wilu& to raising a disabled child.
According to paragraph 10 of the same act, stuldyvahce shall be paid to disabled students
studying in upper secondary school, vocational stleo higher education institution. (See
also 4.7.,5.9. and 6.8.)

10.5. Special Provision within Mainstream Education

Education and schooling of children with speciagdein mainstream schools is organised
according to the Education Act and the Basic Schpdhikool and Upper Secondary Schools
Act. According to the Education Act, each chilgstiae right to attend the school closest to
his or her

residence and follow a suitable curriculum (thearat! curriculum for basic schools pdhikool
and upper secondary schools giimnaasium the sietphiational curriculum for basic schools
pdhikool the national curriculum for students wittoderate and severe learning difficulties
(see 4.3., 4.10.); and to get different kinds gipsurt study. According to the law, children
with special needs shall, if possible, be taughhainstream schools, in order to ensure their
integration into the society.
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Classes for children with special needs can be ebtshed in mainstream schools
(see 10.3.).
The aim of support systems is personal developroéra student, considering his or her
individual learning needs in organising educatiord achooling. The following support
systems are available in schools:
* individual curriculum;
« remedial study for overcoming learning difficulties
« speech therapy;
e learning in long day groups;
» studying at home with attendance in lessons ofesttbyelated to skills, if possible;
« classes for students who have behavioural problems;
* boarding school facilities for children who haveisbproblems (see also 4.7., 4.9.2.);
» support from a support teacher,
» support from a psychologist.

10.5.1. Specific Legislative Framework

The Constitution guarantees everyone’s right tacation and the accessibility of education.
The Education Act and the Basic Schools pdhikoal dpper Secondary Schools Act state
that every child has an equal right to study atclosl of their residence, or, if suitable
conditions are not found and the parents agresiudy in another school complying with
relevant conditions.

The regulation of the Minister of Education and &esh establishes possibilities and
conditions for all students with special needsttalg at a vocational school, and necessary
support systems are implemented.

In 1995, the General Concept of Disability Polidytlee Republic of Estonia, prepared on the
basis of UN standard rules of equal opportuniti#gas adopted, that turned the idea of
inclusive education into official education polidg.the years 2000/2001, an action plan until
the year 2006 was adopted in order to ensure thkementation of the General Concept.

In 2004, an Inclusiveness Memorandum (JIM) was tethpsetting a goal in the inclusive
education chapter to enhance inclusiveness at kcti@oeby ensuring inclusiveness in the
society. An action plan (NAP) was also developedathieve the goals set out in the
Memorandum. A national development plan for soprakection and social inclusion for the
years 2006-2008 has been developed.

10.5.2. General Objectives

The general objectives of education of studenth wjtecial needs are not different from the
general objectives of the corresponding educatimels (see 4.4. , 5.4. , 6.4.) and do not
depend on whether it is conducted in mainstream special groups (schools, classes).
According to the general concept of disability pplof the Republic of Estonia, equal rights
for people with special needs to pre-primary, hasgcondary and higher education must be
guaranteed. People with special needs have thefogmclusive education guaranteed by the
state. The teaching of people with special needst fmeian integral part of national education
planning, creation of curricula and organisatiorsatfiools. Instruction in a mainstream school
presumes the existence of translation and othepmtpservices and equipment. These
services must meet the needs of people with afisyy special needs. Associations of parents
and associations of persons with special need imeishvolved at all levels of education.
Since the universal obligation to attend schoohpglicable in Estonia, education must be
guaranteed to everyone, also including childrem thie most severe impairments. Particular
attention must be paid to pre-primary education el preparation for school of children
with special needs, as well as to in-service trgjnand re-training of adults with special
needs.
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For teaching children with special needs, the statdliged to:
* have a clear education policy that is understoaatepted by schools and the whole
society;
* permit amendments, supplements and adaptationseéwa, depending on a student’s
special needs;
e ensure the quality of study materials, teacherservice training, and the existence of
support teachers.
In Estonia, there is a network of schools for afeiid with special needs but the trend is
towards inclusive education.

10.5.3. Specific Support Measures
According to the legislation, students with speaieéds may study at mainstream schools, in
special classes of a mainstream school and getelift kinds of support study:

« support of a special education teacher, speechplstrsocial teacher, psychologist;

« remedial learning classes to overcome learningcditfes;

« studies according to a curriculum of a differenelesee 10.5.);

« studies according to an individual curriculum (4e80.);

» studies in smaller classes (in classes for childwgh special needs, the number of
students is smaller, see 10.6.5.);

» additional learning and rehabilitation subjects ¢rauherapy, etc.);

e communication support (sign-language interpretedysmaterial in the Braille system,

« adapted textbooks and study materials, etc.).

The evaluation of students with special needs také&s account the provisions of the
individual curriculum.

10.6. Separate Special Provision

A pre-primary institution for children with speciateeds is generally a mainstream
kindergarten lasteaed and in certain cases a lgaden lasteaed for children with special
needs (there are only 3 of these in the whole cpuwith 180 students). Special groups have
been opened in 137 mainstream kindergartens lasteaerder to better provide various
support services to children with special needs flither information, see 3.13.

Schools for students with special needs are intéride students with physical disabilities,
speech impairments, sensory disabilities, mentarders or severe somatic diseases, and for
students who need special treatment due to behaviptoblems.

According to the Basic Schools pdhikool and Uppecdhdary Schools Act, the obligation to
attend school may also be fulfilled by studyindhatne. The conditions for studying at home
are established by the relevant procedure.

In academic year 2006/2007, there were 47 schaolgHildren with special needs, 30 of
them were state owned, 13 were municipal schoals4anere private schools. 69 classes for
children with special needs were created in masastr schools and there were also children
with special needs who studied in mainstream ctas$enainstream schools. Out of the 47
schools for students with special needs, 2 arestiedents with hearing impairment, 2 for
students with multiple disabilities, 1 for studemigh movement disabilities, 1 for students
with visual impairment, 5 for students with socia#imnal problems (students with
behavioural difficulties and psychological problgraad 4 for students with health disorders.
The rest are for students with different levelssaktained learning difficulties (intellectual
disabilities).

The ratio of students with special needs amongesitsdof the diurnal form of study of
general education has constantly risen. A growingmer of students with special needs
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studies in mainstream schools but the number délrgm studying in schools for children
with special needs has remained stable.

10.6.1. Specific Legislative Framework
See 10.5.1. There is no special legislation comegrstudy in groups for children with special
needs.

10.6.2. General Objectives
See 10.5.2.

10.6.3. Geographical Accessibility

In Estonia, there is a network of special classkesnainstream schools and schools for

children with special needs that covers the neédtudents with special needs. In most cases
also boarding school facilities have been createieh schools. A state-financed project has
been launched to develop family-type student hoanelscreate a respective network.

10.6.4. Admission Requirements and Choice of School

According to the legislation, a school can be fyegHosen; a student is admitted to a school
on the basis of parent’s application. Children veipiecial needs are recommended a school or
class suitable for their needs by a counselling radtee but a parent decides whether the
child shall go to the recommended school for ckitdwith special needs or to a mainstream
school. About the competencies of the counsellorgroittee, see 10.3.

If a student of years 1 and 2 of basic school p@dlilcannot fulfil the requirements of the
curriculum, the school shall direct him or her withe consent of a parent to a special
education teacher, speech therapist, social teaetlacational psychologist or, if necessary,
to a psychiatrist for consultation where the reasuirthe difficulties shall be identified. After
the reasons of the difficulties have been idemtjfrespective support services and study aid is
used, in order to guarantee to the student wittmileg difficulties all opportunities to acquire
an education suitable for his or her abilities.

10.6.5. Age Levels and Grouping of Pupils
For classes for children with special educatioreéds, a smaller maximum limit for the
number of children applies:
e 12 students in a class for children with speechaimpents, sensory and physical
disabilities, and behavioural disorders;
e 16 students in a class for children with mentaldisrs, an opportunity class and
supplementary learning class;
e 7 students in a class for children with multipleatiilities, a coping class and a nursing
class;
» Up to 4 students in a class for children with digtispectrum disorders.

10.6.6. Organisation of the School Year
The organisation of an academic year in groupso(dshfor children with special needs does
not differ from the organisation of an academicryadasic school pdhikool , see 4.9.1.

10.6.7. Curriculum, Subjects

In groups (kindergartens lasteaed schools) fodo#rl with special needs, national curricula
of the relevant education level are applied as gh@mework curricula.

Education and schooling in pre-primary institutiaesbased on the pre-primary education
framework curriculum (see 3.9.2. , 3.10.). Childieave the right to get assistance from
teachers in acquiring the content determined btingcula.
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In basic schools p6hikool and upper secondary dshgiomnaasium the national curriculum
for basic schools p6hikool and uppers secondargashsee 4.9.2. , 4.10.) is valid for all
students (including students with special needs)ageneral framework curriculum. In
addition, the simplified national curriculum for ¢d@ schools po&hikool (for students with
slight permanent learning difficulties) and theimaal curriculum for students with moderate
and severe permanent learning difficulties havenkaaopted by the regulation of a Minister
of Education and Research. For students with spedacational needs, an individual
curriculum must be compiled on the basis of anthefabove national curricula (see 4.10.) to
take into account their abilities and peculiarities

The duration of study and daily timetable for stgewith special needs is established by the
regulation of the Minister of Education and Reskarc

The duration of study of students with special saadasic school péhikool is the following:

* basic education study for students with speech immgats in mainstream schools: 10
academic years; the duration of study in the lestafgstudy is 4 years (usually 3 years);

* Dbasic education study for students with hearingaimmpents in mainstream schools: 11
years;

» the duration of study in the | and Il stage of gtigl4 years in each stage (usually 3+3
years);

» basic education study for deaf students in spaciabols: 10 years, the duration of the
Il stage of study is 4 years;

* basic education study for students with visual impants in special schools: 10 years;
the duration of the Ill stage of study is 4 years;

« the duration of basic education study for studevith learning difficulties who study
on the basis of a simplified curriculum may be pngled by one year;

 the duration of basic education study for studevits severe learning difficulties who
study on the basis of the national curriculum fardents with moderate and severe
learning difficulties, may be prolonged by up toeth years;

» the duration of basic education study for studewita profound learning difficulties
who study on the basis of the national curriculemrfursing schools may be prolonged
by up to three years (with the Basic Schools pdblikkod Upper Secondary Schools
Act, also the curriculum of nursing schools is lgeapproved).

In schools for students with special needs whardestts with health problems are studying,
the timetable established by the national curricubf basic and upper secondary education is
applied, taking into account the students’ adddloreeds.

10.6.8. Teaching Methods and Materials

In ensuring the availability of education to studewith special needs, the individuality of
each student is considered. Instruction is ensumed manner that it corresponds to the
individual needs of a student and develops stutdehtgsical and mental activity. Students
with visual impairments are supplied with booksthe Braille system and with other study
materials. In teaching deaf students, sign langisgsed in combination with oral instruction
(bilingual teaching) and the duration of study rslpnged by 1 year. Students with hearing
disabilities are taught orally and the duratiorstifdy in basic school péhikool is prolonged
by 2 years. In upper secondary schools gimnaasagational schools kutsedppeasutus and
higher education institutions, sign language inetgys are used where necessary. In the case
of students with physical disabilities, adaptatodrihe learning environment and provision of
support services are used to guarantee the acguisit education. In the case of students
with severe and multiple disabilities, various noeth such as imitation learning, modelling,
etc. are used. In pre-primary education, atterisguaid to creating a basis of study materials
to encourage development (construction games, gsizaspective games).
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In vocational education, an educational instituttmmpiles a curriculum for a special group
(small study group) and an individual curriculunr @ person with special needs who is
studying in a mainstream or special group; priothiat, a developmental discussion/student
evaluation is held where the student’s additioreds and strengths are identified. Following
the national curriculum for the corresponding vawabr profession, the special needs of the
person and his or her rehabilitation plan, commation support (sign language interpreter,
speech synthesizer, etc.) and different kinds oéystsupport (ICT support, adapted study
materials, individual adapted study materials andys materials in simplified language) are
used. For a student with special needs, a tramsdéer is developed to support the transfer
from vocational school to work and a better engagygnn work.

10.6.9. Progression of Pupils

In case of students with special needs, individuaticula are used, making it possible to
evaluate the acquired knowledge and skills, takmg account the individual characteristics
of a student. In conducting basic school péhikowlfexaminations, special needs of students
and the aims set up in the curriculum are takem actount. In case of studying according to
the national curriculum for students with moderatel severe learning difficulties, basic
school pdhikool final examinations with integratedterials are not conducted. See 4.12. and
4.13..

10.6.10. Educational/ Vocational Guidance, EducatirdEmployment Links

According to the Education Act, the counsellingcbildren and youth is the task of local
authorities.

Counselling commissions have been formed in alhties (see 10.3.), advising children with
special needs and their parents and recommendisgitable curriculum or school. An

integrated network of counselling centres is undierelopment through which all children
and young people of a county could have accessunselling services. In all counties, there
Is a career counselling centre, the developmeniraredration of which with counselling and

study aid centres is currently underway.

10.6.11. Certification

Irrespective of the curriculum followed, all studgnif their study results of the whole
academic year are positive, shall be awarded ginbsic school pdhikool leaving
certificates. A basic school pdhikool leaving dezéite may also be given to a student whose
grades for the whole year or final examination gsath up to two subjects are "poor" or
"weak". The title of the curriculum according to st studies were conducted shall be
indicated on the basic school pdhikool leavingifieate.

10.6.12. Private Education
Of all schools for children with special needs (4@ur are private schools.

10.7. Special Measures for the Benefit of Immigran€hildren/Pupils

and those from Ethnic Minorities
At present, non-Estonians constitute about 30%hef population and about 19% of all
children of school age. Estonian legal acts dousetterms like immigrant, national minority
or foreigner, they are being referred to as peepthout Estonian citizenship. Most of the
foreigners living in Estonia live here for the sedoor third generation. The number of new
immigrants (lived in Estonia for up to 3 years),pbgants for asylum and refugees is
marginal: in academic year 2007/2008, nearly 8QIpwyhose mother tongue differs form the
language of instruction of their school and whoehhved in Estonia for less than 3 years are
studying at school.
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From 1999 until today, there have been 7 schoolagkadjees and asylum seekers but they
have not resided in Estonia for more than 6 moniiee Estonian education legislation

regards these pupils similarly to Estonians asexi®jof education and all children of school
age, except for the children of diplomatic représeves, have the obligation to attend school.

As supplementary opportunities and measures irduoeation organisation of such children,
the following possibilities exist:

» schools with Russian as the language of instrudtiom biggest national minority), the
number of students in these schools constitutesitab®% of the total number of
students in Estonia;

» the opportunity to learn one’s mother tongue twairkoper week, provided that the
mother tongue (home language) of a student is rdifte from the language of
instruction of the school and there are more thtaadplicants;

» application of an individual curriculum (incl. tédang Estonian individually or in a
small group);

» teaching Estonian (the official language);

» free courses of Estonian to applicants for asyladi@ refugees.
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Effective Classroom Practices
for Inclusive Education

European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education
Summary Report, March 2003

CHAPTER 3 : SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS

3.1 Conditions

As pointed out before, our focus is on the classro®he goal of this study was to find
approaches within the curriculum that work withirclusive classes. The goal was not to
provide a detailed overview of all the conditiohsitt should be met in order to implement
inclusive education, nor to draft the steps thaiusth be taken in order to ‘build’ an inclusive
school. Our interest was to focus on the featurksaro inclusive curriculum and to
demonstrate these for a wider audience. But, has@ig this, inclusive education does not
take place in a vacuum and the study has gathafedration concerning the prerequisites
for inclusive education. Not only the (researdt@rature that has been studied, but also — and
mainly — examples of good practices and discusdatween experts, revealed that a number
of clear conditions needed to be met. Below ancaidie overview of the necessary
conditions is presented.

3.1.1 Teachers

Of course, inclusion largely depends on teachdtsuides towards pupils with special needs,
on their view on differences in classrooms andrtivdlingness to deal with those differences
effectively. Generally, the attitude of teachers h&en put forward as a decisive factor in
making schools more inclusive. If class teacheraataccept the education of all pupils as an
integral part of their job, they will try to ensutgat someone else (often the specialist teacher)
takes responsibility for pupils with SEN and wiliganise covert segregation in the school
(e.g. the special class).

The case studies suggest that teachers who amittech to inclusion often refer to
pupils with severe educational needs as positisetago the classroom rather than ‘problems
to overcome'.

However, positive attitudes are not enough folidgawith differences in classrooms.
Teachers also need adequate methods and materiatsb the time available for instruction
and knowledge and skills acquired through trainiig’ and IST) and experience. All these
are relevant when handling differences in classom

Teaching pupils with special needs in the maiastreclassroom no doubt implies
adaptation of the standard curriculum. Teacherscandronted with the question of how to
instruct these pupils. Pupils with special needy meguire more instruction time or other
learning methods and professional knowledge. I tlage, teachers will feel the need for
more time, materials and knowledge. Generally, tdas be achieved in two ways: by an
increase in resources (more time allocated to &¥agtor by re-arranging available resources
(alternative use of available time).

Increasing available time (e.g. through the usedafcational assistants) or enhancing
teachers' professional knowledge (e.g. by IST eagllies or consultation teams) are ways of
increasing the necessary resources for inclusiveattbn, but teachers may also need to
rearrange available resources across the puptlseirtlassroom. Teachers can, for example,
encourage above-average pupils to work more indbp#ly, to work with computers and to
help each other (peer tutoring), so that more tegdime is left for pupils with special needs.



66

A final important issue at the teacher and clagsréevel is a teacher’s sensitivity and skills
in order to enhance significant social relationsMeen pupils. Particularly for pupils with
SEN (and their parents), meaningful interactionthwion-disabled peers are of the utmost
importance. The teacher should have the righudgitbut also needs a good understanding of
how to develop these interactions and relationships

3.1.2 The school

It is clear that caring for pupils with SEN is rmtly a question of the necessary resources at
classroom level. It should be recognised that tlgarasational structure at the school level
also determines the amount and type of resoureehdes can use in teaching pupils with
special needs. Flexible support from inside theosthfor example through colleagues, the
head teacher, and/or a specialist teacher is needed

Support can also be made available through othppast services such as school
advisory centres or special visiting support stéif.some countries co-operation between
(mainstream) schools means additional resourcedeagmmovided for the care for pupils with
special needs. It is clear that the creative stremdknowledge and expertise, as well as the
facilities of a group of schools, exceed those simgle school. The ability of co-operating
schools to find ways to handle special needs magdsential for integrating pupils with
special needs into mainstream settings.

Some of the projects that have been described @algiszd for this study pointed at the fact
that co-operation between schools is crucial.

Too great a degree of autonomy may threaten dpwetnt towards inclusive schools.
The support for pupils with special needs shouldd®rdinated between schools, especially
when the size of schools is generally small.

Special attention should be given to the rolehef head teacher or senior managers.
Not only is the head teacher important for the fmiown of all kinds of support to teachers, but
also his or her leadership is a decisive factondatusive education. He or she is often the key
person that can implement changes in schools ataténnew developments and processes.
The main responsibility here is to organise a tegproach and to maintain focus on key
issues.

The use of resources within schools should benisgd in a flexible way. Our
examples of good practice demonstrated that sclsbolsld have many degrees of freedom in
using financial resources according to their owsh&s and views. Bureaucracy should be
avoided to the largest extent and also pupils wittor minor special needs should be able to
profit from resources within classes or schoolseded or wished by the teacher.

Sometimes it is necessary to pay attention to Isgnalips of individuals with special
needs. The evidence suggest that some withdrawsiosemay, in fact, enable a pupil to be
maintained in the mainstream classroom and teackerssometimes make use of
arrangements outside the classroom. It is Impottattthese arrangements have a natural and
flexible character and are not only used for certpupils with special needs but also,
occasionally, for all pupils in the classroom.

The criteria that should be used when offering-pare special provision to pupils are
that they should be: (1) as early as possibleagX)exible as possible (if one approach is not
working, choose another); (3) as ‘light’ as possi@ithout negative side effects); (4) as close
as possible (therefore preferable within the magash class and within the mainstream
school); and (5) as short as possible.

The involvement of parents in inclusive schoolsustianot be underestimated. They should
not only be seen as ‘clients’ of education but alsdparticipants’. It is crucial that their needs
can be addressed as well and they often need anpep®n whom they can rely. They should
have a significant role and voice and be informedcerning all details of the planning,



67

implementation, evaluation and the structure andtesd of the co-operation, especially
regarding co-operation between the school, outsjgacies and other professionals.

Furthermore, parents play an active role in theelbgment, implementation and
evaluation of IEPs. On some occasions they caresesva pair of extra hands’ in or outside
the classroom.

3.1.3 External conditions

Policy and funding

Inclusion in schools is greatly supported wheradhe a clear national policy on inclusion.
For the process of implementation of inclusive edion, the government should firmly
support inclusion and make clear what the goal$aarihe educational community.

Furthermore, governments should create the camditfor inclusion in education.
More specifically, funding arrangements should lfi@te inclusive education and not hinder
them. Necessary provisions should be made availabke flexible and co-ordinated way.
Funding arrangements and the incentives that aseded in these arrangements play a
decisive role as was demonstrated in the Agenaydtinancing of Special Needs Education
(1999)

A so-called throughput-model at the regional (neipality) level seems to be the most
successful funding option. In such a model, budd@etsspecial needs are delegated from
central level to regional institutions (municipegg, districts, school clusters). At regional
level, decisions are taken as to how the monepestsand which pupils should benefit from
special services. It appears to be advisable tmatirtstitution, which decides upon the
allocation of special needs budgets, first can madeeof independent expertise in the area of
special needs and secondly has the tools to impieare maintain specialist strategies and
services.

It is apparent that inclusion can be more easilyeved within a decentralised funding
model as compared to a centralised approach. Fraentally prescribed plan, too much
emphasis may be put on the organisational charstitsr of that specific model without
inclusive practices being realised. Local orgamsat with some autonomy may be far better
equipped to change the system. Therefore, a datisett model is likely to be more cost-
effective and provide fewer opportunities for uriddde forms of strategic behaviour.
Nevertheless, it is obvious that the central gowesmt concerned has to specify clearly which
goals must be achieved. Decisions concerning theinvevhich such goals are to be achieved
may than be left to local organisations.

Leadership

Leadership is of the utmost importance. Policy-mskeot only at a national level, but at the
level of communities, school districts or schoalstérs, have an essential role in translating
governmental policy into practice and implemeniingilso within school leadership there is
a prerequisite for effective inclusive education.

Our study shows that promotional activities maydmpiired to enhance the motivation
and enthusiasm of all parties involved. Inclusi@eas support from outside the school and,
especially in early phases of development, the ptmm and demonstration of good practices
may allay fears and remove scepticism.

Regional co-ordination and co-operation

Our findings show that co-ordination and co-operatoetween all involved agencies (health,
social, educational, psychological) outside theostland between the school and parents is to
the benefit of pupils with SEN. Additional help st be provided in a planned and
orchestrated way.
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3.2  Effective practices

The countries that participated in the classrooatyre project have, albeit in very diverse
ways, reported about their best practices in imedusducation. In this chapter the synthesis
of findings will be presented alongside three tepia the first place it is important to reflect
systematically upon the type of special needs lhmetg the most challenges to the daily
practice of teachers and other professionals. Herdocus is on the characteristics of pupils
who are being included (or excluded). In other wgomdhich groups of pupils cause the most
problems within mainstream settings?

Secondly, it is intended to provide an overviewtlnd challenges within education
processes itself: what are the main (educatiomab)lpms in countries concerning the issue of
classroom practice within mainstream classrooms ititdude pupils with SEN? Countries
have reported an extensive overview of the curcbatienges within education when attempts
are made to achieve inclusive education.

Thirdly, and this refers to the main task of therent study, countries have provided
an answer to the question related to the educatpyaetices and factors that were found to be
effective for inclusive education. The findings aeding the examples of good practice
contributed to a more detailed focus on how thaserventions and factors are being shaped
and dealt with in daily practice.

3.2.1 The most challenging types of special needs

In answering the question concerning the most ehgihg types of special needs, countries
have reported in a not surprisingly unanimous waghaviour, social and/or emotional
problems are mentioned by almost all countriesemsgbthe biggest challenge within the area
of inclusion of pupils with SEN. This includes pleims relating to unmotivated pupils and to
disaffection.

Of course quite a number of countries report difies in answering the question that
iIs put in terms of pupil characteristics. Within shaspecial education policies such an
approach is rejected in favour of a more envirorirngeractive approach to SEN. It is within
the educational context where challenges are hagigand where the need for interventions
is centred, instead of putting child characterssét the centre of the debate. Although this
position is in accordance with other current viess special needs, a view that is shared
widely within member states of the European Agetiog,Working Partners reported the fact
that the biggest challenges relate to pupils wahavioural problems.

Some countries referred to other — and sometineeg specific — types of special
needs that were considered to be challenging wittérarea of inclusive education. Examples
of these were ADHD, dyslexia, autism, specific téag and writing difficulties, mental and
intellectual disabilities, severe hearing impairtsesnd multiple disabilities. However, only a
few countries mentioned these, whereas the positigoupils with all sorts of behavioural
and emotional difficulties was generally reportecbaing challenging.

3.2.2 Educational challenges within the context afclusion

Handling or dealing with differences or diversity the classroom forms one of the biggest
challenges within European classrooms. Inclusian lwa organised in several ways and on
different levels, but in the end, the teacher lbadeal with a larger diversity within his or her

class and has to adapt or prepare the curriculusuah a way that the needs of all pupils,
those with special educational needs (SEN), gifigoils and their peers, are sufficiently met.
In other words, handling diversity is the key issti¢he classroom level. When dealing with
differences in the class, teachers need an exiraopdands or extra support from either

colleagues (or special education teachers) or git@essionals. At times a pupil with SEN

needs specific help or instruction that cannot besrg by the teacher during the daily



69

classroom routine. Here other teachers and supgosonnel come on to the scene and the
issue of flexibility, good planning, co-operationdateam teaching forms a challenge. This is
not only relevant at the level of the classroonthim case of co-operative teaching, but also on
the school level. In some cases professionals fiegional support services are needed and
this amplifies the need for flexibility, good plang, co-operation and co-ordination.
Inclusive education implies more than just dealinth diversity in classrooms. It leads to the
challenges of co-teaching (classroom level), tezawtiing and the need for good co-operation
between teachers on the school level and co-ordmatith professionals from other support
services.

Effective practices within the context of inclusiveeducation

The study points to at least five groups of factihvat seem to be effective for inclusive
education. Both the literature study and informatregarding examples of good practice
demonstrated the importance of these factors. @#yeiindings in literature and opinions of

experts show that pupils (with and without specieéds) and teachers do profit from the
approaches elaborated below.

Co-operative teaching

The study reveals that inclusive education is eoddty several factors than can be grouped
under the heading of co-operative teaching. Teacheed to co-operate with and may need
practical and flexible support from a range of eafjues. Both for the development of
academic and social skills of pupils with SEN th&ems to be an effective way of working.
Clearly, additional help and support needs to éelfle, well co-ordinated and planned.

Co-operative learning

The study shows that peer tutoring or co-operdaaening is effective in both cognitive and
affective (social-emotional) areas of pupils’ laaghand development. Pupils that help each
other, especially within a system of flexible andliwconsidered pupil grouping, profit from
learning together. Moreover, there are no indicetithat the more able pupil suffers from this
situation, in terms of missing new challenges guasfunities. The findings point to progress
within both the academic and social areas.

Collaborative problem-solving

Particularly for teachers who need help in inclgdpupils with social/behavioural problems,
findings in our countries and in the internatiolit@rature review show that a systematic way
of approaching undesirable behaviour in the clasares an effective tool for decreasing the
amount and intensity of disturbances during thedes. Clear class rules and a set of borders,
agreed with all the pupils (alongside appropriatentives and disincentives) have proven to
be effective.

Heterogeneous grouping

Heterogeneous grouping and a more differentiatguioggh in education are necessary and
effective when dealing with a diversity of pupitsthe classroom. Targeted goals, alternative
routes for learning, flexible instruction and theuadance of homogenous ways of grouping
enhance inclusive education. This finding is ofthignportance given the expressed needs of
countries within the area of handling diversity it classrooms. Of course, heterogeneous
grouping is also a prerequisite for co-operatianeng.

Effective teaching
Finally, the focus on effective education should dsephasised here: the findings of the
effective schools and effective instruction litewrat can be adapted to inclusive education:
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setting goals, education based on assessment aldagon, high expectations, direct
instruction and feedback. The case studies furstresss the importance of the use of the
standard curriculum framework. However, accommauhatf the curriculum is needed, not
only for those with SEN at the lower end of the tawnum, but for all pupils, included the
gifted. With regard to pupils with SEN in most ctrgs this approach is defined in terms of
the Individual Educational Plan. An important calesation out of our examples of good
practice is that the IEP should fit within the natraurriculum framework.

Finally, our experts involved in the project alsmgested that there could be the risk of there
being too strong a focus on individualisation withinclusive schools. Heterogeneous

grouping does imply forms of differentiation, wherapils are allowed to achieve different

goals through alternative ways of learning. Buslitould be stressed that this could be
arranged within an effective and targeted approach.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Through an international literature review, caseligs in 15 European countries, expert visits
in seven countries as well as various discussiovsiving experts and the Agency Working
Partners, inclusive classrooms have been studikd. pfoject attempts to reveal, analyse,
describe and disseminate effective classroom pexctin inclusive settings. The following
questions were studied. In the first instance, raletstanding of what works within inclusive
settings is necessary. Furthermore, a deeper coems®mn of how inclusive education is
working is needed. Thirdly, it is important to kneviy it is working.

A main finding is that behaviour, social and/or ¢immal problems are the most challenging
within the area of inclusion of pupils with SEN. cBadly: dealing with diversity in the
classroom forms one of the biggest problems withassrooms. Thirdly, our case studies and
expert discussions suggest that what is good fpiipwith SEN is good for all pupils.

Finally, approaches referred to as co-operativehieg, co-operative learning, collaborative
problem-solving, heterogeneous grouping and effeditaching seem to be contributing to
the realisation of inclusive classrooms.
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SUMMARY

Based on an international literature review, cdsdias in 15 European countries, expert visits in

seven countries as well as various discussiondvimgpexperts and the agency working partner
number of central ideas regarding the developmématusive classrooms have been identified

would be impossible and naive to take these reasligecise steps for policy-makers, professiomals
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practitioners. There are many ways to Rome andhim $ense adaptations to local and regional
circumstances are always necessary. At best, tidinjs could be regarded as possible strategies for
improving inclusion within schools. In addition etltountry case study reports and the reports of the

exchange site visits provide elaborations upon soinieese identified strategies.

- A first conclusion of the study is that case stadied expert discussions reveal that inclusive

classrooms do exist throughout European countfies.evidence also suggests that what is g
for pupils with special educational needs (SEN)ded for all pupils.

ood

- A second main finding is that behaviour, social /andemotional problems are the most

challenging within the area of inclusion of pupiligh SEN.

- Thirdly: dealing with differences or diversity ihg classroom forms one of the biggest probléms

within European classrooms.

On the basis of the single, selective case stualieisthe submitted country reviews, the followi
conditions seem to play a central role for inclastlassroom practices:

- Inclusion depends on teachers’ attitudes towargslpwith special needs, on their capacity
enhance social relations, on their view on diffegmnin classrooms and their willingness to d
with those differences effectively.

ng

to
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- Teachers need a repertoire of skills, expertisewkedge, pedagogical approaches, adequate

teaching methods and materials and time if theyt@raddress diversity effectively within the
classrooms.
- Teachers need support from inside and outside cheot Leadership on the level of the he

teacher, school districts, communities and govemmeis crucial. Regional co-operation betwe

agencies and parents is a prerequisite for efiedtisfusion.
- Governments should express a clear view on incluaind provide adequate conditions, wh
allows a flexible use of resources.

The findings regarding classroom practices revigaldroups of factors that are effective for inohes
education:

- Co-operative teaching: Teachers need support,feord to be able to co-operate with, a rangs
colleagues within the school and professionalsideitie school.

- Co-operative learning: Peer tutoring or co-opeeatearning is effective in cognitive and affeeti
(social-emotional) areas of pupils’ learning andedepment. Pupils who help each other, espec
within a system of flexible and well-considered pgpouping, profit from learning together.

- Collaborative problem-solving: Particularly fogachers who need help in including pupils w
social/behavioural problems, a systematic way pf@gching undesired behaviour in the classroo

an effective tool for decreasing the amount anenisity of disturbances during the lessons. Cleess¢

rules and a set of borders, agreed with all thelp(@ongside appropriate incentives) have proze
be effective.

- Heterogeneous grouping: Heterogeneous groupidgaamore differentiated approach in educat
are necessary and effective when dealing with arsiity of pupils in the classroom. Targeted go
alternative routes for learning, flexible instrueti and the abundance of homogenous way
grouping enhance inclusive education.

- Effective teaching: Finally, the arrangements tisered above should take place within an ove
effective school/teaching approach where educaobased on assessment and evaluation,
expectations, direct instruction and feedback.pibils, and thus also pupils with SEN, improve w
systematic monitoring, assessment, planning andua@vwan of the work. The curriculum can |
geared to individual needs and additional suppamtlee introduced adequately through the Indivig
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Educational Plan (IEP). This IEP should fit withive normal curriculum.
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Educational consultation.
Discussing pupils in a professional way

Wim Meijer

Every school has its own famous ex-pupil, a writepoet, or a scientist. His or her name
appears in jubilee-editions in which the schoolugltg presents her contribution to the

development of this great talent. This pride betragthing about the way the celebrity was
discussed during his schooldays. In the televisenes “Herinneringen” (Memories), the

writer and plastic artist Armando commented onrheeting with an ex-teacher of his. She
remembered him as a boy who excelled in writing desful essays. This, however, is a lie.
Armando had often neglected his schoolwork bechagbought other things more important,
and he had only once turned in an essay. He oaltedtto write at a later stage in life. It is

highly probable that he was talked about in exaittyy same way as the other pupils during
his schooldays. And today, many teachers disc@ssghpils in the same way.

This article deals not with memories, but with thecussion of pupils. Most pupils will never
appear in jubilee-editions. If pupils should endeuarproblems, their teachers are mostly not
proud, but rather desperate or even indiffererdbleéms, unlike success, are often attributed
to the pupils or their parents. In psychologicahtg, we talk about attributing: positive results
are the teachers’ merit, negative ones are thdgupvn doing. Some teachers really think
like that, and even some pupils, too. This is badbioth parties, because in the end, such
negative attributions will consolidate themselves.

To prevent this from happening, we will present yaith a professional way of discussing
pupils in this article. This way of working is pasf a methodology called educational
consultation (Elliott & Sheridan 1992). It diffefsom the everyday conversation in the
teachers’ room in that it is aiming to result imstructive attributions and in new ways of
dealing with pupils’ problems.

There are many secondary schools where a consaltptactice starts to grow falteringly.

One or two teachers fulfil the role of consultaAhd consultants from outside the school
make their contribution. Primary schools alreadyehiaore experience in this field. When we
analyse these experiences critically, we find theditions are often a hindrance to positive
results. If a pupil has problems, the causes ahdaisos are often looked for outside the
school, or one simply assumes that teachers cahaoge.

The purpose of educational consultation is to oigénihe facilities of the school. The first
results have been encouraging, but we have notegehed an exhaustive practical model.
We are more talking about a set of basic assungptivet deserve further thought. Therefore,
this article must be seen as a contribution todiseussion amongst professionals (remedial
teachers, consultants from the educational guidaantre, educationalists and psychologists)
about the future of counseling and remedying puplie need extra care.

The current consultation practice

If pupils have problems, it is useful for teach&wsdiscuss these pupils inside the school.
More and more teachers are getting used to ths, ided an increasing number of schools
have developed a framework for this kind of discwss Professionals from inside and
outside the school can be involved. Typical for faet that these frameworks are being
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developed inside the schools is that there is areasing assignment of tasks to teachers and
consultants.

These professionals are developing their own psafesal operating procedures. They lead to
a clearly defined task assignment and mutual egpieots. For example, it is customary for
teachers to refer a conspicuous pupil to a con#tiizhile expressing the assumption that the
pupil in question suffers from test anxiety, orldy&. The consultant is then expected to cast
light on the backgrounds and causes of the proldtarthen tries to make a diagnosis, with or
without the help of clear criteria, and works oudlan of action on the basis of this diagnosis.
He expects the teacher to bring this plan of adgtitmpractice.

In spite of all good intentions, the co-operatiogiviieen teacher and consultant does not
always go smoothly. This has to do with pragmatid anore fundamental points. To start
with, it is not always clear in the discussion gbwil which problems caused the teacher to
start worrying about the pupil. The consultant g has an idea about this, and so does the
teacher. But the clear and correct descriptiorftendacking, resulting in the danger that the
teacher and the consultant are talking and wor&ingross purposes. Moreover, this situation
complicates the creation of a plan of action tiatif with the day-to-day life in the classes.

And indeed we often find that both parties argueafdorm of support outside of the school
sector, for example, a stress management traioiggttrid of test anxiety, or a training of the
eye muscles. This kind of support is not necesshet, but it often remains unclear whether
the support actually helps to solve the problenthefpupil in the teaching/learning situation.
The reason for this is that the regular teachirgedale will mostly not be put on hold until
the problems of the pupil have been solved. Intslwee can say that the counseling often
starts out from vague and not clearly delineatedblems, which may lead to
recommendations that are unrelated to the teadbarging situation, or that are hard to put
into practice in the school.

So the question is this: why do the pupil confeesnso often shed insufficient light on the
actual problems which the pupil experiences incdlassroom? Actually, terms like "dyslexia"
and "test anxiety" are in themselves already a lohdexplanation for the fact that the
problems are insufficiently delineated, i.e. sormmeghmust be wrong with this pupil. Most
probably, the teachers adopted the term from timsudtants, and most often, the consultants
confirm the teachers in this terminology. But tipisictice does not take into account the
criticism on the traditional explanation of leargiand attitude problems. This criticism has
evolved over several years and can be summariseti@ss (Meijer 1995):

During the more than 100 years of theorising amagaostic work, several explanatory
models have been developed. In explaining readinglems, the attention has shifted from
innate and acquired physical defects (such as caiagenvord-blindness) via functional
problems (such as incomplete hemisphere dominanddaalty lateralisation) to arrears in
intelligence and function-development. With the elepment of intelligence and function
tests, these ideas have been gaining ever morehweigthe reading-problem approach.
Psychological explanations replace physical expiang, but the diagnosticians still use the
terminology and the characteristics of the medagroach, in which learning problems are
seen as symptoms of a defect with a cause thatcshoprinciple be demonstrable (see for
example Bateman 1981).

With the aid of certain tests, a profile with stgoand weak points is developed, as a starting
point for the treatment. The treatment itself cetssof fighting the "cause” by strengthening
the weak points of the profile. The tendency tonpoiut only one factor as the cause of the
problem remains present, even when, as is theinabe more recent explanatory models,
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more attention is paid to other factors, such asctintext of the learning problems, the task
itself, and the way the pupil processes information

The idea that you can solve a problem simply byntalaway the cause of it, or by training
the weak function, doesn't apply to social problemgeneral, and to learning and attitude
problems in particular. The reason is that therselslom a univocal relationship between
cause and effect. Mostly, the situation consistseferal factors influencing each other.
Moreover, when a pupil and teacher are dealing witkading problem, the roles they play
are different from those of a doctor and patientoseh leg needs mending. Their own
perception of the problem and their dedicationdoking for a solution are of overriding

importance. The consultants will have to make aicd) because there is no all-
encompassing theory about learning difficulties] Aecause practice will face problems for
which there is no theory, or for which there areesal theories to choose from. Every child,
every problem will need examining to determine \ahfactors actually play a role in the

genesis and persistence of the problem.

In practice, there are many different factors pigyvarious roles. Many consultants and
teachers, going by tradition, attach more valutheoearlier models. They consider physical
factors as the real causes, and they regard suppedted at other factors as a purely
symptomatic treatment. But that preference canadustantiated theoretically starting from
causal relationships between symptoms and causesreékult of all this is that the given
advice is often quite unrelated to the teachingfieg situation, or simply not practicable in
class.

Consultative pupil guidance

Educational consultation is a method trying to winwent the difficulties in traditional pupil
guidance. Unlike what the term would suggest, tbesaltation is entirely focused on the
teacher. The teacher draws attention to a pupdaning or attitude problems, and the
consultation tries to help this teacher to findusiohs for these learning and attitude
problems. The method is founded on two notions.

In the first place, the consultant and teacherttwgego through the different phases of the
problem solving process, along established linesgelher, they will then describe the
problems as accurately as possible, together thiegmalyse which factors play a role in this
particular case, and together they will look folusions. Then, they will try to work out how
these solutions can be brought into practice, aggther they will afterwards evaluate
whether the solutions have really worked. The tradal assignment of tasks will be replaced
by a plan of action in different steps, in whichdker and consultant will decide for each step
who will do what next. In practice, this leads tovery flexible approach of the process,
depending on the actual situation: the nature ef globlems and the possibilities of the
teacher and the consultant. During one pupil dsioms more steps can be dealt with at once,
but it is also possible that a pupil discussiorascluded with the agreement to first gather
more information, and to move on to the next stey m the next meeting.

The second notion of educational consultation lwasld with the contents. In analysing
problems, a reference frame is used which distsigs between direct and indirect factors.
Elsewhere (Meijer 1993), we have shown what sutgrrainology framework looks like. In
short, the line of thought comes down to this: n@ay problems are the result of an
interaction process between child factors and fegcfactors. In analysing problems, we
have to pay attention to both sets of factors anitheéir mutual correlation. In other words: if
the learning process is stalled, this is the resiudt wrong interaction between teaching and
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child factors. Solving the stagnation means maafuj these factors of the teaching/learning
situation in such a way that the interaction caceomore lead to learning results.

A teaching/learning situation cannot be manipulatdahitely. The boundaries are set by
many different factors: the capacities of the pughie limitations of the school organisation,
the social context in which the school functiort®e tapacities of the teacher, etcetera. To
prevent that the attention is diverted from proboiving capacities as held by the school
itself, we will make a distinction between direadandirect factors.

Direct factors are factors that are an inherent pathe teaching process. Indirect factors
don’t influence the stagnations directly, but thegrk indirectly, by way of the teaching
process.

Every teaching/learning situation consists of &h&ay component and a learning component.
The teaching component consists of two mutuallyneated factors. First of all, there is the
task presented to the child, for example answegungstions to a text. The task determines
which knowledge and skills the child will need. 8edly, there is the instruction; that is the
way in which the teacher coaches the learning pder example the extent to which the
teacher explains the goal of the reading of the, tex gives instructions for answering the
guestions.

Learning problems - Behaviour problems
Working-attitude problems

f

diFeck Mis-interactions between learner-component
factors and instruction-component

- strategy - task

- task behaviour - instruction

f f

i Pupil characteristics ~ School characteristics
indirect = :
- cognitive - curriculum
factors :
- physical - teacher
- social-emotional - class environment
Home situation School situation

Social context

Picture 4: direct and indirect factors when analyzing learning- and behaviour prohlems

We can also distinguish two interrelated factorghie learning component. First of all, the
strategy of the pupil; that is the way in which theoil fulfils the task he or she was set. From
the learning strategy of the pupil, it becomesrclieavhich way the pupil uses the knowledge
and skills available to him. In the second place,distinguish the task behaviour of the pupil;
this is the way in which the pupil plans, fulfileadevaluates the task he was set. Because
every teaching/learning situation is built on tteesis of these same factors, the direct factors
are central in the educational consultation. Atsame time, these factors refer to the support:
teaching help always consists of offering differexgtks and/or adjusting the instructions. The
reason for this is that one wants to influencedtnategy of the pupil, or the way of dealing
with a task (task behaviour).
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In making concrete choices for help, two kinds afsiderations can be made.

First of all, we ask ourselves the question to westent the educational process was
optimally conducted in the preceding period. Inecage discover that there have been
apparent misinteractions, this will lead to the iethate implementation of adjustments in the
teaching/learning situation for the pupil. Thistle case if, for example, the task is not in
keeping with the foreknowledge of the pupil, othé instruction was incomplete.

A second consideration lies in the influence of thdirect factors. Because there is no
guestion of direct causal relationships in thise¢cdbe influence has to be proven and made
plausible in each individual case. It will thus rm accepted on the basis of tradition. For
example, pupils with a comparable average inteilligecan still reach a different level of
performance.

This way, teachers may be impressed by certairemety tragic familial circumstances, but
these circumstances only become relevant if itaslenclear to what extent they have had an
influence on the pupil’s strategy or on his waydetling with a task. The same goes for all
the direct factors.

Indirect factors that can have an influence onlélaening component are cognitive, physical
and socio-emotional characteristics of the pupd #me home environment. Indirect factors
that can have an influence on the learning compoaencharacteristics of the teacher, the
curriculum, characteristics of the group and ofghkool. These indirect factors can in turn be
influenced by the social context in which the sdroperates.

If the consultant really wants to do justice to Hasic principle that learning difficulties arise
from misinteractions, and if he really wants to triinute to finding a solution for the problem,
his diagnostic actions will have to meet some nements. Firstly, the analysis must not be
one-sided. Secondly, the analysis must refer ssipdities for adjustments. And thirdly, the
consultant should co-operate closely with the teehThis last aspect is necessary for two
reasons: first of all, only teachers can supplyntheith an indispensable part of the
information, namely shedding light on the taskdéofulfilled and the instruction that goes
with them. The second reason is that the teachaysapkey role in implementing an advisory
guideline, because it will inevitably imply a reargsation of the teaching/learning situation.
Even when the concrete support is offered outdigectass environment, it will have to be
optimally tuned to the class situation if a ressilio be expected.

Consequences for the consultants

In educational consultation, the teachers and tbeswtants involved, and also the
consultation framework outside the school, will @de meet stringent requirements. We will
not deal with organisational aspects within thepscof this article, but we can indicate some
concrete consequences of consultation, dissocfeded any particular form of organisation.

Consultants can increase the efficiency of the sty doing the following:

- not going into the vague complaints and desanmstiabout learning difficulties that some
teachers provide them with. They will have to héhe teacher to describe the problem
accurately. This can be done by asking the teadheng a pupil discussion to indicate
precisely which tasks the pupil has to fulfill atrhe and in the classroom, how the pupil deals
with these tasks and how he tries to complete theacessfully, which strategy the teacher
expects the pupil to use, which instructions weverg etcetera.
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- considering the support as an adjustment of ¢laehing/learning situation. The effect of
special pupil support does not lie primarily in thee of special programmes or exotic tools,
but depends rather on the accurate tuning of #lestand instructions to the special needs of
the individual pupil.

- looking for feasible solutions. Rather than cognump with the most ideal solution, the
consultant should try to contribute to finding antblementing the most feasible solution in
practice. There are many possibilities availabltheoconsultant to reach this goal. Firstly, he
and the teacher can try to find solutions that vétjuire a relatively small amount of energy
from the teacher, and he can try to temper theoallmbitious plans. In the second place, he
can make clear arrangements with the teacher guthréy give feedback.

This short description of educational consultastiould have made clear what are the most
central terms in the methodology: co-operation, ingkrrangements, justifying one’s actions
and assessing effects.

Many of the traditional tasks of a consultant, sasltarrying out the diagnostic investigation,
will not be completely omitted, but they are pafttioe arrangements between teacher and
consultant. The main difference with traditionappwuidance lies in the fact that all parties
know exactly what the goal and the function is ofiecting the diagnostic information for
reaching solutions. By making arrangements for eadlvidual situation, the negative side-
effects that arise from a standard assignmentsisbtto teacher and consultant are avoided.

In short, educational consultation is a profesdiomay of discussing pupils and their
problems. Pupil conferences are not meant to confite idea that teachers can hardly do
anything to help the pupils solve their problemsither is educational consultation a deus ex
machina to end all tragedies, not all pupils wilintinto famous celebrities. But it provides us
with a sensible method, oriented towards teachems Wwave realised the best feasible
solutions, and who can give account for that.

Wim Meijer
Vakgroep Pedagogiek & Onderwijskunde, RijksuniversiGroningen, NL.
(translation EN. forwww.edu-consultation.org




78

Peer Learning Groups for Teachers.
A Norwegian Innovation.

Elaine Munthe and Unni Vere Midthassel

Abstract: This paper presents a method used in Norwegian&hm enhance learning and
development in groups of teachers. It is a peaedamentoring method that was first
introduced in the 1980s and has developed in éifteways over the years. Our focus is|on
the uncertainty that is characteristic of teachamgl schools and the consequent need for
teachers to be able to get together in organizedpgr to dwell on topics or problems in a
reflective, critical and constructive way.

Teaching has long been acknowledged as a manyethostcupation involving on-the-spot
decision making and little time for reflection. idtan unpredictable profession and because of
its unpredictability it is also fraught with uncarity.

Lortie (1975) ascribed the endemic uncertainty tleafound among teachers in his study to
the demands from society and the inability of thlkeo®l system to provide a means of self-
assessment or a system of rewards. Teachers weigalhaleft to work on their own in a
school characterized by presentisyrand individualism. Their uncertainty was to agkar
extent related to not being sure that they couldKenall their students learn” (1975, p.132).
This conception of uncertainty is echoed in Rosémisowork (1989). She understands
uncertainty as “few well-established techniquesodifeed technical knowledge — to help
teachers meet students’ widely varying needs” (p.dgnes and Godfrey (1993) as well as
Metz (1993) refer to uncertainty as the daily gioest that the teachers continually ask of
themselves: “Am | doing enough?”; “Am | too leniemttoo tough?”

Uncertainty will continue to be endemic to teachibhgcause so much of teaching is
unpredictable and uncontrollable. It is importémtstress that the goal mot to eliminate
uncertainty either (Lange &Burroughs-Lange, 1994jnthe, 2001a, 2001b). That would
mean the same as believing one has all the caaresters, being completely certain about
everything. Teachers need to question their mathibeéy need to question how they interact
with parents, whether students are learning enowngbther they are dealing with bullying in
a good way, and so on. There are matters whermigit even need to be more uncertain
than we have been. Uncertainty is positive in thhas potential for change and for learning.
Without uncertainty there would be little developrhe In our decision-making, uncertainty
also plays a key role and should be acknowledgedual, needing to be regarded as
information, not as ignorance (Funtowicz & Raved@90). Thus, teachers need to be able to
cope with uncertainty. They need to be able td déth uncertain situations and make
adequate decisions, or in other words, they neduetprofessionally certain in relation to
professional uncertainties (Munthe, 2001a, 2001Bging able to cope with uncertainties
implies being able to answer questions or doubte mew insights. As Peter Marris (1996,
p.88) maintains: “In the face of uncertainty, robonmanoeuvre may be as crucial as the
resources one controls.” Room to manoeuvre inslummtingencies, knowing about and
being able to implement and choose between sevptiains.
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Learning to cope with or master uncertainty is ab@m®d a major part of developing
professionally (Schgn, 1983; Eraut, 1994). Refbacover actions as well as reflections over
thoughts is required. This is in line with thewseof Argyris & Schan (1974) who emphasize
the link between one’s professional behaviour ahddry of action”.

A key to development and change, authors maintairn the examination of the
relationship between explicit “espoused theorigsd the actions carried out in school, or the
“theories-in-use”. However, since researchers ltawvesistently found a positive relationship
between school context variables such as suppoltgboration, learning possibilities and
teachers’ professional certainty (Rosenholtz, 198aAnthe, 1997), we can assume that the
individual's professional development is also cogént on the school she/he is employed at.
The role of the principal or the governing bodytteé school is vital in securing the means for
adequate professional development of the staffodinicing ways to let uncertainty become
fruitful rather than detrimental is therefore regdga as a school-level responsibility.

In this article we will present one method thatlveee worked with for nearly a decade. The
Centre for Behavioural Research, where we are baiployed, is a national competence
centre within the field of social and emotional lgems among children and adolescents.
One of the ways that we help schools work to pregecch problems from increasing, and
promote positive development among their studestdp introduce teacher mentoring or
learning groups as a school-level strategy. The group method for teachers where they are
allowed the time and opportunity to present theicartainties and reflect on various ways of
understanding them, as well as to consider vamays of coping with them.

Peer Learning Groups for Teachers

Since the 1980s, peer mentoring among teachensdesadvocated in Norway as one way to
enable teachers to enhance their professional af@weint. The first to make an impact in
this area were Per Lauvas, Gunnar Handal and Kifldtefgaard Lycke (Lauvas & Handal,
1990, 2000; Lauvas, Lycke & Handal, 1992). Sinltent others have entered on-stage,
emphasizing different aspects of mentoring, fotanse a systems perspective (Gjems, 1995),
and emotions (Killén, 1992; Tveiten, 1998). Ournowork in this field has mainly been
focused on mentoring as a method for teachersdbwidiéh uncertainties relating to students
whom they perceive as having social and/or emotiprablems (Midthassel, 1997).

The learning model that has evolved over the pastde at the Centre for Behavioural
Research, is to a large degree based on the exastdly Lauvas, Lycke, and Handal (1992).
The model has maintained the rigid structure pregdsy these authors, but focuses more on
time for reflection, since the “problem area” ircés has always been social and emotional
problems. The model also includes a system pelispeand teachers are encouraged to ask
questions that highlight relationships in the systen question.

Which concept to use to describe the activity weeh@m mind is always a difficult choice
when there are several possibilities. Supervisioentoring and counselling are basically the
concepts that have been used, and that we alsousa¢ein our work. However, all three
concepts can imply a difference in status. A suiper may have a higher position than the
person being supervised. A mentor may be morerexmed. A counsellor may have more
knowledge about certain things. The key wordsuare “peer”, to describe that the activity
takes place among equals, and “learning”, to facuthe main goal of the activity. All of the
teachers in the group are expected to present onemd questions that they wish to learn
more about, and all of the teachers in the groepeapected to help each other think, plan and
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learn. This also means that members are not teelsbresponsible for others’ actions. Each
teacher is responsible for his or her own actions.

The group of about 6-8 teachers meet regularlyutjinout the school year, about every

month. The members form a learning community whkesr own knowledge, experiences

and challenges are the main material. One of ¢ingops in the group is the designated group
leader and calls in and leads the meetings. Iigthep has decided to keep a log, this will

also be the group leader’s responsibility. Theugrteader has previously attended a three-
day course to learn about peer group learning anmtéctise using the model. The time that
is set aside for the group session is about 1 P/&eurs.

The main group session is, however, only one of &iages in the learning process. The
stages are given in Table 1 below:

Table 1
Peer Learning Groups: A Process

Preparation for the peer learning session

Peer learning session

Further work with the problem/theme outside ghoup
Follow-up in the learning group

PR

Stage 1: Preparation

Each teacher knows when it will be his or her tiarpresent a topic or problem to the group.

This has already been decided on at the first mgetAs an example, we can imagine Karen,
a secondary school teacher who knows that it istimer to present something to the group

next month. She will spend some time thinking plachning what to present, and before the
meeting she will also have written between halfaggpand one page about her topic to be
presented to the group. This document will haeerecluding question posed by Karen, and
this is the question that Karen wishes to learnenadrout or be given the time and opportunity
to think more about. Perhaps she is planning aingeeith parents and needs help to find

out how to do this? Perhaps she is worried aboatad the children in her class — is a girl

being bullied? What can she do? Or perhaps stecisrtain about her own role as a teacher
— is she too demanding of certain students?

Stage 2: Group learning session

The purpose of the learning group is to investigdie problem or uncertainty brought
forward by one of the group members (“the seekéo’help the seeker to reflect about his or
her actions, reasons and justifications with regardhe problem or uncertainty brought
forward. Furthermore, the group is expected tq hbke seeker reflect about the actions
she/he plans to take and also to find and evalaléenative actions. (See Table 2 for an
overview of the eleven steps in the mentoring greegsion.) If the seeker wants help from
someone else in the group, she/he can ask foathie end of the session. If Karen’s topic is
bullying, she can ask a teacher she knows hasaltwteof work in this area to help her.

Stage 3: Further work

During the third stage, the seeker works on thélpro and tries to improve the situation in
question or learn more about it. If the topic préed was a parent meeting, Karen will hold
the meeting, carrying out some of the things shemed while in the group session. She will
experience how the meeting goes, and can thensagsel$ the topic presented was the girl
Karen was worried about, she may have decidedargthup session that she had to talk to
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the girl, and may have planned how to conduct tidlis During stage three, Karen would
carry out this talk and gain experience from it.

Stage 4: Follow-up

The purpose of the follow-up meeting is for thekeedo report to the group the results of the
work carried out. This represents a good opparuni share experiences and assessments,
providing a learning opportunity for both the see&iad the other group members. Making
sure that follow-up is part of the process alss@ame pressure on the seeker to actually do
something. Furthermore, it provides the possibdit giving feedback to the seeker on work
that has been carried out, something which is gonégdsed in many schools.

A Closer Look At the Group Learning Session

The stages that we will look more closely at aeges two and four. In Table 1, follow-up is
listed as stage four. However, in the learningugrahe monthly meeting starts with time for
follow-up of a previous problem or topic (about 2@inutes) if that has been agreed on, and
then moves on to the presentation of a new proldetopic. In our presentation, we will
follow the stages in Table 1, thus starting withgst two and the presentation of a topic or
problem for the first time.

The setting for this process is as follows: Sieight teachers sit in a circle or around a table
so that they can all see each other. One perstireisseeker”, or the teacher to present a
topic/problem. One person is the group leadere dther four to six people are the “mentors”
for this session. The group leader has accesdlijp ehart. Each member of the group has
been introduced to the group learning model andalaypy of the 11 steps (See Table 2).

Table 2 : Peer Learning Groups For Teachers: The Main Session

Seeker introduces the problem/topic and stateslgiehat she/he wishes help with.
Questions posed by mentors to understand the pnétiolgic. One question each, but several
rounds are possible.

3. Mentors write what they believe the seeker wisbdsdrn more about.

4. Mentors read their understanding aloud and seekaments on each. Seeker states again what
she/he wishes to focus on in this session (cae\isead).

5. Mentors pose questions to enable Seeker to refteptoblem/topic from several perspectives,
Questions must be open-ended and not include aflmgdicit or explicit). One question each,
but several rounds are possible.

6. Seeker states and reasons around goals for thiteputtopic. Group leader writes goals on flip
chart.

7. Seeker states and reasons on strategies/possiblesgo reach these goals. Group leader writes
all suggestions on the flip chart.

8. Mentors give Seeker suggestions on possible actiodslso provide some reasoning. One
suggestion each, but several rounds are possible.

9. Seeker explains and reasons on what she/he wisldesafter having listening to all of the
suggestions.

10. Seeker can ask for assistance from a group member.

11. Group leader thanks the Seeker for having presehiggroblem or topic, and gives the sheet

of paper to the Seeker. Group leader asks Sediar wfollow-up session is possible and a date

is set.

N

192}
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The structure presented in Table 2 consists of pauts:
A. Presenting and understanding the problem (dedwsteps 1 — 4).
B. Reflection (step 5).
C. Possible strategies and planning (steps 6 — 10)
D. Follow-up (step 11).

Step Oneis to present a problem or “an uncertainty” to gneup. The teacher will read aloud
what he or she has written on the document whishblegn prepared. Some groups request a
copy of the document in advance so the mentorsatssmbe more prepared for their job, but
this is not necessary. If a teacher chooses tollite a document to all members in advance,
the group also needs to have a routine for destgayie copies afterwards.

Step Two is for the other members to ask questions to learre about the situation presented
by the seeker. Each mentor is allowed to ask oestgpn before passing the word to the next
mentor. Questions that are asked here tend todoe technical. The mentors are interested
in learning more about the factual situation befoi@/ing on to more reflective questions. In
Karen’s case, her colleagues might need to know imawwy lessons per week Karen teaches
the girls, or how many friends the girl appearbawe in class. The seeker answers questions
as they are asked, one at a time, trying to gigsvars that might help the mentors understand
the facts in the situation better. Two rounds oésjions are usually enough, but the group
leader can ask whether there are more questiogistafd rounds. The mentors can also say
“pass” if they have nothing they wish to ask irsttound.

Step Three involves individual work for the mentors and givibe seeker time to relax and
think. Each member formulates the essence of tbielggm presented from the seeker in his
or her own words in writing: “What is the problenmieh the seeker wants help with?”

Step Four is the step where one by one the mentors readftireiulations made in step three
aloud, and the seeker listens. When all have beed, the seeker comments on the
formulations and concludes by specifying the problghich she/he wants help with. This
might be identical with what was said $tep One, but it might also have changed somewhat.
This step can sometimes appear irrelevant, butyeseroften it does in fact provide the
opportunity for the seeker to “get the group baoktmack”, or to revise his or her original
question, after hearing the first round of questiamd the way the group members have
understood the problem presented.

Step Fiveis when more reflective questions are asked. Téetons ask questions — answered
one at a time — providing the seeker with the pl#tsi to reflect over his or her actions so
far, understanding of the problem, the various etspef the problem and understanding of
these, as well as his or her reasoning and jusific. According to Handal (1991), actions,
practical and theoretical reasons and the ethisdification form a practical theory that needs
to be reflected upon in order to develop. Thigifine with Argyris and Schgn (1974) and
Day (1999), among others.

To maintain the structure and prevent any of thatore from dominating the others, each
mentor is allowed to ask one question and listetheéaesponse without interfering with what
the seeker replies, before passing the word to¢xéperson. The questions have to be open-
ended to make reflection possible. Examples oh sqyestions might be: “How did you
come up with that conclusion?”, “What made youngeyour mind?”, “Why do you think
she behaves this way?”, “How do you think the p#tadents react to the situation?”, “How
do you think this problem of yours affects your Wag situation?”
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The group leader has to be especially aware attithiss to ensure that the questions posed
take into consideration various perspectives. Thisspecially necessary in cases where the
topic is a problem that the teacher has struggléth vor a long time, or has become
emotionally drained over. Under these circumstanitas difficult to see other perspectives
than one’s own. The mentors need to ask questioaisenable the seeker to see other
viewpoints. This can be to see the problem frowtlzr person’s angle, but it can also be to
see the problem or topic from another theoreticaitpn. If the group is unable to provide
good questions for reflection, the group leadeesak time-out to focus on this and remind the
mentors to include various perspectives in thegsgjoning. Besides helping the seeker to
become aware of his or her practical theory andrseéopic/problem in a more differentiated
way, these questions also make it possible fornileators to understand how the seeker
reasons.

Step Six marks the transition to action or possible straegind planning. Here the focus is
on the seeker’s actual action strategies for funiirk. The group leader asks the seeker to
state his or her aims for the work. What are hises goals? This information is helpful both
for the seeker who has to focus on a future goal far the mentors who will be asked to give
the seeker advice. The group leader writes thésgma a flip chart exactly as the seeker
words them.

Step Seven focuses on the seeker’s strategies for attainiagytials. Furthermore, the seeker
is asked to think through possible future strategising his or her practical theory. The
group leader writes the strategies on the flip thathe seeker formulates them.

Step Eight is when the mentors are able to give the seekasifgpadvice to help further
activity on the problem/uncertainty. They are easked in turn to give one suggestion in
relation to the topic, and to elaborate on why theg this suggestion as relevant, referring to
their own practical theory. The group leader verigdl the suggestions on the flip chart. If
there are more suggestions after one round, thggdeader can suggest a second round. The
others should not discuss the suggestions givéey @re simply given, justified and written.

This is often the step that is found most difficutid “unnatural” at first. “Why can’'t we give
advice before?” Very often, members of a groupaaly know what advice they want to give
after Step One, but according to this model they have to wait aapotiour. Waiting can be
difficult for a teacher who is used to action. gtmodel emphasizes due respect for the
matters raised as complex problems that need thdagght about and studied from various
angles before solutions or possible strategiedeaspught. It also recognizes that the seeker
is the person who should find out what to do beeal®/he is the person who will be acting
on it — not the other members.

Step Nineinvites the seeker to comment on the advice givehta tell the group what she/he
plans to do. Comments made should also includenyidg reasoning, and thus inform the
group why these preferences are being made.

Step Ten gives the seeker opportunity to ask one or twdhefgroup mentors for support in
the work, which follows this main session (stageedf). It might be an advantage for the
seeker to have “an involved colleague” to discuss @erhaps to work with, when trying to
deal with the problem/uncertainty.

Step Eleven concerns the follow-up session. The group leadks she seeker when she/he
wants to report her further work to the group, #mely agree on a date. The activities in this
follow-up session are given in Table 3, the follogpage.
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In the follow-up section the previous seeker islechla “reporter” and the other group
members are mentors. The procedure follows throbglsteps in the table, in sequence. At
the end, it is the responsibility of the reportedecide what should be done, depending on the
outcomes achieved.

Table 3: Peer Learning Groups for Teachers: the Follow-up Session

1. The reporter reports on what she/he has done hétiptoblem and what has happened since the
group session when it was the topic.

2. The reporter shares his or her reflections andnigeith regard to the actions performed.

3. The mentors ask questions to get a deeper undéirsganf the situation described by the reporter.
Each mentor is allowed to ask one question anehlii the response before passing the word to
the next mentor.

4. The reporter decides what will be done next. Tlaeeeseveral possibilities; the problem is solved,
she/he will continue to work on it the way she/lready is, or the problem needs to be worked|on
differently and she/he asks to raise the problemnmain session again.

Introducing Peer Learning Groups in Schools

An important part of the course we offer deals bt theories of change, and with research
on change in schools (Fullan, 1991, 1993; Hopkir#96; Midthassel, Bru & Idsge, 2000;
Midthassel & Bru, 2001; Rogers, 1995; Sarason, 19@6ge, 1992; Senge et al., 2000; Stoll,
1998). Introducing peer mentoring groups can keradterized as a revolutionary action in
some schools, or simply another step in an exiginegramme of professional development
for others. We still find that being uncertairc@nsidered “unprofessional” in many schools.
In such schools teachers feel the need to hidertamnaiges from colleagues. Uncertainty has
been found to correlate positively with routine &@bur (Rosenholtz 1989), and the schools
in question where uncertainty is hidden, tend tothe traditional schools where little
innovation occurs.

Through the years that we have been involved inciod) peer learning groups, we have
encountered some key questions raised by the sbodly group leaders who have attended
our courses or worked with us during the changegs®. We believe that many of the
guestions will prove to be general questions thmata relevance also for schools in other
countries. An overview of some of these questisngiven in Table 4, the following page.
None of the questions have easy answers, justraglircing peer learning groups in a school
IS no easy route to a “quick fix”.

While some schools organize learning groups ofhtecfrom different grade levels within
the school, others prefer to establish groups withe same level across schools. There seem
to be advantages and disadvantages with both folvishin-school groups provide sharing
and learning in the same school environment (Mskbh& Bru, 2001). Besides the effect
this could have on the learning and developmetii@teachers involved, it might also have a
positive effect of creating a culture for learnif®thein, 1992; Senge, 2000). But an obvious
disadvantage of the within-school organisationhet tthe teachers will lack the perspective
and ideas brought in by someone outside the school.
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We have met several schools where the teacherst flepang stopped using peer learning
groups, for various reasons. This has to be egdeuft course. Peer learning groups are not
designed to be the answer to all our troubles. méod is one way amongst several that
schools can use. What we do experience, howevsenvinquiring further about how the
learning groups were used, is that there is oftéavain either the organisational aspects or
the quality of the mentoring that took place. Whae has the principal played during the
implementation of the groups or in the ongoing n@sy process? Is time set aside on the
teachers’ plans? How are the groups followed ugd, low is the quality assessed? Teacher
collaboration can also reinforce habits which avewell informed (Little, 1990), and group
learning may simply be a vehicle to maintain theust quo if it is not carried out in a critical
reflective way.

Table 4: Questions to discuss when deliberating whether and how to introduce
peer group learning in a school

 Is this relevant for us? Do we need this kindafaborative mentoring model? Why? How? For
whom? For what?

» Should peer learning be voluntary or mandatory?

* What kind of implementation strategy should we ra¥ho — when — where — how — why?

» How can we develop a strategy? Who should be wed

» Should we introduce peer learning on a school levé&t one group start?

» How do we introduce the topic to the teachers@raups or plenary?

* Where do we find the time for this?

» How do we put together groups? Same grade leliferent grade levels? Within school or
between schools? Existing teams or new teams??Why

* Who should be group leaders? Should all membeasgobup be group leaders eventually?

» Should the principal be a member of a group ifghiacipal also teaches?

* How do we make sure that what goes on in the groapains within the group and is not
discussed openly afterwards?

* How do we evaluate this? When?

Note:

1) Presentism is a word that Dan Lortie uses to des@mn aspect of teaching, and since the

publication of his book in 1975, it has been useitiegfrequently to indicate that career rewards in
teaching are present-oriented rather than futuesyad. “Most teachers will therefore emphasize
rewards they can earn in the present; this propeafiects the kinds of rewards which will matter t
them”, Lortie explains (1975, p.101).
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Ten Questions on Inclusive Education

Source: http://www.unesco.org/en/inclusive-educdli®-questions-on-inclusive-quality-education/
1. Beyond the figures, what do we know about the ekided?

Exclusion has many faces. Despite real progrese 2000 towards universal primary educa-
tion, 72 million children are still not enrolled @t in school. More than half are girls. Seven
out of ten live in sub-Saharan Africa or South &velst Asia. Poverty and margina-lization
are major causes of exclusion. Households in mregdmote communities and chil-dren in
urban slums have less access to education. Disaebilellen suffer from blatant educational
exclusion — they account for one third of all otdsohool children. Working children, those
belonging to indigenous groups and linguistic mites, nomadic children and those affected
by HIV/AIDS are among the vulnerable groups. Some@&r cent of out-of-school children
live in 35 states defined as fragile by the Orgaitiis for Economic Co-operation and
Development, but these do not include all placeméaconflict and post-conflict situations.

In every case children are at enormous risk of ingssut on an education.

2. Research on out-of-school children suggests thaany countries are now promoting
access to school but not ensuring decent educatiqoality. Why?

Once you identify who the excluded are and why #@a@ynot in school, strategies can be de-
veloped to get them into school and keep them tHdre challenge is to implement policies
and practices to overcome the sources of exclui@necessary to look at what happens in
and out of school — from children’s daily realitytheir homes and communities to what
happens when they go to school: what they are lctaarning and in what conditions.

3. How does inclusive education promote successfearning?

Efforts to expand enrolment must be accompaniegldligies to enhance educational quality
at all levels, in formal and in non-formal settinée have to work on an 'access to success'
continuum by promoting policies to ensure that eaet children get into school coupled
with programmes and practices that ensure theyegdcihere. It is a process that involves
addressing and responding to the diverse need@swofdrs. This has implications for teaching,
the curriculum, ways of interacting and relatioe$ween the schools and the community.

4. What are the principles of inclusion?

Inclusion is rooted in the right to education ashe#med in Article 26 of the 1948 Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. A number of treatied aormative instruments have since
reaffirmed this right. Three deserve specific memtUNESCO’s 1960 Convention against
Discrimination in Education stipulates that Stdiase the obligation to expand educational
opportunities for all who remain deprived of prima&ducation. The 1966 International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Righé$firens the right to education for all and
highlights the principle of free compulsory educatiFinally, the Convention on the Rights
of the Child, the most widely ratified human rightsaty, spells out the right of children not
to be discriminated against. It also expresses aoments about the aims of education,
recognizing that the learner is at the centre efi¢larning experience. This affects content and
pedagogy, and - more broadly - how schools are gexha
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5.Why is the notion of inclusion still associated ith children who have special needs?

Too often programmes targeting various marginalesed excluded groups have functioned
outside the mainstream — special programmes, dzecianstitutions and specialist educa-
tors. Too often the result has been exclusion ersgcate educational opportunities that do
not guarantee the possibility to continue studylngleveloped countries, the move towards
more inclusive approaches is often complicatechbylégacy of segregated or exclusive edu-
cation for groups identified as “difficult” or “dérent”. But there is increasing recognition
that it is better for children with special needsttend regular schools, albeit with various
forms of special support. Studies in both OECD maoi-OECD countries indicate that stu-
dents with disabilities achieve better school rssial inclusive settings.

6. How does education need to change to accommodateryone?

The overall goal is to ensure that school is aglabere all children participate and are
treated equally. This involves a change in how ekt about education. Inclusive education
Is an approach that looks into how to transformcation systems in order to respond to the
diversity of learners. It means enhancing the tyialfi education by improving the effective-
ness of teachers, promoting learning-centred meibgeks, developing appropriate text-
books and learning materials and ensuring thatadstese safe and healthy for all children.
Strengthening links with the community is also Nitalationship between teachers, students,
parents and society at large are crucial for dgmetpinclusive learning environments.

7. How do curricula need to change to improve leaiing and encourage the inclusion of
all pupils?

An inclusive curriculum addresses the child’s ctigai emotional and creative development.
It is based on the four pillars of education fag #tiist century - learning to know, to do, to be
and to live together. This starts in the classrodhe curriculum has an instrumental role to
play in fostering tolerance and promoting humahtsggand is a powerful tool for transcen-
ding cultural, religious and other differences. iAalusive curriculum takes gender, cultural
identity and language background into considerationvolves breaking gender stereotypes
not only in textbooks but in teachers’ attituded axpectations. Multilingual approaches in
education, in which language is recognized as tagial part of a student’s cultural identity,
can act as a source of inclusion. Furthermore, endtingue instruction in the initial years of
school has a positive impact on learning outcorimegambia, for example, mother tongues
are used as a medium of instruction for the flisté years of schooling with positive effect.

8. Teachers have a foremost influence on learninyet their status and working
conditions in many countries make it difficult to promote inclusion. What can be done to
improve their lot?

The way teachers teach is of critical importancarny reform designed to improve quality. A
child-centred curriculum is characterized by a maway from rote learning and towards
greater emphasis on hands-on, experience-based aontl cooperative learning. Introducing
inclusion as a guiding principle has implications teachers’ practices and attitudes — be it
towards girls, slow learners, children with speaie¢ds or those from different backgrounds.
Adequate pre-service and in-service teacher trgiisiressential to improve learning.
Moreover, policies must address their status, weldad professional development. But there
exists not only a severe teacher shortage, espyeiciaub-Saharan Africa and South and
West Asia, but a lack of adequately trained teachiris shortage has unfortunate conse-
quences for the quality of learning. A new curnisulcannot be introduced without familia-
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rizing teachers with its aims and contents. Assessiwan help teachers to measure student
performance and to diagnose difficulties. But teasmeed to understand the value of good
assessment practices and learn skills to devetpdivn tests.

9. Is inclusive quality education affordable?

It is inefficient to have school systems wheredi@h are not learning because of poor
quality. Schools with high repetition rates oftail fo work in preventive ways. The expen-
diture incurred by schools when students repeaadegwould be better used to provide
additional support to those who encounter diffieslt Several cost-effective measures to
promote inclusive quality education have been dgpel in countries with scarce resources.
These include training-of-trainer models for prafesal development, linking students in
pre-service teacher training with schools and camgespecial needs schools into resource
centres that provide expertise and support to@lsigif regular schools.

10. Does inclusive quality education lead to mor@clusive societies?

Exclusion starts very early in life. A holistic s of education is imperative. Comprehensive
early childhood care and education programmes iagpctildren’s well being, prepare them
for primary school and give them a better chancgucteeding once they are in school. All
evidence shows that the most disadvantaged anénalile children benefit most from such
programmes. Ensuring that adults, particularly raghare literate has an impact on whether
their children, and especially their daughtersmattechool. Linking inclusion to broader deve-
lopment goals will contribute to the reform of edtion systems, to poverty alleviation and to
the achievement of all the Millennium Developmewials. An inclusive system bene-fits all
learners without any discrimination towards anyividuial or group. It is founded on values

of democracy, tolerance and respect for difference.

Other Publications by Unesco : Key documents on @lity inclusive education.

A Comprehensive Strategy for Textbooks and LearMaggerials

Inclusive quality education depends on appropredepted textbooks and learning materials. Thidigatipn
provides a single, coherent approach for their bgwveent.
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0014/001437/143¥ Baf

Education in a Multilingual World

UNESCO states its position on languages as a fatfaclusion in education and provides essentigdiglines
and principles. Language is not only a tool for ammication, but fundamental to cultural identitydan
empowerment. http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/001297/129728e.pdf

Embracing Diversity: Toolkit for Creating Inclusivieearning-Friendly Environments
This toolkit provides ideas and activities to impeaaccess to schools and learning for out-of-scbbitdren
with diverse backgrounds and abilities. _httmiésdoc.unesco.org/images/0013/001375/137522e.pdf

Salamanca Statement

A statement that reaffirms the commitment to Ediocafor All, recognizing the necessity and urgeny
providing education for all children, young people adults and the principle that ordinary schebtsuld
accommodate all children. __http://unesdoc.uo@sg/images/0009/000984/098427e0.pdf

Understanding and Responding to Children’s Needisdlusive Classrooms

This guide gives both a theoretical outline andtfical ideas on helping children with learning itiffities. It
aims to assist teachers who have children withiapeeeds in their pre-school or primary classes.
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0012/001243/1 21864




