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OVERVIEW

This study presents views of staff in a primary, secondary and special school regarding inclusive education. Less than half of classroom staff are positive about inclusion feeling they do not have the knowledge, skills, support and resources to make it work effectively.

INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, pupils with special educational needs (SEN) have been placed in units/schools where trained staff and facilities are available. Today, segregation from mainstream schooling is viewed as stigmatising, embodied in the Salamanca World Statement issued by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) (1994:11) on SEN principles, policy and practice: 
Inclusion and participation are essential to human dignity,.. enjoyment  and  exercise of human rights.
Government supports equalisation of educational opportunity. The shift from an exclusive focus on individual pupil needs to one centring on skills and resources in mainstream schools is the difference between integration and the recent concept of inclusion. 
NATIONAL CONTEXT

SEN inclusion sits within social inclusion and the agenda for reducing school exclusions. The Audit Commission Report: Special Educational Needs – A Mainstream Issue (2002), says children with statements are three times more likely than others to be permanently excluded. Unsurprisingly, children with emotional and behavioural difficulties (EBD) constitute the largest group (Sage, 2004:10). 

Inconsistent ways in which LEAs collect information mean no national formal data on exclusions for non-statemented children with SEN. Figures from 22 LEAs for pupils having SEN (with/without statements) show that they represent 9/10 permanent exclusions in primary and 6/10 in secondary schools (DfES Office for Statistics).  The Independent Panel for Special Educational Advice (IPSEA) suggests that on any one day at any one time 40,000 pupils with SEN are likely to be out of school as a result of exclusion (Wright, 2003).  The Audit Commission queries the extent to which exclusions are the result of unmet special needs.
The revised SEN Code of Practice (DfES, 2001) and the SEN and Disability Act (2003) strengthen inclusion in mainstream schools where parents wish it. However, there is a gulf between policy and practice with no duty to educate in mainstream where the education of a child with SEN is incompatible with the rest. An Audit Commission survey (2002) discovered that children with SEN experienced greater or lesser difficulty in gaining admission to their school of choice. Those with EBD had most problems (73%), followed by excluded children (68%) and autistic spectrum disorders (68%) (ADHD/ASD). A study by Wilkins et al (2004), however, over six LEAs, found no evidence of discrimination.
Shift of SEN funding from LEAs to schools and removal of the link between statements and extra finance mean that heads and governors are responsible for meeting a child’s needs. Schools, with competing priorities for funds, must be committed to this: 

While there are benefits from having a ‘critical mass’ of children with particular needs attending a school, in terms of planning provision and developing staff expertise, there is also a risk that individual schools may become over-stretched and a polarised pattern of provision develop – restricting parental choice and effectively letting other schools off the hook. (Audit Commission, 2002:14)

Many LEAs support schools to develop inclusive practice (Sage, 2004). Staffordshire has pioneered the inclusion quality mark. Newham shows what can be achieved when stakeholders are united in establishing all schools as inclusive. Sections 2-4 of the Disability Act, 2001 require LEAs to set up parent partnership schemes and appoint independent people to avoid/resolve disputes alongside existing SEN Tribunals. 
The DfES funded the Index for Inclusion (Booth et al, 2000) as a framework for good practice and every maintained school received it free. The Ofsted guidance (2001:7) reinforces the Index, describing an inclusive school as:
One in which the teaching and learning, achievements, attitudes and well-being of every young person matter. Effective schools are educationally inclusive schools. This shows, not only in their performance, but also in their ethos and their willingness to offer new opportunities to pupils who may have experienced previous difficulties. Effective schools do not take educational inclusion for granted.  

Removal of learning barriers for all pupils is stressed, linking inclusive practices to equal opportunities. The Audit Commission report (2002:1) supports this stating that not only should pupils with SEN be educated in mainstream schools where possible, but should join fully in the curriculum and life of the school. This challenges tokenism or ‘locational’ integration.
LOCAL CONTEXT

Leicester became a unitary authority in 1997, having previously been part of Leicestershire. Pupils with SEN were placed in mainstream schools where possible, although success diminished at secondary transfer stage. LEA teams support pre-school, behaviour, language and autism, hearing and visual impairment learning difficulties aiming to: 
· Provide opportunities for all pupils to learn and achieve through meeting individual needs, promoting attainment and progress across their school careers within a continuum of provision;
· Develop an inclusive ethos, which will extend the chances of pupils with SEN to benefit from teaching and learning of the highest quality.
In 2002, the LEA proposed additional resources (SARs) to designated schools, providing specialist on-site support for full inclusion of pupils with SEN in mainstream. Currently, there are 10 special schools and units covering the full range of SEN (Figure 1).
Figure 1:  Specialist SEN provision in Leicester City, 2005

	SPECIAL SCHOOLS
	MAINSTREAM UNITS

	EBD : 2  secondary (boys)
PD:     2 all-age
MLD:  2 primary; 1 secondary
SLD/PMLD: 2 all-age
Diagnostic: 1 nursery
Medical: 1 hospital school 
	V-I: 1 primary; 1 secondary
H-I: 1 primary; 1 secondary
Sp & Lang: 2 primary
Learning Diffs: 1 infant; 3 junior


	PRIMARY SUPPORT
	PUPIL REFERRAL UNITS

	1 student support service
1 assessment reintegration centre
	3 secondary 



THE STUDY

The following criteria was used to select three schools:
· Covering the statutory age range
· Drawn from mainstream (2) and special provision (1)
· Recognising inclusive philosophy
· Multi-ethnic population
· Willing to participate
A Community College 

11-16 mixed secondary school with a Hearing-Impaired Unit, east of the city.
A specialist College
11-18 mixed secondary special school (MLD / SLD / EBD), southwest of the city
A Primary School

3-11 mixed primary school, with nursery provision near the city centre. 
DATA COLLECTION

1.Questionnaires - distributed to all staff (including non-teaching), seeking a range of information on attitudes to, knowledge of and training needs for promoting inclusion. Respondents were asked to agree to a follow-up interview.

2.Interviews -  with key people - three Head Teachers (HTs) and Special Educational Needs Coordinators (SENCOs) separately, for gaining additional insights into attitudes and perceptions of inclusion within their schools.
3.Documentation scrutiny - of inclusion policies to understand the framework for practice. One school had a statement about inclusion in its SEN policy; the other two were reviewing.

Qualitative data was collected from structured interviews with HTs on seven inclusion issues and SENCOs on three complementary aspects.

Head teacher perceptions of inclusion:  H1=primary; H2=secondary; H3=special school
The three HTs, one male and two female, are similar in age and experience, although the special school head has been in post for less time - six years (primary=ten; secondary=11). They completed the same questionnaire as other staff and agreed to interviews on inclusion; HT roles; types of SEN in school; inclusion policy; training; support systems.
Views on inclusion

There were similarities in commitment to inclusion with all HTs realistic about their role in promoting good practice. They saw it as positive, encompassing philosophical as well as physical access, requiring ‘a major shift in attitude’ (H3). Values, ethos and feelings were cited as inclusive aspects. Whilst articulating what militates against inclusion, such as lack of appropriate resources or negative attitudes, they claimed staff regarded inclusion positively:

They take their lead from me (H1)

Governors share my philosophy and staff do too. There is a uniform ethos at the chalk face (H2)

Teachers are positive… but parents feel threatened (H3).

 A different picture emerges from staff questionnaires with only 45% positive (citing equal opportunities). Staff negative responses were disruption to others, (top factor - 26%) with funding problems and bullying also on the list.
Head teacher role in inclusion

All claimed a key role in promoting inclusion by articulating a vision (H1), leading the ethos of school (H2) and being positive about inclusion, even when not completely sure! (H3) Other stated aspects of the role included:
· Providing clear guidance for staff
· Updating knowledge and disseminating it 
· Supporting people in crisis
· Providing leadership and delegation
· Providing SENCO with resources
· Lobbying LEA to improve provision
· Maintaining balance of admissions
· Using the system supportively (e.g. exclusions) 
· Promoting shared values
· Working with others
Types of SEN in school

Discrepancy between need and provision emerges across schools, reported by both staff and heads but differing in detail. The range of needs is greater in special provision. 

Special School

Physical disability (mild) / hearing-impaired / visually-impaired / emotional and behavioural difficulties / autistic spectrum disorder / epilepsy / moderate learning difficulties / severe learning difficulties / dyslexia / attention deficit hyperactive disorder / mental health problems / speech and language difficulties
Primary School

Hearing-impaired / visually-impaired / emotional and behavioural difficulties / epilepsy / generalised learning difficulties / moderate learning difficulties / dyslexia / physical impairment
Secondary School

All special needs listed in the questionnaire (Q6) were claimed, but interviews identified the following: Hearing-impaired / English as a second language / physical impairment / visual impairment / emotional and behavioural difficulties / autistic spectrum disorder / epilepsy / generalised learning difficulties / moderate learning difficulties / dyslexia / attention deficit hyperactive disorder
HTs feel schools are only geared for some needs. They mentioned the ad hoc nature of developments and were concerned about expectations on schools.

Access Funding has helped get resources, but it’s happening by default – not planned admissions: rather, building up skills to meet existing needs (H1)

A flexible definition of ‘mainstream’ could include more creative options…I’m worried about the 14-19 curriculum - kids need a good general education (H2)
Sometimes the LEA makes unreasonable requests for inclusion, such as asking us to take severely disturbed kids who have been assessed as needing a residential, therapeutic environment (H3)
Two HTs identified moderate learning difficulties as easiest and emotional and behavioural difficulties as hardest to manage whilst the other failed to answer. The choice of emotional and behavioural difficulties reflects staff views across schools (73% total mean).
Inclusion policy

HTs had seen The Index for Inclusion, but only one (H1) had used it to inform practice. They report a mixed picture regarding inclusion:

Not stand-alone. Policies reflect inclusion in all our work but it needs to be brought together instead of being bits here and there. We need a definition of what we mean by inclusion. (H1)
Not an inclusion policy, but aims and values that promote inclusion.  (H2)
Our college aim is to enable students to manage in an inclusive society. Emphasis is on social and independence training. A policy should dwell on what ought to be, rather than what can be or is – there are too many constraints operating (H3)
Training

HTs claimed to have had training in inclusive education and described school initiatives to meet needs. Training ranged from non-specific: ‘I’ve been to many meetings’, to attendance on courses such as Team Teach. Confidence in their own skills and knowledge regarding diversity of special needs covered the spectrum, from ‘Yes’ through ‘Yes’ (with exceptions) to ‘No’. Training focused on practicalities rather than increasing awareness.

I’m not sure if it is training in a ‘courses’ sense – more in-house work, observing experts. Being shown what to do has far more impact. (H1)
We offer an enormous amount of staff development. Priorities and entitlements exist, such as assertive discipline training. All teachers have rudimentary training for hearing-impairment. (H2)
Training is needed to overcome barriers, raise awareness, alongside school training (H3)
Support systems

One HT queried whose support systems should be considered: LEA? School? DfES? Others were unable to identify systems ‘other than those we put in place ourselves’ (H3). These included: policies, ethos and attitudes of school staff, additional staffing and links with agencies. A number of support systems were identified as desirable:

· Human resources
· Dual registration (mainstream/specialist)
· Links with other providers
· Pre-admission risk assessments
· Clearer guidelines on violence from the LEA
· Therapy services for psychiatric/psychological problems 
· Team-building opportunities for students outside school
· More flexible transport arrangements
· Integrated ICT support across schools for better networking
There was general concern about the LEA role in supporting inclusion:
The LEA should be addressing SEN issues properly – not through the back door. 

There is ad hoc provision in the City. LEA systems thwart progress.

SENCO perceptions of inclusion: S1=primary; S2=secondary; S3=special school

The three SENCOs (one male, two female) are experienced and committed professionals. They completed the questionnaire and agreed to interviews about three areas of inclusive practice: staff attitudes, available resources and parent views. 
Staff attitudes

Although mainstream SENCOs felt staff would support inclusion as a basic human right, there are practical reasons making it difficult to implement. Some staff trained before 1980 when segregation was best practice. This view is difficult to shift. Also, EBD and ADHD take up much staff time with other pupils suffering.  They cited examples, however, of pupils with SEN doing well in mainstream due to greater expectations on them, with others benefiting from seeing their success. They deem National Curriculum targets unsuitable for pupils who lack the level of thinking and communication to complete these. Personal needs are difficult to meet within the tight frameworks placed on schools. Administrative demands take staff time away from giving pupils direct help with access skills for learning.

The special school SENCO feels that certain children benefit from segregated provision, offering smaller classes, specifically trained/experienced staff and resources unavailable in mainstream.  A variety of special unit, school and mainstream provision is thought necessary to cope with diverse pupil needs.
There should be more opportunities for special school staff to share knowledge and skills with mainstream colleagues but there will always be a place for segregated provision for children unable to cope with standard schooling. (S3)
Because special school staff are familiar with diverse needs, they are more aware of problems faced by pupils with SEN in meeting standards of attainment.
Available resources

Respondents felt new initiatives had not been thought through and that to make inclusion work staff training must be mandatory with appropriate resources provided for children to cope alongside able peers. Mainstream SENCOs pointed out the problem of getting regular and effective support for pupils with, for example, communication difficulties, because health service speech and language therapists lack understanding of educational requirements. Pupils needing daily help to cope with formal class communication have special help only occasionally. Although teaching assistants are an important resource, they require knowledge about learning difficulties that is more extensive than offered on induction courses. Budget constraints mean that few can avail themselves of university-accredited courses. Most training is in house but additional skills are required to deliver information to adults and pressures mean that this factor is not prioritised.  They felt LEA courses provided training but limited education for staff. The complexity of SEN requires more understanding of why staff are doing what they are doing, so theory and research input from universities is important. 
Training is a vital issue but the view is that teachers can cope with anything regardless and further university education is a luxury rather than a necessity. (S2)

The fact that teaching assistants are allowed to work with pupils with SEN lacking proper training says it all. It denies the fact that such children require special expertise to help them cope and suggests that such teaching does not demand particular skills. (S1)
Respondents mentioned the upsurge of SEN since the implementation of the National Curriculum due partly to greater expectations for all pupils to perform better. This puts huge demands on support and although there is a will to meet needs there is a long way to go before resources (including training) are adequate for this.

Parent views

SENCOs feel their schools have adequate structures for co-operating with parents in meeting pupil needs. These include parent link workers and services through the Education Action Zone (EAZ) and the Network Learning Communities to make and maintain contact with carers. Most parents are happy about mainstream placement but not always content with the level of support available. Some think that children would make more progress in segregated provision. Helping parents support SEN more successfully is important.  A narrowly conceived curriculum has squeezed out social and life skills so parents must ensure children are acquiring these outside school.  
When we are overburdened with meeting children’s needs it is impossible to consider those of parents in supporting their child’s learning. Putting demands on them is probably not useful as they are also pressured with work and home. Nevertheless, involving parents must be stressed because of their importance in personal development. (S 2) 
Poverty and/or social deprivation, ethnic and cultural difference are common additional problems experienced by pupils with SEN, demanding even more resources. Although financial delegation to schools enables them to make more flexible provision, allocation of funds depends on pupil numbers and performance in league tables, diverting resources towards SATS boosting rather than meeting specific needs. SENCOs feel that parents are increasingly more aware of these situations. Emphasis on market forces and consumer choices operates to create new disadvantages for children on account of social class, race and ethnicity, SEN and behaviour problems. 

SENCOs realise they operate in an urban environment disproportionately attended by minority ethnic and other socially disadvantaged groups. Redistribution of resources through Local Management to rural and suburban schools means problems in meeting parent expectations and pupil needs are exacerbated, leading to increased staff turnover.  

Main points from interviews are:

· Staff require accredited courses for detailed knowledge of SEN to make more informed decisions about pupil assessment and teaching

· HTs must understand staff views more clearly as data shows mismatch between their positive attitudes to inclusion (100%) and those of staff (45%)

· A curriculum valuing personal as well as academic abilities is vital as a basis for participation and inclusion

· A planned approach to SEN management with less ad hoc initiatives and arrangements is desired

· Appropriate resources so that pupils can access learning alongside peers are lacking but essential for effective inclusion

QUANTITIVE DATA 

Questions 1, 2, 3, 6, 8 and 9 produced numerical scores analysed by statistical methods, whereas Questions 4, 5 and 7 required word responses with percentage presentation. Statistical analysis is shown first and question responses presented as percentages show weight of opinion. 

Primary school (P=1); secondary (S=2); and special school (SS=3) - Code on tables. 
Interpretation of output from the Kruskal-Wallis test
To examine the difference between schools the Kruskal-Wallis test was carried out on data, using version 12 of SPSS. This non-parametric test compares scores for inclusion questions (i.e., continuous dependent variables) with the three distinct schools (i.e. categorical independent variable with three categories). Scores are ranked regarding group membership and the sum computed for each group. Table 1 presents ranks. Table 2 compares schools for levels of significance.
Table 1: Ranked scores for the three schools on six inclusion questions

	 Questions & Schools:
  P = 1; S = 2; SS = 3
	Number of subjects
	Mean rank scores

	 Question 1:  1
                     2
                     3
                     Total                      
	26
29
34
89                              
	45.13
47.67
42.62

	 Question 2:  1
                     2
                     3
                     Total                      
	23
29
32
87                              
	37.76
43.66
44.86

	 Question 3:  1
                     2
                     3
                     Total                    
	25
29
33
87                              
	52.20
38.62
42.52

	 Question 6:  1
                     2
                     3
                     Total                      
	26
29
34
89                              
	28.85
49.64
53.40


	 Question 8:  1
                     2
                     3
                     Total                      
	26
29
30
85                              
	53.62
42.48
34.30

	 Question 9:  1
                     2
                     3
                     Total                      
	21
28
31
80                              
	38.83
37.71
44.15


Table 2: Significance levels on six inclusion questions for three schools

	
	Question 1
	Question 2
	Question 3
	Question 6
	Question 8
	Question 9

	
	Chi-square
Df
Asymp. Sig.
	2.005
2
 0.367
	2.327
2
0.312
	7.349
2
0.025
	11.029
2
 0.004
	1.640
2
0.440


Table 1 presents mean rank scores for each dimension of inclusion awareness and Table 2 summarises these for any significant differences between schools. Assuming a significance value of <0.05, the schools were significantly different for:
Question 3 (Q3) (Have you seen the index for inclusion?) (P=0.025)
Question 6 (Q6) (What categories of special need can you identify in your school?) (P=0.001)
Question 8 (Q8) (Have you received any training related to inclusive education? (P=0.004). 
How each school ranked in the statistically significant dimensions of inclusion, is determined by referring back to mean rank scores in Table 1. For Q3, the primary scored highest (52.20) followed by the special school (42.52) and the secondary (38.62). For Q6, the special school scored highest (53.40) followed by the secondary (49.64) and primary (28.85). Finally for Q8, the primary scored highest (53.62) followed by the secondary (42.48) and the special school (34.30). Q1 (What do you understand by the term inclusion?); Q2 (Is there an inclusion policy in your school?) and Q9 (Do you feel you have the necessary skills and knowledge to manage the diversity of special needs you meet?) were not statistically different. Responses are considered in turn with tables presenting school comparisons. Where there are no significant differences in the responses of teachers and non-teachers the data is considered in one staff group but differentiated where variances are shown.  

Questionnaire return rate

Tables 3a and 3b: Return rate for questionnaires from three schools

Table 3a: Teachers
	School
	Staff
	Return rate

	Primary
	21
	71%

	Secondary
	80
	33%

	Special School
	35
	51%


Table 3b: Non-teachers

	School
	Staff
	Return rate

	Primary
	27
	41%

	Secondary
	40
	6%

	Special School
	34
	47%


Comment 

Other than the primary teacher group with a 71% return rate, the overall total was low at 42%, skewing results. Non-participants may feel that inclusion is not a priority issue.

Question 1: What do you understand by the term inclusion?
Answers were evaluated according to definitions of inclusion based on notions of accommodation in contrast to integration with the onus on assimilation. If responses included the idea of inclusion as a process, specifying the direction of change they were considered acceptable. (Frederickson and Cline, 2002, p. 65)
Table 4: Acceptable definitions of inclusion for staff 
	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers 
	13%
	15%
	6%

	Non-teachers
	  9%
	33%
	0%


Comment

Figures suggest limited understanding of inclusion for both teachers (mean total acceptable definitions = 11%) and non-teachers (mean total = 14%) when compared with literature definitions. In the secondary school there was more understanding of the term by non-teachers, reversing in primary and special ones. The term, therefore, has different meanings for people, expressing notions of place rather than attitude reiterating work cited in Frederickson and Cline (2002). 

Question 2: Is there an inclusion policy in your school?
Table 5: Staff knowledge of a school inclusion policy 
	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers 
	87%
	62%
	83%

	Non-teachers
	82%
	67%
	63%


Comment

Figures suggest awareness of school inclusion policy/ethos for most teachers and non-teachers with a percentage still unaware. This is important when evaluating the ability of such staff to carry out their role according to school policy (23% of teachers and 30% of non-teachers unaware of inclusion policy).

Question 3:  If you are aware of an inclusion policy how does it inform your work?
22 responses were mentioned with those exceeding a10% level summarised.

Table 6: Staff responses to how inclusion policy informs their work

	Teachers and Non-teachers
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Don’t know
	4%
	41%
	53%

	Awareness of support needs
	27%
	17%
	0%

	Pupil involvement
	19%
	7%
	16%

	Resource planning
	0%
	39%
	0%


Comment

The most common answer was don’t know! (Mean total = 33%). The range indicates a wide variety of possible uses of the policy but only four categories reach the 10% level. This suggests that policies are not used much to guide practice.
Question 4:  Have you seen the Index for Inclusion? 
Table 7: Staff indicating they have seen the Index of Inclusion

	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers 
	27%
	12%
	39%

	Non-teachers
	73%
	0%
	6%


Comment

Other than the non-teachers in the primary school (73%), few have seen the index for inclusion. As the document was designed to plan inclusion this lack of consultation is important feedback.

Question 5:  Do you regard inclusion as a positive or negative educational practice?

Table 8: Staff positive attitudes to inclusion
	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers and non-teachers’ 
	45%
	41%
	50%


Comment

Staff are not as positive about inclusion as HTs believe.  (45% mean total). Double the number of negative reasons was given compared with positive ones. The most common negative reason was disruption to others (26%) and the positive one opportunity to all  (29%)

Question 6: What categories of special need can you identify in your school?

The questionnaire describes 12 SEN categories and staff located the ones in their school.

Table 9: Percentage of 12 SEN categories located by staff
	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers 
	67%
	83%
	83%

	Non-teachers
	67%
	92%
	75%


Comment

All schools have a range of the possible SEN categories to cater for.

Question 7:  What types of special needs are easiest to cope with and what are most difficult?

The top three answers are summarised as comparisons between schools.

Table 10a: Staff views of the 12 SEN categories that are easy to cater for 
	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Mild learning difficulty
	12%
	4%
	62%

	Hearing impaired
	54%
	21%
	9%

	General learning difficulty
	27%
	28%
	15%


Table 10b: Staff views on the 12 SEN categories that are difficult to cater for 

	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	EBD
	89%
	62%
	68%

	ADHD
	4%
	31%
	12%

	Specific learning difficulty
	8%
	7%
	15%


Comment

5% of respondents felt there were no easy SEN categories to deal with and 6% said that the individual rather than the impairment was the management issue. EBD is by far the largest group posing problems (total mean = 73%) with the view that they should not be in mainstream.

Question 8: Have you received training related to inclusive education?
Table 11: The percentage of staff receiving training related to inclusive education
	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers 
	100%
	50%
	33%

	Non-teachers
	54%
	33%
	  6%


Comment

This was one of the few areas showing significant differences between teachers (total mean = 61%) and non-teachers (total mean = 31%). This is important as support staff take major responsibility for SEN in schools. Only 1% of staff have accredited SEN training. 
Question 9: Do you feel you have the necessary skills and knowledge to manage the diversity of special needs you meet?

Table 12: The percentage of staff stating they had the skills and knowledge to manage diverse special needs 

	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Teachers 
	46%
	38%
	50%

	Non-teachers
	27%
	33%
	43%


Comment

Since this question relates to training it is unsurprising that staff feel they have insufficient knowledge and training to manage special needs (mean total = 56% for teachers and 66% for non-teachers). This alarming statistic is reflected in the fact that 6,000 parents annually take education authorities to tribunal because they are dissatisfied with what their children receive in schools. (SENDIST website, 2004).

Question 10: What support systems are in place to help you develop effective inclusive practices? 

Data shows 43 different support systems mentioned by respondents. Only 5 exceed the 10 per cent level, reported in rank order.

Table: 13: Support systems in place to support effective inclusive practices

	Subjects
	P School
	S School
	SS School

	Nothing effective
	  0%
	14%
	71%

	Pastoral
	50%
	10%
	6%

	SENCO
	46%
	14%
	0%

	SEN depart.
	15%
	28%
	0%

	Support teachers
	4%
	28%
	9%

	Training
	31%
	  0%
	6%


Comment

No support system stands out other than the pastoral one in the primary school. As 71% in the special school felt that no support system was effective further investigation was made. The SENCO felt this was due to the ad hoc nature of support arrangements. The diversity of systems mentioned and spread of responses suggest a wide variety of views. 

DISCUSSION

The data throws up important questions regarding lack of appropriate training for educators. As large numbers could not articulate what inclusion meant in terms of accepted definitions (mean total for T = 89% and non-T = 86%) feeling that they lacked knowledge and skills to cope with diverse needs (mean total for T = 56% and non-T = 66%), staff adequacy for dealing with SEN is questioned. The false premise is that educators, trained largely to implement the National Curriculum, are capable of dealing with complex learning difficulties. Data reflects case studies cited by Sage (2004) noting parents’ concern that school staff do not have sufficient knowledge, experience and confidence to meet their children’s special needs (www.gsspl.org.uk).

Although evidence is inconclusive for the success of inclusion as measured by pupil performance, Frederickson and Cline (2002) review three studies and report a small social and academic benefit for the limited sample considered. However, for every reported success there is reported failure with rising numbers of families consulting the Independent panel for Special Educational Advice (IPSEA) because of school dissatisfaction.  In a devastating attack on the way inclusion policy is being implemented, parents of the newly formed Special School Protection League (www.gsspl.org.uk) are campaigning for extra rather than equal opportunities in education. Inclusion of their children in mainstream schools has failed and they would be better prepared for the outside world in small classes where teachers have specific expertise to target key skill development before subject knowledge. Human Scale Education, an educational charity, promotes such values – a holistic approach to learning, democratic structure and partnership with parents in achieving initially the personal skills of pupils and later their academic abilities. 

Education is about acquiring and using knowledge; developing mental abilities to understand, reflect and evaluate as well as learning to communicate and collaborate. The latter are vital in making inclusion work, as students must be able to interact with others to participate equally in school. There is also expectation that schools can cure social ills and compensate for poverty, abuse and any other personal difficulty. Clearly this is nonsense when teachers have so much curriculum content to transmit to learners. Since the 1981 Education Act, children have had legal statements enabling extra support for long-term difficulties. Teaching assistants fulfil this role, helping the system work for diverse students. However, this study shows only 1 per cent of school staff with accredited education in SEN.  Extra opportunities for children are lost if not expertly applied with a proper knowledge and understanding of learning differences and difficulties. 

We must identify more clearly the tasks faced by schools and society in periods of rapid, large-scale cultural change like inclusive education, specifying the knowledge and abilities needed for staff and pupils. These are not only academic but most importantly personal abilities that allow people to communicate and cooperate successfully in their social, learning and work contexts. Although some would justify attempts by educators to transmit only established knowledge this loses credibility when the world is changing at an increasingly rapid rate and requiring more global interactions. 

Today, people must be confident communicators who can control their experiences and manage their lives successfully. We cannot assume that children or their educators acquire these abilities naturally especially those with SEN. Disregard of their needs could destroy or change the whole nature of society. New cultural selections and definitions of tasks are required; new socially unifying values are advocated; new modes of teaching are suggested to cope with the pace and scope of change and give diverse pupils the personal, knowledge and understanding processes to cope (Sage, 2000 a & b, 2003, 2004).  Research (Sage, 2004) questions assumptions as 200 students entering a senior school in Leicester have thinking, communication and general knowledge skills well below curriculum requirements. The ESCalate project (Sage and Cwenar, 2003) found that 50% of teachers and 74% of support staff felt they lacked the communication knowledge and ability to cope successfully with inclusion. This study reinforces a need to focus on both teacher and pupil abilities to communicate with each other.  

Educators play a creative and crucial role. Their job is not merely to inform and spread ideas but appraise modern culture and work for its development. It demands more than knowledge transmission.  This is both a challenge and a weakness. Do teachers have the skills, desire, remit and resources to carry out this role? Merry (2000) says not and suggests that the organisation, Engage! Interact, could help move them from transmission to interactive teaching, producing more thinking and reflective pupils, better able to solve their problems.  

Without large-scale alterations in philosophy and training, however, there is little likelihood of new modes of learning and teaching being widely adopted. In nurturing individuals and preparing them for an active role in social change, there is always a danger that enthusiasm could lead to dubious methods. A. Huxley’s Brave New World is an extreme example. The aim was to reconstruct society and provide the maximum pleasure for the maximum number of people. Genetic engineering was used and people indoctrinated into accepting their place in society offering most satisfaction. As satirised by Huxley, social engineering has the goal of predicting and controlling the future. Scary! 

Inclusion emphasises the participatory role of all citizens. Full participation, it could be argued, involves autonomous judgement. There might be tension between the desire to bring about change and the view that education should necessarily enable the student to make judgments. The notion of people being able to participate equally seems fraught with difficulty, as the Special School Protection League suggests.

There is danger, therefore, that educational methods though seen as promoting equality could be tainted by specific beliefs of educators. There is an old joke that patients treated by Freud had Freudian dreams whilst those by Jung had Jungian ones. It is just as possible to indoctrinate people and just as common. The danger is the assumption that individuals can choose to adopt some values and not others. Students are at the mercy of others as the following report on an excluded pupil shows: ‘Jamie has no problems in speech and language other than poor reasoning. Comprehension is satisfactory and he is able to talk about his anti-social behaviour, presenting as a student within the top ability range of the MLD cohort’.

The statement suggests good speaking but poor reasoning. Jamie resembles students in a Scottish study who communicated well informally but whose performance deteriorated greatly in formal speaking and writing requiring connection between sentences. They were unable to reason about events and achieve an overall meaning (Brown et al, 1984). Jamie has just this problem (confirmed on testing). There is no mention of this in the report and no strategy to support it.  After attending a Communication Opportunity Group Scheme (Sage, 2000b), his fortunes changed! Jamie is representative of many failing pupils who need clearer understanding and identification of their performance difficulties in order to be included successfully in mainstream classes. 

SUMMARY

The quest for standards has thrown pupil needs off the agenda and ranks them as never before.  Although problems remain in implementing inclusive education for pupils, progress has been made. A force in making this work is the new breed of educator, offering a fresh perspective to school practice and providing support for an increasing number of children. However, they must be adequately trained for their role. 

Today, we demand much of schools, which rightly say that much of what they struggle against is imported from outside. They cannot fight society’s battles alone. There is a price to pay, however, for an education system dominated by credentials. Those who do not achieve them are deemed and deem themselves failures. Recently, the number of children with special needs has increased by 40 per cent (DfES statistics) posing a risk to the stability of society if they cannot achieve their potential. Part of the problem is the vast amount of educator’s time devoted to pastoral care, too often a synonym for containing poor communication and bad behaviour from pupils unable to cope.

Strategies work that balance academic with personal development to support learning. The importance of communication from which all abilities spring, has been a consistent theme over the last 30 years (Brigman et al, 1999) but not implemented. Educators feel that personal development should not be their primary concern.  Moreover, inclusion demands interactive teaching, which has not been strongly promoted, so that teachers lack the training to implement effective pupil participation. 

Strategies focusing on personal performance promote ability to negotiate the different backgrounds and norms of children, helping them acquire skills needed for achievement, whilst retaining, valuing and applying their specific styles and ways of behaving.  Teele (2000. p. 49) cites research suggesting that schools valuing personal development as well as academic score at least 20 per cent above average grades and have few behaviour problems.  Gardner (1997, pp 20-1) states that students go through the motions of education, unable to apply knowledge and skills to new situations. They need to become active through talk rather than passive listeners in the process of learning.  

Inclusion, therefore, depends on promoting communication so that students can interact equally and understand each other’s values. This demands a fresh emphasis in education and new skills from educators. For pupils with SEN this is vital, as personal abilities stand them in better stead than academic ones when they enter the workplace. 

Main points
· Education has evolved from an elitist to an inclusive system aiming at equal but not necessarily extra opportunities for those needing them

· Data suggests people view inclusion differently seeing it generally in terms of place rather than attitude

· The National Curriculum ranks children in a public way as never before affecting life chances. The academic focus does not meet the needs of many pupils to develop personal skills first as the means to learn

· Education has a remit to develop social and life skills as preparation for jobs and participation in communities but emphasis on academic attainment in league tables pushes other considerations aside

· Our multi-cultural society ensures that children not only have diverse abilities and interests but very different backgrounds and values which education has to merge and manage

· Interactive styles of teaching engage all pupils in learning but are not actively promoted by policy and practice makers as the key to inclusive teaching

· Teaching assistants play a crucial role in developing inclusion by supporting a large range of needs. The curriculum could be balanced by training them to deliver key abilities for pupils to strengthen their base for learning

· Inclusion is not fully supported by respondents as they do not have the knowledge and skills to help all children achieve or the resources to meet the range of needs

· Education as well as training is required to give staff the know why and know how to make inclusion work but only 1 per cent of respondents have accredited qualifications
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