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Abstract

The research aims to further an understanding of a partnership scheme between a
special school and a mainstream primary school by ascertaining the perspectives of
all the pupils involved. Giving pupils a ‘voice’ is currently high on social and
educational agendas, with international and national legislation outlining the need to

both listen to the views of children and act upon them (UN, 1989/ UNESCO, 1994).

Partnership schemes are significant within education, as they can contribute to the
development of inclusive practices and are widely regarded as a dynamic for change.
Whereas previous evaluations of schemes are predominantly adult-led, the current
study provides a different insight, as it focuses on the perspectives of all the pupils
taking part. Although the opinions of all participants are sought, the study pays
specific attention to pupils with little or no speech and/ or significant learning
difficulties, who are often neglected in research projects.

The study involved nine special school pupils, with a range of physical/
communication and learning difficulties taking part in a cycle of eight interviews

over the course of an academic year. Fifty eight mainstream pupils also contributed
to the research, each participating in a cycle of four interviews. Extensive piloting
took place in both schools prior to the commencement of the study, to ascertain the
most productive methods of eliciting pupils’ opinions.

Interviews conducted in both schools demonstrate the success of the link
arrangements and outline benefits for all the pupils involved. A common theme is
that participation in the partnership scheme is fun, with the majority of pupils
expressing their pleasure at taking part in activities in both venues and forming
relationships with peers from their partnership school. The study indicates that pupils
from both settings have the same range of preferences and fears and highlights the
need for schools to fully prepare children for participation in partnership work,
providing support, both prior to involvement and on an ongoing basts.

A key finding of the research is that that fluent speech is not a prerequisite for
successful communication. The strategic use of questioning, combined with systems
to augment communication (including photographs, symbols and examples of work),
facilitated pupils with little or no speech in recalling information about activities,
individuals and events. The study highlights that we must not underestimate pupils’
abilities and that individuals with communication impairments and/ or significant
learning difficulties are able to relate their views and make valuable contributions to
research projects.
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Glossary

Augmentative | The term AAC is used to describe the different methods that can
and be used to help people with disabilities communicate with others.
Alternative As the term suggests, these methods can be used as an alternative
communication | to speech or to supplement it. AAC includes unaided systems such
as signing and gesture, as well as aided techniques ranging from
picture charts to sophisticated computer technology. AAC can be

a way to help someone understand, as well as a means of
expression

Big Mack A single message communication device designed by Ablenet.
switch The battery operated switch has 20 seconds of memory, which

allows a message to be recorded and played back when pressed.
Symbols can be attached using ‘snap switch caps’.

Boardmaker A software programme created by Mayer-Johnson providing
symbol-based communication and educational materials. It
combines a drawing programme with a graphics database and
features more than 4,500 Picture Communication Symbols (PCS).

Dyna Vox Dyna Vox Technologies manufacture a range of dynamic display
speech output devices which allow users to select the words or
phrases that they want to say from a series of customized pages on
a touch screen. Many devices allow Boardmaker grids to be

imported directly as communication pages.

Makaton An internationally recognized form of communication run by the

Makaton Vocabulary Development Programme (MVDP). It 1s the

main programme of communication for those with any type of
learning difficulty in the UK. It is a simpler form of

communication than British Sign Language (BSL) and uses signs,
symbols and speech. Although signs are standardized, in reality
each sign can differ due to an individual’s ability and motor skills.

One Step This has the same features as the Big Mack but is smaller and has
switch 75 seconds of recording time. The switch also has an angled

surface, making it easy to see and access. It is also known as the
Little Mack Communicator.

A pictonal framework that has been used as a tool for individuals
with communication difficulties to express their views. It uses

picture symbols to represent topics, options and emotions.

Talking Mats
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Chapter One: Introduction

This chapter indicates the sources of influence for the study and provides information
about the partnership scheme at the centre of the research. The main aims of the
inquiry are outlined, together with the key questions that the study seeks to address.
The final section of this chapter details how the thesis is structured.

1.1 Sources of influence

This section outlines my interest in conducting research which both involves and

empowers children and my desire to evaluate a partnership scheme by means of
eliciting the perspectives of all the pupils taking part.

1.1.1 Giving children a ‘voice’

[ have a long standing interest in special educational needs (SEN) having been a
special educational needs coordinator (SENCO) in a mainstream school prior to
teaching in a special school for pupils with physical difficulties. In order to extend
my knowledge of the practice and principles of SEN, I embarked upon an Advanced
Diploma and a Masters degree, whilst continuing in my current teaching post. Whilst
the critical studies undertaken for these degrees presented me with an opportunity to
investigate different perceptions of disability, they largely focused on ascertaining
the views of staff and parents. As a consequence, I became keen to conduct an
investigation in which ascertaining pupils’ perspectives was paramount.

Accessing the views of children is currently high on both social and educational
agendas. This growing trend towards giving children a ‘voice’ has certainly
influenced my desire to conduct the study. Within education, Davie and Galloway
(1996) and Ainscow (1997) stress how taking pupils’ views into account can assist
the development of effective schools and drives towards inclusion. In recent years,
both international and national legislation has provided a growing recognition of
children’s rights to be heard, as seen in the following:

o The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989), with

Article 12 noting a child’s right to express opinions about all matters that
affect them and Article 13 detailing the right to ‘freedom of expression’;

e The Children Act (DoH, 1989), with Sections 17 (8) 20 (6b) and 22(4a)

placing new responsibilities on social services departments to engage children
in planning their own futures.

Increased demands have also been made to reduce the marginalisation of children
with SEN and increase their involvement in decision making, most notably:

e The Code of Practice on the Identification and Assessment of Special

Educational Needs (DfE 1994:14/15, para 2.35-2.37) stresses that children

have a right to have their views heard and that they should be encouraged to
take part in all decisions that affect them:



o The revised Code of Practice (DfES 2001a: 28, para 3.9) outlines how
children with SEN should be actively involved in all aspects of their
education.

Although this section highlights aspects of recent research and policies that have
encouraged me to undertake the study, a much more detailed discussion of relevant
literature 1s offered in the following chapter (Section 2.3.1).

1.1.2 Eliciting the perspectives of all pupils taking part in a partnership scheme

As part of my current teaching role, I help to coordinate a partnership project
between pupils from Berry House Special School and Oak Street Primary School.’
Despite the partnership scheme between the two schools being subject to ongoing
evaluation by staff from both settings, the pupils themselves have had little
opportunity to express their perspectives about the experience. Concern that analysis
of the scheme 1s adult-led is a significant factor in my desire to seek the views of all
pupils taking part. Although vocal pupils from both schools have the ability to
express their feelings about participation on an ongoing basis, I am especially
interested in eliciting the opinions of those with little or no speech. Further details
about the schools involved and the partnership scheme are provided below.

1.1.2.1 The schools involved

Both the special and mainstream schools involved in the study are in the same local
education authonty (LEA) on the outskirts of a large city in the North of England.
The special school caters for children with physical difficulties, the vast majority

being wheelchair users. Most pupils at Berry House also have attendant
communication and/ or cognitive impairments. The learning difficulties of pupils
range from moderate (MLD) and severe (SLD) to profound and multiple (PMLD),
with numbers in the latter category increasing markedly in recent years. Berry House
pupils reside throughout the city, with the majority being transferred to school via
local authornty transport. Oak Street school is situated approximately three miles
from Berry House. Whereas Berry House has a mixed ethnic population, taking
pupils from across the city, Oak Street is situated in a predominantly Asian area. At

the outset of the research, 58 pupils (aged 2-13 years) attended the special school,
whereas Oak Street had 420 pupils (aged 4-11 years) on roll.

1.1.2.2 The partnership scheme

At the time of the research, the partnership scheme between Berry House and Oak
Street had run for three years. The scheme involved nine children from Berry House,
aged 7-10 years, taking part in structured contact sessions with fifty eight Year 3
pupils at Oak Street for one afternoon session per week. Partnership sessions were
rotated between the two schools on a half-term basis. Each of the two Year 3 classes,

referred to as Cohort 1 and Cohort 2, were involved for half the academic year, with
joint trips taking place at the end of each cycle.

Partnership schemes have been established in many local authorities to overcome the
traditional divide between mainstream and special schools and enable children from

both settings to join together for both social and curricular activities. Jowettetal -
(1988), Jowett (1989), Fletcher-Campbell (1994) and Fletcher-Campbell an;d/

' To preserve anonymity the names of both schools have been changed.



for change and a move towards the full inclusion of all pupils with SEN within
mainstream schooling, as discussed in the following chapter (Section 2.2.4).

At the time of the research, the partnership project between Berry House and Oak
Street involved collaborative work between two teachers and two learning support
assistants (LSA) from each school. Although links involved both team-teaching and
an exchange of resources, Berry House teaching staff were responsible for the
majority of the organisation and planning involved in the project, with the main
source of funding arising from Beacon School monies attached to the special school.
In addition to the partnership arrangement outlined above, two Year 6 pupils from

Berry House had a dual placement with Oak Street. These pupils were previously
involved in the partnership venture but, at the time of the study, attended Year 5
classes within the mainstream school for three days per week.

Kington (2001) all note how such schemes are widely regarded as part of a dynamic /

1.2 The aim of the study

The study seeks to provide an evaluation of the partnership scheme between Berry
House and Oak Street by eliciting the perspectives of all the pupils involved. During
the course of the inquiry, I intend to provide opportunities for children from both
schools to discuss their personal experiences of involvement in the scheme and wish
to address the following research aims:

e What is the mainstream pupils’ knowledge and understanding of disability
and does this alter through involvement in the partnership scheme?
e What are the attitudes and expectations of pupils from both the mainstream

and special school settings towards the partnership scheme and does this alter
over time?

o What are pupils’ feelings about their experiences of the partnership scheme
and does this alter over time?

e How can the views of all the pupils be best elicited, especially those with
little or no speech and/or significant learning difficulties?

o Can changes in pupils’ perspectives be tracked over a period of time? /

These questions are elaborated upon within the methodology chapter (Section 3.1.2)
and are addressed at various points throughout the thesis.

1.3 The structure of the research

Chapter 2 involves a review of current literature in order to situate the study

alongside related policy and research. It closely examines the concept of inclusion
and outlines challenges to the current dual system of education available in the

United Kingdom (UK). It then considers the changing role of the special school and
looks at the development of links with the mainstream sector, providing a detailed

discussion of the rationale behind partnership schemes. The final part of this chapter
focuses on the importance of listening to the views of children, with a particular
emphasis on individuals with communication and/ or learning difficulties.

Chapter 3 reports on the methodology, reiterating the aims of the inquiry, the

strategy, design and research questions. It provides further details of the pupils taking
part in the study and closely examines the ethics involved in interviewing chi\ldry
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This chapter ends by providing details of the interview and transcription process,
highlighting how the data was both gathered and analysed.

Chapter 4 summarises the findings that resulted from the analysis of interview data
relating to methodological issues. It investigates how pupils from Berry House and
Oak Street communicated information during the interview process and considers
how their views were best elicited. The chapter then outlines how changes in

perspectives were monitored and investigates pupils’ recall in nine different areas.

Chapter 5 outlines findings relating to the perceptions of pupils from both schools

towards the partnership scheme. It further investigates their recall of activities and
considers their attitudes, expectations and feelings towards the scheme during both
initial and later stages of the research.

Chapter 6 relates the study to the current policy and research context and offers a
discussion of the key research findings. It then reflects on both the scheme at the
centre of the inquiry and the methodology used. Finally, it considers the overall
merits of the study and provides considerations for future research

The concluding chapter demonstrates how the study goes some way to fill the gap in
previous research. Most notably, it evaluates a partnership scheme from the
perspectives of all pupils taking part and ascertains the views of pupils with
communication impairments and/ or significant learning difficulties, who have been

frequently neglected in educational research.



Chapter Two: Literature review

Introduction

This chapter aims to situate the study within a policy and research context. It
contains three sections, focusing respectively on developments in inclusion, links
between special and mainstream schools and research involving children. Although I
recognise that there are multiple dimensions in each of these fields, I have only
selected themes that are the most pertinent to the study.

The first section looks at the development of inclusion both in the UK and
internationally and considers whether inclusion 1s an outcome or a process. A
discussion of the challenges surrounding segregated provision follows, including a
consideration of rights issues, academic and social factors and pupils with more
significant needs. The practical aspects of inclusion are then addressed, looking
closely at organisational change, teacher attitudes and the allocation of resources.

The second section investigates the changing role of the special school and considers
the challenges that currently face this sector, including changes in pupil profile and
staff support. A summary of developments in outreach support, specialist and co-
located schools 1s then provided. Partnership schemes between mainstream and

special schools are then assessed in detail and the findings of the three national
surveys are summarised. The academic and social advantages of taking part in such
initiatives are debated and factors facilitating the development of joint ventures are

discussed. Finally, consideration is given to potential restrictions on partnership
activities.

The final section looks at the rationale behind listening to children and investigates
the reliability of research in this field. The challenge of achieving collaborative
arrangements with pupils 1s then considered. A discussion of issues surrounding the
interviewing of children with SEN follows, with particular emphasis on eliciting the
views of pupils with little or no speech and those with significant levels of difficulty.

2.1 Inclusion

2.1.1 Inclusion: A developing concept

In this section, the terms ‘integration’ and ‘inclusion’ are considered and
international differences and wider perspectives taken into account.

2.1.1.1 The term ‘integration’

During the 1960s the term ‘integration’ first appeared on the public agenda in most
Western societies and, as Lewis (1995) outlines, covered all areas of concern for
disability groups, not just education. A shift of paradigm took place in this era, from
an understanding of disability based in the natural sciences to one grounded in social

sciences. As Vislie (1995) explains, integration emerged as a belief system and had a

major impact on policy development. Substantive changes in the economy, society
and culture took place in this decade, with society becoming more open and social

relations less formal. There was an optimistic outlook and ambitious aims were



proposed for future societal developments. The ensuing general radicalisation of
public opinion led to most Western countries placing more emphasis on democracy
and becoming increasingly aware of inequalities and discriminatory practices.
Demands for improved legal and civil rights followed and this led to an increased
commitment to public policies and an expansion of the welfare state.

The 1980s saw a period of economic depression affecting most Western societies and
new themes of efficiency, effectiveness and excellence emerged on the political
agenda. However, as Vislie (1995) shows, it 1s difficult to determine the impact of
the economic crisis on special education and the process of integration.

2.1.1.2 The term ‘inclusion’

In the 1990s there was a shift towards the term ‘inclusion’, which, in the education
context, signalled a change in perspective towards how schools could adapt to meet
the needs of all pupils. Lewis (1995) suggests two reasons why the term integration
was in need of refinement. Firstly, that it was too narrowly interpreted as placement
without any regard to the quality of that placement and secondly, that the concept of
normalisation was being critiqued throughout the world. Tilstone et al (1998) outline
how the foundation of special education policy was previously based on a deficit
model of individualisation, with disabled individuals being regarded as inherently
flawed and requiring special instruction to meet individual need. In contrast,
inclusive education is based on a social model and recognises the value of people
with disabilities and the positive contributions that they make to society.

Inclusion emerged as a key international educational policy in the 1990s and most
European countries changed their laws with regard to the education of pupils with
SEN, encouraged by UNESCO’S ‘Salamanca Statement’. This called on
governments to adopt, as a matter of policy or law, the principles of inclusive

education and enrol children in ordinary schools ‘unless there were compelling
reasons for doing otherwise’ (UNESCO, 1994, p 44).

2.1.1.3 Inclusion: an outcome or a process?

Whereas integration was previously seen in the narrow sense of ‘placement’,
focusing on the location of a pupil’s education, it is now increasingly seen as a
‘process’ and is linked to the nature of their learning experiences. The inclusion
process 1nvolves whole school and systemic re-organisation. It is about all schools,
plus advisory and support services, working together as part of an inclusive
education service. The Index for Inclusion (Booth et al, 2002) views inclusion as a
continuing process in which the school tries to respond to all pupils as individuals.
As Tilstone et al (1998) note, the concept of ‘total inclusion’ provides an ideological
vision which guides long term legislation, policies, planning and resources.

In addition to the macro-level, outlined by Tilstone et al (1998) and Booth et al
(2002), there are dimensions of the inclusion process that operate at a personal and
Interpersonal level. Steele (1998) describes how the inclusion process is
characterised by four stages, notably an anxiety stage, a charity stage, an acceptance

stage and a true inclusion stage. I have found Steele’s framework to be helpful when
considering the findings of this study, as highlighted in Section 6.4.2.



2.1.1.4 A wider perspective

In recent years, many countries, including the UK, increasingly regard inclusion as
concerning the learning and participation of all students vulnerable to exclusionary
pressures, not just those with SEN, as highlighted by Pijl et al (1997), Meijer (1999)
and Mittler (2000). Booth et al (2002, p14) observe a common source of ‘intolerance
to difference’ 1n racism, sexism, classism, homophobia, bullying and disablism.
Apprehension that racism and SEN can function as twin tools of exclusion is also
highlighted in Ferri and Connor’s (2005) research of minority groups in the US and
Chapman’s (2006) study of those with cultural and linguistic differences in
Australian society. Attempts to make direct comparisons between the movement

towards more inclusive education and the process of racial desegregation can be seen
in the work of Reiser and Mason (1990) and Lipsky and Gartner (1996). However, |

support the view of Tilstone et al (1998) that although it is apparent that both
individuals with disabilities and members of racial minority groups have suffered
discrimination in society, any direct comparisons are difficult to make.

2.1.2 Challenges to segregated provision

This section investigates the various challenges that have been made against a ‘dual’
(mainstream and separate special) system of education and includes a discussion of

rights based arguments, academic issues, provision for pupils with significant levels
of need and social considerations. The stance of those taking the ‘middle ground’ in

the inclusion debate is also outlined and discrepancies between philosophy and
practice are highlighted.

2.1.2.1 A focus on rights

In the 1990s there was increasing rhetoric about the immorality of segregated
provision, with Oliver (1992) Jupp (1992) and Thomas (1997) championing this as a
key human rights’ 1ssue. All contend that a dual system is devaluing and
discriminatory and propose that instead of a range of educational placements, all
pupils can and should be educated with their peers in the same physical location.
More recently, Kenworthy and Whittaker (2000) outline how special schools
continue to create a system of apartheid and Tomlinson (2001) argues that this

system not only plays a major part in creating unequal access to services and

resources, but 1n turn perpetuates stigmatised labelling and the categorisation of
disabilities.

Although I find many of the arguments challenging segregated provision both
provoking and insightful, Jupp’s (1992) pilot study of a group of pupils with SLDs in
a mainstream classroom appears the most notable, as it provides detailed suggestions

about how to overcome practical challenges. I also think that this study makes more
comfortable reading for those of us working within the special school sector, for

Jupp does not take the moral high ground on the issue, but acknowledges that there is
another point of view. Both Llewelleyn (2000) and Hegarty (2001) suggest that the
use of human rights’ issues to support inclusion are naive, arguing that mainstream
schools 1n their current state are also discriminatory, as they do not allow pupils full
access to the curriculum, resources or friendship networks.

The rights of children to be involved in choices about their schooling were
championed in the 1990s, with many innovations and initiatives in this field



stemming from Scandinavia. Holm et al (1994) outline how intervening in the lives
of others, on the basis of what was perceived to be in their best interests, was

increasingly criticised in Denmark and efforts were made to involve all children,
including those with a wide range of disabilities, in decisions about their education.

The notion of children’s rights is complex, as they may have several conflicting
rights and there may be disagreement about which should take priority. Smart (2002)
highlights how attempts to protect children by holding information from them and
safeguarding them from harm, can actually be in conflict with the principles of
giving children a voice and encouraging active participation. Children may also have
perspectives that differ sharply from those of their parents, as highlighted in the
study by McConkey and Smyth (2003). To avoid conflict, Todd (2007) emphasises
that schools should make genuine efforts to consult with both parents and pupils and

ensure that the views of both are taken into account before any educational decisions
are made.

2.1.2.2 Academic issues

Hormby (2001), Farrell (2001), Lindsay (2007), Norwich (2007) and Tutt (2007) all
question whether a simple focus on rights is justified and stress that the effectiveness
of the education in each setting also needs to be investigated. Like them, I believe
that a balance between each pupil’s right to inclusion and to an education which fully
meets his or her individual needs has to be carefully addressed.

Advocates of inclusion have frequently noted that mainstream settings provide a
wider formal curriculum base than those traditionally offered in special schools and
that lessons are more likely to be taught by specialist subject teachers. It is also
argued that increased academic motivation and engagement in learning can be found
within mainstream settings, with Tomlinson (1982) criticising special schools for
having both lower status and reduced expectations. Rose and Shevlin (2004)
however, regard a lack of ambition as an issue which affects both special and
mainstream schools alike. They argue that teachers in both sectors can underestimate

a pupil’s ability or form stereotyped views of what is likely to be achieved.

Barton (1989) and Tilstone (1991) highlight personal accounts of former special
school pupils with learning difficulties who have criticised the teaching profession
for underestimating their abilities. Swain et al (2003) also provide examples of adults
previously educated in segregated provision who now question the decisions
surrounding their placement. Comparable accounts from individuals with SEN
educated within mainstream are not available, although Low (2007) is of the opinion

that pupils can be equally excluded in this sector by teaching approaches which do
not give adequate consideration to individual needs.

Byers and Rose (1996), Carpenter et al (1996) and Tilstone et al (1998) all discuss
innovative teaching practices deployed in many special schools, such as raising
standards and expectations for those with learning difficulties and providing access
to the National Curriculum for those with SLDs. However, Ainscow (1997)

questions whether some of the instructional methods developed in special schools

may be transferable to inclusive settings. Lewis and Norwich (2005, p 3) also suggest

that pupils with learning difficulties may require different styles of teaching in order
to learn the same content as their classmates. They argue that mainstream schools



could learn much from the holistic approach advocated by many special schools,
which they refer to as a ‘3D view of needs’.

A review of literature conducted by Hegarty (1993) reports that pupils in special
schools do not make greater academic or social progress than pupils with a similar
level of SEN educated in mainstream settings. However, this conclusion does seem
somewhat sweeping, for the studies referred to by Hegarty largely focus on pupils
with physical and/ or moderate learning difficulties and pay scant attention to those
with more severe needs. Research conducted by Manset and Semmel (1997) also
testifies that pupils with SEN can make significant progress in mainstream if the

curriculum is differentiated appropriately and specific teaching strategies employed.
However, caution 1s again required when generalising such achievements, for this
study also focuses on those with mild to moderate learning difficulties.

According to Connors and Stalker (2003), the academic success of pupils with SEN
in mainstream schools is largely related to the availability and quality of appropriate
support. Curtin and Clarke (2005) also suggest that pupils with SEN may face

increasing difficulties at a secondary level, due to perceived skills shortages and a
lack of time to adapt the syllabus. A national survey of participation in school

activities by Simeonsson et al (2001) notes that some pupils do not have access to the
entire currtculum within mainstream settings, with physical education (PE) being
regarded as the most problematic area. Llewellyn (2000) also highlights that pupils
with SEN can experience difficulties taking part in both school trips and extra
curricular activities and laments that appropriate support rarely extends to activities
taking part outside school hours.

2.1.2.3 Curriculum issues in relation to those with more significant needs
Although advocates of inclusion argue that if special schools were to close, a more
responsive mainstream system would emerge, many debates have taken place about
whether this system would be able to cater for all pupils currently educated within
the special school sector, such as those with PMLDs. Some authors debate the
success that the special school sector has itself had in catering for such a wide

spectrum of needs, with Ouvry (1987) referring to the ‘double segregation’ pupils

with PMLDs often experience, through being educated in special care classes within
special schools.

Simmons and Bayliss (2007) welcome the fact that increased efforts have been made
in recent years to include pupils with PMLDs within the ‘mainstream’ of special

schools. However, they discuss an ongoing ‘culture of faith’ (2007, p19) in special
schools and caution that pupils with PMLDs should not simply be offered an
inappropriate curriculum for those with SLDs. Although I support their criticism of
the poor practice observed in some schools, such as pupils with PMLDs spending
long periods of time in sensory areas when lessons are deemed too complex, I feel
that they over emphasised negative observations and only reported accounts from
teachers who had relatively low expectations of pupil progress. In addition, I am also

surprised that this study does not offer any suggestions as to how pupils with PMLDs
can be included within mainstream settings.

There continues to be widespread opinion that some pupils with SLDs and PMLDs
will continue to require some kind of segregated provision, for there are limitations



to the extent to which the mainstream curriculum can be differentiated and made
relevant. The Tory leader, David Cameron, is a staunch supporter of special schools
and recently described their reduction in number as a ‘national scandal’ (Lipsett,
2007). Like Lindsay (2007), Norwich (2007), and Tutt (2007), I also believe that it
cannot be defensible to include all children in the current mainstream sector, if this
means that some of them will not be able to receive the education most appropriate
for their SEN. However, I feel that Low’s conviction (2007 p 9) that the prospect of
mainstream schools being able to address the individual differences of pupils with

sensory or learning difficulties as ‘something of a Utopian ideal’ 1s too harsh and
undermines the efforts that many schools are making to include a wide spectrum of
needs.

2.1.2.4 Social considerations

Supporters of special schools frequently point to the positive social ethos found in
many segregated settings, as schools are generally smaller in size than those in the
mainstream sector and staff/ pupil ratios usually higher. Special schools are also
viewed as something of a safety net, providing extra support to those with social and
emotional difficulties, who may be unable to face the challenge of mainstream
proviston. Studies by Grolnick and Ryan (1993) and Mrug and Wallender (2002)
focus on the self-concept of children with SEN in different school environments and
highlight how these children often have low self-esteem and few expectations for
their own future.

Many advocates of special schools note that such settings provide increased
opportunities for pupils with SEN to develop relationships with peers with similar
difficulties, which may both add to their sense of identity and develop their self-
esteem. A number of pupils interviewed by Curtin and Clarke (2005, p 208) note that
attending a special school allows them to develop ‘close’ and ‘frue’ friendships with
peers who accept and understand them. Two pupils also convey how they enjoy the
peer support and sense of belonging that they gain from this setting.

Many concerns are expressed about special schools, for they can socially isolate
pupils by taking them out of their local community. Pupils in segregated settings may
have little opportunities to form friendships with peers from their local area,

especially 1f no provision has been made for partnership schemes with mainstream
schools. The accounts of two special school pupils interviewed by Curtin and Clarke

(2005) bring the social advantages of mainstream provision to the forefront of the
reader’s mind, as both pupils lament how they are unable to see their friends during
holidays, as they live some distance from their school and do not know any peers in
their locality. Foreman et al (2004) further outline the wealth of peer interactions and

positive role models available in mainstream settings, for such environments reflect
real life.

Although several studies note how pupils with SEN are accepted by their mainstream
peers 1n school based activities, few evaluate whether these relationships evolve into
personal friendships or inclusion in activities out of school. Curtin and Clarke (2005)
discuss a small number of pupils who successfully formed friendships with able
bodied peers within mainstream settings, although it is not apparent if these
friendships continued out of school. Despite such minor omissions, the authors are
able to show the complexity of relationships between peers and highlight the
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different strategies of individual pupils for developing relationships and forming
friendships.

There are suggestions of high levels of social exclusion for pupils with SEN in
mainstream schools, with similar results seen in self-reports, peer reports and teacher
reports. Research by Llewelleyn (2000) notes that mainstream pupils frequently
perceive peers with disabilities as being different and concludes that this increases
the likelihood of the latter being ostracised and lacking friends. Nabuzoka (2003, p
320) also notes that such pupils risk social rejection, with significant correlations
between children having SEN and peer nominations for both being ‘shy’ and a
victim of bullying’. The DfES report undertaken by Dyson et al (2004) likewise
finds that pupils with SEN can experience rejection and bullying within mainstream
settings. More recently, Frederickson et al (2007) indicate that pupils who have
significant SEN, but no statements may be of greater risk of victimisation, since they
are not usually the focus of positive intervention strategies. This issue is considered
further in Section 2.2.4.4.

A recent study by Gibb et al (2007) focuses on a number of mainstream schools
reporting a high level of social inclusion. Their investigation into peer group
acceptance of former pupils (from a ‘model’ special school) reports that none were
rejected by their classmates. However, the authors are keen to point out that this may
be a result specific to the population of this study, with the vast majority being
diagnosed as autistic. One aspect of this study that intrigues me is the large number
of comments made by the teaching staff about the lack of social competence of the
former special school pupils, compared to those made by the mainstream pupils
themselves. Although the authors do not refer to this, I wonder whether previous
intervention strategies may have encouraged pupils to make favourable responses.

2.1.2.5 The ‘Middle Ground’

Baroness Warnock, the original architect of the integration policy in England and
Wales in1978, has recently challenged the extent to which inclusion can be achieved
for all and appears to take the middle ground in the inclusion debate (Warnock,
2005). She argues that the SEN framework' is disastrously failing some children and

urges the government to set up a committee of inquiry to rethink their approach to
SEN provision. A major review of special education took place from 2005-2006
(House of Commons Select Committee, 2006) and supports the general view that

inclusive education may only go so far and that full-time mainstream placements for
some children may be unrealistic. In response, the government clarified its policy on
inclusive education (DfES, 2006a), outlining how it wants local authorities and

schools to work together to build provision in mainstream schools, so that over time

a mainstream place can be a viable option for all parents who want their child to be
taught in such a setting.

Some authors also take the ‘middle ground’ on the inclusion debate and in doing so
appeal to many teachers from both school sectors. Although critics may argue that
such teachers are fearful of change and stuck in the past, it is still apparent that both
advantages and disadvantages can be seen in special and mainstream schools as they

currently stand. Hornby (2001) is frequently cited as taking the middle ground, for he

''The SENDA, SEN Regulations and the Code of Practice (revised) are sometimes referred to as the ‘SEN
Framework’
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advocates a long term view of inclusion and argues that for some children with SEN,
segregated placement may be the best means to the end of eventual inclusion in the
community when they leave school. More recently, Spurgeon (2007) argues that the
most inclusive settings for pupils are those that have the most impact on their
learning, with similar views being welcomed in the press by teachers from both
mainstream and special schools (Campbell-Barr, 2007).

As an extreme polarisation of views on inclusion and segregation may inhibit
developments in both school sectors, I believe that a realistic way forward is to take
account of both points of view. Skidmore (2004) explores the contested ground
between the champions and sceptics in the inclusion debate. His study of two
mainstream secondary schools portrays a rich mix of teaching staff, from the
visionaries to the resisters of change and is of much interest to me as it appears to
echo the diverse opinions held by individuals within my own school and those of the
wider teaching community. However, one missing dimension in his debate on
inclusion is the opinion of the pupils themselves.

2.1.2.6 Philosophy versus practice

The idea that those with SEN should have the same educational opportunities as
others is now widely accepted. However, there is still much uncertainty about the
practice. Nutbrown and Clough (2006) collated data from 452 early childhood
educators from around the UK. They conclude that the term inclusion means
different things to different people and that acts of inclusion vary from setting to
setting. Although the ethical principles of inclusion are widely accepted, there
appears to be significant disagreement about its nature and extent. Florian (1998)
debates why there is so much philosophical agreement on rights, yet so much
divergence in practice and argues that culture, competing policies, a struggle over

limited resources and the prescriptive and centralised nature of special education are
each to blame.

Implementing inclusion policies is not an easy task for schools and local education
authorities. Commitment to inclusive practices appears to be somewhat sporadic and
schools from both sectors have recetved criticism for being more positive in principle
than in reality. Some accounts in the teaching press, such as those edited by

Campbell-Barr (2007), note that drives towards inclusion have increased tensions
between the two sectors, although it is not possible to verify such claims.

2.1.3 Organisational change within schools

This section focuses on drives to make schools more effective and inclusive for all.
Facilitators and barriers to inclusion are discussed through an assessment of the
views of parents and pupils, an investigation of the attitude of teachers, the

deployment of teaching strategies, the allocation of resources and a consideration of
within-child attributions and pupil support.

2.1.3.1 Effective schools

School effectiveness and improvement is championed by Reynolds (1992) as a way
to improve academic outcomes, particularly in the mainstream sector. Ainscow

(1995, 1997) takes a wider stance, linking school effectiveness with drives to make
settings more inclusive. He outlines a link between the organisational conditions
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required to facilitate school effectiveness and those required to carry forward
inclusive education, arguing that effective leadership and the setting of clear
procedures and structures are key.

The concept of inclusion has implications about how schools can develop and
improve. The shift away from explanations of educational failure concentrating on
the characteristics of individual children to an analysis of barriers to participation and
learning in schools 1s referred to by Ainscow (2007, p 129) as ‘school improvement
with attitude’. He argues that cultures, policies and practices of schools need to be
restructured and that inclusion be seen as a continuous process. Mittler (2000)
questions the relevance of government reporting via league tables and outlines how
radical reform is required in order for schools to be more responsive to the needs of
all children. He regards collaborative teaching and learning as the key to future
developments and challenges schools to explore ways of working in closer
partnership with both pupils and parents, as reflected in the sections below.

2.1.3.2 Parental and pupil perspectives

The anxiety expressed by parents of pupils with SEN may be seen as a significant
barrier to inclusion. Surveys of parents of pupils with SLDs conducted by Keller
(2000) and Palmer et al (2001) highlight how the majority feel that a mainstream
academic curriculum may not be educationally appropriate for their child. Concerns
are also expressed that services they deem necessary for their children may not be

available within mainstream settings. The lack of support among parents of existing
mainstream pupils 1s seen as another barrier to inclusion, with incidences of parents
objecting to their children being educated alongside those with special needs,

especially those with emotional and behavioural difficulties (EBDs) being reported
to schools and the press (BBC News, 2002/ Lipsett, 2007).

The importance of listening to the voices of children appears to be crucial to
achieving inclusion and is outlined further in Section 2.3. As a consequence, schools
need to be committed to providing pupils with greater opportunities to be understood
and to participate in the planning and management of their own learning. Allan

(2003) and Nutbrown and Clough (2006) argue that many parents also have unique
insights into successtul inclusion strategies. Both studies note that teachers working
in isolation are far less likely to have an impact than those who work in schools
which have strong home-school links and value the contributions of both pupils and
parents.

2.1.3.3 Teacher perspectives

Tilstone et al (1998) stress the important role of special school staff in changing
attitudes towards pupils with SEN by preparing communities to accept differences,
especially through planned personal contact. MacLeod (2001) however, is of the
opinion that such a role 1s untenable, arguing that many teachers within the special
school sector lack conviction about suitability of change and may hold a possessive
attitude towards pupils in their care. MacLeod’s concern is that drives towards

inclusion may fuel fears amongst teachers that their practice, values and jobs may be
under attack.

Although MacLeod (2001) makes little reference to this, it is possible that much of
the anxiety reported 1n her study may actually be linked to a fear of the unknown,

13



rather than outright dismissal of inclusion. The majority of special school staff taking
part in the Head and Pirrie survey (2007) viewed developments with mainstream as
positive experiences, once initial moves towards inclusion had been made. Many
staff who took part in this research noted that increased links with mainstream

influenced their thinking, that their roles had completely changed and that they had
developed new skills and approaches.

Teachers within the mainstream sector have also been criticised for lack lustre
support of inclusion. Lindsay and Thompson (1997) and Feiler and Gibson (1999)
propose that mainstream teachers are more positive about physical difficulties and
MLDs than other disabilities. Research by Allan and Brown (2002) suggests that
many schools are unable and in a number of instances, unprepared to encourage
inclusion. Reiser and Smyth (2007) also cite the prevalence of discriminatory
attitudes as a significant reason why mainstream schools are failing to operate
inclusively.

Reynolds (1992), Ainscow (1997) and Wolger (1998) all note the importance of
personal vision and leadership, with the latter arguing that success depends
ultimately upon the individual teacher and the close support provided within the
organisational framework of the school, espectially the classroom. Research by Pijl
(1995) finds that when teachers have adequate time to familiarise themselves with
the SEN of their class and differentiate materials appropriately, inclusion

opportunities are increased. This study highlights how the preparation time available
to teachers differs considerably between countries and that these fluctuations appear
to correlate with the attitudes of teachers.

Robinson (1999), Mittler (2000), Bishop and Jones (2002) and Reiser and Smyth
(2007) all note how staff training is widely regarded as an essential prerequisite for
inclusion. In order to make schools more inclusive, Booth et al (2002) suggest that
staff should examine their own practices and attitudes. Frederickson et al (2004)
conclude that teachers with positive attitudes to inclusion have significantly higher
levels of classroom satisfaction than those with less positive attitudes. Case study
research into two mainstream secondary schools by Skidmore (2004) also illustrates

how in specific school situations staff perceptions may lead to more favourable

conditions for a reform of thinking and practice. He argues that an open and flexible
discourse concerning a reform of the curriculum can influence teacher attitudes and

values and consequently their pupils’ experiences and learning. Skidmore then
invites the reader to reflect on aspects of school organisation, curriculum and

pedagogy and how these can contribute to student failure and disaffection.

Nutbrown and Clough (2006, p 27) demonstrate how practitioners can develop their
practice of ‘thinking inclusion’ when asked to consider scenarios based on real life
situations in which inclusive issues are raised. Interviews conducted with staff from
both sectors by Gibb et al (2007) lead the authors to conclude that negative teacher
attitudes are a barrier to inclusion. There are also suggestions of some differences of
understanding regarding the concept of inclusion. However, as Gibb et al (2007)
outline, further research is required to ascertain whether teacher attitudes to inclusion
result in specific teaching behaviours which may affect the way pupils with SEN are
accepted by their peers. The Index for Inclusion (Booth et al, 2002) also seeks to
support practitioners in the development of their own (and their settings)
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responsiveness to the diversity of pupils. As Nutbrown and Clough (2006) indicate,
some LEAs and schools have used the Index to great effect as an instrument of
school change.

2.1.3.4 Teaching strategies

The inclusion process may be hampered by inappropriate teaching strategies.
Although Rose (1998) notes that the National Curriculum is seen as having brought
benefits to pupils with SEN, he argues that when it is interpreted in narrow terms, 1t
can actually inhibit inclusive practice. Gibb et al (2007) stress how both adaptations
and instructions need to be focused on the needs of individuals, with emphasis on
cooperative teaching strategies, peer-tutoring and in-class support.

A greater understanding of the different learning styles of pupils and an ability to
adapt teaching approaches to address these differences are widely regarded as
essential requirements to inclusion. Florian (1998) proposes that positive attitudes to
the learning abilities of all pupils, teacher knowledge of learning difficulties and
skilled application of specific instructional methods are essential. In my opinion,
educational attainment is now more easily demonstrated, through the establishment
of a National Performance Framework for SEN (DCSF, 2004) and the widespread
use of P Scales (QCA, 2007).

2.1.3.5 The allocation of resources

As Cigman (2007) notes, a two tier system of education increases the risk of unfairly
sharing resources and expertise between the special and mainstream sectors.

Criticism is largely focused on special schools amassing resources that could be used
equally well in a mainstream environment. Tomlinson (1982), Barton (1988) and
Norwich (1990) all suggest that the special needs ‘industry’ (ie those specialising in
working with pupils with SEN) seeks to perpetuate the vested interests of those
working within i1t and deprive mainstream schools of both human and financial
resources. Competition over resources has caused tensions between mainstream and
special schools. Within the mainstream sector, difficulties have also arisen due to the

provision of adequate resources for SEN, as it would not be cost effective to
duplicate specialist resources throughout all schools.

Collaborative arrangements have also caused difficulties, with Ainscow (2007)
questioning whether 1t 1s sensible to invest staff time supporting individuals in
mainstream 1f this reduces the quality of provision made for those within the special
school context. MacBeath et al (2006) analysed the impact of inclusive education

policies on key stakeholders (schools, teachers, parents and pupils) in 20 schools in
England and call for more targeted resource provision.

2.1.3.6 Peer interactions

An individual pupil’s ability to cope within the mainstream sector and/ or their level
of social competence appears to have some bearing on inclusion success. Guterman
(1995) interviewed a number of special school pupils with previous negative

experiences of mainstream education and highlights how individual attributes, such
as shyness and low self-esteem often play a key part.

Pivic et al (2002) interviewed pupils with physical difficulties within mainstream
schools and their parents about barriers and facilitators to successful inclusion. The
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physical environment and physical limitations of the pupils involved in the study
were discussed, alongside intentional attitudinal barriers (such as incidents of
bullying or isolation) and unintentional attitudinal barriers (such as a lack of
knowledge by teachers or peers). As a consequence, the authors stress that schools
need to look at both real and perceived constraints in order to facilitate inclusion
opportunities. Norwich and Kelly (2004) interviewed pupils with MLDs in both
mainstream and special schools and conclude that although most expressed positive
evaluations of their school and the teaching they received, a high incidence of
bullying was reported. Although bullying was experienced by pupils in both sectors,
a significantly higher number of incidents were conveyed by special school pupils.

A number of authors suggest that peer preparation may promote positive social
behaviours, social acceptance and successful inclusion. Merrill and Gimpel (1998)
and more recently, Gibb et al (2007) and Frederickson et al (2007) note that physical
presence does not necessarily reduce negative social perceptions and recommend
facilitating strategies to remedy this. Whereas the former two studies outline the
benefits of cooperative groupings and the use of peer tutors, Frederickson et al
(2007) focus on preparation workshops to highlight individual pupil strengths and
enlist empathetic support for areas of difficulty. One interesting outcome of the latter
study is that mainstream peers regarded former special school pupils as being
significantly more popular as workmates than other pupils with SEN. Frederickson et
al (2007) suggest that those taking part in the survey may have taken into account the
level of support provided to the former special school pupils, seeking access to the
help themselves or wanting to help others. The authors however issue a note of
caution, as there appeared to be a trend for former special school pupils to be

reported by classmates as victims of bullying.

2.1.4 Concepts of inclusion central to the study

This section has demonstrated how perceptions of inclusion have changed over time,
with increasing regard given to the contributions of disabled individuals in all areas
of society. Like Tilstone et al (1998) and Booth et al (2002), I regard inclusion as a
process that concerns not only schools, but one that requires systemic re-organisation
in all areas of society, to include all marginalised groups. However, during the thesis,

my perspectives are focused on education, most notably the opportunities for
inclusion oftered by partnership schemes between special and mainstream schools.

Like Llewelleyn (2000) and Hegarty (2001), I regard children’s rights to inclusion as
being more complex than one based upon human’ rights and believe that there are
both advantages and disadvantages to the current dual system of education. I also

support arguments by authors such as Hornby (2001) and Farrell (2001), who state
that there needs to be a caretul balance between each pupil’s right to inclusion and to
an education which meets their individual needs.

This section has highlighted the academic advantages attached to both special and
mainstream schools. However, the thesis primarily focuses on the social aspects of
inclusion, closely investigating interactions between peers from both schools.
Although I believe that, in order to become more inclusive, schools should value the
contributions made by both parents and pupils and make genuine efforts to consult
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with them, the primary focus of the study is to ascertain the views of all the pupils
taking part in a partnership scheme.

2.2 The changing role of special schools

This section is structured in four main parts. The first investigates the changing role
of the special school and the second considers the challenges that currently face this
sector. The third part looks at developments in outreach support, specialist and co-
located schools and the fourth part focuses on partnership schemes between
mainstream and special schools.

2.2.1 Changes in provision

This section illustrates the wide variety of provision available within special schools
and investigates the extent of restructuring and school closure.

Meijer (1999) links the success of inclusion to existing education structures and
notes that throughout Europe, greater concern emerges in countries who have
invested highly in special school provision. Although the whole of the UK falls into
the latter category, there are still considerable local variations in special school
provision. Whereas some LEAs cater for discrete groups of pupils with SEN, others
have generic special schools in order to cater for a wider range of needs.

Much restructuring has taken place in recent years, as LEAs implement special
school reorganisation (or plan to do it). As Ashdown and Darlington (2007) show,
the drive behind this reorganisation is often twofold, notably the push for inclusion
and the poor accommodation of many special schools. The special school sector has
undergone significant changes, including changes in the curriculum and teaching and
learning. Head and Pirrie (2007) suggest that the introduction of a mainstream
curriculum within special schools has led to classes being organised more along
mainstream lines. However, they do caution that the impact is not uniform across
special schools. The increased use of information and communication technology

(ICT) in special schools is also noted in this study, echoing earlier findings in this
field reported by Brodlin and Lindstrand (2003).

A number of special schools have closed completely, with government statistics
reporting that between 1997 and 2005 the number of maintained special schools in
England and Wales had reduced from 1, 171 to 1,049 (House of Commons, 2006). It
appears likely that schools that have closed only had relatively few pupils on roll,
since Fletcher-Campbell and Kington’s (2001) survey of special schools in England
and Wales found a slight decrease since 1993 in the number of schools who had less
than 50 pupils and a slight increase in the 101-150 band. Although Norwich (2007)
highlights an overall national decrease in the proportion of children in special

schools in England, Head and Pirrie (2007) indicate no clear trend in respect to an
increase or decrease in roll in Scotland.

2.2.2 Challenges faced by special schools

This section considers perceived and actual challenges that the special school sector
has faced in recent times. It investigates whether the profile of pupils on special
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school rolls has changed, whether staffing levels have differed and whether any
adjustments 1n classroom organisation and teaching styles has taken place.

2.2.2.1 Pupil profiles

Research suggests that there 1s a perceived increase in the range and complexity of
conditions in the special school population, with Chamberlain (1991) linking this to
the continued improvement of infant survival rates. The 1997 Green paper
‘Excellence for all Children-meeting SEN’ (DfEE, 1997) recognises that pupil
populations have become more diverse and complex in relation to both types of SEN
and ranges of ability. However, Fletcher-Campbell and Kington’s (2001) survey of

special schools in England and Wales notes that learning difficulties still
predominate, echoing findings of the previous survey in 1993. Three significant
studies have taken place in recent years to determine the current nature of pupil
populations in schools for SLDs and PMLDs in the UK, with Male and Rayner
(2007) focusing on provision in England, Hunter and O’Connor (2006) in Northern
Ireland and Head and Pirrie (2007) in Scotland. All report an increase in pupils with
SLDs and PMLDs, with the latter two studies additionally investigating an increase
in autistic spectrum disorders (ASD), challenging behaviours and mental health
problems.

Many schools taking part in the survey conducted by Head and Pirrie (2007) report
that the changing demographic profile of their pupils places them in unfamiliar
territory and several schools note that this is a threat to the nature of any specialism
that they previously held. The ability of special schools to cater for a wider range of
academic ability and a greater variety of SEN has caused problems for many in
education, as 1t 1s not easy for a teacher to teach a class of pupils with disparate
needs, even with good quality support. Tutt (2007) highlights challenges that schools
may encounter by being asked to take on pupils outside their experience. As Rose
and Coles (2002) warn, 1f special schools are perceived as providing a population of

pupils ‘oo difficult’ to include, then there is a danger that they may become further
isolated from the mainstream sector.

2.2.2.2 Organisational changes

Findings by Fletcher-Campbell and Kington (2001) and Male and Rayner (2007)

suggest a change 1n staffing strategies since the 1993 study, which is possibly linked
to the extension of local management to special schools. Both studies report a

marked increase in the number of accredited teaching assistants, reflecting both LEA
and government initiatives since 1993 of systematic training to LSAs. The study by
Head and Pirrie (2007) suggests that the skills mix in Scottish special schools has
likewise changed, with a significant rise in the number of LSAs being reported. A
number of schools in the latter study, as with those surveyed by Male and Rayner
(2007), indicate that provision for therapy services has been reduced in recent years,

with individual schools attributing this to services being stretched to cover the
mainstream sector.

2.2.3 Links between special and mainstream schools: The development of
outreach support, specialist schools and co-located schools

In ‘Removing Barriers to Achievement’ (DfES, 2004) the government made clear
that it seeks a vital and continuing role for special schools as part of the inclusive
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education system. It notes the importance of special schools in meeting children’s
needs directly and working in closer partnership with mainstream schools ‘?o build
expertise throughout the system’ (p 26, para.30). This section investigates how some
special schools have contributed to the systemic change needed to make education
more inclusive through developing outreach support, becoming more specialised and
co-locating with mainstream schools.

2.2.3.1 The provision of outreach support

The development strategies of many special schools include providing various forms
of outreach to support their mainstream colleagues in successfully meeting the needs
of pupils with SEN. Effective outreach can raise the profile of special schools and
help raise standards and achievement for pupils in both sectors. As Newport (2005)
outlines, outreach may involve special school staff inviting mainstream colleagues to
observe a range of good practice within their school and modelling specific teaching
approaches and specialist resources. Both Ainscow (2000) and Tutt (2007) note how
special school staff can also support individuals in mainstream regarded as being
likely for possible transfer to special provision or who are vulnerable to exclusion,

with Tutt (2007, p 6) promoting a ‘revolving door idea,’ whereby pupils with SEN
spend only some of their time in special education.

Studies by Bannister et al (1998) and Gibb et al (2007) detail how two former special
schools have emerged as models in providing outreach support, achieving very high
levels of pupil inclusion with a number of mainstream schools. The authors of both
studies regard the specialist knowledge of each inclusion team as a major factor in
facilitating inclusion. Staff successfully liaise with therapists, parents and outside
agencies and provide both regular planned contact and hands-on support to their
mainstream colleagues, with these skills being increasingly assimilated and owned
by the mainstream staff over time. Although studies focusing on individual
achievements give valuable suggestions for the development of outreach support, 1
feel that much more could be learnt if the researchers had been able to compare the
model settings with other schools not including pupils as successfully.

LEAs in South West England have been instrumental in developing a self evaluation
framework to enable specialist providers to review their arrangements for outreach
support (Newport, 2004) and formulating guidance for special school colleagues

(Newport, 2005). Newport (2005, p 4) argues that special schools are the ‘natural
providers of outreach,’ as they have effective and accurate systems to assess

complex needs and determine appropriate intervention strategies. She outlines how
outreach staff from special schools may have an advantage over central support
services, as their teaching status gives them credibility with their mainstream
colleagues.

In recent years the Department for Children, Schools and Families has set up eleven
‘Regional Partnerships’ in England and Wales to develop and promote inclusive
policies in healthcare, education and social services, such as Facilitating Inclusion

North East (DCSF, 2008). Newport’s (2004) study aims to provide a snapshot of the
South West regional partnerships during the Spring of 2004. Although the response
rate from LEAs 1s good (81%), the response of special schools in the region is poor

(16%). As a consequence, the study fails to provide a comprehensive picture of
outreach from the perspective of special schools in the region. In my opinion, the
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credibility of the research 1s also dampened by the author making some sweeping
generalisations, such as linking the poor special school response rate to the pressures
special schools are under at present, rather than considering any other factors. From
my own experience, I would add that although there are some teachers who are keen
to take part in research initiatives, there are many others who have insufficient time
to do so, some who are suspicious of questionnaires and other surveys and some who
simply lack interest in outreach initiatives.

2.2.3.2 The formation of specialist schools

New avenues include the formation of ‘Trailblazer’ schools which specialise on a
particular disability or group of disabilities, as noted in a recent White Paper ‘Higher
Standards, Better Schools for all: More Choices for Parents and Pupils’ (D{ES,
2006b). The role of these schools is to educate children with disabilities and send
teachers into mainstream to share their expertise. As Mortimore (2006) outlines, the
government’s aim is for numbers to increase from twelve to fifty in two years, whilst
the number of specialist non-mainstream schools (former special schools specialising
in particular curriculum areas) is set to rise from thirty to over fifty during 2008.

Wiltshire (1998) questions the ideas of creating ‘centres of excellence’, for such titles
may imply that those who work in them have all the expertise, which runs contrary to
the notion of partnership. Macbeath et al (2006) also question their place in an
inclusive education system. They interviewed staff in a range of schools about their
commitment to inclusive practices and compared this with data collated from
parental questionnaires and pupil observations. Macbeath et al conclude that
collaborative initiatives are currently being undermined by fragmentation of school
types (such as specialist schools, academies and selective schools), competition for
pupils and a reluctance to accept children who may be detrimental to a school’s
attainment profile. The authors call for a reappratsal of national education policy in
order to enhance collaboration among schools and ensure the best services are
delivered to all children.

2.2.3.3 The co-location of special and mainstream schools

Many local authorities are now seeking to co-locate special and mainstream schools
in order to facilitate the merging of responsibilities and the sharing of resources. The
recently opened Education Village in Darlington (Smith, 2007) is one vision for
future development with an integrated leadership and management scheme. As Smith
shows (2007), architecturally and educationally, the special school is at the centre of
the process, rather than an adjunct. Ashdown and Darlington (2007) report on the
situation in North Lincolnshire, where two co-located special schools have recently
been built and opportunities for inclusion in mainstream activities have been planned
from the outset. The special schools themselves are designed as resource bases,
providing professional advice and support to the mainstream sector in order to
develop inclusive practices for pupils with learning difficulties. In the future, it is
hoped that specialist classes within mainstream schools themselves will be
established as resource bases, otfering specialised and intensive teaching and
assessment opportunities.
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2.2.4 Links between special and mainstream schools: The development of
partnership schemes

Link arrangements between special and mainstream schools represent a transition
between segregated and integrated education and can act as an effective model for
promoting inclusion at a primary level. As Wolger (1998, p87) notes:

‘The interaction between pupils with and without disabilities, and between the staff

of both types of school, is a catalyst for more intense involvement between the
schools’.

As the study 1s concerned with eliciting the views of pupils involved in a partnership
scheme, an extensive review of such initiatives is offered in this section. The first
section provides an overview of the development of partnerships in wider society,
whilst the second summarises the results of three national surveys. Next, a discussion
of the academic and social outcomes of partnership work between mainstream and

special schools is provided. In the final section, factors that both facilitate and restrict
the development of schemes are assessed.

2.2.4.1 An overview

‘Partnership’ or ‘link’ arrangements between special and mainstream schools have a
history that spans over thirty years, although their popularity increased in the 1990s
when interactive decision making and the search for cooperation was seen in all areas

of society. Partnerships have been a central feature of British social welfare policy
since 1997 when the New Labour government came to power. Current policy

encourages partnerships between statutory organisations and professionals, public
and private sectors, with voluntary organisations and local communities. However, as
Glendinning and Powell (2002) reveal, an imbalance of power characterises many
contemporary partnerships. A recent study by Powell and Dowling (2006) tries to
establish whether partnerships that are mandatory are more successful than voluntary
arrangements. Although the authors report that many of the partnerships enforced by
New Labour are performing better than collaborative arrangements established prior
to 1997, they conclude that more studies are required in order to provide definitive
answers.

2.2.4.2 National surveys of partnership schemes

Following implementation of the 1981 Education Act (DES, 1981), a large scale
study of support for mainstream schools in meeting SEN was undertaken by NFER
and sponsored by the Department of Education and Science from 1983 t01986
(Moses et al, 1987). Links between special and mainstream schools formed part of a
three tier investigation of support, which also included local authority support
services and in-service training and professional development. The first survey was
conducted by Jowett et al (19838) and involved questionnaires being sent to all special
schools 1n a quarter of local authorities in England and Wales and a series of detailed
case studies on nine well-established link schemes. In 1993 a follow up survey was
organised (Fletcher Campbell, 1994), with questionnaires being sent to all special
schools in England and Wales, plus additional discussions with the nine schools who
were the subject of previous case studies. A further follow-up was undertaken in

2000 (Fletcher-Campbell and Kington, 2001) with questionnaires again being sent to
all special schools in England and Wales.
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2.2.4.2.1 Numbers involved

There has been a steady increase in collaborative arrangements in recent years. 89%
of the schools taking part Fletcher-Campbell and Kington’s (2001) review note some
type of link with mainstream, highlighting a 6% increase in schools reporting links
since the previous survey. Over half the schools involved in Head and Pirrie’s (2007)
research in Scotland also indicate an increased number of partnership arrangements
with the mainstream sector. Schools in both these surveys report links with a large
number of mainstream schools, reflecting the desire to reintegrate pupils into their
local school to enable them to become part of their local community and acting as a
reminder that special schools often serve a wide geographical area.

A comparison of survey data from England and Wales shows an increase in
government funding of partnership schemes in recent years, as 11% of respondents in
the 1993 survey confirmed that provision was available within their authorities Local
Management of Special Schools (LMSS), whereas in 2000 this rose to almost a
quarter of responding schools. However, it does not appear that financial support is a
positive incentive for collaboration, since the majority of respondents in the latter
survey (77%) give etther negative or uncertain responses concerning funding.

2.2.4.2.2 The movement of pupils between schools
Fletcher-Campbell and Kington (2001) note that links are somewhat shorter in
duration than in the previous survey and suggest that most schools are making

arrangements for individual rather than group activities. When looking at the
participation of special school pupils in different areas of the curriculum in

mainstream schools, there is a notable increase in numbers taking part in English and
mathematics, which may be linked to the influence of the National Literacy Strategy
(DCSF, 1997) and National Numeracy Strategy (DCSF, 1998). However, the
decrease in the number taking part in science, design technology, languages, physical
education and drama is interesting, since some of these subjects need specialist
facilities which some special schools do not have. Unfortunately, no comparison data
is available for pupil involvement in ICT, as it was only added as a category in the
latest survey.

A significant increase in the complementary movement from mainstream to special
schools has occurred in recent years, which Fletcher-Campbell and Kington (2001)
refer to as reverse integration’. When comparing data from the second and third
surveys, the authors report a two fold increase of mainstream pupils visiting special
schools on a weekly basis. This leads them to suggest that the mainstream sector may
be using special schools as a specialist resource or that collaborative arrangements

are in place, allowing special school pupils the opportunity to learn alongside
mainstream peers in a familiar environment.

2.2.4.3 Outcomes of involvement in partnership schemes

This section investigates the numerous benefits that are claimed for partnership
schemes. It focuses on both academic and social outcomes and the process issues
required in order to make such ventures more effective.

2.2.4.3.1 Academic outcomes

Although Steele and Mitchell (1992) imply that increased academic achievement for
pupils with learning difficulties is possible within inclusive settings, little research
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has actually taken place to verify such claims. Both Hegarty (1993) and Florian
(1998) note how ‘no-difference’ findings in educational achievement for pupils with
SEN in inclusive classrooms are often interpreted as pro-inclusion and argue that a
closer investigation of academic outcomes is required. Although the introduction of
P Scales (QCA, 2007) has made 1t easier to assess the academic achievements of
pupils with learning difficulties in both sectors, my literature search confirms the
view that researchers continue to focus largely on social outcomes.

There is also some disagreement amongst researchers about the positive effects that
involvement in partnership schemes has on receptive and expressive language
development of pupils with SLDs. Shevlin and O’Moore (2000) emphasise how such
arrangements allow pupils with SLDs to generalise their communication skills in a
natural social environment. Dockrell (2004) also outlines benefits that can accrue
from pupils having increased opportunities to communicate with more articulate
peers. However, in her study of language development, Ware (2004) observes few
advantages for pupils with SLDs involved in integrated sessions in terms of amount
of interaction and notes that there seems be a higher level response to pupil language
in segregated settings, which may motivate language use. She concludes that it is the
type and structuring of activities, rather than the presence or absence of mainstream
peers, that appears to be crucial in increasing response rate.

When investigating the broader curriculum, several authors outline benefits for
pupils on special school rolls involved in partnership activities. Jowett (1989) and
Noonan Walsh et al (1996) note how mainstream settings provide a wider range of
curriculum opportunities, arguing that it 1s more likely that pupils will be taught by a
greater range of curriculum specialist teachers and have opportunities to use more
specialist facilities and resources. Both also outline the possibility that that being part
of such a process may lead to full-time placement in a mainstream school.

A number of authors additionally testify how taking part in activities within special
school settings can have advantages for mainstream pupils. Farrell (1997) and Gibb
et al (2007) indicate that mainstream pupils may benefit from access to the
specialised curriculum and small class sizes of the special school sector. They also

discuss the positive ethos of many special schools and note how a more holistic

approach to education and an emphasis on experiential opportunities have helped
such schools create rich learning environments. Recent government initiatives are

also encouraging mainstream schools to provide opportunities for experiential
learning, as seen 1n the Primary Strategy ‘Excellence and Enjoyment’ (DfES, 2003).

Involvement in partnership schemes has many advantages for teachers from both
school sectors. Noonan Walsh et al (1996) outline how schemes facilitate increased
contacts between statf, lead to an exchange of ideas, an acquisition of new skills and
sharing ways of planning a joint curriculum. Both Rose and Coles (2002) and

Newport (20035) also note how collaboration can help raise expectations for all pupils
and allow staff to overcome logistical problems, such as physical access to lessons.

2.2.4.3.2 Social benefits

Research concerning social relationships and friendships between pupils from the
two school sectors has received far more coverage than academic outcomes. One

explanation why studies have leaned towards social considerations may be that such
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issues are considered more valuable and relevant by practitioners, teachers and
pupils. However, as Frederickson et al (2007) outline, it may also be a factor that
data from such studies may be somewhat easier for researchers to both collate and
measure.

Several studies report social benefits for special school pupils taking part in
partnership activities with mainstream schools. Jowett et al (1988) and Noonan
Walsh et al (1996) note that pupils from special schools can gain a sense of
achievement about their ability to mix with their mainstream peers and engage in
cooperative learning. Partnership activities may also provide pupils with practical
experiences of learning a range of social skills that have been taught in a more formal
way in the special school. Benefits may also accrue by working alongside more able
peers, for as Beveridge (1996) outlines, mainstream pupils who represent ‘competent
peers’ can be powerful role models.

Many studies report some degree of social acceptance of disabled pupils by their
able-bodied peers, although those which use ratings of social competence suggest
that some children with disabilities are more popular than others. Farrell (1997) notes
that younger, more able pupils are more likely to be successfully included. Hunt and
Goetz’s (1997) small scale research focusing on the placement of a small group of
pupils with SLDs in a mainstream class indicates that positive interventions may
increase social interactions and friendships. Their conclusions are more optimistic
than those of Farrell (1997), for his study notes that interactions are generally
limited, one-directional and didactic. Both these studies also emphasise the need for
emotional and practical support to be offered to special school pupils engaging in
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