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ABSTRACT
The study examined the process of training physical education (PE) teachers for the
inclusion of children with special educational needs (SEN). This involved a five-stage
research process examining the views and opinions of government, statutory, and
professional PE associations (the official line); PE Initial Teacher Training (ITT)

providers (professional opinion and practice) and trainee and recently qualified PE
teachers (the consumers).

The inclusion of children with SEN in PE has risen up both the political and statutory
agenda to such an extent that there is widespread evidence of policies being
embedded across diverse sectors of society. Consequently, the study set out to
examine how the current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings is
implemented. As part of this examination it was expected to find evidence of an
increased emphasis on the inclusion of children with SEN in PE across official line,
professional opinion & practice, and consumer levels.

The study found that whilst the inclusion of children with SEN in PE had increased in
prominence (through official line policy), there was no systematic approach to
implementing this policy (via professional opinion and practice and consumers) in
practice. The study concludes by identifying key themes, and issues related to
ensuring inclusive PE for children with SEN operates, within a coherent, systematic
and joined up framework that ensures inclusive policies impact in practice.
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PREFACE

When I was a child, / acted like a child,
Now I am a man, I act like a man,
If only people would treat me for what I am, rather than what I am not,
Don't change me, understand me

(Anon)

Background And Personal Interest For The Study
The initial interest for this study arises from a personal and professional interest in
the field of PE, sport, disability and SEN. To date, my career has involved working in
a number of capacities with children and adults with a range of SEN and disabilities
in both school and community contexts. My current post as a Senior Lecturer in PE,
Sport, Disability and SEN, has enabled me to particularly extend my knowledge and
understandingin relation to the training of PE teachers for the inclusion of children
with SEN. Since the return of the Labour Governmentto power in 1997, the inclusion
of children with SEN within mainstream settings has risen up both the political and
statutory agenda. For example, the Departmentfor Education and Skills (DFES)
state:
"Theeducationof childrenwithspecialneedsis a key challengefor the nation.
It is vitalto the creationof a fullyinclusivesociety"(DFES1999,p 1).

It is within the backdrop of this statement from the DFES that much of my work in
inclusive PE for children with SEN has recently been developed. Consequently,this
has given me opportunities to work, and present at National and International levels
on diverse aspects of inclusive PE for children with SEN. These opportunities have
involved course delivery, research publications, consultancy, conference
presentations,training, and resource materials.
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My particular interests focus upon the views and policies of professional PE
associations, government and statutory agencies in relation to the impact this has for
implementation within ITT institutions, and delivery by teachers in schools. I am
particularly interested to examine how government, ITT providers, teachers, and
schools can work together to establish a cohesive framework for the training and
delivery of inclusive PE to children with SEN. Therefore, it is within this context that I
wish to consider how the training of PE teachers for inclusive settings is
implemented.

The forthcoming chapters, outlined below provide an overview to how this study will
be examined:

Chapter 1. Context for the study: This chapter establishes the framework for the
study, and identifies the key themes, issues, purpose, and research questions for the
study.

Chapter 2. Education, special education and initial teacher training, is broken
into two parts. Part (one) gives an overview of the emergence of ITT standards and
expectations, whilst examining the -implementation and evaluation of these over
recent years. This will be examined within the context of the roles played by agencies
such as the Teacher Training Agency (TTA), Off ice for Standards in Education
(OFSTED) and DFES. In contrast, Part (two) provides an historical critique and
analysis of how SEN has changed and emerged over the years up to the present day
position of the government's commitment to inclusive agendas within schools. It
examines the changing emphasis and nature of terminology within this area, and how
the shift from segregated to inclusive provision has emerged.

Chapter 3. Developments

in inclusive physical education and disability sport:

critically analyses how PE, special education and disability sport has developed to
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the present day position of empowerment, and support for inclusion within all aspects
of physical activity. It examines the role that PE, as a subject area, can play in
meeting the government's wider agenda for inclusive education, as well as
considering a range of teaching and learning approaches that can facilitate inclusion
for children with SEN.

Chapter 4. Methodology:

provides a rationale, critical justification and analysis of

the chosen research methods within the study, and examines each of the five stages

of investigationundertaken within the study.

The results section is broken into three chapters based around the 'official line'
(stage one), 'professional opinion and practice', (stages two and three) and the
&consumers' (stages four and five). Each chapter draws upon the research findings
from the study, and analyses the relationship and impact upon the training of PE
teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN.

Chapter 5. Results and discussion

of the official line (Stage one), gives a critical

overview of the literature related to statutory and professional agencies that have a
role to play in the policy and practice of PE for children with SEN. It examines
agencies such as the DFES, OFSTED, TTA, Physical Education Association, (United
Kingdom) (PEA (UK)) British Association of Advisors and Lecturers in Physical
Education (BAALPE), English Federation for Disability Sport (EFDS) and the
Qualification Curriculum Authority (QCA). The literature analyses where the current
position lies on PE and SEN, and asserts that there is no common approach, or
strategy to the delivery of inclusive PE at the official line level. Consequently, there is
a need for a much more systematic and cohesive framework of inclusive PE to be
developed in which a co-ordinated 'official line' approach is established.
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Chapter 6. Results and discussion

at the professional

opinion and practice

level (Stages two and three): Provides a critical overview of how ITT providers
prepare trainee PE teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN. This chapter
considers the views, opinions, issues, and strategies from the 30 ITT secondary PE
providers in England. This is then followed by extensive analysis from 5 selected ITT
PE providers who engaged in follow up discussion. The chapter concludes with a
summary and critical review of whether inclusive PE is delivered consistently across
all ITT courses, and considers the similarities and differences in delivery between
one-year PGCE and four year undergraduate programmes.

Chapter 7. Results and discussion

from the consumer level (stages four and

five): Examines the views and opinions of trainee and recently qualified teachers
related to the implementation of inclusive PE, and their readiness to teach lessons
that meet the needs of children with SEN. The chapter examines the views of
trainees in their final year of training, as well as those of recently qualified teachers in
sch6ols, and asserts that training experiences, and preparation vary considerably. As
a consequence, the chapter concludes by advocating that there is still much work to
be done in order to ensure that PE teachers of the future are adequately prepared to
deliver inclusive PE for children with SEN.
.

Chapter 8. Key themes from the five stages pulls together the key themes and
issues from the five stages of the research and examines this in the context of the
research aims, and discussion from chapters 5,6 and 7. It analyses whether there is
any systematic process of policy through to practice in relation to the training of PE
teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN, whilst suggesting a range of
strategies to co-ordinate this work better in the future. The chapter concludes with
recommendationsfor future work that needs to be undertaken based upon the
research findings, and offers a proposed model for its implementation and delivery.
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CHAPTER0NE:
CONTEXT FOR THE STUDY

In October 1997 the new Labour government launched their green paper on special

needs education, which stated:
'We want to see more pupils with special educationalneeds (SEN) included
within mainstreamprimary and secondary schools. We support the United
Nations Educational,Scientific and Cultural Organisation(UNESCO)
Salamanca World Statement on Special Needs Education 1994. This calls on
governmentsto adopt the principle of inclusive education, enrolling all children
in regular schools, unless there are compelling reasons for doing otherwise.
This implies a progressive extension of the capacity of mainstreamschools to
provide for children with a wide range of needs" (DFEE 1997a,p44)

Since the return of the Labour government to power in 1997, the focus on inclusion
has risen up the political and statutory agenda in the United Kingdom (UK) to such an
extent, that there is widespread evidence of policies being embedded across diverse
sectors of society. In education for example, there has been an increased emphasis
on the inclusion of children with SEN through legislation such as the National
Curriculum (NC) (2000) Inclusion Statement (QCA, 1999), SEN and Disability Rights
Act (DFES 2001 c) and the Revised Code of Practice (DFES 2001 b). In addition, the
TTA revised standards for the award of QTS (TTA 2002), and the OFSTED
Inspection Framework (OFSTED 2002), has increased the focus on the scrutiny,
competence and implementation of inclusive education.

Statistical evidence from the DFES (2001c), supports this increased emphasis on
inclusion, and shows year on year rises in the number of children with SEN (i.e.
registered on the Code of Practice) being included within mainstream education
(2001 - 61%, 1997 - 57%, 1993 - 48%). Thus in setting out this context, many
questions related to the readiness of ITT providers to train teachers in schools to
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deliver this key agenda need to be considered. In addition, there is even greater

issues
because
NC
for
to
these
the
reflect
upon
as
and
schools
providers
pressure
(2000) states:
"... teachers must take action"and "ensure that theirpupils are enabled to
participatd' (OCA 1999a,p33)

and be responsive to a diverse range of pupil needs in order to facilitate inclusive
education.

According to Avramadis and Norwich (2002) teachers are recognised as the main
agents of the implementation of inclusive policy and as such:
"... without a coherent plan for teacher training in the educationalneeds of
children with SEN, attempts to include these children in the mainstream would
be difficult" (Avramadisand Norwich 2002, p139).

Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) support this view, and call for agencies such as ITT
providers, schools and teachers to review existing practices, and procedures in order
to provide a systematic approach to this area of their work. However, they question
whether real change will actually occur, or if agencies are merely getting on the
inclusion policy bandwagon, rather than fundamentally reviewing any necessary
adjustment in working practices. Thus, they argue that in order for change to have
impact, ITT providers need to recognise inclusion as a process model in which
associated issues are infused throughout the undergraduate curriculum. Therefore
not merely being addressed at a superficial policy level, but more essentially making
a difference through inclusive delivery in practice.

In order to reflect this shift of emphasis at government level, the recent NC review
(culminating in NC 2000) set out four main priorities, one of which was to ensure that
the curriculum is setting high standards for all pupils including the gifted, talented and
those with SEN. This supports the 1994 Salamanca Statement (UNESCO 1994),
15

which identified a set of beliefs and proclamations relating to the notion that every
child has a fundamental right to education. It identified core principles of providing
children with the opportunity to learn, an education system designed to take account
of diversity, access to regular child centred education and the acceptance of inclusive
orientation as a means of combating discrimination and building an inclusive society.

Therefore, through the introduction of recent inclusive legislation within the UK, the
notion of education for all, and entitlement, are Viewedas central to the government's
drive to create a socially inclusive society in which all children are able to participate,
learn and reach their full potential. This commitment is underpinned by the statement
from the DFES that:
"Theeducationof childrenwithspecialneedsis a key challengefor the nation.
It is vitalto thecreationof a fullyinclusivesociety"(DFES1999p 1)

1.1

Delivering the Inclusive Agenda

In relation to teacher education, the governments SEN Excellence for All (DFES
1998) document suggests that th,e educational achievements of pupils with SEN
should be delivered through five key action points of: ensuring that high expectations
are set for pupils with SEN; providing support to parents; increasing the numbers of
pupils with SEN within mainstream; emphasising the need for practical support,
rather than procedural guidance; and to promote partnerships in SEN at local,
regional and national levels.

Therefore, in regard to how social inclusion is achieved, and the interpretation of its
delivery within the curriculum the government introduced 'citizenship' as a curriculum
area in its own right from September 2002. According to the NC (1999) handbooks
for primary and secondary teachers (QCA 1999b, 1999c), citizenship will be
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delivered across all four key stages of the curriculum with the intention of facilitating
pupils to:
"... become informed, active, responsible citizens contributing fully to the life of
their school communltlesý (OCA 1999c, p 126)

Thus in doing so children will learn about:
"... their responsibilities, rights and duties as individuals and members of
communities" (OCA 1999c, p 126)

In interpreting this statement with reference to the inclusion of children with SEN, it
appears that the expectation is the establishment of a set of core values that are to
be embedded both within the statutory curriculum, and be delivered through
proactive strategies by teachers. However, in order to facilitate these processes,
teachers need to be given the knowledge and understanding of how to implement
this aspect of their work. For example, the definition and interpretation of terminology
alone related to the inclusion of children with SEN is often according to Ito (1999)
used interchangeably and this adds to potential confusion in the interpretation of the
values and principles it is setting out to achieve. The NC (2000) handbook for
example, uses the term's disability, inclusion, integration, mainstrearning and SEN
within one document, and teachers need to appreciate the differences between these
terms and their significance to the wider debate on inclusion. Thus according to Ito
(1999), there is a need to place into context how and what the key terms and issues
mean in order to clarify appropriate delivery mechanisms, and set about training
teachers accordingly to include children with SEN effectively. This belief is further
supported by Dyson and Millward (2000) who argue that the:
"... language which surrounds educationalresponses to diversity is often
confused and conflicting" and "tend to only have the most general meanings
unless and until they are defined precisely" (Dyson and Millward 2000, p8)
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1.2

'Interpreting and Delivering Inclusive Physical Education
(PE) For Children With Special Educational Needs (SEN)

The purpose of this study is to examine the inclusion of children with SEN through
the subject of secondary PE. In particular it will focus upon the process of training PE
teachers to include children with SEN within mainstreamsettings.

The subject of PE has been at the centre of many changes during the last few years
in relation to its recognition, prominence and delivery within the NC. For example, in
the primary sector, the introduction of the numeracy and literacy hours in the late
1990's brought about a significant squeeze on the time available for other subjects
areas, of which PE is just one of several others. In addition, the implementation of the
Key Stage Three Strategy and its focus on English, Maths and Science from
September 2002, brings with it similar issues and pressures for PE within the
secondary sector. In noting this however, the NC (2000) does advocate an
entitlement of two hours physical activity within the school week for all children. This
has been further reinforced through the recent'Game Plan: a strategy for delivering
Government's sport and physical activity objectives' (2002). It states that the
government:
'ý.. have prioritised young people, and committedourselves to ensuring that by
2005, at least 75% of children will have the chance to participate in two hours
of high quality sport and PE each week" (DCMS2002, p5)

Thus through the recent'Game Plan' objectives' (DCMS 2002) PE and school sport
is being viewed as an area to be developed and extended during the coming years.
This is being supported with a commitment of:
"Over;Ubn of money from government and the lottery going into sport over
..
the next three years"(DCMS 2002, p5)
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In recognising the current political climate and curriculum pressures of inclusion, and
the need to respond to the requirements of citizenship, PE as a subject area has
many opportunities to assist in the positive inclusion of children with SEN within
mainstream education. However, the critical success factor that lies behind this is the
need to review the currency of existing and future training for PE teachers in order
that the requirements of the NC (2000) Statutory Inclusion Statement (QCA 1999a)
are met. The impact being that ITT providers and agencies involved in the
professional development of teachers will have to examine the extent to which their
current practices prepare teachers sufficiently for such a high profile aspect of the
government and new curriculum's work.

Within this context therefore, the study will look at a main research question of:
"How

is the current training of PE teachers
inclusive
implemented?.
'-'
settings

for

This will be examined in relation to three key areas of policy through to practice.
Firstly what is 'the official line' (with respect to professional and statutory agencies),
secondly what are the views of teacher training institutions ('professional

opinion

and practice') and thirdly what is the impact upon the training of PE teachers ('the
consumers').

Within each of these three levels of investigation a further sub aim will be examined
in relation to the main research question noted above.

1.3

The Official Line

The official line refers to the role and function of both professional (i. e. PE and
disability sport associations) and statutory agencies (i. e. government and associated
bodies) in relation to the training of PE teachers for the inclusion of children with
SEN. This first level of analysis ('The Official Line') sets out to examine the views
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and policies of the professional PE associations and statutory agencies in regard to
their interpretation and implementation of inclusive education. This will be achieved
through analysis of agency documentation and policy positions from the DFIES,
OFSTED, TTA, QCA, BAALPE, PEA(UK) and EFDS.

Through an examination, analysis and review of these agencies literature, areas of
commonality and diversity within the official line perspectivewill be scrutinised. This
will be then related to its context, impact and consistencyfor people at the
professional opinion and practice and consumer levels. Thus the sub question at this
level is:
I%Vhat are the views and policies
of government.,
statutory
in relation
to the delivery of
agencies
and PE associations
inclusive
PE for children
with SEN? -IY

1.3.1 Government and Statutory Agencies
In relation to government and statutory agencies, the four key organisations that
impact on the study question are namely the DFES, OFSTED, OCA and the TTA.
The DFES acts as the government department:
.... established with the purpose of creating opportunity,releasing potential and
achieving excellence for all" and "delivers on a range of issues through working
closely with other government departments and agencies"(DFES 2002, pl).

Thus, through a range of legislative and policy-making strategies, they play a central
role in setting the agenda for others in the delivery of education, PE and SEN.

In relation to the development, implementation,assessment and relevance of the NC,
the QCA acts as:
"... a guardianof standardsin educationand training"and ... 'Workwithothers
to maintainand developthe schoolcurriculumand associatedassessments
andto accreditand monitorqualificationsin schools"(OCA2002,pl)
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They are responsible for ensuring that the PE NC meets the needs of all children and
reflects the current and future generations needs within society. Therefore they
consult widely with others to ensure that the curriculum is both relevant, broad,
balanced and in keeping with the requirements of government and wider society.

In the backdrop of teacher training and the inspection of standards, the TTA and
OFSTED play central roles within this process. The TTA have responsibility for:
'ý.. raising standards in schools and "improvingthe quality of teacher training
...
and induction for newly qualified teachers" (TTA 2003, p2).

In conjunction with this remit the TTA have established 'Standards for the Award of
QTS and recently introduced the National SEN Specialist Standards. The aim being
to ensure that teachers are competently prepared through their ITT and future
professional development training to maximise the learning and development that
takes place with children in schools. In addition, through setting benchmark
standards, they seek to ensure that teachers of the future have sufficient training and
development opportunities to support children with SEN effectively once they are
working in schools.

In contrast, the role of OFSTED is to:
'ý.. improve the quality of education.. through independentinspection and
regulation,and provide advice to the Secretary of State" (OFSTED2003, p2)

Therefore in the context of the training that takes place in ITT institutions, they are
responsiblefor inspecting and reporting upon the quality and standards of delivery by
these providers.Thus in relation to inclusion, the new Frameworkfor Inspection
(2002), requires OFSTED to specifically report on the delivery and implementationof
aspects of equality of opportunity and inclusion, as well as disseminate any models
of best practice that may be observed.
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1.3.2

The Professional PE Associations
Sport Organisations

and Disability

The roles of the professional PE associations and disability sport organisations are
central to the successful implementation of the inclusion of children with SEN from
policy through to practice levels. Although BAALPE and PEA (UK) do not have any
statutory powers and responsibilities their members play a vital role in ensuring that
teachers are adequately prepared and supported to deliver the inclusive agenda
within PE and school sport. They also play a key role in lobbying government and
statutory agencies for effective change or guidance in order to ensure that current
educational agendas are sufficiently met. In addition, they seek to produce resources
and documentation that will assist their members support children with SEN within
mainstream PE.

In contrast, the EMS aims to:
"Serve as the main supporting and co-ordinating body for the development of
sport for all disabled people" (EFDS 1999, p36).

In working towards this purpose EFIDS has the direct support of all major disability
sport organisations and aims to; increase the effectiveness of current disability sport
structures; promote inclusion within mainstream programmes; access lottery funding;
raise the profile of disability sport and create networks and improve communication.
Thus they have a central role to play in both lobbying and supporting PE and school
sports agencies to deliver the government's inclusion agenda and off er specialist
advice, support and guidance to agencies and individuals.

1.4

Professional

Opinion and Practice

The second aim, 'Professional

Opinion and Practice, examines the roles and

responsibilities of PE ITT providers in relation to the sub aim of:
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of ITT
,'What are the processes
and course contents
PE for children with SENVY
institutions
related to inclusive
This will consider the analysis of course content, responses to official line
documentation,and total hours spent on SEN issues. It will also involve an
examination of assessment tasks, school experience, underpinning pedagogy,
responsibilityand delivery mechanisms within departments, and work with mentors in
school. This scrutiny will be undertaken in the context and recognition that the range
of available training to become a secondary PE teacher does vary greatly from fouryear undergraduatecourses, through to one-year postgraduate provision; and as
such, the amount of time available and nature of delivery is rather mixed. However,
whilst there is a recognised difference in the amount of time in which issues of
inclusion can be addressed, it is envisaged that key themes and issues will emerge
across the full range of provision. These themes can then be drawn together in order
to provide a picture of the provision that is both available, and necessary to train PE
teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN.

In relation to the TTA standards for the award of QTS, the PE ITT providers are
responsiblefor implementing the requirements as set out in the current 2002
framework. This framework, implemented in September 2002, supersedes the
previous 10/97 (DFEE 1997c) and 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards, and has a greater
emphasis on issues of inclusion. Thus, ITT providers need to ensure that they are
both meeting the requirementsof the revised standards, and, in turn, be able to
demonstrate that they are preparing PE teachers accordingly. This assessment of
whether ITT institutions are meeting the standards and preparing PE teachers for
effective delivery of the NC, will ultimately be judged through inspection by OFSTED.
However, it is worth noting that under the new inspection framework, OFSTED are
required to consider in more detail aspects of ITT providers' preparation of PE
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teachers to deliver the new inclusive agenda, as well as listen to the views of
students in training.

In relation to professional opinion and practice, ITT providers are recognised as
playing a central role in ensuring that the PE teachers of the future are adequately
prepared to deliver inclusive education. For example, in the government's SEN
Excellencefor All document (DFES 1998c), one of the aims of the government is to:
"... develop the knowledge and skills of staff working with children with SEN"

and the programme plans to address this by:
'ý.. giving greater emphasis to SEN within teacher training and development"
(DFES 1998c,p7)

This was further emphasised in December 1999 through the TTA'National SEN
Specialist Standards, which stressed:
'The key to unlocking the full potential of pupils in our schools lies in the
expertise of teachers and headteachers. Research and inspection evidence
demonstrate the close correlation between the quality of teaching and the
achievement of pupils" (TTA 1999, p 1).

Thus the document recognises the central role that teachers and schools play, and
for the first time began to identify the aspects of SEN provision that are needed in
order to create expertise and competence within this area of work. The document
then goes on to further suggest that:
'ý.. all teachers, whether in mainstreamschools or in special schools, will need
to continue to develop their teaching,pedagogy based on the known features
of effectivepractice in meeting all pupils leaming needs" (TTA 1999p3)

Thus the need for inclusive education to be based upon recognised research
evidence, and an acceptance of a desire to develop teacher's expertise in this area,
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is central to any future success of including children with SEN within PE, and this is
central to the purpose of this study.

1.5

The Consumers

As Avramadis and Norwich (2002) advocate, the role of trainee and qualified PE
teachers is central to the successful implementation of the government's agenda on
inclusive education for children with SEN. Thus in examining any inclusion process at
the official line and professional opinion and practice levels, the ultimate success
must be judged in terms of the delivery by 'the consumers'

(i. e. the PE teachers).

The central feature for the PE teacher is the statement that the NC (2000) is to be
inclusive, with the suggestion that the delivery of this will occur through the
implementation of three key guiding principles within the Statutory Inclusion
Statement. These are to: set suitable learning challenges; respond to pupil's diverse
needs; and differentiate assessment according to individual need.

Thus any effective implementationand delivery of the inclusion statement will rely on
the training given to teachers by ITT providers. Measurementmust come through the
reflection by teachers that, once qualified, they feel equipped with the knowledge and
understandingto facilitate the inclusion of children with SEN within mainstream PE.
Consequently,the sub aim at this level is to examine:
"What

trainees
are the views and opinions of current student
PE teachers
related to their
and recently
qualified
training for inclusive
education? "

The first principle of the NC Inclusion Statement, 'setting suitable learning
challenges', states:
"Teachersshould aim to give every pupil the opportunity to experiencesuccess
in learning and to achieve as high a standard as is possible" (OCA 1999ap32)
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This will require PE teachers to adopt flexible teaching and learning approaches and
differentiate their lessons according to pupil need. This links to the second aspect of
the inclusion statement related to 'responding to pupils diverse learning needs', in
which it is stated that:
'When planning teachers should set high expectations and provide
opportunities for all pupils to achieve including ... pupils with disabilities and
SEN"(OCA 1999a p33).

Thus, PE teacher's lessons should be planned, to ensure full and effective access,
and therefore take specific action to respond to pupils'diverse learning needs. This
can be achieved by creating effective learning environments; securing motivation and
concentration; providing equality of opportunity through effective teaching
approaches; and using relevant assessment strategies and targets for learning.

The third principle of the inclusion statement refers to 'overcoming potential barriers
to learning and assessment for individuals and groups of pupils' and states:
a minorityof pupils willhaveparticularlearningandassessment
requirementswhichgo beyondtheprovisionsdescribedearlier(sectionsone
and two)"(OCA1999a,p35)

If not addressed, this could create barriers to participation, and the NC states that
this is usually as a consequence of a child's' disability or SEN. Thus, in suggesting
methods to overcome potential barriers to participati on, the curriculum suggests that
in order to create access, greater differentiation on the part of teachers, and the use
of external agencies or specialist equipment will begin to enable inclusion to occur.
Teachers therefore need to be equipped with the necessary skills and expertise to
facilitate this process to occur.
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1.6

Summary

In summary, the three guiding principles within the inclusion statement are
fundamental in ensuring that teachers recognise their responsibility of creating
accessible lessons catering for all pupils' needs. However whether this systematic or
co-ordinated process is in place, remains to be answered, within the context of
official line policy, professional opinion and practice, and ultimately delivery and
implementation by the consumers. Therefore, in order to examine the issues related
to the training of PE teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN within
mainstream settings, an analysis of the process from policy through to practice will
be undertaken.

This analysis will be undertaken within the context of the chapters outlined earlier
within the preface and the re-stated questions set out below:

Main Question:
"How

is the current

training of PE teachers
implemented?
"

for inclusive

settings

Sub Questions:
"What

are the views
and PE associations

'What

'What

and policies
in relation
children

of government.,
to the delivery
with SENVY

statutory
agencies
PE for
of inclusive

of initial teacher
are the processes
and course contents
PE for
training institutions
related to inclusive
children
with SENF'
are the views and opinions
of current student trainees
PE teachers
related to their
recently
qualified
training for inclusive
education? "

and
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CH APT
TWO
ER
:
EDUCATION, SPECIAL EDUCATION &
INITIAL TEACHER TRAINING
PART ONE
THE EMERGENCE OF STANDARDS IN
INITIAL TEACHER TRAINING

2.1.1

Introduction:

The Gatekeepers of Teacher Training

The first part of this chapter (part one), examines the changing nature and direction
that ITT has taken over recent years, and the emergence of standards for the award
of QTS. It considers the impact of policy and legislation, developed by agencies such
as the DIFES, whilst considering how such directives are implemented, monitored
and evaluated in conjunction with the TTA, OFSTED and PE teacher training
providers. The chapter concludes with an overview of the present QTS standards in
ITT, and examines the specific roles, responsibilities and relationships of the
agencies noted above in relation to their potential to equip teachers of PE to include
children with SEN. According to Trend (1997):
"Mostprofessions have their 'gatekeepers' organisations which control ently
ýiýtinctive
into the profession. They have their own
ways of ensuring that new
entrants are able to work at an appropriatelyhigh standard. (Trend 1997,p7)

In the teaching profession, the 'gatekeepers' of the profession can be viewed as the
dual responsibilityof the DFES and TTA, who (through ITT providers) train teachers
in partnershipwith schools. Through this multi-agencyapproach, monitored by
OFSTED, QTS is finally awarded by the DFES. In order to be eligible for QTS status
however, individuals must satisfy the appropriate standards for such an award to be
bestowed upon them.
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There is no doubt that over the last few years teaching in schools, and teacher
training has become subject to more regulation, monitoring and review than ever
before. This has emanated in part from the implementation of the PE NC (QCA
1999a), which emerged as a result of the 1988 Education Reform Act (DOE 1988),
through which significant forms of prescription have been placed upon what teachers
must deliver at each Key Stage, and within each activity area. In addition through the
appearance and increasing influence of agencies such as the TTA and OFSTED,
and the implementation of 'standards'for the award of QTS, there is now a more
dogmatic approach, within which training agencies and trainee PE teachers must
now demonstrate their competence. This drive to create standards against set
criteria, is following a similar pattern to the government's agenda within schools
under the banner of 'school improvement'.

The ever-increasing pressures brought to bear by the government, go back as early
as 1984 and Circular 3/84 (DES 1984) which recommended that experienced
teachers in schools should share more of the training responsibility for ITT, as well as
the requirement that trainee teachers spend greater time in schools during their
training. In conjunction with this announcement, the Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education was established, with a remit to review existing course provision
and delivery. Since this time, further scrutiny has emerged on the process and
practice of teacher training, culminating in the development of the TTA who took over
responsibility for teacher training in 1995.

Since Circular 3/84 (DES 1984), there have been several further revisions of the
requirements of ITT, through Circulars 24/89 (DES 1989), 9/92 (DES 1992), 14/93
(DES 1993), 10/97 (DFEE 1997c), 4/98 (DFES 1998a), and now the current
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002), implemented in September 2002.
Each of these changes has brought with it greater regulation and scrutiny, both
internally by ITT providers, and externally through agencies such as OFSTED, TTA
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and the DFES. In fact, in recognising the high level of prescription and

unprecedenteddegree of control of ITT, the University Council for the Educationof
Teachers (UCET) (1997), stated:
"The language used in these documents is steely and uncompromising"
(UCET 1997a,p3)

Consequently, the intention was to provide a strong steer with regard to the manner
in which ITT was to be implemented in the future. However, the extent to which this
message was clear, systematic, rigorous and part of a multi-agency approach is in
need of further analysis.

The key issue in the context of this study therefore, is to examine the role that
government and statutory agencies have played in supporting PE teachers to deliver
policy objectives that strongly advocate inclusion, as well as assisting them to gain
the necessary professional standards for the award of QTS. The DFES SEN
Programme of Action (1998) suggests for example, the government:
"... is committed to ensuring that all teachers have the training and support
they need to do theiriob well and are confident to deal with a wide variety of
SEN"(DFES 1998b, p3)

As a consequence, as policies and legislation change in relation to ITT and SEN,
teachers through their training, induction and continuing professional development,
must be equipped with the necessary skills and support mechanisms to implement
such policies effectively.

The DFES 'Schools Achieving Success' (2001 a) document, suggests that the
Department will help schools to meet the needs of children with SEN through a
commitment to inclusion and a recognition of the responsibility placed upon teachers
to enable such practice to occur. According to Rose (1998), the central issue of
concern is the extent to which ITT providers are helping teachers with the practical
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skills to deliver policy objectives that strongly advocate inclusion. Thus, the dual
pressure of significant recognitionof inclusion within the current 02/02 (TTA 2002)
standards, in tandem with increasing scrutiny of professionalstandards within ITT,
brings an acknowledgementthat:
.... effectiveteachingdependson workingwellwithevelyonewhohas a stake
in the educationof ourchildren"(TTA,200la, p 1).

As a result, the need for gatekeeper agencies to work effectively together and
provide a clear and consistent message for teacher training and school improvement
is essential - especially if teachers are to be adequately equipped to deliver inclusive
PE to children with SEN.

2.1.2

Government Legislation
and Teachers

and Regulation Linked to SEN

Historically,the UK government has supported, and maintained through legislation
and-policies,a significant infrastructure of segregated schools. However, there is a
long establishedtradition of encouraging mainstreamschools to make some form of
provision that was recognisably 'special', and guidance has been offered as to what
this provision should consist of. It is not only in ITT that government has set out
policies, but over many years conventional expectationsfor the provision of schooling
to children with SEN have been apparent. These conventions will be considered
briefly here, prior to more extensive examination in part two of this chapter. It is worth
noting these changes to SEN policy in the context of ITT here, as any changing
educational policy in schools will have an impact on the manner in which teachers
need to be trained to meet the changing agendas of the particular government of the
time. In addition, many of the gatekeeper agencies such as the TTA, OFSTED and
DFES have dual roles to play both within ITT and school improvement, related to a
wide range of issues, of which inclusion is just one element. Therefore, they must
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consider the impact that policy directives have in both ITT and school based contexts

for preparing teachers for inclusion.

Since the emergence of the first significant (in terms of SEN) piece of educational
legislation with the 1944 Education Act (DOE 1944), it is only in more recent times,
through introduction of the NC (QCA 1999a) and the 02/02 (TTA 2002) standards for
the award of QTS, that some synergy of policy in education in schools, and education
in ITT related to inclusion has begun to emerge. Thus, in order for the government's
inclusion agenda to become a reality in schools, there is a need to ensure that the
policies and agendas of respective 'official line' agencies work in tandem, to
complement, rather than work against, each other. For example, as the NC (2000)
increased its emphasis on SEN through the Statutory Inclusion Statement, this
should also be reflected in an increased emphasis within ITT standards.

The 1944 Education Act (DOE 1944) was the first piece of legislation that established
separate schooling for pupils of different aptitudes and abilities. These were
established through separate forms of special education with different types of
schools for different forms of disability, related to a total of eleven medically defined
categories of handicap. (Fredrickson and Cline 2002) However, the Act placed a duty
on Local Education Authorities (LEA) to ascertain the needs of children with SEN,
and anticipated that treatment, in many cases, may be best served in mainstream
education.

The reality for many teachers training to work in mainstream schools however was
that the issue of disability, handicap, and the education of such children were rarely
addressed. At the time, this was seen as the role of special school teachers, who had
the knowledgeto work with such pupils, rather than see them educated alongside
their non disabled peers, where mainstreamteachers were ill equipped to support
them. This situation remained largely the same until the publication of the Warnock
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Report in 1978 (DES 1978), which acknowledged that around 18% of school pupils
could be expected to have special needs, and reinforced that the majority of these
needs should be met in the mainstream. This change in policy, culminating in the
1981 Education Act (DES, 1981), in which 'statementing' (a formal process of
identifying, assessing and supporting a child with SEN) was introduced, brought
more mainstream teachers into contact with children with SEN. In conjunction with
this requirement, there was no formal ITT stipulation for teachers to be trained to
support this goal. Consequently, as more children with SEN integrated into
mainstream schools, few, if any, teachers or training providers, had spent time
adequately considering the needs of these children. As a result, the changing policy
directives reflected in schools, were not being developed alongside changes in ITT
provision, thus demonstrating a distinct lack of co-ordination and multi-agency
working.

In 1994, the Code of Practice on the Identification and Assessment of Children with
SEN- (DES, 1994) was introduced which brought with it designation of clear roles and
responsibilities that schools must adopt in order to support children with SEN. This
has since been replaced by the new Code of Practice (DFES 2001 b), which takes
account of the SEN and Disability Act (DFES 2001 c) and puts a stronger emphasis
on children with SEN being educated in the mainstream. In addition, rights of
statutory assessment and duties on local education authorities to arrange services to
support parents and help resolve any matters of conflict were further emphasised.
Thus, with the increasing emphasis of inclusion being placed upon schools, the need
to ensure teachers were given the appropriate training in ITT was self evident, and
this began to be reflected (although only minimally) in the 4/98 (DIFES 1998a)
standards for the award of QTS which will be consider later in this chapter.

In support of this position, the UCET (1997) response to the government SEN green
paper in 1997 stated that:
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"There is some evidence from research and OFSTED reports that pupils
benefit where teachers are trained in SEN. We recommend that there is a need
for research into their training needs for successful inclusion" (UCET 1997b p2)

In addition, Ainscow et al (1999) suggest:
"The government green paper 'Excellence for All Children: Meeting SEN'
places the issue of inclusion at the centre of discussions on the development of
policy and practice forpupils with special needs"(Ainscow et at 1999 p9).

The need for government educational policy within schools to match the ITT policy
can be seen as a critical success factor in ensuring that the needs of children with
SEN in mainstreamschools are adequately met. This further strengthened the need
for agencies such as DFES, OFSTED, TTA, and ITT providers to work together
within a cohesive framework to support PE teachers to deliver inclusion for children
with SEN.

2.1.3
-

Implementing Teacher Training and SEN Policy in
Practice -A Multi Agency Approach to a Multi Agency
Challenge for PE Teachers?

The DIFES 'Schools Achieving Success' (2001) states:
'We will not rest until we have a truly world class educationsystem that meets
the needs of every child. Whateverit takes" (DFES 2001a, p7)

The government seek to realise this desire by aiming to:
"... develop multi-agency working. Too often different support agencies do not
work effectively together"(DFES 2001a, p22)

The government, DFES and agencies like the TTA and OFSTED, play a critical role
in ensuring that partnership, collaboration and joined up thinking are fostered in order
to ensure that future generations of PE teachers are equipped to deliver the
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governments objective of a truly world class education system, which includes
meeting fully the needs of children with SEN.

Specifically in relation to children with SEN in school contexts, the DFES have stated
that:
"... a framework will be developed to measure the effectivenessof school and
LEA programmes for raising standards for children with special needs"
(DFES 200 1a, p22)

The DFES will seek to implement this through the development of benchmark
standards and performance tools to compare attainment, so that mainstream and
special schools can evaluate how they are doing in relation to other schools.
However, whilst this brings with it further regulation and monitoring of schools, it does
give all stakeholdersthe opportunity to measure the extent to which progress is being
made to support children with SEN.

The government suggest that in regard to the formal assessment of benchmark
standards:
"Ofstedinspection will look at schools developmentof inclusive practice"
(DFES,2001a p22)

OFSTED will report upon their findings and advise on the quality of delivery and
assist in the preparation of future policy direction, for the government and TTA, in
relation to inclusive schools, and advise on the process by which this can be
achieved. It was originally through Circular 3/93 (Higher Education Funding Council
for England, 1993) that responsibilityfor monitoringquality in ITT moved to the remit
of OFSTED. It then commenced a role of scrutiny and examination of standards,
through an inspection framework that began to make judgements on whether
trainees were meeting fully the standards, and whether the training received was
adequate.
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In tandem with school based inspections, OFSTED play a central role in the
examination of how ITT providers prepare PE teachers of the future, and the extent
to which they are ready once qualified to facilitate inclusive schooling for children with
SEN. This dual approach of inspection in ITT and schools, places OFSTED in a
strategic position to focus upon all aspects of the inclusion process for children with
SEN. As a result, this should assist with the ability to evaluate a range of
perspectives, and to judge the extent to which there are gaps in current training, as
well as ensuring that teachers of PE are effectively trained to deliver an inclusive
education for children with SEN.

In relation to school inspection, OFSTED believes:
'An educationallyinclusive school is one in which the teaching and learning,
achievements,attitudes and well being of every young person matter. Effective
schools are educationallyinclusive schools. This shows not only in their
performance,but also in their ethos and their willingnessto offer new
opportunitiesto pupils who have experienceddifficulties"(OFSTED2002 p4).

Therefore, in relation to school contexts, OFSTED will consider whether all pupils get
a fair deal; how well schools recognise and overcome barriers to learning; and
whether the schools values embrace inclusion and promote it openly and proactively.
In addition, they will look at the extent to which teachers have taken account of the
three principles of the NC Inclusion Statement, and consider, from an ITT
perspective, whether trainees and training providers, are meeting the QTS standards
to ensure inclusive schooling for children with SEN. This therefore emphasises that
OFSTED are well placed to make judgements on the level to which teachers are
equipped to deliver inclusion from their inspection visits to schools. As a
consequence, if patterns or gaps begin to emerge, they can focus attention where
appropriate, on the need for ITT provision to be modified and/or make
recommendations to the TTA to strengthen aspects of SEN within the QTS standards
frameworks.
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2.1.4

Support Mechanisms for Trainee & Qualified PE
Teachers

In looking to support teachers both during training, and once they are working in
schools, various agencies responsiblefor teacher training have, over time, published
documents to ensure that trainees are sufficiently equipped and prepared to meet the
demands of the teaching profession. For example, the development and revision of
standards for the awards of QTS, have emerged out of several government circulars,
(3/84,24/89,9/92,14/93,10/97,4/98)

and have culminated in the current 02/02

'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002). The intention and rationale for
further prescriptionof standards for teacher training, in part came out of a desire by
the TTA to look at a full codification of training expectations and monitor these
through OFSTED. Pring (1996) however, identifies three historical weaknesses of the
training process delivered by ITT providers and sees this also as a direct
consequenceof why there is ever-increasingcentral intervention and more
prescription emerging under the revised QTS standards frameworks. Pring argues
therefore, that due to ITT providers being perceived to have not sufficiently
respondedto the changing nature and demands in schools, questions over the
relevance of training by the gatekeeper agencies began to emerge, resulting in a shift
towards standardisationof training expectations.

According to Pring (1996), increased regulation emerged in part due to ITT provider's
philosophical defects in educational theory; political bias of educational theorists; and
the irrelevance of theoretical training to professional practice. Thus it was envisaged,
that in establishing a series of expectations of ITT providers, teachers would be
broadly prepared to meet the diverse needs of children and school environments that
they may work in. However, as noted earlier, the 'expectations' (UCET 1997a) can be
perceived as rather restrictive and over bearing, and as result minimise the flexibility
of ITT providers to make their own judgements upon the context within which trainee
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teachers would be trained. Thus, whilst prescription may bring with it greater
regulation and constraints placed upon the ITT provider, the TTA would argue that
through the standards for the award of QTS, and the requirements placed upon ITT:
"NQT's (newly qualified teachers) are increasingly well prepared for teaching"
demonstratedby OFSTED evidence each year on classroomperformance"
(TTA 2001b, p3)

Consequently,the TTA are:
'ý.. seeking to make sure that, at entry to the profession, each new teacher has
a good foundation of knowledge and understanding, is able to perform as a
skilled teacher and can operate within a clear framework of professional values
and practice" (TTA 2001b, p5)

The current 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) for the award of

QTS, for example, are based around:
"... outcome statements that set out what a trainee teacher must know
understand and be able to do to be awarded OTS"(TTA 2002, p2)

The standards are organised in three inter-related sections, which describe the
criteria for the award under which training should take place, which are:
Professional Values and Practice
the foundation of teacher attitudes and commitment;
...

Knowledge and Understanding
to be experts in their field of study;
shaping
of
values
...

Teaching
to planning, teaching strategies, monitoring,
relating
...
assessment, class management and inclusion

In setting out these standards for the award of QTS, the TTA argue that they provide:
'ý.. a rigorous set of expectations and set out a minimum legal requirement... "
(TTA 2002, p3)
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through which training must be undertaken. In addition, the TTA acknowledge that
...
in some instances, training providers may wish to also provide additional training in
specialist areas such as the teaching of children with SEN. Therefore, the TTA
suggest some providers may wish to extend their provision and offer specialisms in
SEN. However there is no set criteria or expectation as to what this training should
contain.

The backgroundto the DIFESand TTA establishing standards, emerged from the
DFES publication 'Teaching: High Status, High standards Circular 9197-(DEE 1997c)
Requirementsfor Courses of Initial Teacher Training'. This established the criteria
under which all courses of ITT must be delivered. In relation to specific training
requirementsplaced upon providers and trainee teachers related to SEN, the first
significant recognition came through the DIFES(1998) SEN Excellence for All
publication. This stated that government planned to give:
(DFES
"greateremphasisto SENwithinteachertrainingand development"
1998c,p6)

However on further examination of this, the DFES suggest this policy objective will be
delivered at the time through the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) (and now subsequent 02/02
(TTA 2002)) Standards in ITT. Therefore, within the standards, providers were
expected to equip teachers in certain aspects of SEN, particularly related to the Code
of practice and individual education plans. However there was little consideration of
trainee teachers having to demonstrate any evidence and application of this
knowledge.

In addition to the standards for the award of QTS acknowledging the need for trainee
teachers to be trained in aspects of SEN and inclusion, the TTA began to develop
materials to assist schools to develop their specialist knowledge of this area as well.
This culminated in the development of the TTA National SEN Specialist Standards
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(TTA 1999), which were designed as an audit tool to help teachers and head
teachers identify specific training and development needs related to the effective
teaching of SEN. The TTA state within the National SEN Specialist Standards:
'As thegovernmentsintentionto increaseopportunitiesfor pupilswithsevere
and or complexSENto be educatedwithinmainstreamschoolis realised,
teacherswillneeda basicunderstanding
of the rangeof SENto be foundin
mostmainstreamclasses,and moreteachersin mainstreamschoolsrequire
theknowledge,understanding
andskills to workeffectivelywithpupils with
severeand or complexSEN"(TTA 1999,Point9 p3)

In support of this view, the SEN Excellence for All (DFES 1998) fourth action point is
of particular relevance to teacher training in that the document specifically states its
intentions to:
"... develop the knowledge and skills of staff working with children with SEN"
(DFES 1998c,p4)

As a result, in order to ensure all teachers have the training and support they need to
do their job well, and are confident to deal with a wide range of SEN, a clearer
strategy position was beginning to be formulated. Since this time, further publications
have emerged such as the Centre for Studies in Inclusive Education (2000) 'Index for
Inclusion', which provides schools with a framework to audit existing practices and
plan for the development of fully inclusive cultures within schools. However, the
extent to which the various gatekeeper agencies (i. e. TTA, OFSTED and DIFES)
have come together to share strategy, and jointly plan for expectations on
implementation and delivery of inclusion for children with SEN, is unclear. As a
consequence, this issue will be examined as part of the analysis of 'off icial line' policy
within the study.
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2.1.5

The Teacher Training Process From Day One, Through
ITT, Award of OTS, Induction and Lifelong Continuing
Professional Development

The TTA acknowledges that the teaching profession is based upon 'reflective
practice', and there is a recognition that teacher's knowledge and understanding,
develops and grows over a lifetime of work with children. As a consequence, in
relation to teachers of PE, it is important to recognise that training in inclusive
education for children with SEN must involve several agencies working together in
partnership to ensure that learning and development processes work effectively. For
example, as soon as trainee PE teachers are enrolled onto a course of ITT, their
work with training providers and their professional education begins to develop and
grow alongside the experiences they gain during school-based experiences. These
vital formative stages of a trainee's education are crucial in ensuring that under the
guidance, mentoring and scrutiny by the TTA, OFSTED and DFES, their
understanding of the needs of children with SEN are moulded to a stage in which
they-are equipped to enter the teaching profession.

This staged learning and development of trainees is judged in terms of whether they
satisfy the requirementsfor QTS status. Once this has been established, they then
begin the 'induction year' in schools. This model of agencies working together,
recognises the different roles indicated by Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) with
regard to ensuring inclusion is 'infused' throughout the undergraduatecurriculum. In
addition, it particularly recognises the vital role in which the gatekeeper agencies link
into the provision delivered by ITT providers. Thus demonstratingsome evidence of
official line policy feeding into professional opinion and practice.

The induction year is an opportunity to build and extend upon the training received in
ITT, and assist with NQT's transition towards becoming an experienced teacher. The
TTA (2002) suggest:
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"All teachers are entitled to structured support, above all in their first year of full
time teaching. NQTs arrive in their first year with a 'Career Entry Proffle'and
this helps them to make the transition from ITT to become established
teachers. It also helps schools to provide the support and monitoring that the
new teachers need"(TTA, 2000, p2)

This process of 'career entry profiles', and 'induction years' demonstrates another
vital link between professional opinion and practice, and the consumers as teachers
in schools.

However, the training process does not end here, and teachers will have many
opportunities to undertake continuing professional development within their career
lifetime, and as such need to be encouraged to undertake these where available.
With this in mind, there is some limited evidence of specific courses relating to the
inclusion of children with SEN in PE now being delivered by agencies such as the
EFIDS, Youth Sport Trust and some ITT providers. These courses have to some
extent been funded by the DFES or the TTA, which further indicates an emerging link
between policy makers, ITT providers, schools and teachers as part of continuing
professional development.

2.1.6

Achieving the Standards for Qualified Teacher Status
(QTS) and Supporting the Development of Teachers
Knowledge and Understanding of SEN in Schools

The DFES publication 'Teaching: High Status, High standards Circular 9/97,

suggests:
"To raise the standards we expect of schools and pupils, we must raise the
standards we expect of new teachers"(DFEE 1997c,p3)

Thus by establishing what were described as a full and detailed codification of
training and competency requirements (4/98 (DFES 1998a), and the recent 02/02
(TTA 2002) standards, it was envisaged student trainees would be given a thorough
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grounding in all aspects of the teaching profession. The document suggests prior to

teachers taking responsibilityfor their own classes, new teachers will have had to
prove their ability in:
"*.. widerangeof knowledge,understanding
andskillsincludingeffective
disciplineand
teachingandassessmentmethods,classroommanagement,
subjectknowledge"(DFEE1997c,p3)

According to the TTA:
"The standards themselves are the criteria against which those seeking QTS
must be judged, and those who assess trainees for QTS must satisfy
themselvesthat all the standards have been met"(TTA, 2001a p2).

However, measurementof whether trainee teachers have met the standards is,
according to OFSTED, a matter of professionaljudgement, which leaves
interpretation open to some discussion. In relation to aspects of knowledge and
understandingof SEN during training, OFSTED and the TTA do offer some direction,
by suggesting they are seeking for trainees to demonstrate amongst other things; the
core pedagogical skills of interactive teaching, differentiationand assessment of
learning, and support for pupils with a diverse range of needs.

The TTA SEN Subject Specialist Standards (TTA 1999) advocate that the 4/98
(DIFES1998a) (and now subsequent 02/02 (TTA 2002)) standards will be the main
vehicle for measuring competence within ITT. They argue that as more children with
SEN enter mainstream:
"moreteachersin mainstreamschoolswillrequirethe knowledge,
understanding
and skillsto workeffectivelywithpupils"(TTA 1999,point 9, p3).

It goes on to suggest:
.'.. all teachers, whether in mainstream schools or in special schools, will need
to continue to develop their teaching, pedagogy based on the known features
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of effective practice in meeting all pupils learning needs" (TTA, 1999, point 10,
p3)

In relation to outcomes of the training process, Cheminas (2000) notes that under the
new Code of Practice for SEN (DFES 2001 b) implemented in 2002, comes an
expectation that OFSTED will have a responsibility to inspect and report upon:
"... the impact of the schools strategies for promoting inclusion" (Cheminas
2000, p52)

In addition Cherninas (2000) notes that in evaluating inclusion within schools,
OFSTED will be ensuring that the training teachers receive in ITT is effective once
they come to teach in schools.

Thus, OFSTED inspections of the future although based in one educational setting
(i. e. school or ITT provider), will look to examine both the ITT and school delivery
aspects of inclusion for children with SEN. This indicates recognition that both
aspects of this process must work in synchrony if the inclusion agenda is to be fully
met.

Through the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) and now 02/02 (TTA 2002) standards, the DFES,
TTA and OFSTED have firmly supported the policy that, by establishing standards for
NQT's, this will help raise competence. However questions still remain as to the
extent of student trainee's knowledge relating to SEN, and the appropriateness of the
standards that have been identified as essential pre-requisites prior to qualifying.
Therefore, whilst standards give the general area to be developed, it is a matter of
professional judgement by the ITT provider and schools as to how this is achieved,
and the extent to which competence has been attained. In addition, there is much
debate around the use of terms such as 'competence' and how this can be clearly
demonstrated, interpreted and evidenced within ITT programmes (Dyson 2001).
44

Thus, whilst there is some formal grading of students against a rating scale, the

competence factor is a matter of judgement for ITT providers and schools to assess.
However, this is subject to some scrutiny through OFSTED inspection.

The next part of this chapter will now turn to an examination of the two most recent
frameworks of standards within which inclusion began to be recognised, namely the
4/98 (DFES 1998a) and 02/02 (TTA 2002) 'Professional Standards Framework'for
the award of QTS. In particular, it will focus upon how aspects of SEN and inclusion
are embedded within the recent 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002),
whilst examining the roles that the gatekeeper agencies play in ensuring that
teachers of PE are prepared to deliver inclusive PE.

2.1.7

The 4/98 Standards for the Award of QTS

In July 1998, after consultation with a wide range of agencies, OFSTED and the TTA
published a framework for the assessment of quality and standards in ITT. The
purpose was that the revised framework would reflect new requirements from the
DFES related to the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards for the award of QTS, whilst
considering the experience of OFSTED in using the previous 10/97 (DFEE 1997c)
standards documentation to inspect ITT provision. In addition, the standards needed
to reflect some of the recent changes in educational philosophy since the return of
the Labour government to power in 1997.

The framework for the assessment of quality and standards in ITT (1998) suggests

that in undertakingsuch a review TTA and OFSTED are:
"... required to have regard to inspection evidence and other quality
assessmentsprovided by HMCI (Her Majesty's Chief Inspector) or other
assessmentsby the TTA"(TTA 1998a,p3)

Thus, the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) framework was used by the TTA to:
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Monitor compliance of the Secretary of States recommendations

Set ITT targets - linking OFSTED grades to increased numbers in ITT
institutions

Publish annual repotts

Address weaknessesin provision
Seek to improve standards of delivery by ITT
Address the government's agenda on inclusion and diversity in education

In meeting this agenda, the 4/98 (DIFIES1998a) standards resulted in identification of
over 60 standards against which an NOT was expected to demonstrate competence
across four key aspects of training namely:
Classroom management - The ability to manage pupils and classroom
environments

Teaching and teaming - Pedagogical practices
Assessment monitoring and reporting - The ability to make effective
judgements on pupils learning and plan for future developments

Other professional standards - wider roles within the school and general
professional expectations

In examining the standards with regard to inclusion, SEN was only mentioned
explicitly twice, and related to issues of planning and teaching and class
management.The standards stated that student trainees had to demonstrate
competence in (i) the identification of pupils who have SEN, and (ii) be familiar with
the Code of Practice and the role that Individual Educational Plans play. Therefore,
whilst other standards could be linked in general terms to SEN, the implicit rather
than explicit nature does lead to the potential for the issues of inclusion and SEN to
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be marginalised alongside the many other requirements placed upon ITT providers.
As a result, the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards tended to relate to the theory of SEN,
and only required trainees to demonstrate knowledge and understanding on general
principles and processes, rather than the application of them in practice. Thus for
trainees it would be easy to 'tick a box' and suggest that they understand what the
Code of Practice is, however they would not have to demonstrate any underpinning
appreciation of the philosophy, values or ethos that lies behind such policies.
Consequently many trainees within their evidence of standards would submit a copy
of an Individual Education Plan or the Code of Practice, but not be required to
analyse the context behind this process, or evidence the extent to which they are
equipped to support children with SEN.

In conjunction with the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards, the DFES produced a
document entitled the 'SENCO' (Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator) Guide
(1997) aimed at giving support to practising and specialist teachers working with
children with SEN. This does begin with the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards, and the
Code of Practice (DFES 2001 c), to offer some specific SEN guidance and particularly
supports the notion of multi agency working and offers practical advice in relation to;
developing the role of the SENCO, preparing Individual Education Plans and the
drawing up of a SEN policy. Consequently, to a limited extent, a pattern was
beginning to emerge from the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards in which SEN was
beginning to be recognised as an essential aspect of a trainee teacher's preparation
for work in schools. Furthermore, the development of documentation by the DFES
(SENCO guide, and Code of Practice), began to see some synergy of policy
emerging.
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2.1.8

The 02/02 'Professional
Award of QTS

Standards Framework' for the

OFSTED aims to: "... promote high standards in ITF and contribute to raising
standards in schools" (OFSTED 2002, p2).

In addition, it aims to provide a basis for consistency, fairness and validity in ITT
inspection and consequently seeks to allow providers to prepare for inspections and
work with inspectors to ensure the smooth running of the inspection process as well
as support providers' self evaluation of their programmes. As a consequence, in
relation to the development of professional standards in teacher training, the joint
TTA/OFSTED (2001) 'Inspection Arrangements for ITT' note:
"Inspectionremains a spur to the improvement of quality"(TTAIOFSTED
2001, pl)

The main purpose of the inspection of ITT is to ensure public accountability for the
quality of ITT; stimulate continuous improvement; provide objective judgement;
inform policy; maintain statutory links between funding and quality; and check
compliance with statutory requirements.Therefore, the TTA, with help from OFSTED,
aim to work together to develop improvement strategies that identify and disseminate
successful practice, monitor policy implementation, identity specific areas of
intervention and encourage successful providers to help others.

Therefore, as part of the new OFSTED inspection framework and in conjunctionwith
the 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002), OFSTED will consider as

part of their scrutiny process five critical aspects of the ITT process namely:
Trainingand assessmentquality - Examiningtheprovisionof ITT and how
qualityis measuredand reviewed
Standardsachievedby trainees- Focusingon the outcomesand levelsof
competenceachievedby trainees
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Trainee entry requirements - Quality and nature of students who enter the
profession to train as teachers
Management of the ITTpartnership - focusing upon the crucial links
between the /TT provider and schools

Quality assurance processes - Management and quality of the ITT process
incorporating official line (gatekeepers) policy, ITT provision, school and trainee
delivery and support

The judgement will be made by OFSTED against the criteria above in terms of a
grade ranging from, 'A' (very good), to 'E' (not compliant with requirements). In noting
these grade bandings, it is worth acknowledging that in the latest publication of
OFSTED inspection results (2003), only one out of over 30 PE ITT providers
achieved a grade 'A' status, so there is still much work to be done in relation to
meeting these standards.

The new 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) has reduced the
number of standards from over 60 to now just over 43 aspects that trainees must
f ulf il. This is not to say however, that there is now less 'prescription', as under the
new framework, standards have been made much clearer and explicit in terms of
establishing the requirements for the award of QTS. The new framework sets out
clear standards and expectations in relation to a range of key aspects of the training
process delivered through trainee teachers, ITT providers and schools. These
expectations will be met through consideration of:
Trainee Entry Requirements
ITI-providers must satisfy themselves that entrantspossess the appropriate
personal and intellectual qualities to be a teacher
Training and Assessment
Scrutiny of the content, structure and delivery of training
Management of the ITT partnership
Workingin partnership with schools
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Quality Assurance
Ensuring that provision complies with current requirements for ITT set out by
the Secretaty of State

In developing a much clearer yet concise range of expectations for trainees, training
providers and schools, the TTA (2002) aimed to:
"... establish a common framework of expectations to promote the highest
...
professional standards for everyone coming into the teaching profession"
(TTA 2002a, p 1)
.

In relation to the new standards, more now relate specifically to SEN, or require
trainees to:
"demonstrate that a trainee teacher has met standards relating to inclusion"
(TTA, 2002, p4)

For example trainees must now demonstrate evidence of:
High expectations - Of all pupils including those with SEN

Promotionof positive values
Understandtheir responsibilitiesunder the Code of Practice
Differentiate teaching - responding to a diverse range of learning needs

Recogniseand respond to equal opportunityissues

This begins to address some of the concerns identified with the 4/98 (DFES 1998a)
Standards, which were, at the time, not addressing underpinning philosophy and
application of aspects of work in SEN. Therefore, if more recognition of SEN issues
and inclusion are now being reflected in the standards, it will encourage ITT
providers to focus more on this aspect of their delivery with trainees and through
schools.
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2.1.9

Summary: The Role of Higher Education in the
Development of the Subject of SEN

An examination of the development and implementation of the DFES standards
framework, has reinforced the significance of the role of ITT providers to the
successful delivery and implementation of the government's inclusion agenda for
children with SEN. The standards can be viewed as the medium through which
government policy is responded to and delivered in schools by the future generation
of teachers. ITT providers need to consider therefore the extent to which they are
currently in a position to impart this knowledge transfer to trainee teachers. The 1997
'TTA Survey of Special Educational Needs Training Provided by Higher Education'
survey for example, aimed to review the current provision for the training of teachers
within higher education and offered guidance for the future planning and
development needs of various aspects of SEN. This survey was the first of its kind to
audit existing provision, and focused on a total of 73 institutions, which were
surveyed across five areas of their work. These focused upon: outlines of SEN
provision; course structures and content; staffing profiles and areas of expertise;
monitoring and evaluation of training provided; and current SEN led research. From
the key findings, it is evident that institutions offered a diverse range of content
related to the training of teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN within
mainstream settings. However, although the research was not specific to PE, many
training providers were beginning to establish strategies to support the development
of further work related to generic aspects of SEN.

In relation to PE and SEN, there is still much work to be done in co-ordinating an
overview of existing strategies and provision within this area. Training providers and
PE teachers need to evaluate the extent to which their existing practices do offer
children entitlement and accessibility to the curriculum, particularly as this is now
subject to analysis by OFSTED under the new inspection arrangements, as well as
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scrutiny by the DFES and TTA through statutory and non-statutory guidance. As a
consequence, whilst many of the frameworks are now in place to ensure SEN and
inclusion is addressed, the next stage is for the stakeholders at official line,
professional opinion and practice and consumer levels to now work together to make
inclusive practice a reality.
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PART TWO
Special Needs Education: Past,
Present & Future Directions

2.2.1 Introduction
Part two of this chapter maps the history of special needs education from the position
of segregation and isolation, through to the emergence, development and future
directions of the inclusion movement of today. It examines how legislation and policy
directions have transformed special education, and the impact upon children,
teachers and schools. The evolvement of terminology and language will also be
analysed, with particular reference to its principles and implementation in practice.

The development of special needs education has, over time, produced a complex
picture within which several competing theories have contributed to the modern day
'inclusive' stance. Norwich (2002a) for example, argues:
"Thereis no logical purity in education". (Norwich 2002a, p483) rather there is
'ideologicalimpurity'. in which no single value or principle encompassesall of
what is considered worthwhile.As a result, there needs to be recognition of a
range of "multiple values" (Norwich2002a, p483) through which a series of
inter-relatedconcepts and ideologies are acknowledgedas contributing to
contemporaryviews on inclusion for children with SEN.

This rather convoluted analysis of developments,definitions and interpretationsof
inclusion is further acknowledged by authors such as Ainscow et al 1999, Ballard
1997, Barton 1997, Croll and Moses 2000, Dyson 1999, Dyson and Millward 2000,
Fredricksonand Cline 2002.
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2.2.2 The Context and Emergence of Inclusion
Dyson and Millward (2000) suggest the government Green Paper on SEN (DFES
1997a) was the first time that the UK government had avowedly committed itself to
creating an inclusive education system. This was significant in that it indicated a
commitment by the government to two central themes. Firstly, it:
"... signalled an intention to shake special needs provision out of the somewhat
complacentstate in which, it is arguable, it had rested for the past two
decades" (Dyson and Millward 2000, p 1)

For example, since the introduction of the Warnock Report in 1978 (DES 1978),
culminating in the 1981 Education Act (DES 1981), the notion of children with SEN
moving from special into mainstream schools was largely taken for granted. Progress
during the period from 1978 to 1997 was, in Dyson and Millward's (2000) view, adhoc, in that it supported integration, but gave no firm steer to how LEA's should
implement this. This is broadly in line with policy developments in ITT where prior to
the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) and 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002),
guidance was given through a series of government circulars (i. e. 3/84,24/89,9/92,
10/97, but with no firm instructions in relation to SEN. Consequently, some LEA's
moved further than others, and as a result since the introduction of the 1981
Education Act, there had been no significant shift towards a more integrated system
(Swann 1985,1988,1992).

Secondly, the 1997 Green Paper brought alignment with the Salamanca Statement
(UNESCO 1994), formulated in an agreement between 94 governments and 25
International Organisations. This, according to authors such as PijI, Meijer and
Hegarty (11997),recognised the extent to which inclusion had now become a 'global
agenda', as well as advocating genuine recognition and commitment to the term
'inclusion'. The Salamanca Statement (1994) argued:
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"The challenge confronting the inclusive school is that of developing a child
centred pedagogy capable of successfully educating all children, including
those who have serious disadvantages and disabilities. The merit of such
schools is not only that they are capable of providing quality education for all
children; their establishment is a crucial step in helping to change
discriminatoiy attitudes, in creating welcoming communities and in developing
an inclusive society" (UNESCO 1994, pp6-7)

The emergence of this contemporary position is a far cry from the mid 1800's, which
saw the first special schools established (Fredrickson and Cline 2002). These were
intended to provide for children with severe hearing or visual difficulty who could not
learn in ordinary schools alongside existing school provision and were offered only to
upper and middle class pupils. In the late nineteenth century as more children were
educated from diverse backgrounds, schools were not accustomed to such diversity
of learning needs. Increasing numbers of children were therefore excluded, as
payment to schools at the time was 'by results'.

This rejection of children who were entitled to an education under the 1870 Education
Act (DFE 1870) led to an expansion in special school provision (Fredrickson and
Cline 2002). Thus, children who were perceived as 'handicapped', were seen as
different from other children, and educated in separate schools. This separate
provision remained largely static up until the mid 1960's when authors such as Dunn
(1968) acknowledged there was a lack of evidence that disabled children educated in
special schools did any better than those who were being educated in mainstream
schools. Consequently, arguments for'reverse separation' (Fedrickson and Cline
2002) began to emerge, prompting a move towards more integrated school
structures within the UK.

In 1970, the Education (HandicappedChildren) Act (DFE 1970) removed the legal
distinction between those who were, and were not educable within schools.
According to Mitler (11985),this rapidly transformed the educational experienceof
children with SEN including those with severe learning difficulties, and saw a growth
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in the skills of teachers and curriculum development, in what Coupe (1986) described
as the 'new special schools'. A key feature of this shift in provision was that the
education of children with disabilities moved from the responsibility of departments of
health to that of education. This follows similar developments in the United States of
America (USA) associated with concepts of 'zero reject' and 'entitlement for all'.

The principle of 'normalisation' focusing on commonalitiesbetween children rather
than differences, also began to emerge with ideas that:
"... the aims of education for children and young people with disabilities and
other children are the same as those for all children and young people..
Disabilitiesand significant difficulties do not diminish the right to and equal
access to participation in society" (Inner London LEA 1985).

In addition, through the 'Public Law 94-142 Education for All Handicapped Children
Act (1975)' in the USA, children were given a fundamental right to access education,
and have a clear statement of their SEN, which was subject to regular review. The
law also enforced a requirement for states and localities to assess, and ensure the
effectiveness of their efforts to educate handicapped children. Consequently, those
responsible for the education of 'handicapped' children became accountable for the
implementation of an appropriate education, within a context that was mindful of
pupil's individual needs.

In the UK, similar developments in the 1981 Education Act (DES 1981) introduced
the legally defined term SEN, following advice from the 1978 Warnock Report (DES
1978). Prior to this time, provision focused upon identifying schooling for the
'handicapped'. The Warnock Report, recommended statutory categories of handicap
(other than maladjustment) be abolished, and children with SEN to be identified by
individual, and detailed profiles of their needs following assessment. Warnock
indicated that it was not appropriate to focus attention merely on a small proportion of
children with severe difficulties, which gave a sharp distinction between the disabled
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and non- disabled. Thus, a child should not be assigned to a particular category, but
rather acknowledge SEN on a continuum with ordinary needs. Consequently, the
recommendation was made that school provision should not be either 'segregated' or
'mainstream', but on a dimension, which took account of children's individual needs.

The 1981 Education Act (DES 1981) (introduced to implement the recommendations
of the 1978 Warnock Report), brought a shift towards assessment of SEN, rather
than diagnosis of disability, which had been previously used to categorise and isolate
children. This supported similar developments at the time associated with the
development of 'medical and social models' of disability (Reiser and Mason 1990).
Social models of disability acknowledge that once a child's individual learning needs
are established through assessment, schools and teachers must respond accordingly
and plan to meet their particular learning requirements. In contrast, 'medical models'
of disability view the learning difficulty as located with the child and as such, once
assessed they would be placed into existing, unchanged provision, or placed in
segr6gated school structures.

2.2.3 Focuses of Causation
The location and cause of SEN has been subject to much debate (Fredrickson and
Cline 2002, Reiser and Mason 1990, Farrell 2001, Lloyd 2000), and various
approaches have been suggested which consider what or whom the disabling factor
in a child's education is. In support of developments in medical and social models of
disability, Fredrickson and Cline (2002) indicate that a combination of individual
differences, environmental demands and interactional analyses have contributed to
differing perspectives on the inclusion of children with SEN.

They propose that models of individual difference (medical models) are embodied in
legislation prior to introduction of the 1981 Education Act (DES 1981), and are
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particularly emphasised in the 1944 Education Act (DOE 1944) which was dominated
by disability of body or mind. Consequently, individual differences were considered
along a range of biological, behavioural or cognitive domains, with causation located
firmly with the child, and no acknowledgement of contributory factors external to the
child such as quality of teaching. This rather dated view is distinct from what was
acknowledged in the Code of Practice (DFE 1994) on the Identification and
Assessment of Children with SEN, which advocated:
.... schools should not automaticallyassume that children's learning difficulties
always result solely or even mainly from problems within the child. The schools
practices can make a difference- for good or ill" (DFE 1994, Para. 2.19).

Therefore, the quality of teaching and learning delivered by the teacher, the ability to
be equipped with the necessary skills to support children with SEN, and school
cultures are significant factors in making inclusion a success or failure (Centre for
Studies in Inclusive Education (CSIE) 2000).

In contrast to medical and individual models of disability, environmental

models

emerged which adopted a situation, rather than person centred focus to inclusive
provision. This suggests that SEN can only be defined in terms of relationships
between what a person can do, and what a person must do to succeed in any given
environment. Frederickson and Cline (2002) suggest:
at one extreme then, the environmentallyfocused approach holds that
there are no children with leaming difficulties, only adults with teaching
difficulties"(Fredrickson & Cline 2002, p40).

This supports the work of Hegarty who in the 1980's advocated that children should
be placed on a 'continuum of provision', that should equate to discrete categories of
need. As a consequence, rather than aftempting to adapt the child to the
environment and see the disability as located with the child (medical model), schools
and teachers conversely should be looking to how they can modify their learning
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environments (social model) in order that it meets the individual needs of children. As
a result, this necessitates schools and teachers to be prepared to think in different
ways and recognise that there are many methods and strategies that can be utilised
to support the inclusion of children with SEN (Ainscow et al 1999, Skrtic 1995, Dyson
and Millward 2000).

Interactional

models advocate impossibility in separating the learning competencies

of individual children from the environment within which they live and function (Booth
1993, Keogh et al 1997). Models of disability, causation and location are seen as a
combination of complex interactions between the strengths and weaknesses of the
child, levels of support available and the appropriateness of education being
provided. Thus, neither environmental, or individual approaches on their own fit the
particular reality of SEN in schools, and:
"... special educational needs are often not just a reflection of pupils inherent
difficultiesor disabilities; they are often related to factors within schools which
can prevent or exacerbateproblems" (National Curriculum Council, 1998, Para.
5)

This view has been further endorsed in the Code of Practice (2001), which suggests:
"It should be recognised that some difficulties in learning may be caused or
exacerbated by the school's learning environment or adultIchild relationships"
(DFES 200 1b, Para 5.6).

In addition, the revised Code of Practice (DFES 2001 b) seeks for schools to look
within existing provision (school action and school action plus), rather than regularly
seek external advice and support as a means of addressing individual children's
needs.

Therefore, in order to respond to the needs of children with SEN at a more localised
level, teachers need, as part of their ITT, to be given opportunities to examine the
impact of school cultures and pedagogical practices on either enabling or restricting
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inclusive education. This, in part, is now being addressed through the 02/02
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) in which trainee teachers are
required to have high expectations of all pupils, promote positive values, differentiate,
and respond to individual needs, and understand their responsibilities under the
Code of practice. Teachers are therefore now required to think in many different
ways about how their teaching approaches can enhance or deny access to an
inclusive education for children with SEN.

2.2.4 Contradictions

in Attempts to Plan for Inclusive Practice

In deducing how education systems in schools respond to diversity, Artiles (1998)
suggests there is a'dilemma of difference' within which fundamental mass education
systems are established to deliver all students an 'education'. Mass education has for
instance, basic features of a common core of skills and knowledge (NC), delivered in
broadly equivalent circumstances, in schools with similar levels of training and
pedagogies which do not vary significantly from school to school.

However, if education is to fulfil the diversity it demands, Artiles (1998) suggests this
can only be achieved by acting at individual pupil levels, which recognise children are
different from each other. Pertinent to this is the need to construct and engage
learning strategies that recognise different interests, aptitudes and expectations. This
dilemma and tension brings with it, difficulties in planning an appropriate education
for children with special needs. As a consequence, there is:
"a dilemma in education over how difference is taken into account - whether to
recognise differencesas relevant to individual needs by offering different
provision, but in doing so could reinforce unjustifiedinequalities,and is
associated with devaluation; or, whether to offer a common and valued
provision for all but with the risk of not providing what is relevant to individual
needs"(Norwich 1994,p293)
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This picture recognises the development of educational policy in SEN over many
years. The 1944 Education Act (DOE 1944) formalised, a common education
structure, in which all children were placed into different forms of schooling. The
1970's then involved increasing exploration of how far all children could be included
within the same school, and in the 1980's there was the emergence of the NC, and
exploration of mixed ability classes and concepts of differentiation. In the late 1990's
and early part of the 21st Century, and as a consequence of this evolving provision,
Dyson and Millward (2000) suggest:
"... it is more helpful to think of inclusion as an outcome of actions within a
school rather than as an inherent characteristic of the school" (Dyson &
Millward2000, p170)

The measure of the extent to which inclusion is demonstrated in practice comes
through the observation and charting of 'real life' case studies of children engaged in
inclusive schools (Ainscow 1999). As a result, teachers of the future need to be
equipped with the knowledge, understanding and strategies to enable inclusion to
become a reality, and to be enabled to demonstrate this in outcomes that indicate
positive experiences for children with SEN. As a consequence, according to
Westwood (1997), the place to develop this teaching philosophy is as part of a
trainee teacher's ITT.

2.2.5 Dilemmatic

Resolutions

Inclusive,and SENprovisionhas beensubjectto:
.... a succession of dilemmatic resolutions" (Dyson and Millward2000, p173)

which have changed and emerged over many years. In addition, factors such as
introduction of the NC, OFSTED inspection and development of the Code of Practice
(DFES 2001b), have signalled an ever-increasing scrutiny and control by government
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on many issues of provision within schools. This brings with it a pressure between
the espoused policy of schools, and policies pursued nationally by government and
statutory agencies (Dyson 2001, Lloyd 2000). Consequently, the need for joined up
and collaborative approaches to inclusive education are essential if they are to
become a reality for children with SEN. To some extent, in agencies such as
OFSTED, having dual roles of inspection of ITT and school based provision, this
does give a better appreciation of what the issues and needs of the future are. Thus,
more of this type of dual, or joint agency working is to be further encouraged through
the DFES Schools Achieving Success (DFES 2001 a) publication in which an
increased emphasis is placed on collaboration.

In the post war years, the education of children was largely by groupings of ability, in
which 'streaming' was very much the order of the day as a means of integrating all
pupils into mainstream contexts. Tansley and Guildford (1960) argue this was not
with the intention of segregating people, but of providing specialist provision through
whaf at the time were referred to as 'remedial classes'. However, authors such as
Carroll 1972, Collins 1972, Galloway and Goodwin 1979, criticised this provision for
its segregatory and stigmatising nature, and consequently streaming was seen as
limiting the life opportunities to which children with special needs had access to. This
led to experiments with remedial work, and a shift in attention to'whole class
approaches'to teaching all pupils. This movement in thinking resulted in an
emergence of 'whole school approaches' (Clark et al 1995b), through which teachers
would look to accommodate needs within the classroom, rather than through
separate (remedial) classrooms and special needs teachers. This necessitated a
change in curriculum pedagogy, in which ordinary classes became fully accessible,
with additional teacher support, and the role of the remedial teacher began to
develop into one of a special educational need co-ordinator (SENCO). As a result,
teachers of the future need to be given the necessary support and training within
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their ITT, and continuing professional development to reflect upon the impact that
their pedagogical practices can have in contributing to either positive or negative
learning experiences. In addition, teachers as part of their training need to know how
to work collaboratively in order to provide a holistic approach to a child with SEN's
education involving parents, support workers, health care professionals and the like.

2.2.6 Liberal Principles and Interchangeable

Terminology

In moving towards a more integrated structure of SEN provision, Clark et al (1995b)
suggest educational developments have been driven through relatively liberal
principles. Whilst these principles have been contested, the history and development
of special needs education in the UK are in tune with what we now term 'inclusion'
(Dyson 1999). Consequently, the education system has been influenced through
moderate principles of equity, valuing pupil's individual rights of all to participate,
curricula learning experiences, and recognition that:
'7hepurpose of education for all children is the same, the goals are the same"
(WarnockReport DES 1978,1.4).

The key challenge for educationalists though, is how this is interpreted in practice
and provision for children with SEN within inclusive environments. Additionally, in
relation to ITT providers, the challenge is to be able to equip teachers of the future
with the necessary skills to respond to the requirements of the inclusion movement.

Lloyd (2000) suggests:
.... rather than developing inclusive approachesto practice in mainstream
education,the integration of pupils with SEN has served to perpetuate and
reinforcesegregatedpractices, placing the impetus for change on the pupil"
(Lloyd2000, p 135)

Many factors have contributed to this viewpoint, which have mainly arisen out of:
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"... fundamental misunderstanding and confusion about the concepts of
integration and inclusion, and indeed the term SEN itself" (Lloyd 2000, p 111)

Dyson (2001) for example, argues there is a lack of consensus on what constitutes
an equal education, failure to recognise all children's rights to learn, lack of how to
identify SEN and the resistance of practitioners to change. As a consequence, there
is a need for significant debate and common ground to be established on what the
related terms mean in policy and practice (Lloyd 2000, Farrell 1998, Dyson 2001,
Dyson and Millward 2000). If this first stage of clarification is not achieved, then the
various stakeholders involved in the inclusion of children with SEN are going to be
potentially working against rather than with each other to promote inclusive
educations (Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000).

Within the UK, 'SEN'was introduced as a legally defined term in the 1981 Education
Act (DES 1981) and:
"... refers to children's learning needs in school...is legally defined and this
legal definitionis used to decide whetherparticular children are eligible for
special educationalservices" (Fredericksonand Cline 2002, p34).

In contrast 'special needs' is not legally defined, and refers to needs experienced by
pupils from most of the school population (i.e. homeless children, English as an
Additional Language (EAL) and unstable family environments).As a consequence,
the terms 'SEN' and 'special needs' are often used interchangeably(Dyson 2001,
Ainscow et al 1999) and this can:
"... causeunhelpfulconfusionsinceindividualsfromgroupswhohavespecial
and Cline2002,p34).
needsmayor maynot haveSEN"(Frederickson

In relation to 'integration', Ainscow (1995) suggests this is concerned with making a
limited number of additional arrangements for individual pupils with SEN in schools,

which as an outcome result in little change overall. In contrast, inclusion is concerned
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with the introduction of more radical changes through which schools restructure
themselves in order to embrace all children. Thus integration involves a process of
assimilating an individual into existing structures, whilst inclusion is more concerned
with accommodation, where the onus is on the school to change (Dyson 2001, Dyson
and Millward 2000). However, despite the conceptual distinction between the two
terms they are often (like special needs and SEN) used as synonyms to each other
(Thomas et al 1998).

Consequently,this is an issue in need of further clarification at the three levels of
interpretationwithin this study. For example, at the official line (policy) level there is a
need to be clear about what the terms mean in order to set clear expectations and
resource inclusion effectively. At the professionalopinion and practice (ITT provider)
level trainee teachers need to be equipped with a full appreciation of the history,
context and interpretationof terminology. If this is successfully achieved through
delivery in schools by PE teachers (the consumers)there is a greater likelihood of
inclu-sionbecoming a reality for children with SEN.

2.2.7 Interpretations

of Inclusion

Concepts of inclusion have been subject to extensive debate in terms of their
meaning and interpretation related to SEN, especially as Dyson and Millward (2000)
suggest it:
n.. had its origins elsewhere" (Dyson & Millward 2000, p2)

Ballard (1997), a New Zealand scholar, notes for example:
"Inclusive education means education that is non-discriminatoty in terms of
disability, culture, gender or other aspects of students or staff that are assigned
significance by a society. It involves all students in a community, with no
exceptions and irrespective of their intellectual, physical, sensory or other
differences, having equal rights to access the culturally valued curriculum of
their society as full-timed valued members of age-appropriate mainstream
classes. Inclusion emphasises diversity over assimilation, striving to avoid the
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colonisation of minority experiences by dominant modes of thought and action"
(Ballard 1997, pp244-245)

According to authors such as Booth (1995) and Dyson and Millward (2000), this
definition is highly content specific and refers more to aspects of cultural diversity,
rather than special needs education. They argue that the 1994 Salamanca
Statement's interpretation of inclusion refers predominantly to finding basic forms of
education for marginalised street children, working children, and those living in
remote areas. In contrast, Dyson and Millward (2000) suggest inclusion within the UK
has stronger links to its emergence through the work of Skrtic (1991,1995) and
Fuchs and Fuchs (1994), in which the American notion of inclusion grew out of a
different social policy history based on civil rights, with particular reference to race,
and more recently the philosophy has been transferred to the education of children
with SEN.

Booth et al (2000) suggests:
"Inclusion is a set of never ending processes. It involves the specification of the
direction of change. It is relevant to any school however inclusive or exclusive
its current cultures, policies and practices. It requires schools to engage in a
critical examination of what can be done to increase the learning and
participation of the diversity of students within the school locality" (Booth et al
2000, p 12)

As a consequence, Daniels and Garner (1999) argue whilst it is important to
recognise that inclusion can have global agreement (Pijl, Meijer and Hegarty 1997), it
is vital that inclusion is specifically interpreted within each national system. The
development of inclusion and SEN within the UK should be considered therefore in
terms of its particular history, culture and politics of its specific emerging system. As
a consequence, it is:
0.. dangerous to see the recent adoption of the inclusion agenda by the UK
governmentas a straightforwardalignment with a policy direction that is both
globally understoodand relatively straightforward" (Dyson & Millward 2000, p4)
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As a result, the relationship between inclusion and SEN needs to be specifically
aligned to the UK education system and government provision in order to fully
appreciate it's underlying philosophies and practices.

2.2.8 Changing School Approaches:
Integration To Inclusion

The Shift From

The difference between integration and inclusion is that the former applies to ways of
supporting students with special needs in essentially unchanged mainstream
schools. However, the latter refers to a radical restructuring of sc hools in order that
they are inherently capable of educating all students within their communities
(Corbett and Slee 2000, Sebba and Sachdev 1997). However, Dyson and Millward
(2000) argue that this interpretation is too simplistic to apply to the UK system in a
background of long standing expectations of mainstream schools to educate children
with SEN. As a result, these expectations have involved the exploration of 'whole
school approaches', in which teachers were required to consider:
"... fundamentalchanges in practice and organisation" (Dyson & Millward
2000, p8)

This exploration has led to the dissolving of boundaries between special and
mainstream education, as well as categories of special and ordinary children:
"... and whole school response will essentiallybe a response to meeting the
individualneeds of children" (Dessent 1987,p 121)

In examining the concept of 'whole school approaches', the emergence of the NC
(2000) (QCA 1999a) has added impetus to this shift, with its emphasis through the
Statutory Inclusion Statement on setting suitable learning challenges, respondingto
individual diversity and differentiating assessment. Consequently,in the years
following the introduction of the NC, a number of schools were:
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'... moving 'beyond the whole school approach'in this sense towards what we
chose to call 'innovatorypractice'in schools'approaches to special needs"
(Dyson and Millward2000, p1O)

Thus according to Dyson and Millward (2000), school provision centred upon
conceptualising approaches in terms of responses to student diversity as a whole,
rather than simply a response to special needs; merging of special needs
infrastructures within the mainstream; promoting differentiation through
transformation of the curriculum and pedagogy; and redefining the role of SENCO's.
(Clark et al 1995a, Dyson, Millward and Skidmore 1994, Dyson and Millward 2000)

The development of inclusive practices has seen some schools pushing back the
boundaries of whole school approaches and exploring even further methods of
enhancing teaching and learning for all pupils. This led Dyson, and Millward (2000)
(and Dyson, Millward and Skidmore 1994) to note that in some schools:
"... quite dramatic transformationswere evident - schools which dismantled
their special needs departments,abandonedall forms of segregatedprovision,
reinventedtheir SENCO's as teaching and learning co-ordinators,embarked
on intensiveprogrammes of staff development,set up quality assurance
programmes to enhance teaching and learning across the school and invested
heavily in resource based learning in order to create flexible learning
environmentsacross the school" (Dyson & Millward 2000, p 11)
"The inclusivenessof English schools has to be defined therefore not simply in
terms of which students they educate, but in terms of how they educate them"
(Dyson & Millward, 2000, p 11)

Consequently,inclusion is not about the mere presence of children with SEN. It has
to lead to participation and be guided by notions of equity with a fundamental
recognition that the school system needs to adapt to meet the individual learning
needs of the pupils it serves. In order to examine these changes in emphasis, Clark
et al 1995a advocates that the practicality of inclusion, as well as the theoretical
frameworks that underpin, it must be fully considered in order to arrive at a
comprehensiveappreciation of all the key issues of provision. This position is to
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some extent now being reflected in the 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework'
(TTA 2002) in which both knowledge of SEN and inclusion is required; but
significantly, trainee teachers are expected to be able to demonstrate its application
in order to meet the requirements for the award of QTS.

2.2.9 Moving Towards an Understanding

of Inclusion

It is recognised that in recent years (along with many other aspects of SEN
terminology), we have become used to the terms inclusion, inclusive education and
inclusive schools being used inter-changeably (Dyson and Millward 2000, Barton
1998, Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000). In attempting to unpack the similarities and
differences, it is relevant to note that within this study the complexities of inclusion
need to be considered within a context that reflects official line policy (government
and statutory agencies), professional opinion and practice (teaching pedagogy) and
consumer levels of classroom practice involving curriculum structure, experiences
and outcomes. Thus Clark's (1 995a, 1997) view of interpretation of theoretical and
practical contexts is of particular relevance, and in considering this approach, Lipsky
and Gartner (1999) suggest:
"*.. while there is no single educational model or approach, inclusive schools
tend to share similar characteristics and beliefs" (Lipsky& Gartner 1999, p17)

For example:
School wide approaches - in which the philosophy and practice of inclusive
educationis accepted by all the stakeholders.
Ali children learn together - reflecting a continuum of learning needs within
contexts of Wholeschool approaches'
A sense of 'community' within schools - through which children and
teachersare valued. (in addition, trainee teachers are required to demonstrate
evidence of the promotion of positive values within the 02102(Professional
Standards Framework'(TTA 2002)).
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Services based on need, rather than category - recognising and responding
to individual need as a starting point for supporting inclusive practice

Extensive teacher collaboration - Involving recognition of multi-agency
working, and thus linking with the desire of the DFES Schools Achieving
Success (200 1) publication to promote collaborative working.

Curriculum adaptation - through which inclusion provides adaptations to
enable all pupils to benefit from a common school curriculum.
Enhanced instructional strategies - Encouraged and developed within ITT
and CPD, then facilitated in practice by teachers in schools

Standards and outcomes - linked and drawn from those expected of children
in general.

Whilst Lipsky and Gartner's (1999) list helps to identify a number of important
inclusive school factors, Dyson and Millward (2000) argue that it also poses many
problems with the belief that all stakeholders will accept a particular philosophy or set
of inclusive practices. In reality these:
fly in the face of what we know about the complexity of school life" (Dyson
and Millward 2000, p 18)

This contrasting view of the inter-relationship of theory and practice is one of many
offering schools guidance on how to become more inclusive, and indicates the extent
to which inclusive education is both complex and problematicto implement (Booth
and Ainscow 1998, Clark et al 1995a, Porter 1997, Ainscow and Tweddle 1998,
Rouse and Florian 1996, Thomas, et al 1998).

In attempting to draw perspectives together, Dyson (2001) argues that in order to
understand what inclusion stands for in principle and practice, the detail of many
authors views are weak on underpinning theoretical frameworks, organisational
structures and processes that lead to either inclusion or exclusion. Consequently, in
order to arrive at a thorough appreciation of inclusion for children with SEN there is a
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need to examine the combined strengths of 'theoretical' and 'applied' views on
inclusive practice. In Dyson's view this can be best achieved through a collective
critique of two authors work; namely 'Skrtics theoretical models of inclusive practice'
and 'Ainscow's examination of applied inclusive practice' in schools. Therefore, in
order to arrive at a coherent view of the fundamental principles, processes and
practices concerned with inclusion, by examining the work of Skrtic and Ainscow a
clearer picture should begin to emerge.

2.2.10 Skrtic's Adhocratic

Schools

Skrtic (1991) argues from a position of 'crisis in modern knowledge', and a loss of
confidence in the current state of special education understanding. He believes that
in arriving at the inclusive standpoint of today, the profession has been subject to a
range of sociological, philosophical and political critiques. From a sociological
perspective, Skrtic suggests professionals operate in a manner that realises the
interests of its members, within the context of the organisations in which they
operate, and consequently impose their own constraints and imperatives to suit their
own, rather than children's needs. In contrast, philosophical perspectives refer to a
wide-ranging transformation in the way in which knowledge and certainty have come
to be understood and recognise there is not one paradigm through which knowledge
is universally transferred. Skrtic indicates that interpretivist, radical humanist and
radical structuralist paradigms have challenged the previously dominant functionalist
paradigm of the 1960's, and as a direct consequence there are now many competing
theories on special education (Pijl, Meijer and Hegarty 1997, Clark et al 1995a, Clark
1997, Dyson 2001).

Skrtics political critique recognisesthat in the past, the profession has argued from a
position of access to privileged knowledge. However, this knowledge and
understanding is now subject to scrutiny and questioning by competing theories,
71

resulting in a diminishment of the power that they exercise over other people. In
addition, the emergence of agencies such as OFSTED and the TTA have contributed
to the diminishing power base originally dominated solely by the teaching profession.
In appreciation of the changing nature of inclusive education, Skrtic takes the view
that special education is grounded in four assumptions and these are that:
Disabilitiesare pathological,
Differentialdiagnosis is objective and useful,
Special education is a rationally conceived and co-ordinated system of services
that benefit diagnosed pupils;

Progress results from incremental technological improvement in diagnosis and
instructional interventions (Skrtic 1995, p54)

The special education field cannot be therefore grounded in foundational knowledge,
and this view complements the UK position in which many researchers (Tomlinson
1984 1985, Oliver, 1988,1990, and Barton 1988) have indicated that disability has
been constructed in a manner that serves the purposes of the profession, rather than
the client and is subject to a range of views and opinions. This supports the earlier
views of Pring (1996) and UCET (1 997a), who note that many agencies and
individuals have a role to play in determining what the nature of education, standards
in ITT, and the government's drive for'school improvement' should consist of.

As a consequence,Skrtic suggests that whilst radical theorists claim to have
changed the nature of SEN and inclusive provision, they have not sufficiently
challenged the bureaucratic configuration of schools and the convergent thinking of
the professional culture in a sufficiently fundamental manner (Skrtic 1995). Thus,
whilst there has been a call for the dismantling of separate special schools, the
bureaucracy still establishes systems that do not sufficiently respond to diversity, and
Skrtic (citing Mintzberg 1979,1983) designates this as an 'adhocracy'.
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In considering this 'adhocracy', Skrtic explains:
'7he professionalbureaucracy is non adaptable because it is premised on the
principle of standardisation, which configures it as a performance organisation
for perfecting standard (rather than flexible) programmes.An adhocracy is
premised upon principles of innovation, rather than standardisation;as such, it
is a problem-solving organisationconfigured to invent new programs. It is the
organisationalform that configures itself around work that is so ambiguous and
uncertainthat neither the programs nor the knowledge and skills for doing it are
known"(Skrtic 1991,p182).

The adhocratic organisation has therefore many advantages in that Skrtic argues it
encourages collaboration between professionals with different kinds of expertise;
involves discursive coupling through which teams reflect upon practice; team
approaches in which theory and practice are unified through informal communication;
prof essional-political accountability and a community of common interests. As a
result:
'A school configured in this way would see the diversity of its students not as a
disruptionto be minimised by 'pigeonholing'the students into existing or
separateprogrammes, but as a problem to be solved through a collaborative
commitmentto innovation" (Dyson and Millward2000, p25)

This supports the view of the TTA who see teaching as a reflective based profession
and therefore this needs to be encouraged and fostered with trainee teachers as part
of their ITT.

In surnmarisingthe adhocracy, Dyson & Millward (2000) suggest that Skrtics views:
$I...ultimatelyare philosophical rather than empirical. In particular they are
grounded in the theory of knowledge rather than in studies of actual schools"
(Dyson & Millward 2000, p27)

However, Skrtic argues the empirical realties of schools are intentionally not
addressed, in order that they do not interrupt the open and free flow of his thinking,
rather than establish arguments around constraints of existing structures. Thus, it is
for others to look to how the adhocratic models can be implemented structurally
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(official line) and delivered in practice (professional opinion and practice and the

consumers).
In response, Dyson and Millward (2000) cite the work of Ainscow, and his notion of
'the moving school' in which he documents 'good inclusive practice' in schools as an
answer to the need to provide empirical substance to the inclusion debate.
Consequently,Ainscow is concerned with documenting not only the good practice,
but also more significantly, what, why and how it is deemed to be good inclusive
practice. As a result, Ainscow's documented practice is grounded in wider
circumstancesof institutional development, professionaldevelopment and special
education.

2.2.11 Ainscow's

Documentation

of Inclusive School Practice

Ainscow (1999) defines inclusion as:
in,
increasing
the
their
participation
of
pupils
and
reducing
process
of
-a
exclusion from, the cultures, curricula and communitiesof their local schools,
not forgetting, of course, that education involves many processes that occur
outside of schools" (Ainscow 1999,p218)

He suggests inclusion is often viewed as involving movement from special to
mainstream contexts, under a belief that once there they will be 'included'. Inclusion

should however be considered:
"... as a never ending process, rather than a simple change of state, and as
dependenton continuouspedagogical and organisationaldevelopment within
the mainstream" (Ainscow 1999,p218)

This view is of particular interest to Dyson and Millward (2000), as Ainscow links
pedagogical developmentto teacher development, and then assimilates this to the
organisationaldevelopment of schools. This standpoint is at the centre of Ainscow's
model of inclusive practice in which he advocates a desire to move away from views
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of locating the problem with the child, and look to an examination of curriculum
adaptation and modification (social model). Consequently, inadequacies of learning
environments should be seen as generating the learning difficulty, rather than the
individual characteristics (medical model) of the pupil (Ainscow 1994). In order to
develop the theme of curricula, rather than pupil adaptation, Ainscow (1999) believes
that schools must become 'moving schools', which are in a constant state of inclusive
development and change in order to adapt to the individual needs of all its pupils.
Schools should therefore be looking to develop their inclusive practice around a
number of core areas namely:
Effective leadership - incorporatinga clear vision and strategy for making
inclusivepractice work,
Involvement of all staff students and the community - and this supports
notions of citizenship in the National Curriculum (2000) in which all people
understand their rights and responsibilities to respect and value diversity,

Commitment to collaborative planning - in which through multi-agency
working children with SEN receive an holistic approach to their education;

Attention to the benefits of enquiry and reflection -supporting teachers as
reflective practitioners, constantly prepared to modify and adapt their teaching
and leaming approaches,

Policies for staff development that focus on classroom practice - through
which all staff are offered opportunities for continuing professional development
to enhance their knowledge and understanding

The fundamental premise of inclusive school practice is designed therefore to
support Ainscow's notion of a changing school, respondingflexibly to the individual
need of its pupils, rather than the other way around in which children have to adapt to
fit pre-existing educational settings. As a result of the notions of constantly changing
schools, Dyson and Millward (2000) argue that due to the empirical basis of
Ainscow's views there is significant credence in supporting his models of inclusive
practice in schools. Consequently ITT needs to be constructedwithin a framework of

75

creating reflective teachers who are responsive and adaptable to the individual needs
of pupils that they serve in schools.

2.2.12 Common Themes - An Inclusive Approach to Teaching
Children with SEN
The work of Skrtic and Ainscow has made a significant contribution toward
articulated theoretical accounts of the relationship between principles and processes
of inclusive practice and school organisation (Lloyd 2000, Dyson and Millward 2000,
Dyson 2001, Fredericksonand Cline 2002). Within this context, attempts have been
made to identify'common themes'that have emerged in schools with reference to
inclusive principles and practices, whilst identifying potential threats to this
movement. Thus, whilst classes and schools may be very different in their
approaches, it is possible (Dyson and Millward 2000) to establish characteristicsof a
'model of the inclusive school', which can then be used as a basis for all the key
stakeholdersto work towards the creation of inclusive schools. In reflecting on the
work of Skrtic and Ainscow, inclusive schools can be characterised by:
Effectiveleadership - in whichall peoplein positionsof responsibility
(whetherthatbe at government,ITT or schoollevel)driveforwardthe beliefof
inclusivepractice,
Clear vision - in which all stakeholders work together to promote inclusive
practice;

Dismantling of structures and barriers - through which agencies and
individuals are prepared to review, modify and change policies and practices
whether they be physical, attitudinal or financial barriers and constraints;

Response to diversity - In which difference is valued as an essential
componentof the make up of schools and wider society;
Senior management responsibility - in which people in positions of
responsibilityensure that the visions of inclusive practice become a reality,
Reliance on in-class support - in contrast to separate or segregated
provision;
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Emphasis on the professional development of staff - as the future of
inclusive provision rests with the skills, expertise and determination of staff to
make inclusive practidd a reality for children with SEN.

2.2.13 Conclusion and Future Directions in Inclusion for
Children with SEN
Dyson and Millward (2000) argue that through a combination of Ainscow and Skrtic's
inclusive models, and their own case studies of common themes lending empirical
weight, an:
"... illuminating explanation" (Dyson & Millward 2000, p149)

the nature of inclusive education for children with SEN begins to emerge. Thus,
of
...
in taking account of:
"... the multiple values" (Norwich 2002a, p484)

by the authors above, a clearer picture on the nature of training required to
offered
...
equip teachers of PE begins to emerge.

In support of a clearer picture emerging on the nature of inclusive practice, Reynolds
et al (2001) notes that two paradigms have dominated school improvement over
recent years, and consequently have assisted with development of teaching and
learning approachesfor children with SEN. The first is concerned with a 'top-down
process' (official line), which is centrally designed, through which innovation and
change is transmitted to schools. In contrast, the 'bottom-up process' (consumers)
involves building upon the professional development of teachers and involving them
fully in the development of school improvement and inclusive practice. Dyson and
Millward (2000) additionally suggest that the development of educational policy:
"... cannot simply be seen as a technical-rationalprocess of formulation and
implementation"(Dyson & Millward2000, p157).
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Consequently ITT providers (professional opinion and practice) need to act as the
catalyst to constantly review the emerging professionaldevelopment needs of
teachers. As a result, the ITT providers are in a significant position to respond, react
and drive forward inclusive practice, in partnership with their official line and
consumer stakeholders.

Dyson and Millward (2000) state that educational progress is fraught with conflict,
contest and compromise out of which may come policy positions that are far from
coherent. In contexts of top down and bottom up change processes therefore and the
nature of conflict, it is easy to appreciate why apparently well intentioned models of
inclusion, integration or whole school approaches for children with SEN seem to
often deliver less than they initially promise (Lloyd 2000, Croll and Moses 2000). This
conflicting picture:
"... has illuminated the way in which such policies, both in formation and in
practice, are shaped by, inter alia, ambiguous and contradictorynational
imperatives,interacting with the competing interests of head teachers,parents
and others with a vested interest in the nature of that provision" (Dyson and
Millward2000, p 157).

School improvement, and inclusive theories and practices become ever more
complex and problematic to disentangle (Rouse and Florian 1997, Vincent et al 1994,
Visle and Langfeldt 1996). As a result, Feiler and Gibson (1999) argue that within this
background there are four potential threats to the inclusion movement, which need to
be addressed as a matter of urgency prior to any further developments in relation to
the education of children with SEN, which are:
A lack of consistency in definition and understandingof inclusion
Lack of empirical data
Notions of internal exclusion (i.e. streaming or grouping)
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Tendency to describe individual needs in a manner that implies the problem
resides with the child, rather than the school structure.

In reflecting upon the four threats indicated by Feiler and Gibson (1999), the future
development of special needs education needs to move towards a coherent
framework within which government policy is reflected, delivered and implemented,
within a structure that ensures all agencies and individuals are clear about what the
vision of inclusive schooling involves. In summary, with regard to future visions,
Dyson (2001) succinctly makes the following statements which act as a point for
further reflection:
"Specialneeds education so patently has a past and that past - like the
present - is highly fluid and even turbulent" (Dyson 2001, p24)

In coming to terms with the future:
"it is my contention that the inherent instability of the present means that it is
incumbenton us to look carefully at what the future might hold. Even as the
its
hegemony,
'new'resolution
'inclusion'struggles
to
establish
we should,
of
believe, try to understand how it will ultimately fragment and what possibilities
might open up for alternative resolutions" (Dyson 200 1,p27)
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CHAPTER

THREE

:

DEVELOPMENTS IN INCLUSIVE PHYSICAL
EDUCATION AND DISABILITY SPORT

This chapter examines the characteristicsof PE, within the context of strategies to
include children with SEN. The subject of PE will be analysed in relation to its
structure, organisation and delivery, and potential to link to wider sporting
opportunitiesas part of an examinationof 'disability sports' activities. The chapter
concludes by highlighting a range of issues and themes that are emerging related to
ensuring that PE teachers are sufficiently equipped to include children with SEN
within mainstream settings.

3.1

Defining

and Interpreting

PE

Accordingto QCA, PE:
'ý.. is the process of developingpupils knowledge, skills and understandingso
that they can perform reflectivelyand with increasingphysical competence and
confidence. This process requirespupils to think as well as perform" (OCA
1999a,p 1)

PE is concerned with involvement and development of physical skills, knowledge of
the body in action, and attitudes to engagement in physical activity. Consequently,
PE requires children to be predominantly physically active in order to improve
skilfulness and develop learning, in which growing competence leads to personal
confidence, and increased self-esteem.

The purpose of the PE curriculum is to provide:
'the range of tasks, contexts and environments so that an individual's skills can
be tuned, adjusted, adapted, modified and refined. The challenge of teaching is
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to provide information, ideas and encouragement for each pupil to become
competent and confident in each new task, context and environment and then
extend them again" (OCA 1999a, p 1).

Within this backdrop, the PE curriculum is delivered through six activity areas of;
dance, games, gymnastics, athletics, outdoor and adventurous activities, and
swimming and water safety. This broad, balanced and relevant curriculum (1988
Education Reform Act, DOE 1988) seeks to provide children with a diverse range of
experiences in order to develop and extend their physical and personal development,
as well as their general well-being.

This provision, as part of the NC 2000 (QCA 1999a) should be made available to all
children, including those with SEN. As a result, teachers of PE will often need to think
in different ways about what and how they are going to teach, whilst making best use
of their differentiation, teaching and learning strategies. Sugden and Talbot (1998)
support this view, and suggest that teaching children with SEN is merely an
extension of teachers mixed ability teaching. Thus, flexibility of teaching and learning
strategy is central to successful inclusive PE. This view is similar to that of Dyson and
Millward 2000, Ainscow et al 1999, and Skrtic 1995, which focuses the emphasis of
change with teachers and the need to be pro-active and adapt the curriculum to meet
the individual needs of children with SEN.

In the context of the NC (2000), PE is divided into four content areas of; acquiring
and developing skills; selecting and applying skills, tactics and compositional ideas;
knowledge and understanding of fitness and health; and evaluating and improving
performance. These sections, delivered through the six areas of activity, and with
acknowledgement of the principles of the Statutory Inclusion Statement (i.e. setting
suitable learning challenges; responding to pupils diverse learning needs; and
overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment) e'stablish the context for
the implementation of the PE curriculum in primary, secondary and special schools.
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3.2

The National Curriculum

for PE and Children with SEN

The revised NC for PE (2000), suggests teachers should consider assessment in
alternative activities, with flexible judgements and contexts in order to facilitate
accessibility to the curriculum for pupils with SEN. It states:
"... teachers must take action"and "ensure that theirpupils are enabled to
participate"(0CA 1999a p33)

be responsive to a diverse range of pupil needs in order to facilitate inclusive
and
...
education. In meeting this requirement, teachers of PE will need to actively review
their pedagogical practices in order to ensure they meet the statutory requirements to
facilitate entitlement and accessibility to inclusive activities for all pupils including
those with SEN. In order to satisfactorily address the needs of pupils with SEN,
Farrell (1998) suggests teachers must be willing to move beyond an
acknowledgment of inclusion policies and be prepared:
"to reconsider their structure, teaching approaches, pupil grouping and use of
support"(Farrell 1998p8l)

This position supports earlier work noted by Ainscow 1999 who advocates a notion of
'moving schools'that are constantly evolving and changing to be responsive to the
needs of the pupils it serves.

The four key principles related to equality, identified in the 1992 NC for PE (DOE
1992) still hold true today as guiding principles to be considered when including
pupils with SEN within mainstream PE (Vickerman 1997, Vickerman et al 2003).
These are entitlement,

accessibility,

integration

and integrity, and have acted as

the corner stones upon which the NC for PE (2000) has been revised and extended.
In relation to entitlement, the premise is to acknowledge the fundamental right of
pupils with SEN to access the PE curriculum. This is of particular relevance with the
emergence of the SEN and Disability Rights Act (DFES 2001 c), which gives pupils a
82

fundamental right to inclusive activity, and the revised Code of Practice (DFES
2001 b) implemented in January 2002. The Code of Practice now focuses much more
on the action of schools and teachers to implement and deliver inclusive PE through
further delegation of centralised SEN budgets and a requirement to think in different
ways about their teaching provision (Dyson 2001, Dyson and Millward 2000, Skrtic
1995).

Teachers of PE are expected to therefore take action within their individual school
contexts, and modify and adapt practices in order to facilitate full entitlement to the
curriculum for pupils with SEN. This shift in legislation recognises the philosophy of
positive attitudes and open minds (Vickerman 2002), and the commitment to a
process that offers inclusive education, in which teachers overcome potential barriers
through consultation and the adoption of diverse learning, teaching and assessment
strategies (Ainscow 1999, Dyson 2001, Dyson and Millward 2000, Sugden and
Talbot 1998). This position is to some extent now being reflected in the 02/02
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) with the expectation that trainee
teachers will demonstrate evidence of differentiated teaching, response to equal
opportunities and diversity, and the promotion of positive values.

In terms of accessibility,

it is the responsibility of teachers to make PE lessons

accessible and relevant to the child with SEN. This supports the social model of
disability (Reiser and Mason 1990) in which teachers adjust their teaching in order to
accommodate the needs of individual pupils rather than the child's disability (medical
model) being seen as the barrier to participation. In examining the need to make PE
lessons relevant and accessible, it is important to acknowledge the earlier view of
Sugden and Talbot (1998) who advocate teaching pupils with SEN is part of an
extension of mixed ability teaching. Teachers should therefore possess (from their
ITT), many of the skills necessary to facilitate inclusive PE, and consequently may
only occasionally require specialist advice and guidance.
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Therefore, the fundamental factor in a successful inclusive activity for pupils with
SEN is a positive attitude, suitable differentiation and a readiness to modify existing
practice within PE lessons (Farrell 1998). Whilst there may be a few difficulties in
teachers embracing more inclusive approaches, the PE profession is well placed to
accept inclusive practice and, to a large extent, the process has begun with the
increased focus on aspects of inclusion within PE, education and society in general
(Fredrickson and Cline 2002, Dyson 2001, Vickerman et al 2003). However, the
critical success factors in the drive to more inclusive PE will be the training and
support given to trainee, qualified teachers and schools within process models which
reflect implementation of 'policy through to practice' (Depauw and Doll Tepper 2000,
Watkinson 1997). As a result, ITT providers, schools and statutory agencies need to
ensure that future teachers of PE are adequately prepared to deliver this inclusive
agenda. Consequently, as part of the drive to a more co-ordinated approach, the
DFES Schools Achieving Success (DFES 2001 a) publication advocates greater
levels of multi-agency and collaborative working practices need to evolve in the years
ahead.

The third principle of integration

recognises the benefits of disabled and non-

disabled pupils being educated together, and the positive outcomes, which can be
achieved for all pupils through such approaches. Whilst concepts of integration have
moved on since 1992 (now embracing concepts of inclusion), these can be seen as
fundamental stepping-stones towards inclusive practice, (Slinger et al 2000)
ultimately recognising difference, but treating pupils appropriately and according to
their learning needs. This also begins to address the UK government's citizenship
agenda in which pupils are to be educated to have mutual understanding and respect
for individual diversity as part of their involvement and participation within a socially
inclusive society. PE is an ideal vehicle for this to occur with many activities involving
teamwork and co-operation.

84

PE teachers need to underpin their learning and teaching practice with integrity, and
a recognition that they value and believe in the adaptations and changes that are
made to the activities they teach. As part of this personal commitment, they should
ensure that inclusive PE for pupils with SEN is of equal worth, challenging, and in no
way patronising or demeaning to the individual child concerned. PE teachers should
therefore, adopt approaches which set appropriate and challenging tasks (NC 2000
Statutory Inclusion Statement) to pupils who have additional learning needs whilst
avoiding the 'cotton wool' approach, which often assumes that these pupils cannot
cope with some of the demands that a challenging curriculum may offer (Goodwin
and Watkinson 2000, Sherril 1998, Vickerman et al 2003). Consequently, this may
involve schools and teachers re-examining their present teaching philosophies,
attitudes, values and cultures with the intention of establishing flexible yet challenging
educational experiences for children with SEN. (Centre for Studies in Inclusive
Education 2000).

3.3

Adapted PE and Sport

In conjunction with definitions, interpretations and contexts related to the PE
curriculum in the UK, extensive work has been undertaken in the development of
'adapted PE', 'adapted sport' and 'disability sport'both here and within the USA.
These strategies support and extend provision within the formal school curriculum,
and have to a certain extent shaped the delivery of present day PE and school sport
for children with SEN. Winnick (2000) suggests:
'Adapted physical education is a sub-disciplineof physical education that
allows for safe, personally satisfying and successfulparticipation to meet the
unique needs of students" (Winnick 2000, p4).
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Adapted PE is designed to meet the long-term (i.e. over 30 days) unique needs of
disabled children, and establish common frameworks for their inclusion within PE
programmes (Auxter et al 2001, Winnick 2000):
'Adapted physical education is an individualised program of physical and motor
fitness; fundamental motor skills and patterns; and skills designed to meet the
...
unique needs of individuals (Winnick 2000, p4)

In contrast:
'Adapted sport refers to sport modified or created to meet the unique needs of
individuals with disabilities. Adapted sport may be conducted in integrated
settings in which individuals with disabilities interact with non-disabled
participants or in segregated environments that only include those persons with
disabilities" (Winnick 2000, p5).

The use of the term 'adapted sport' is preferred to 'disability sport' as it stimulates
and encourages participation and excellence in a variety of settings, rather than
categorising activity that specifically caters for disabled people alone (Auxter et al
2001, Depauw and Gavron 1995, Winnick 2000). This supports modern day shifts
towards inclusive activity in which children with SEN participate within the same
inclusive environment as their non-disabled peers. To some extent this is also being
seen within National, and Internationaldisability sport where adults in the recent
Sydney 2000 Olympics and the Manchester 2002 CommonwealthGames competed
at the same venue and at the same time.

Auxter et al (2001) argues within the contexts of adapted PE and sport that it is
crucial for teachers to assume responsibility for all children and adults that they work

with regardless of individual needs. Winnick (2000) supports this view in suggesting:
'A good teacher andlor coach of children places the developmentof positive
self esteem as a priority and displays an attitude of acceptance,empathy,
friendshipand warmth, while ensuring a secure and controlled environment.
The good teacher or coach of adapted physical educationand sport selects
and uses teaching approachesand styles beneficial to students, provides
individualisedand personalised instruction and opportunities,and creates a
positive environment where students can succeed" (Winnick2000, p8)
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This supports the currently evolving thinking on the practice, structure and delivery of
inclusion within the UK in which flexibility, adaptation and openness to change are
seen as critical success factors (Dyson and Millward 2000, Ainscow 1999, Skrtic
1991,1995).

3.4

Evolving Practice in Inclusive PE and Sport

Whilst the most significant progress in adapted activity has recently focused on
educational services for disabled children and adults, the use of physical activity as
part of exercise and therapy for treatment is not a new concept and dates back to as
early as 3000 BC in China. The Romans and Greeks also recognisedthe benefits of
therapy and the value of exercise as a means of assisting with mobility and general
health and well-being (Winninck 2000, Auxter et al 2001). Developmentsin physical
activity and remedial therapy date back many years and have contributed to arriving
at more contemporaryapproaches to inclusive PE and sport for children with SEN.
Sherill (1998) notes that the 1800's and early part of the 1900's for example, were
initially characterisedby medical orientation of therapy, prevention, rehabilitationand

cure.
However, there was a shift from the 1930's onwards to the modern day position in
which orientation has shifted from medical to 'whole person' approaches which run in
tandem with educational developments moving from segregated to inclusive, person
centred strategies. Within the context of 'whole person orientations', Winnick (2000)
suggests individuals who require physical activity programmes, as part of their
disability should be assessed according to their particular needs, then seek to
establish programmes that best fit their particular needs. This is in line with modern
day concepts of inclusive practice within schools, in which teachers and schools
change and adapt their provision to meet the individual needs of children with SEN,
rather than the other way around (Ainscow 1999).
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In shifting to more inclusive practices, Winnick established a framework of 'alternative
instructional placements' within the PE curriculum that were based on strategies
treatment
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Figure 3.1 Continuum of alternative instructional placements in
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In developing 'least restrictive environments', Winnick (2000) offered teachers
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Curriculum overlap - Involving modification of the curriculum;
Alternative

curriculum

disability
separate
or
specific activities.
-

Thus, there is an expectation that teachers adopt a range of flexible teaching,
learning and organisationalapproaches to deliver inclusive PE for children with SEN
(Farrell 1998, Sugden and Talbot 1998, QCA, 1999). This expectation is now being
reflected within the 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) in which
trainee teachers are expected to consider a diverse range of differentiated teaching
and learning strategies.

Craft's (1996) 'Curricula Options' complements recent thinking in the development of
the 'inclusion spectrum', which builds upon Winnick's notion of flexible teaching and
learning strategies and has been extended by the Youth Sport Trust and the EFIDS.
The inclusion spectrum offers a range of strategies that teachers of PE can move in
and out of during their lessons in order to ensure maximum participation and access
to physical activity for children with SEN. These strategies are not solely however
related to including children with SEN and can as many authors have suggested
(Wright and Sugden 1999, Farrell 1998) be used to create greater flexibility in
teaching and learning to include all pupils. The inclusion spectrum suggests five
strategies of open, modified, parallel, separate, and disability sport activities that
enable teachers to deliver PE in conjunction with the principles of the NC (2000)
Statutory Inclusion Statement (QCA 1999a).
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3.5

Extending and Developing Teaching and Learning
- Strategies in PE

As part of their general teaching philosophy and practices, teachers of PE should
seek to embrace the guiding principles of entitlement, accessibility, integration and
integrity. This should be undertaken alongside contemporary notions of inclusion and
flexible teaching and learning strategies if they are to make genuine commitments to
inclusive PE for pupils with SEN. Additionally, as part of the revised NC for PE (QCA
1999a), teachers need to spend time interpreting the inclusion statement, whilst
recognising the need to set suitable learning challenges, respond to pupils diverse
needs' and overcome potential barriers to learning and assessment for individuals
and groups of pupils. The strategies and models off ered in the 'four curricula options'
(Craft 1996), 'inclusion spectrum' and 'continuum of alternative instructional
placements in physical education' (Winnick 2000) are valuable starting points for
teachers to consider their approach to inclusive PE. As a result, these suggested
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models need to be considered fully as part of trainee PE teachers ITT, and or
continuing professional development work.

In relation to 'setting suitable learning challenges',

the NC for PE (2000) states:

'Teachers should aim to give every pupil the opportunity to experiencesuccess
in learning and to achieve as high a standard as is possible" (QCA 1999ap28)

It suggests this can be achieved by teaching knowledge, skills and understandingof
PE from earlier key stages, if appropriate, with the aim of ensuring those pupils with
SEN progress and achieve. It could be argued, therefore, that inclusion for pupils
with SEN is about focusing upon earlier developmentalexpectations,or adopting a
more flexible teaching approach to accommodate individual's needs in terms of
learning, teaching and assessment. Sugden and Talbot (1998), for example, support
this view through the principles of 'moving to learn' and 'learning to move. They
argue:
Education
"Physical
has
because
is
distinctive
to
it
a
role
play,
not simplyabout
educationof thephysicalbut involvescognitive,social,languageand moral
development
(Sugden& Talbot1998p22)
and responsibilities

Thus, to facilitate inclusion, a shift away from the traditional (learning to move)
outcome of PE in which skills are taught and learned, to a wider experience of PE
(moving to learn) may be one such approach in enabling access to inclusive PE.

PE teachers need to consider their learning outcomes carefully in order to ensure all
pupils with SEN have the opportunity to demonstrate a wide variety of movement
learning experiences, and this links with the principle of 'responding

to pupils

diverse learning needs. Consequently, the NC for PE (2000) states:
whenplanning teachers should set high expectationsand provide
opportunitiesfor all pupils to achieve including ... pupils with disabilities and
special educationalneeds" (QCA 1999ap29)
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This section suggests lessons should be planned to ensure full and effective access,
and that teachers need to be aware of equal opportunity legislation. This begins to
answer some of Dyson's (1999) concerns that the curriculum needs to focus on how
outcomes can be differentiated and measured for each child, rather than focusing
upon philosophical definitions of equality. A key feature of this occurring will need to
be based upon the social model of disability and a commitment to change the activity
to fit the child rather than the other way around (Vickerman 1997).

In terms of 'overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment for individuals
and groups of pupils'the NC for PE (2000) states:
"... a minority of pupils will have particular leaming and assessment
requirementswhich go beyond the provisions described earlier (sections one
and two) and if not addressed could create barriers to participation" (OCA
1999ap30)

The document indicates this is usually as a consequence of a child's disability or
SEN. The curriculum suggests, in order to create access, greater differentiation on
the part of teachers and the use of external agencies or specialist equipment will
begin to enable inclusion to occur. This statement is fundamental in ensuring that
teachers recognise their full responsibility for creating accessible lessons that cater
for all pupils' needs, whilst recognising the need to work through a multi-agency
approach to deliver inclusive activities (Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000). This will
necessitate teachers to have different expectations of some pupils with SEN, and/or
the need to modify assessment in ways that offer children the opportunity to
demonstrate development of their knowledge and understanding.

The strategies outlined so far, aim to move in the direction of 'least restrictive'
activities within a context of support within 'regular', inclusive environments.This
changing teaching philosophy supports many of the legislative changes that have
occurred over recent years to support this practice (SEN and Disability Right Act
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DFES 2001 c) (Code of Practice DIFES 2001 b) (QCA 1999a). Within this backdrop the
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Models for successful inclusion in PE and Sport

3.6

Models designed for the inclusion of children with SEN in PE can be grouped into
three categories (Block and Volger 1994, Giangreco et al 1993, ). These are based

around
Curriculum adaptation - changing what is taught;
Instructional

modifications

how
changing
we teach;
-
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Human or people resources - looking at changing who teaches or supports
adapted aspects of PE

These models have led to the successful inclusion of many children with SEN (Volger
and Romance 2000, Slinger et al 2000, Goodwin and Watkinson 2000). As a result
statutory agencies, teacher training providers, schools and teachers of PE should
structure their future training and development around these three factors in order to
progress inclusion for children with SEN. To a certain extent this is beginning to be
looked at through the 02/02 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) and the
inspection evidence gathered by OFSTED in both school and ITT contexts.

Many of the studies undertaken into good practice identify critical success factors
related to teaching and learning, yet are more patchy in gauging the views and
opinions of children with SEN related to their experiences of inclusive PE (Dyson and
Millward 2000, Ainscow 1999, Skrtic 1991,1995 Volger and Romance 2000, Slinger
et al -2000).Goodwin and Watkinson (2000), in their study however, identified a
distinction between what they refer to as 'good days and bad days' for children with
SEN in inclusive PE. The study found children with SEN who were involved in
positive inclusive PE experiences described the'good days'as being engaged in
learning contexts with modified practices to accommodatetheir needs; feelings of
progression in skill development; sense of belonging; and the support of teachers
who were prepared to adopt flexible approaches to their involvement.These
experiencessupport many of the issues noted earlier based upon curriculum
adaptation, instructional modificationsand human or people resources. In contrast,
'bad days' involved restricted participation (Winninck 2000) in which, due to a lack of
flexibility of approach children with SEN, felt isolated, de-motivated, lacking in selfesteem and engaged in learning environmentswhere teachers had not planned
effectively for their involvement.
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In support of these findings, Place and Hodge (2001) looked at the behaviour of
disabled and non-disabledchildren when engaged in inclusive PE related to levels of
social interaction between the two groups of children. They found inclusive PE, can
lead to increased social interaction, but only if there is full recognition and due regard
for inclusive PE as a process, which is practised within a context of:
Appropriate curricula adaptations - recognisingand valuing diversity, and
planning effectively for its implementation;
Instructional modifications - based upon sound pedagogicalpractices that
enhancerather than restrict inclusive activity;
Sound human resources - IncorporatingPE teachers who are well equipped
to deliver inclusive PE,
Informed decision-making - Based on consultation, reflection, and a
readiness to modify and adapt strategies to facilitate inclusive activity.

Slinger and Sherril (2000) support. this view in their advocation of 'contact theory' in
which they argue that in order to eliminate prejudice, discrimination and establish

environmentsthat are conducive to learning; teachers of PE must plan effectivelyfor

95

inclusive lessons. They found that if teachers did not plan inclusive lessons, many
shared opportunities for learning and development were missed, and the overall
success of inclusive learning was limited. This research demonstrates the need for
trainee and qualified teachers to spend time planning effectively for inclusion within a
context of readiness to change, and modify existing teaching and learning strategies.
To some extent this 'culture', and 'attitude of mind' shift needs to be instilled in
trainee teachers as part of their ITT if practices are to change and evolve once they
begin to teach in schools.

3.7

Practical Examples of Inclusive PE for Children with SEN

When planning inclusive PE for pupils with SEN, it is important to start from the
premise of full inclusion, and where this may not be possible, to consider adaptation
or modificationof learning and teaching activities (Winnick 1987, Winnick 2000). A
central success factor for teachers is to consult, where appropriate with the child with
SEN -and relevant professionals as part of a multi-disciplinaryapproach. This enables
the pupil and teachers to consider, at the planning stage, any differentiation that may
be required (Goodwin and Watkinson 2000). This supports principles of equality, and
the social model approach, which acknowledges individual diversity, whilst also
responding to the needs of pupils with SEN by modifying or adapting activities as
appropriate (NC 2000 Statutory Inclusion Statement, QCA 1999a).

An example of this could be in games activities such as hockey, where pupils may
initially require lighter, larger or different coloured balls in order to access the activity.
Adaptations to rules may need to be considered, such as allowing a player with
movement restrictionsfive seconds to receive and play the ball. If utilising such a
strategy, it is vital that all members of the group understand the need for such an
adaptation (Slinger and Sherril 2000) in order that they can play to this rule during a
game. In dance, activities can be adapted through consultation with the disabled and
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non- disabled pupils, as part of the requirements of the curriculum to work cooperatively. A pupil in a wheelchair for example, can use the chair as an extension of
their body to move around a particular area. If group tasks are to be performed, then
the group can work together on themes for inclusion in which the movement patterns
of the pupils with SEN can be incorporated into the overall group piece being
performed. (Vickerman et al 2003).

Another example of inclusive participation in athletic activities with physically disabled
pupils may involve one push of their wheelchair, rather than a jump into the sandpit,
or reducing distances to run or travel. If there are pupils with visual impairments,
teachers can organise activities such as a 100-metre race in which a guide stands at
the finish line and shouts out the lane number they are in, or a guide runs alongside
them for support. Many of the suggestions indicated above support the points noted
earlier of, needing to be open to change whilst recognisingthat this work is as an
integral ccmponent of a PE teacher's general mixed ability teaching (Sugden and
Talb6t 1998). Consequently,the attitude of mind and motivation to change existing
teaching and learning practices is central to successful inclusive activity (Dyson and
Millward 2000, Ainscow 1999, Farrell 1998).

3.8

Opportunities
Curriculum

for Pupils with SEN Outside of the

Although the focus of this chapter relates to core curriculum matters in PE it is
appropriate to highlight how pupils may access activity outside of curriculum time
through extra-curricular and/or community based activities. This is of particular
relevance as the PE NC (QCA 1999a) has direct links with school and extra curricula
sporting activities of which children with SEN are just as entitled to as their nondisabled peers. There are a number of organisations and initiatives aimed at
providing activity for pupils who have additional learning needs, and PE teachers as
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part of their extended inclusive practice should seek to develop partnership links with
such organisationsto serve the needs of the pupils post curriculum time. This is of
particular relevance in the Government's recent 'Game Plan' (DCMS 2002) strategy,
which encouragesschool - community links in order to ensure that the foundations of
physical activity within the curriculum are built upon and extended after school into
life-long enjoyment and participation in sport.

The structure of disability sport, like developments in inclusive PE, is evolving. In
1997 Sport England's Task Force on the future of disability sport (Sport England
1997), recommended the mainstrearning of disability sport into the work of Governing
Bodies of Sport. There was a clear recognition, however, that this was not going to
occur in the short-term and that a considerable amount of work was going to have to
be undertaken to achieve this objective. The EFIDS was established in order to
achieve the shift towards a more integrated approach to the provision of sport for
children with SEN and disabled adults.

EMS aims to expand sporting opportunities for disabled people and increase the
numbers actively involved in sport. It also aims to ensure that people with disabilities
are included in sporting opportunities, and to encourage a move towards more
inclusive approaches of delivery.

There are currently nine EFDS regions, where teachers can access information
about local and national opportunities, each comprising membership of seven
National Disability Sports Organisations (NDSO's). The NDSO's are structured
around impairment-specific groups encompassing: British Amputee & Les Autres
Sports Association; British Blind Sport; British Deaf Sports Council; British
Wheelchair Sports Foundation; Cerebral Palsy Sport; Disability Sport England and
English Sports Association for People with Learning Disabilities. Whilst this reinforces
the medical model of disability (Reiser and Mason 1990), the organisations have long
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established traditions, and the aim over time is to function through mainstream
governing bodies of sport, and one umbrella disability governing body (EFDS). This
will be in line with current thinking on evolving inclusive practice both within sport and
PE. In addition, by agencies such as EFIDS working alongside mainstream governing
bodies of sport, and schools, it is envisaged that inclusive activity has real potential
for success in the future.

3.9

Classification
Movement

of Disability Sport and the Paraiympic

According to Richter et al (1992) classification systems have been widely used in

sports to allow for fair and equitable starting points for competition.

There is a distinction to be made however between definitions and rationales for

'medical'and 'functional' models of classification. Medical classifications are
concerned with verifying minimum levels of disability, whilst functional classification
considers how an athlete performs in specific sports (Winnick 2000). Consequently, it
is through functional classification that the structure of disability sport for competition
purposes is organised. The functional classification, as Richter et al (1992) indicates,
establishes a starting point for fair competition that takes account of how disability
impacts upon performance in specific sports. The functional classification is
characterised by over 40 separate physical profiles, and 3 categories for people with
visual impairments. This system, although complex in relation to disabled athletes
gaining classification (through assessment by a medical practitioner), has worked
well in relation to competition for individuals with a physical disability. (Depauw and
Gavron 1995).

The situation is more complex, and less clear when it comes to judgements on how
'intellectual cognition' relates to performance in sport, and this has been subject of
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much debate at international level, at events such as the Paralympic games. The
paralympic games (parallel games) are the equivalent of the Olympic games, but are
mainly concerned with provision for the physically disabled and those with visual
impairments. Deaf people compete in the World Deaf Games, whilst people with
learning disabilities have the Special Olympics and a separate Paralympic
movement. This categorised and distinctive organisational approach has served
disability sport well over the years. However, in light of more recent moves to
inclusive environments there is significant debate on how this should be reflected in
relation to competition for disabled groups and individuals. Consequently, at present
whilst in school sport and PE the shift is towards inclusive activity, there will always
be a place for disability sports activity through which children with SEN can compete
on relatively even playing fields. As a result, teachers of PE will need to have a full
appreciation of the structures of disability sport and the nature of classification
systems if they are to enable children with SEN to access these structures. This is
another issue that can be addressed by ITT providers as part of their work with
trainee PE teachers.

The developmentof the Paralympic movement and disability sport is well
documented (Depauw and Gavron 1995, Auxter 2001, Winninck 2000), with
international competition in disability sport starting in 1948 at Stoke Mandeville as
part of the 14thOlympic games held in London. The backgroundto the development
of the Stoke Mandeville games was to include sport as part of a rehabilitation
process for people with spinal cord injuries. This was within the context of innovatory
practice, which acknowledgedthat disabled people could still participate and
compete in sport (and at high levels) despite any limiting mobility factors. The first
Paralympicswere held in Rome in 1960, and have developed and increased in size
significantly since, culminating in the largest games in Sydney 2000. It was in Sydney
that for the first time some disability events were held as part of the mainstream
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Olympic games, whilst the separate Paralympics had regular crowd attendances of
90,000 spectators. This demonstrated the interest and recognition of how far
disability sport had come in recent years and reinforces the shift towards more
inclusive approaches to sport and PE. This was further emphasised in the
Manchester (2002) Commonwealth Games in which disabled and non-disabled
athletes competed at the same event.

3.10 Finding Local Opportunities
Community Links

and Creating School-

There are two key pathways that can be followed in the development of schoolcommunity links for children with SEN as part of an extension to the formal PE
curriculum, - disability-specific sports clubs, or mainstream sports clubs (Vickerman
et al 2003). As part of Sport England's strategies for sport over a long period of time,
most local authorities have established sports development officers who know where
local sports clubs meet, and how accessible they are to disabled people. Some local
authorities produce directories of sports clubs that provide opportunities for disabled
people and sports development officers can act as invaluable links between school
PE departments and local sports communities.

Governing Bodies of Sport, in line with Sport England's Disability Task Force, (Sport
England 1997), are taking a more inclusive approach to their delivery. Initiatives
such as the Amateur Swimming Association Swim 21 programme have ensured that
disabled swimmers can access local swimming groups. EFDS''Ability Counts
Programme' has worked with the Football Association to ensure that professional
clubs include young disabled people in their community programmes, and local
sports disability groups provide a good way of bridging the link between school and
the community. Developmentwork in disability sport is mainly concentrating at
present on providing disabled people with more choice on the range of activities that
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they can become involved in, both within inclusive, adapted, and disability sport
settings. Clearly there is still a considerableway to go before total inclusion and
mainstreamingof disability sport is fully realised. It is easy to be critical, but it should
be recognisedthat inclusion is becoming a reality (Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000),
and not just a possibility, and strategies such as those by Sport England, and the
developmentof EFDS, is complementing similar work being undertaken within the
PE curriculum. New initiatives such as the introduction of Youth Sports Trust TOP
Sportsability programmes have also added a new dimension to the area of inclusive
PE provision. The equipment produced has been aimed specifically at special
schools and mainstream schools with pupils with SEN.

Whilst this equipment is aimed at Young people with SEN, all young people can join
in playing by the same rules as their disabled peers. In addition five separate games
were included in the equipment bag issued by the Youth Sports Trust, which can be
used to help those pupils with severe disabilities. These games are known as Boccia,
(a bowls type game), Table Cricket, Table Hockey, Polybat, (an adapted version of
table tennis) and Goalball, (a game played by visually impaired people). Four of
these games have pathways for young people to go on and progress from
recreational level through to National, International and Paralympic competition which
further supports the need to provide clear, consistent and achievable pathways for
children with SEN to progress through in PE, school sport, and wider community
sporting opportunities.

The tabletop games (although designed primarily to be played on a table tennis
table) have the versatility so that they can be played at most tables. Polybat was
designed for children with SEN who have control and co-ordination difficulties. The
development of a glove bat has ensured that pupils who find it hard to grip a bat can
handle the Polybat, and therefore can still participate successfully. In addition,
activities such as goal ball (a 3-a-side game developed for visua Ily impaired people)
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can involve sighted players in which everyone wears adapted goggles. This is an
example of 'reverse inclusion' (Auxter et al 2001, Winnick 2000), where sighted
people can be included in a disability-specificgame as part of a PE teacher's use of
the 'inclusion spectrum' noted earlier.

Although these activities go some way to addressing activity levels for people with
disabilities, research undertaken by Sport England (2000) has highlighted some
interesting differences in sports participation between people with disabilities and
their non-disabledpeers. For example the research found:
Over a quarter of young disabledpeople had not taken part in sport more than
ten times in the past year, compared with 6% of non-disabledyoung people,
Over 56 % of young people with a disability had taken part in sport outside of
school, compared with 87 % for the non-disabledpopulation;
37 % of young people with a disability had taken part in sport during their lunch
break, compared to 67 % of the overall population of young people.

Thus, whilst more opportunities are being created for young disabled people to
participate either recreationally or competitively in sport, for the teacher of PE, and
schools, it is knowing where and how to access the network of provision available at
both local and/or national level. This situation could be improved through befterinformed partnerships between school PE departments and disability organisations,
both nationally and regionally, and should be seen as a developing role within a PE
department's inclusive structures (Vickerman et a[ 2003).

3.11 The Role of Professional

PE and Sport Associations

The rolesof professionalPE associationsand NDSO'sare vital to the successful
development of PE and sporting provision at all levels of the continuum (from
foundation, participation,through to performance and excellence).Although these
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agencies do not have statutory powers and responsibilities they are central to the

development and support of the governments principles and desire to promote
inclusive practice.

The PEA (UK) do not at present have formal policies related to the training of PE
teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN. However, the intention is to establish

such a policy statement in the near future. The draft PEA (UK) policy states:
"... quality PE should be available to all Pupils regardless of social background,
gender, ability, culture, physique, religion, or race.... acknowledgementshould
be made of the wider spectrum of pupils fundamentalneeds regarding physical
behaviour and intellect... in consequenceall pupils will enjoy and benefit from
a policy of physical, psychological,locational and circular inclusion" (PEA (UK),
unpublished2000)

BAALPE have produced a bookPhysical

Education for Children with Special Needs

in Mainstream Education (1989). In the book it supports the PEA (UK) belief that:
"All children with special needs should take part in regular physical education
lessons, an area of experience which is vital to their growth and development"
(BAALPE 1989pB).

They further emphasise this in advocating that educational policy should be focused
into
integrated
SEN
that
are
with
as
possible
around ensuring
as many children
mainstream schools. In addition, they suggest teachers need to broaden their skills to
accommodate children with a wide diversity of needs. Consequently, these
professional associations need to provide advice and guidance to their membership,
whilst lobbying government to ensure sufficient training and support is given to
teachers of PE in the future.

3.12 Concluding

Thoughts and a Rationale for inclusive PE

The PE NC ý2000)clearly supports the notion of inclusion through a set of
statements that are based upon ensuring that teachers set suitable learning
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challenges; respond to pupils diverse learning needs; and overcoming potential
barriers to learning and assessment in order to accommodate all children's needs.
However, in setting out to achieve such an inclusive approach, Dyson (1999) notes
some concern with the concept of disability now being:
"... at the heart of a new and privileged society" (Dyson 1999,p2)

According to Dyson, 'social inclusion' is limited as it only pursues measures to
remove difference that focus upon predicted equality, and are not necessarily
outcome-based. Therefore, implementation of policies by official line agencies may

appear to be socially and morally right, but the danger is that measurement will be
through expectationsfor statements written into policies. However, success should
be judged in terms of its impact and effects upon a child's quality of education and
achievement. (See Depauw and Doll-Tepper2000; Dyson 2001, Farrell 2000,2001
for further issues related to policy implementationand practice). Thus, greater focus
in the future must be turned to the development of facilitating inclusive practice
through pedagogicalpractices, rather than simply making policy statements of intent
(Dyson 1999, Dyson 2001, Dyson and Millward 2000).

On examining the inclusion statement in relation to PE, these fundamental
requirements, in conjunction with recent legislative changes, will require PE ITT
providers to review their current strategies. They will need to ensure that PE teachers
of the future are able to facilitate and empower children with SEN to have a full
entitlement, and accessibility to the curriculum. The PE Handbook, which
accompanies the revised NC, sets an expectation that the curriculum should be
based around the key principle of openness and accessibility and a belief that:
"... equality of opportunity is one of a broad set of common values and
putposes which undetpin the school curriculum and the work of schools" (QCA
1999b,p4)
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Dyson (1999) supports such a move as part of the process model that moves beyond
recognition of principles and philosophical standpoints and moves into the practice of
action based upon how the curriculum relates to outcomes that can be differentiated
and measured for each child. A key feature of this occurring will need to be based
upon a strong emphasis of consultation between teachers, pupils with SEN, parents
and professionals (Vickerman 1997, Vickerman 2002). This will need to be
undertaken with the context of models of best practice in teaching and learning in
inclusive education noted earlier (Dyson 2001, Farrell 1998, Winnick 2000, Goodwin
and Watkinson 2000).

The PE handbooks (QCA 1999a; 1999b) indicate a minority of pupils will have
particular learning and assessment requirements which go beyond the provisions
described earlier and if not addressed could create barriers to participation, and this
is usually as a consequence of a child's' disability or SEN. In suggesting methods to
overcome potential barriers to participation, the handbook states that in order to
create access, greater differentiation on the part of teachers and the use of external
agencies or specialist equipment will begin to enable inclusion to occur. This
statement is fundamental in ensuring that teachers recognise their responsibility of
creating accessible lessons that cater for all pupils' needs.

Westwood (1997) supports the promotion of citizenship and the social model of
disability within the curriculum, as a means of shifting the emphasis away from the
pupils with the disability to the roles that teachers and non-disabled peers can play in
facilitating all children's' learning. However, Westwood notes some caution in
ignoring the complexity of defining inclusion and its current ability to be facilitated by
teachers, due to their lack of clarity and training of this subject area. If as the PE NC
(2000) suggests:
"Teachers must take action... "and "Ensure that theirpupils are enabled to
participate. " (OCA 1999a p33)
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a greater focus on models of best practice in teaching and learning pedagogy will

need to be considered in the future.
In conclusion, if teachers of PE are to enable pupils with SEN to benefit from
inclusive education the fundamental principles outlined in this chapter must be drawn
together to provide a cohesive framework for practice. This will need to reflect upon
the policy positions, definitions, and interpretationsof SEN in PE, whilst crucially
focussing on providing teachers with the teaching and learning strategies to make
inclusion a reality.
Following the methodology,the study will now move towards an examination of the
key themes and issues that have emerged from this, and the previous chapter (two),
in relation to how answers to the four research questions outlined in chapter one can
begin to be addressed. Consequently,in relation to the main research question of
'how is the current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings implemented', a
thorough examination of the literature to date, and the researchfindings at each level
of investigationwill be analysed. As part of this process, the models of best teaching
and learning practice, policy provision and implementationby teachers in schools
indicated in this and the previous chapter will be examined in the context of the
extent to which existing provision is demonstrating evidence or a move in the
directions indicated earlier. As a result, in addition to evidence of best current
inclusive practice, areas of weakness and models for future delivery and practice will
be highlighted, in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the present and
future direction of inclusive PE for children with SEN.

107

CHAPTER
FOUR
METHODOLOGY

4.1

Background

and Context

This chapter considers issues related to the establishment of the research questions,
whilst examining the challenges, justifications and rationales that underpin the
selected methodical approaches undertaken within this study. The study's main
question of "How is the current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings
implemented? " is approached through a triangulation of three areas of concern.
These are the'off icial line', 'professional opinion and practice', and the 'consumers';
each containing a further sub question, that relates back to the main research
question. According to Robson (1999) triangulation:
"... is an indispensabletool in real world enquiry. It is particularly valuable in
the analysis of qualitative data where the trustworthinessof the data is always
a worry. It provides a means of testing one source of information against other
sources"(Robson 1999,p382).
The need for such an approach was considered vital to this study, due to the three
levels of interpretation being closely interrelated. For example, the initial basis for the
research stems from the 'off icial line' (statutory and professional agencies) view as
a means of establishing the overarching background and context for the
investigation. This involved clarification of policy directions, professional expectations
of teachers, and the interpretation and implementation of inclusive PE for children
with SEN. In examining this position, a critical success factor is dependant upon
gauging the knowledge, understanding and practices of ITT providers (the second
level of interpretation -professional

opinion and practice'), in ensuring that PE

teachers are adequately prepared to deliver inclusive PE for children with SEN. As a
result, the third level of investigation addresses the professional ability and

108

commitment of trainee and qualified teachers (the 'consumers')

to deliver inclusive

PE for children with SEN. Consequently, this final phase acts as the ultimate
benchmark against which official line, and professional opinion and practice positions
are judged in relation to ensuring policy is implemented in practice.

Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) support this view with their desire to ensure
inclusive education does not just become part of an official line 'bandwagon
discourse', but actually impacts in practice. Thus, whilst official line policies are
important, the real yardstick is ensuring teachers of PE are equipped to make a
difference when they work with children with SEN. According to Dyson (2001)
therefore, production of policies in government, statutory agencies, ITT institutions
and schools is the easy part - the success factors rest however, in the outcomes of
inclusive practice for children with SEN.

Within this backdrop, the chapter addresses the methodological discussion
through a combination of two inter-related themes. Firstly, an examination of
the rationale behind the chosen methodological approaches engaging
extensive analysis of the process of self-criticality undertaken in order to
arrive at a systematic research design. This analysis offers a valuable insight
into the personal dilemmas and resolutions that were considered prior to the
establishment of the final research design. Secondly, the chapter provides an
overview of the research design, and five-stage methodological approach that
was finally undertaken. As part of this analysis, the various research tools
that are utilised to examine the main and sub research questions are also
outlined.
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4.2

Rationale and Self-Criticality
Research Design

of Designing a Systematic

Research methodology processes and procedures need to demonstrate that they
have both a systematic structure, (Robson 1999, Moore 2000, Lloyd 2000) and be
able to satisfy objectives of 'transferability, credibility, dependability and
conformability' (Robson 1999). The methodological processes within this study were
constructed to ensure that the key objectives set out by Robson (1999) became an
integral component of the research design. As a result it is argued that the theoretical
framework within this study can be readily reassigned to other inclusive PE settings
(transferability), whilst at the same time taking note of the real world settings, themes
and dilemmas associated with this area of research. Thus, the triangulation of the
three areas of concern (official line, professional opinion and practice, and the
consumers) recognises the inter-relationship and complexity of inclusive PE provision
for children with SEN. As a result, each of the five stages of the study outlined later in
this chapter (See Figure 4.1), reflect different 'real life' aspects of the current process
of training PE teachers for inclusive settings related to children with SEN. In
undertaking such an approach, the study offered opportunities to interpret both
isolated, and holistic perspectives on a wide and varied range of issues concerned
with PE teacher training, inclusion and SEN.

In relation to 'credibility' of research design, this was achieved through prolonged
involvement with subjects, persistent observation, triangulation of the three levels of
concern, evidence of peer de-briefing, informed consent, confidentiality of subjects,
and public presentation of the data evidence. Therefore, from the initial examination
of official line literature, through to the analysis of PE ITT provider's provision, and
finally delivery and interpretation by PE teacher's, careful and sustained involvement
with the subjects and agencies concerned is clearly evidenced. As a result, it is
argued the 'dependability' and accuracy of the study's research processes are,
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systematic, clearly evidenced and sufficiently rigorous to be subject to external

scrutiny.

In addition, consideration of bias and trustworthiness of the chosen methodologies
has been addressed at each of the five stages of the research design. This has been
examined with particular reference to recognition of the potential for both researcher
and subject bias. In regard to Robsons fourth key objective of 'conformability', the
research design examined within this chapter enables researchers and professionals
external to the study the opportunity to follow and replicate the chosen methodology,
within a systematic and cohesive design structure. This enables the findings to be
checked against the different levels of analysis of official line, professional opinion
and practice, and consumers; as well as providing a level of transparency and
justification of the study's outcomes within the wider context of training PE teachers
to include children with SEN.

According to Robson (1999), entering into any kind of investigation involving other
people is necessarily a complex, and sensitive undertaking, and to do this you need
to know what you are doing. In exploring the methodological approaches within this
study, it is contended that the research design stands the test of Robson's (1999)
four key themes of transferability, credibility, dependability and conformability. Within
this context, the next part of this chapter proceeds to a personal, and critical
reflection of the rationale behind the chosen research methodology. It is envisaged
this will offer a helpful insight into the many decisions that were taken in arriving at
the final five stage methodological approach.

4.3

A Personal Reflection on the Research Design

In designing this study, there were many issues that had to be considered prior to
arriving at an appropriate methodological approach. This involved extensive
ill

examination of potential research methodologies,at a personal level, in conjunction
with my supervisor,and through the PhD upgrading process.

In attempting to arrive at a strategy that would enable me to analyse the research
questions, it was important to initially identify a baseline position of where the current
policies, strategies, views and opinions stood on the issue of inclusion of children
with SEN in PE. In order to address the main research question of "How is the
current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings implemented? " a first step
was to identify the stakeholders who had an involvement in this process. Following
consideration of this question many agencies and individualswere identified as
playing a role in this process such as government, statutory agencies, professional
associations, ITT providers, schools, trainee and qualified PE teachers, children with
SEN and parents. In order to try and structure the various stakeholders, I decided to
group people into a number of areas in order to consider how to examine the various
views and opinions related to the main research question.

In organising the stakeholders into groups, this helped establish three further sub
questions, which will be discussed later. As a result, the stakeholders were grouped
into three categories,whilst at the same time recognisingthat some of the agencies
as part of the delivery of their functions may be involved in more than one category.
In order to address the recognition of potential partnershipworking across more than
one of the categories, a decision was made to place each stakeholder into the area
in which they had major, rather than minor involvement. For example, the TTA can
be recognised as playing a role both at government level as well as with ITT PE
providers. However,their significant functions relate to setting policy and standards in
ITT, rather than engaging directly in the delivery of ITT. As result of this process the
three categories were identified as:
Official line agencies:Includinggovernment,statutoryagencies,professional
PE,and disabilitysportassociations
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Professional

opinion and practice: PEITTproviders

Consumers:
with SEN

trainee and qualified PE teachers, schools, parents and children

and schools

Following this initial grouping of stakeholders, further decisions had to be made
regarding the extent to which all of the agencies and individuals could sufficiently be
examined, whilst being cognisant of the main research question concerned with
"How is the current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings
implemented? " Therefore, a decision was made to construct further sub questions
related to each of the three stakeholder levels of official line, professional opinion and
practice, and the consumers. In deciding to undertake such a strategy, the three sub
questions would further enable opportunities to triangulate a diverse range of views,
opinions, policies and practices, whilst contributing to analysing the main research
question for the study. As a result of the identification of the three categories, a
further decision was then made to logically address each of the three levels in turn as
part of the establishmentof a coherent and systematic methodologicalapproach to
this study. Figure 4.1 provides an overview of the final five-stage research design for
the study, and the next part of this chapter gives details of how this process was
established.

113

Figure 4.1 Overview of the Research Design for the Study

Stage one - Off icial line
Review of literature and enquiry letters sent to seven official line agencies: DFES,
QCA, OFSTED, TTA, BAALPE, PEA (UK), EFDS.

T

Stage two - Professional

opinion and practice (part 1)

Questionnairesto the 30 PE Initial Teacher Training (ITT) providersdelivering secondary
undergraduateand/or postgraduatePE

T
Stage three - Professional

opinion and practice (Part 2)

Face to face, taped and transcribed depth interviews with 5 selected PE ITT providers on the
basis of geographical location, range of OFSTED grades and mix of provision (i.e. large,

small, undergraduate,and or postgraduateprovision)

T

Stage four - Consumers (Part 1)

Questionnairesto the 5 selected PE ITT provider'sfinal year trainees

T

Stage five - consumers

(Part 2)

Questionnaires to a random sample of PE teachers between NQT status and 2 years post

qualifying experiencefrom the 5 selected PE ITT providers
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4.4

A Critique of the Official Line Approach (Stage One)

Following the decision to consider each of the three levels of investigation in turn, the
logical starting point was to examine the views and opinions of those agencies at the
official line level: particularly as they were responsible largely for giving strategic
direction and policy guidance to the second and third categories of professional
opinion and practice, and the consumers.

In order to begin to address the first set of issues concerned with the official line, a
sub question was established of " What are the views and policies of government,
statutory agencies and PE associations in relation to the delivery of inclusive
PE for children with SEN? " This first step involved identifying which agencies
played a strategic role in either policy direction, and/or had opportunities to influence
provision and delivery within ITT and school based PE settings for children with SEN.
As a result, seven 'official line agencies' were identified as contributing to this
process comprising government (DFES), statutory bodies (TTA, OFSTED, QCA) and
PE and disability sport agencies (PEA (UK), BAALPE, EFIDS).

Once the seven official line agencies were established,the next decision was to
consider the most appropriate method of gauging the current strategic policy,
guidance, legislation and expectations related to inclusion, SEN and PE. There were
many methods that could have been undertaken in order to analyse these issues.
For example, questionnaires could have been sent to each official line agency in
order to determine views and opinions whilst establishing policy directives, guidance,
and nature of involvement in inclusive PE, ITT provision and delivery to children with
SEN in schools. However, a problematic issue here would have been whom to send
the questionnairesto, and the extent to which details of strategy, policy, and views
and opinions would have been gained. Another possibility could have been to
undertake face-to-face interviews with representativesfrom each of the official line
115

agencies. However, similar issues to those noted with the questionnaires were

becoming apparent, as well as a concern that I was going to initially get too close to a
personal, rather than strategic view of issues related to the research question.

Therefore, it was decided as a stage one phase to undertake a comprehensive
literature review of the current official line policy view, whilst offering the opportunity
for each of the seven agencies to give free responses (via an enquiry letter) to the
studies research outline. In arriving at this decision, it was felt it was important to
establish a baseline of the current position prior to an examination of the extent to
which agencies and individuals at the professional opinion and practice and
consumer levels were equipped to implement national agendas.

The first stage of the research involved examination of official line agencies'
documentation and policy positions related to their views and policies on the delivery
of inclusive PE for children with SEN. This process comprised of two phases, one
involving an enquiry letter sent to each official line agency, and secondly a review of
literature (i.e. scrutiny of policy documentation, articles, web sites, definitions and
interpretations of inclusion, and guidance materials) produced by the respective
agencies. The intention of this was twofold; firstly to establish areas of commonality
and diversity in official line policy, and secondly to use the data collected as a basis
to prompt questions at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels. In
addition, the concept of inclusion in general, and related to PE, was undertaken in
order to ascertain existing knowledge, understanding and literature related to
inclusive education. This data was then used as a means of establishing questions
for consideration at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels of
interpretation, whilst at the same time establishing from the outset a contextual
overview and baseline position for the remainder of the research.
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4.5

Enquiry Letters to Official Line Agencies

Seven official line agencies were posted an enquiry letter (see appendix 1),
explaining the context of the study, and inviting open comments, submission of
documentationand interpretations of inclusive PE teacher training for children with
SEN. Each official line agency was re-contacted up to a maximum of three times at
monthly intervals to prompt responses, and this process achieved a 100% return rate
from the respectiveagencies. The level of information received ranged from
extensive responses through to one page written submissions. According to Moore
(2000), issues of response rate and bias must be considered when relying on people
to complete questionnairesor letters, especially as the:
"... characteristics
of thosewhodo respond,comparedwiththosewhodo not
maybedifferent"(Moore2000,p 144).

This was an initial issue with the official line letters as some agencies responded
promptly, whilst others received repeat letters prior to gaining a successful full
response from each of the agencies. Therefore, in gaining a 100% response rate the
concern of Moore (2000) was minimised greatly, in that all the 'key players' had the
opportunity to respond to the studies research questions.

4.6

Review of Official Line Literature

In conjunctionwith the letter responses from official line agencies, an extensive
literature review was undertaken to establish areas of commonality and diversity in
relation to the training of PE teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN. Moore
(2000) supports the need to undertake literature reviews where issues and research
questions related to policies are:
"... problematicand contentiousconceptsthatare opento a numberof
(Moore2000,p 156).
differentinterpretations"
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Consequently, Moore suggests that by undertaking such reviews it is possible to
identify key themes and issues about the way people think and feel towards complex
issues like inclusive PE for children with SEN. This was the case within this study in
which through the examination of official line letter responses, and literature reviews
it was possible to frame questions and contextual overviews to be explored further at
the professional opinion and practice, and consumers levels of interpretation.

As part of the establishment of the initial contexts for the study, an examination and
interpretation of terminology and definitions concerning the term 'inclusion' and 'SEN'
was also undertaken as part of the literature review. This was seen as an essential
component of the first stage of the official line research process, because as Lloyd
(2000) suggests, there is an assumption:
"... that there is some kind of agreement about what is meant by equality of
opportunityand inclusion" (Lloyd 2000, p 166).

Consequently, within the field of inclusive education many questions have been
asked with regard to the ability of organisations to have parity of definition and
interpretation of policies, which are fundamentally complex in nature (Farrell 1998,
Ainscow 1998, Dyson 2001, Skrtic 1995). Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) support
and extend this view by suggesting that when considering the interpretation and
definition of inclusion, the extent to which agencies enter into the inclusion debate as
part of a myth, reality, or response to:
"... current bandwagon debates" (Depauw and Doll-Tepper2000, p78)

must be fully considered. This is one such reason why the need to establish the
key issues, areas of commonality and diversity of provision through letters and
literature searches was undertaken, prior to further analysis later in the study.
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4.7

A Critique of the Professional Opinion and Practice
Approach (Stages Two & Three)

In order to address the issues related to the second level of interpretation it was
recognisedthe main agencies and individuals involved in this process were PE ITT
providers, lecturing staff, trainee teachers and partnership schools involved in the
training process. Following examination of the main research question, a decision
was made to focus upon the ITT part of the provision, and gauge the relationshipof
school based training provision via the PE training providers. In part, this decision
was made as a consequence of ensuring that the focus of the study remained with
the training process for which ITT providers have a primary responsibility. In addition
however, as part of the upgrading process it was recognisedthat in order to
separately examine school based views and opinions, the scope of the study was
going to be too large, and it would detract from the primary purpose of focusing on
the training process for PE teachers.

Therefore, the second sub question at the professional opinion and practice level
was established as "What are the processes and course contents of initial
teacher training institutions

related to inclusive PE for children with SEN? " In

order to answer this sub question, several further decisions had to be made
regarding the most appropriate method of gaining an insight into the processes and
course contents related to inclusive PE for children with SEN. It was felt that as with

the establishmentof a baseline position of literature, and views and opinions
undertaken at the official line level, a similar approach should be implemented as part
of the second level of interpretation. Consequently,a decision was made to survey
the views, opinions, processes and course contents of all the secondary PE ITT
providers in England. This involved gaining a list of the 30 ITT PE providers receiving
funding from the TTA in the academic year 2000/2001.
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Once a decision had been made to survey each of the 30 PE ITT providers, the next
step was to design an approach that would gain an insight into processes and course
contents that would not be too labour intensive. Therefore, it was decided that it
would have been highly problematic to have either visited each of the 30 PE ITT
providers, undertake face-to-face interviews, and/or observe delivery of practice. As
a result, the most appropriate approach was to send a questionnaire to each of the
30 PE ITT providers (stage two) in order to gain an insight into both individual
institutional approaches, whilst building a national picture of the current provision
within England.

Once it had been decided to undertake a questionnaire survey, the next step was to
consider the design and nature of questions to be asked. This process involved a
reflection upon literature and views that were going to be gained from the official line
agencies in order to ascertain the extent to which policy was being implemented, as
well as whether ITT providers felt equipped to prepare PE teachers for the inclusion
of children with SEN. Consequently, the stage two questionnaire (see appendix two)
was constructed around a series of open and closed questions in order to gain an
insight into the views and opinions of the PE training providers. Once the content had
been established, a decision was made to send the questionnaire to the Heads of
Department and/or members of staff responsible for inclusion within each ITT
provider. This was relatively easy to establish as I regularly attend national PE ITT
network meetings, and have direct access to lists of the appropriate contacts.

Following the decision to send questionnaires to each of the 30 PE ITT providers, I
was still of the opinion that there was going to be a need to gain further insight of PE
ITT providers'views and opinions through some form of more personal contact.
Therefore, the earlier thoughts of either face-to-face contact, or possibly some form
of either telephone interviews or supplementary questionnaires began to emerge. As
part of this process I considered the logical phased approach to the research design
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that was beginning to emerge, which led me to think about the third level of
interpretation. This related to a consideration of how I was going to gain access to
the views and opinions of trainee and qualified PE teachers, schools, parents and
children with SEN?

Following extensive examination of attempting to establish a logical and coherent
approach to the research design for the study, I decided that the ITT providers were
going to be an important vehicle through which I could gain access to trainee
qualified teachers, and schools. Additionally, this would help me gain an insight into
how official line policy was being addressed by ITT providers at the level of
professional opinion and practice, whilst also enabling me to analyse its impact in
delivery by PE teachers at the level of the consumers. As a consequence of this
deliberation, and as part of the auditing of official line literature and National PE ITT
provision, the opportunity was beginning to emerge to track the impact of policy in
practice through discussion with ITT providers, trainee and qualified teachers. Thus,
a decision was made to identify a number of PE ITT providers for more extensive
examination,following the return of the stage two questionnaires.

This decision led to the construction of a stage three phase of the research design, in
which, via contact with a selection of PE ITT providers, a further insight into the
questionnaire responses at stage two could be determined. In addition this process
would help with the feed forward of information into further phases of the research
design at the consumer level. As a result, it was decided that face-to-face visits
should be undertaken with a selection of PE ITT providers in order to gain a rich
insight into their questionnaire responses through depth interviews, whilst also
seeking consent to examine the views and opinions of their trainee and qualified PE
teachers. Following the return of questionnaires, it was decided there would be a
need to identify criteria that could be acknowledged as fair and against which
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selection could be established. Consequently, the criteria for selection of follow up
face-to-face interviews comprised of:
An agreement to undertake a face-to-face depth interview;
An agreement to offer access to trainee and previously qualified PE teachers;
Geographical variation within England;

Range of OFSTEDgrades,
Vatiety of PE ITT provision (encompassing the full range of provision from the
full 30 providers initially surveyed by questionnaires) including large and small
undergraduate and postgraduate trainee numbers

Following examination of these criteria, five PE ITT providers were finally selected for
face-to-face depth interviews. A decision was made to tape and transcribe the
interviews (see appendix three), especially as it was envisaged that a rich source of
data was going to be gained from these discussions. Consequently, following the
return of the stage two questionnaires, and agreement from the five PE ITT providers

for follow up face-to-face taped and transcribed depth interviews,further
consideration of the nature of the questioning needed to be examined. This process
involved an identificationof key themes and issues that were going to emerge from
the questionnaire returns at stage two of the research design. As a result of the
identification of the two phases of research at the professional opinion and practice
level, it was envisagedthat an extensive insight would be gained in order to prepare
for further analysis at the consumer level of interpretation.
The intention of the professional opinion and practice phase of the study was to gain
ITT providers' perspectives on the training of PE teachers for the inclusion of children
with SEN, which was seen as the 'central hub' upon which the studies research
questions link the official line and consumer perspectivestogether. This phase of the
study also focused on a relatively limited area of previous research within the field of
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PE, SEN and inclusion. Prior to this study, the main body of research undertaken in
the area of inclusive education has mainly centred upon the impact of inclusion from
either official line (i.e. statutory or policy level) or consumer (impact of inclusion)
viewpoints (Barton 1997, Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000, Farrell 2000,2001, Dyson
2001). Therefore, it was envisaged that through the examination of PE teacher
training processes related to SEN and inclusion, a rich insight would be gained on
the interpretation of government policy, and its implementation by teachers within
schools.

In order to examine complex issues related to inclusive PE, Depauw and Doll-Tepper
(2000) suggest there must be some analysis of the extent to which:

"... regular PE or normal PE remains the normal and dominantprogramme"
(Depauwand Doll-Tepper2000, p 138)
Thus, questions must be asked about the extent to which ITT PE providers', and
teachers examine goals for achieving inclusion or integration. (Depauw and DollTepper, 2000). Therefore, the professional opinion and practice stages of the study
can be seen as fundamental to the examination of whether teachers are considered

adequately prepared for the inclusion of children with SEN. As a result, it is this area
of concern in which Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) note that there is previously:
'ý.. little analysis of the deconstructionof regular PE occurring" (Depauw and
Doll-Tepper(2000, p, 138).

It is with these thoughts in mind, that the professional opinion and practice questions
were constructed and examined in relation to the nature of how PE subject
knowledge and understandingis developed by the ITT providers, and the extent to
which they embrace inclusion within both their own, and students thinking.
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The research at the professional opinion and practice level attempted to therefore
unpack such questions, concerns and issues through a combination of qualitative
and quantitative data collection. The initial sampling of data from the 30 ITT PE
providers, gained through the questionnaire, enabled the establishment of key
themes and issues to be identified and examined in detail during the stage three
face-to-face depth interviews. Moore (2000) supports such a methodological
approach, and suggests it is possible to take a sample from an initially larger data
group, then look in detail and infer characteristics of the whole group through face-toface interviews. Haug (1998) also supports the notion of questionnaires, followed by
in depth interviews, and argues discourses on SEN and action that take place often
reinforce certain truths, while negating others. This study therefore attempted to
tease out some of the general themes and issues, as indicated by Moore (2000) and
Haug (1998), prior to further exploration, scrutiny and clarification in the taped and
transcribed depth interviews with selected ITT PE providers.

4.8

Stage 2- Questionnaires

to ITT PE Providers

A detailed questionnaire was posted to all 30 PE ITT providers in England in order to
examine their views, opinions and perspectives on the training of PE teachers for
inclusive education with children with SEN. The questionnaire was initially piloted for
clarity by gaining comments and responses from 10 University Lecturers working in
the field of PE and teacher training. The comments and suggestions were noted prior
to the questionnaire being mailed out to the 30 respective institutions. The
accompanying covering letter can, according to Moore (2000):
"... improve the response rate by fifteen percentage points" (Moore 2000,
p114)

and care was taken to give a clear indication of the design, intention and time
involved. The questionnaire contained a total of 43 questions that focused upon 8
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themes titled: About you; About your institution; Management and co-ordination of
SEN; Programme content and delivery; Links with schools and mentors; Partnerships
with disability sport/special needs agencies; Values and Attitudes; and Other views
and opinions. Informed consent was gained from respondents, and an abstract of the
findings were collated and distributed to all participants once analysed.

The questionnaireswere posted to either named Heads of Department, or lecturers
with responsibilityfor the delivery of inclusive education. Follow up letters and
questionnaireswere re-mailed up to a maximum of three times, if no initial response
was received within one month. A total of 24 responses out of 30 PE ITT providers
were finally received, representing a return rate of 80%. The total number of
secondary PE student places across the 24 institutions returning a questionnairewas
2151, with cohorts ranging from 5 to 380. The postgraduate percentage of the 2151
student places was 21.48% whilst the undergraduateratio was 78.52%.

The data from the questionnaires was collated initially by allocating each PE ITT
provider a number between 1-24 in order to preserve confidentiality of the subjects
and institutions involved. The data was then analysed, and represented in graph
format for the closed responses, whilst the open-ended responses were used as a
basis for framing the follow up questions in the face-to-face depth interviews. This
supports the view of Booth et al (1997) who argues interviews help to shape our talk
around a set of general findings initially gained from questionnaires. In addition,
Barton and Tomlinson (1981) support the use of follow up face to face depth
interviews in order to tackle the inherent assumptions and contradictions of research
with questionnaires. In further considering the problematic nature of self-completion
questionnaires, Moore (2000) suggests that they are unlikely to produce a great
depth of information, as people tend to fill them in quickly, giving immediate, rather
than considered responses. As a consequence of this view, the initial (stage two)
questionnaires to all PE ITT providers were used to build a broader picture, of the
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key and emerging themes rather than be used to make detailed judgements on
issues of depth, which can be subject to more extensive analysis and scrutiny in the
face-to-face taped and transcribed depth interviews.

4.9

Stage 3- Face to Face Taped and Transcribed
Interviews

Depth

Following the 24 questionnaire returns, five PE ITT providers were identified on the
basis of a stratified sample, according to the set criteria noted earlier for a follow up
face-to-face depth interview. The interviewees were initially contacted by telephone
to seek approval for a follow up interview. The depth interviews took place in the
individual PE ITT provider's institutions and consent forms were signed prior to the
start of the interviews. The interviews were taped and transcribed with subjects being
sent a full copy of the content of the discussions following their interviews. On
average each interview lasted two hours. The discussion was framed around 14
questions (see appendix 3), which allowed the researcher an opportunity to clarify
data on attitudes, feelings, beliefs, and action from individual providers. The five
taped and transcribed interviews were coded from A-E to preserve confidentiality,
and some limited background details on each provider is given below:
PEITTprovider
A: Large undergraduate four year undergraduate course in
the North of England

PE ITTprovider B: Large undergraduatefour year undergraduatecourse in
the South of England
PE ITTprovider

C: Large one year postgraduate course in the Midlands

PE ITTprovider D: Small undergraduate four year undergraduate course in
the South of England

PE ITT provider E. Small one-year postgraduatecourse in the Midlands
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The face-to-face taped and transcribed interviews, offered an opportunity to explore

emerging issues and themes through a qualitative methodologicalapproach which,
according to Robson (1999) is:
"... all about developing a detailed understanding of individuals views, attitudes
and behaviours" (Robson 1999, p403)

In employing such methods following the initial questionnaires, this allowed
respondents to talk, often at great length about their feelings and underlying
attitudes, beliefs and values towards inclusive PE and children with SEN. The
responses were coded according to four factors of seeking to demonstrate credibility
transferability dependability and conformability (Robson 1999) of the results in
relation to the stage two questionnaires as a means of validating the findings. The
content of the depth interviews also assisted with the framing of the questionnaires at
the consumer level of interpretation with trainee and recently qualified PE teachers.

In relation to researcher bias, Robson (1999) offers some caution related to the
trustworthiness of qualitative research, and how this can be monitored at all stages of
the research process. This is of particular relevance when examining contentious
issues in which a rich insight into the general and specific issues related to training
PE teachers for inclusive education is gained through face-to-face depth interviews.
In order to consider the inextricable links of the researchers' views, and those of the
subjects under investigation the interviewer spent time recording his personal
responses and pre-conceptions of inclusive PE prior to discussion in the interviews.

This helped establish my thinking, and personal views as well as set in place
structures in which the researcher could compare their own views with those gained
during the research. In constructing this reflective log of personal views and opinions,
it assisted with consideration of the comparability,contrasts, similarities and
differences of researcher and subject interpretationsduring the study.
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4.10 A Critique of the Consumer Approach (Stages 4& 5)
After the logical progression of examining the literature and baseline perspectives at
the official line, followed by its interpretation by ITT providers at the professional
opinion and practice level, the next stage was to consider the impact on delivery by
teachers in schools. Prior to the PhD upgrading process, the initial intention was to
consider a range of consumer views encompassing trainee and qualified PE
teachers, parents and children with SEN. However, on the advice of the upgrading
panel, it was felt that it was going to be too extensive a study to undertake research
on gaining the views of children with SEN in relation to their perceptions of inclusive
PE. This is not to say that their views are less relevant than any of the other
stakeholders, but merely recognises the constraints within which the size and scope
of this study can be undertaken. However, the views and perceptions of children with
SEN, and their advocates is something which I would wish to extend this study to
consider at some point in the future, and in many ways is the next logical progression
following the outcomes of this research.

The decision was made therefore, to consider the extent to which trainee and
qualified PE teachers felt equipped to deliver inclusive PE to children with SEN under
the sub question of "What are the views and opinions of current student trainees
and recently qualified PE teachers related to their training for inclusive
education? " This decision to consider the views and opinions of student, and
qualified PE teachers was twofold. Firstly, it gave an opportunity to reflect on
perceptions of readiness to deliver inclusive PE whilst in training, and once in
practice. Secondly, it enables the opportunity to gain an insight into the professional
development of PE teachers at different stages of their career development.

In order to ascertain the similarities and differences of perception amongst trainee
and qualified PE teachers, the decision was made to split this process into two
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phases. A Stage four phase - with the trainee teachers, and a stage five phase
with the qualified teachers. In relation to the stage four process of gaining the views
and opinions of trainee PE teachers, there were a number of options that were
considered within the research design. Firstly, it would be relevant to use the five
selected PE ITT providers at the professional opinion and practice level to determine
the extent to which the views expressed by their University lecturers were being
acknowledged. Secondly, it offers a further opportunity to logically proceed from the
initial literature searches at the official line level, to the National and selected survey
at the professional opinion and practice level, prior to tracking through the views of
trainee teachers currently being prepared to deliver inclusive PE to children with
SEN. Thirdly, by already gaining the consent of the five selected PE ITT providers,
access to their trainee PE teachers was going to be a relatively easy process to
organise.

Following consideration of the issues noted above, the next concern was which
students to select. In relation to the trainee teachers on a PGCE course, there were
no issues to consider, as they only undertake a one-year course. However, in relation
to trainees on four year undergraduate programmes it was felt that final year students
would be in the best position to evaluate their ITT training, as they would have had
the opportunity to undertake extensive school based training experiences, and would
have engaged in lectures on aspects of SEN and inclusive provision. The next
considerationwas how to ascertain the views and opinions of the trainee teachers,
and several options were considered. For example, trainee teachers could have been
observed whilst on school based practice, or in tutorials and lectures whilst at
University.This would however have proven problematic to standardise, as well as
being available at appropriate times, in order to gain insights into individual views and
opinions. As a result, face-to-face interviews would also have proven problematic as
well as being subject to potentially small sample populations.
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The decision was therefore taken to distribute a questionnaire containing similar
open and closed questionnaires to all final year trainee teachers from the five
selected PE ITT providers. This gave the opportunity for a large sample gathering,
and offered opportunities to track key themes and issues gained from the research at
the official line, and professional opinion and practice stages of the research design.
Furthermore, in order to ensure a high return rate, each of the five selected PE ITT
providers was offered a guest lecture on PE and SEN, at which time the
questionnaires could be distributed, collected, then followed by a lecture. This
method had many advantages in that it gave something back to the selected PE ITT
providers and trainee teachers who had agreed to engage in this study, whilst
providing high return rates for the questionnaire.

In relation to the stage five phase involving qualified PE teachers, similar
considerationsto those indicated in stage four were undertaken. However, there
were further complicationswith regard to ready access to qualified teachers who had
now left the ITT provider and could be employed anywhere in the country. As a
result, it was decided to contact recently qualified teachers up to a period of two
years post qualifying experience. This had two major advantages. Firstly, ITT
providers keep data on first destination statistics and many teachers may still be in
their first teaching posts. Secondly, it offers the opportunity to ask teachers to reflect
both upon their recent ITT and subsequent abilities to deliver inclusive PE to children
with SEN as recently qualified teachers.

Consequently,it was decided as part of the logical process of measuring policy into
practice, to try and identify through a questionnaire a selected number of qualified PE
teacher's views on their training and current inclusive PE practice with children with
SEN. The decision was taken to contact three male and three females from each of
the five selected PE ITT providers. In addition, by undertaking a questionnaire
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survey, this furthered the opportunities to track key themes and issues from the

research at the earlier phases of the research design.

The intention of both questionnaires at the consumer level was to examine the
process of training, and its resultant application with trainee and recently qualified
practitioners facing the challenges of inclusive PE as part of their daily teaching
practices. Consequently,subjects were asked within the questionnaires to reflect
upon their PE ITT within a framework of examiningthe extent to which it had enabled
them to satisfactorilydeliver and/or feel ready to deliver inclusive PE to children with
SEN.

4.11 Stage 4- Questionnaires to Final Year PE Trainees from
the 5 Selected PE ITT Providers
A questionnaire comprising of a series of open and closed responses was distributed
to all final year trainees (see appendix four) from the five selected ITT PE providers.
Prior to distribution,a small-scale pilot of the questionnairewas undertaken with
teacher training students in order to check the clarity and format of the questionnaire.
The comments from the small-scale pilot study were taken on board and amended
accordingly. The questionnaire comprised of 32 questions under 6 headings of:
About you; Your professional development and training to date; Your links with
schools and mentors; Interpreting inclusive PE; Values and attitudes; and Other
views and opinions. In order to increase the return rate, the researcher offered each
of the five selected PE ITT providers a guest lecturer on PE and SEN. This was
taken up by all providers and enabled the distribution and collection of questionnaires
on the same day, resulting in high return rates. All questionnaireswere completed
prior to delivery of the guest lecture.
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The total number of returned questionnaires from the five selected PE ITT providers
totalled 202 responses, representing 85 males (42%) and 117 females (58%). The
questionnaires were analysed on the basis of a random sample of 25 students from
the larger institutions and full analysis from smaller providers. Each institutional
questionnaire, where random selection occurred, was undertaken according to the
male female ratio noted above. Consequently, a total of 113 trainee responses were
analysed on the basis of:
PE ITT provider A: 25 trainees random selection of a large undergraduate four
year BA (Hons) course

PE ITT provider B: 25 trainees random selection of a large undergraduate four
year BA (Hons) course

PE ITT provider C. 25 trainees random selection of a large one year
postgraduate course

PE ITT provider D: 20 trainees Full analysis of a small undergraduate four
year BA (Hons) course

PE ITTprovider
course

E. 18 trainees Full analysis of a small one-year postgraduate

Each questionnaire set from the respective PE ITT provider was analysed separately,
then combined with the other providers to provide a global overview of the data set
for final year trainees. The data was coded according to Robson's (1999) key
objectives of transferability, credibility, dependability and conformability. The closed
questions were presented in graph format, whilst the open responses were used to
help frame some of the questions with the stage 5 questions to newly and recently
qualified PE teachers. Moore (2000) suggests in order to be satisfactorily gauging
opinion, sufficient quota samples must be undertaken in order to make more
generalised assumptions regarding the wider subject group. Consequently, in
administering the questionnaires directly to 5 of the 24 PE ITT respondents of final
year trainees, this represented 20.8% of the total population group. In addition, by
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administering the questionnaires on a face-to-face basis with the trainees, the high
response rates have, to a large extent, discounted the probabilities of difference due
to low return rates.

4.12 Stage 5- Questionnaires to PE Teachers Between NQT
Status and 2 Years Post-Qualifying Experience From the
5 Selected ITT PE Providers

A questionnaire comprising of a series of open and closed responses was posted to
a random selection of recently qualified PE teachers from the five selected PE ITT
providers. All PE teachers contacted were between NQT status and two years post
qualifying experience. Prior to distribution, a small-scale pilot of the questionnaire
was undertaken with recently qualified PE teachers in order to check the clarity and
format of the questionnaire.The questionnaire comprised of 32 questions under 6
headings of: About you, Your initial teacher training in PE, Your experiences once
you qualified, Interpreting inclusive PE, Values and attitudes and Other views and
opinions. The questionnaireswere sent out with an accompanying letter (see
appendix five) explaining the context of the research, and confirming that a named
staff member from the respective PE ITT providers had consented to passing their
details to the researcher.A total of 30 questionnaires (3 males and 3 females from
each of the selected providers) were posted to the recently qualified PE teachers with
monthly follow up reminders up to a maximum of three contacts. The data was
analysed on the basis of 19 responses, representing a return rate of 63.3%. The
responses were coded according to Robson's (1999) four key objectives, and either
presented in graph format for the closed questions and free responses with the open
questions.
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When attempting to make judgements on individual's views, opinions, and
experiences of inclusion, Farrell (2000) suggests there are concerns related to this

type of methodologicalresearch in that:
"... evaluating the effectiveness of inclusion is virtually impossible" (Farrell
2000, p 156)

This is due to the range of SEN, inclusive experiences and contexts being so great,
and the variety of available provision and delivery within schools being so diverse.
Therefore, as a result, it is difficult to judge whether PE teachers are experiencing
similar or entirely different forms of inclusive PE provision for children with SEN. In
contrast, Goodwin and Watkinson (2000) suggest however, that the alternatives of
not comparing or discussing inclusive provision, discounts the rich sources of data
that can be gleaned from the subjects themselves who are fundamentally at the heart
of the provision that is being delivered. Therefore, bearing in mind the concerns
indicated by Farrell (2000), the questionnaires sought to gain data related to the PE
teacher's views and experiences of inclusive education, professional development,
and training to date and their perceived readiness to implement inclusive activity. In
addition, when analysing the data, careful examination of the comparability of
individual responses was considered prior to making any more generalised
assumptions regarding the nature of comments made.

4.13 Interpretation, Analysis and Triangulation
Stages of the Research Design

of the Five

Throughout the five stages of research, the findings were collated in order to help
answer the main or sub questions, as well as assist with the design of the
subsequent phases of the research process. The data was analysed separately at
each of the 5 stages, in order to ascertain the views and opinions of official line,
professional opinion and practice and consumer perspectives.This helped to gain a
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rich insight into the respective isolated perspectives, prior to the triangulation of the
collective views and opinions in order to give a holistic stance to how the current
training of PE teachers for inclusive settings is implemented. The process of
examining one data set against another was a crucial component in comparing,
contrasting and making judgements in the field of real world enquiry (Robson 1999).
With this in mind, the study now turns to an analysis of the findings which will be
analysed in respective chapters on the official line, professional opinion and practice
and consumer perspectives. Following this examination, common themes, key issues
and perspectives will be drawn together in chapter 8 of the study in order to provide a
comprehensive analysis of the present position and future directions related to the
training of PE teachers to include children with SEN.
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CHAPTERFIVE:
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF THE OFFICIAL LINE
(STAGE ONE)

This chapter analyses the findings of the study's 'official line' research question on
'what are the views and policies of government, statutory agencies, and PE
associations in relation to the delivery of inclusive PE for children with SEN'?
An examination of the findings from literature searches, and views and opinions
gained by the seven official line agencies is considered,with particular referenceto
the extent to which there are similarities and differences in interpretation and
expectations of inclusive PE for children with SEN. In addition, the level to which
official line agencies work in partnership to provide a coherent and consistent
message for those working in the field of inclusion, SEN, PE ITT, and schools is also
examined.

The desire to gain a clear insight into the initial official line level of analysis is
essential to triangulating the impact, and relationshipswith the professional opinion
and practice, and consumer levels of interpretation (See chapters 6 and 7).
Furthermore, it will contribute to the evidence base for responding to the study's main
research question of "How is the current training of PE teachers for inclusive
settings implemented? ". As a consequence of this analysis, the chapter argues
there is extensive evidence of inclusive policy at the official line level. However, there
is less detail of collaborativeworking, and joined up thinking with regard to both
policy developmentand implementationin practice of inclusive PE for children with
SEN.
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The notion of 'joined up thinking 'is of particular relevance as the DFES (2002)
'Education and Skills: Delivering Results: A Strategy to 2006'states:
"Successfuldelivery will depend on strong and effective relationships with
many partners. By laying out the strategic direction and ways of working, our
intention is to provide the platform for ongoing dialogue and engagement with
others on how best to achieve the outcomes we seeko(DFES 2002, pl).

This standpoint of strategic direction, in partnershipwith others is of central concern
to Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) regarding their arguments on bandwagon
discourse. They advocate for example, a need to ensure models of inclusive practice
are 'infused'from strategic policy direction, through to successful implementationin
practice. Consequently,Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) note caution by suggesting
whilst agencies may 'say the right things, the extent to which this is then evidenced
through official line multi-agency working, genuine culture change, and enhanced
inclusive practice (Dyson and Millward 2000, Skrtic 1995, Ainscow 1999) is of
paramount importance if high quality PE experiencesfor children with SEN are to be
realised.

5.1

Shared Visions

The need for a clear, consistent inclusive message is further emphasised by
Avramadis and Norwich (2002) who advocate:
"... without a coherent plan for teacher training in the educational needs of
children with SEN, attempts to include these children in the mainstream would
be difficuft"(Avramadis & Norwich 2002, p139).

This call for joined up thinking, multi-agency working, and recognition of the role
which all stakeholders should play, is supported by Charles Clarke (Secretary of
State for Education and Skills) who, when launching the DIFES'Delivering Results
Strategy' in December 2002 stated:
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"This is our vision for the future. It can only be achieved if it is a shared vision,
and if we all relish the challenge. The targets set high expectations. All of us the government and key agencies, front line professionals, parents and young
people - must play a pail if we are to meet them"(DFES 2002, p 2).

Consequently,since launching their Green paper on special needs education in
1997, the Labour government have been intent on further promoting inclusive
education, and have advocated:
.... a progressive extension of the capacity of mainstreamschools to provide
for children with a wide range of needsn(DFES 2002, p44).
Ainscow et al (1999) notes that:
"The government green paperExcellence for All Children: Meeting SEN'
places the issue of inclusion at the centre of discussions on the development of
policy and practice forpupils with special needs" (Ainscow et at 1999, p9).

Thus, as part of a 'progressive extension' of inclusive provision, the wish to construct
a shared vision in which official line agencies jointly set the wider policy and practice
(implementedthrough professional opinion and practice, and the consumers)
framework has taken on even greater significance.
However, whilst noting the increased emphasis on inclusive and collaborative
provision, the Audit commission in 2002 produced a report'Special educational
needs: a mainstream issue'which looked at how well children with SEN are being
served by the education system. The report made wide-ranging recommendations for
schools, LEA's and National Policy makers and stated,
"Despitethe significant number involved, children with SEN have remained a
low profile group" (Audit Commission2002, p 6).
The report went on to say
"Suipfisingly little is known at a national level about the pattern of children's
special educationalneeds. In England there are no common definitions of
need, so while LEA's may hold detailed information on the needs of pupils in
their area, this cannot be aggregated" (Audit Commission2002, p 6, point 14).
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Thus, despite the high profile government agenda to promote inclusive education for
children with SEN, the extent to which this policy is a shared official line vision, which
systematically impacts at professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels
appears to be rather fragmented, and in need of further collaborative work. In
addressing these concerns the Audit Commission (2002) suggest,
"Developing teachers'skills at recognising what is and what is not a special
educational need could help ensure a more consistent approach to identifying
needs. New national standards for the award of Qualified Teacher Status
expect newly qualified teachers to'identify and support ... those who are
working below age-related expectations, those who are failing to achieve their
potential in learning, and those who experience behavioural, emotional and
social difficulties'. While this is welcome, it maybe unrealistic to expect indepth coverage of this during initial teacher training. We therefore recommend
that developing NQT's skills and confidence at identifying SEN and making
appropriate responses should be a key element of the induction year. Given
the range of practice across schools, this might be best achieved by working in
partnership with local schools, both mainstream and special. "(Audit
Commission, 2002 p 11, point 33).

Thus, despite a government policy of inclusive education, which has seen more
children with SEN entering mainstream schools (2001 - 67%, 1997 - 57%, 1993 48%),-the extent to which they are treated equally, and fairly remains an area of
concern. Consequently,a key area in question at the official line level is that despite
a desire for shared visions and partnership working, the extent to which a coherent
framework for inclusive PE for children with SEN exists is debatable. In contrast, the
evidence tends to suggest (Audit Commission 2002), that whilst inclusive policy may
be apparent, it has not been constructed, either as a result of multi-agency working,
or through effective implementationwith partners in practice. As a result, whilst the
desire to extend multi agency and 'joined up' approaches may be advocated, the
reality is an even greater need for the 'gatekeeper agencies (Trend 1997) such as
the DFES, TTA, OFSTED and QCA to work together to ensure that inclusive policy is
implementedappropriately, monitored, evaluated, and that teachers are sufficiently
equipped for its delivery - DFES support this concern by indicating an intention to
"... developmulti-agencyworking.Toooftendifferentsupportagenciesdo not
workeffectivelytogether"(DFES 200la, p 22).
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The view of a lack of agencies working together is evident from the research
undertaken within this study. For example, based upon the views, opinions, and
scrutiny of literature from the official line agencies, notions of inclusion tend to be
recognised, yet subsequently offer only limited evidence of collaborative approaches
to it's development, implementation and review.

For example, whilst five of the seven official line agencies indicated policy directives
related to the inclusion of children with SEN, only OFSTED indicated collaborative
approaches with PE 177 national networks (professional opinion and practice),
schools (the consumers) and the TTA. Therefore, if strategic policy directives are to
have more impact, there is going to have to be a vast increase in partnership working
both across the official line level, and through collaboration with PE ITT providers and
schools at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels of
interpretation.

As a result, if the DFES are seeking to provide:
"... the platform for ongoing dialogue and engagement with others"(DFES
2002, p 1)

how best to achieve the outcomes of inclusive education, a first step should be
on
...
a reflection upon the Audit Commissions (2002) view that surprisingly little is known
about the profiles of children with SEN. Consequently,whilst at present only limited
evidence of collaborative working has been found within this study, if the inclusion of
children with SEN in PE is to be fully realised, much work is yet to be done by the
DIFESin the first instance, to act as the catalyst to draw all the key stakeholder
agencies together. If this partnership approach was initiated it offers immense
potential for the creation of a coherent framework (Vickerman2002) within which all
stakeholder agencies' respective roles, responsibilities,and expectations of policy
development, implementation,and review of inclusive PE for children with SEN could
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be comprehensivelyexamined - rather than the present situation in which there is an
almost 'un-written', isolated rule that official line agencies know their particular roles,
but do not engage in collaborative face to face discussion, and joined up thinking in
order to ensure a clear and coherent message is conveyed to agencies at the
professional opinion and practice and consumer levels.

5.2

A Strategy For Inclusion

The DFES aims to build a competitive economy and inclusive society by: creating
opportunities for everyone to develop their learning; releasing potential in people
to make the most of themselves; and by achieving excellence in standards of
education and levels of skill (DFES 2002). Thus, in the context of inclusive PE for
children with SEN the relationships between official line policy, professional opinion
and practice, and consumer stakeholders need to be fully considered if a cohesive
and systematic approach to this area of work is to be implemented.

The DFES state that in order to meet their aims of developing an inclusive society,
they will need to develop a high-class workforce and modern infrastructures for
education and skills:
"We can only implement ourpolicies successfully with an able and motivated
workforceof leaders, teachers, trainers, advisers and support staff, working
with learners of all ages. We need to recruit and retain the best people, and we
must invest in their developmentand career paths and reward them for the
work they do. They should be well supported and have access to the
informationand communicationstechnology that will be increasinglycentral to
their work" (DFES 2002, p 16).

Furthermore, in order to ensure the DFES deliver their key strategic priorities they

have established a set of behaviours characterisingthe way in they are going to
work, which are:
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We are determined to make a difference
We listen and value diversity
a

We are honest and open

0

We innovate and challenge

a

We learn and improve

However, in relation to the 'behaviours for working', evidence from the research data
demonstrates that the inclusive policies and contexts appear to be in place, but there
is only limited evidence of engaging in collaborative discussion with both the official
line agencies and those at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels
regarding its implementation. For example, the DFES (2003) have recently been
working to produce a CD-Rom 'Success for All: An inclusive approach to PE and
school sport' as part of their stated commitment to the joint DCMS/DFES, publication
'A Sporting Future For All (2001). The development of this resource engaged a range
of official line and other stakeholder partners (i. e. OFSTED, QCA, EFDS, TTA), one
ITT provider and schoolteachers. This, on the surface, looked like a positive move
towards the notion of collaborative working, addressing some of the concerns noted
earlier within this chapter. However, whilst, there was evidence of agencies working
together to produce the resource which is going free into all primary, secondary and
special schools, there was no evidence of further strategic discussion of its
implementation, and/or potential to act as a resource for continuing professional
development or ITT.

As a result, there was an expectation that agencies at the professional opinion and

practice, and consumer levels will:
"... implementthe resource on their own" (DFES verbal response).
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In taking such a stance, a great opportunity appears to have been missed in ensuring
that official line policy is both strategically and coherently implemented and delivered
in partnership with PE ITT providers, schools and PE professional bodies. This
further supports the concern of authors such as Depauw and Dofl-Tepper (2000),
Farrell 1998, Dyson and Millward (2000) who advocate a need to ensure that for
inclusive practice to become a reality, agencies must work in partnership to both
develop policy, but more essentially ensure that it is fully implemented, rather than
take the 'tick box' approach of addressing inclusion at a superficial level.

5.3

Schools,

ITT and the Development

of Inclusive

Practice

The DFESstatethat in orderto enhanceinclusivepracticewithinschoolsthey intend
to improve the:
"...qualityof ITTsuppoiledvia the TTA"(DFES2002,p16).

As a donsequence, the DFES policy of progressive extension of inclusion is reliant
upon ensuring that the future generations of teachers of PE are satisfactorily
equipped to include children with SEN. This policy position according to the DFES is
to be achieved through the TTA's implementation of revised standards for the award
of QTS (The TTA 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002), which:
"... reflect an increasing focus on aspects of inclusive practice" (DFES open
letter response).

As a result, the DFES strategic policy of inclusive education relies heavily on a
cohesive process of interpretation and implementationby the TTA, delivery by the PE
ITT providers, and subsequent auditing by OFSTED in relation to training quality and
delivery by teachers in schools. However, no evidence was gained in this study of the
DIFES,TTA, OFSTED, PE ITT providers and/or schools working collaborativelyto
ensure that the inclusion of children with SEN was being realised. In contrast, the
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various stakeholderstended to work in isolation to each other, rather than see the
view of Charles Clarke in 2002 ("All of us - the government and key agencies, front
line professionals, parents and young people - must play a part") realised.
The need for official line agencies to work with ITT providers and schools is of further
significance when analysing the Audit Commission (2002) view that inclusion and
SEN training for teachers should become part of their NQT year. What emerges
from this statement is a concern that teachers at present are not sufficiently prepared
within ITT, and that schools need to address this as part of an NQT's induction year.
Thus many questions related to the TTA 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA
2002), training by PE ITT providers, and the roles of a range of other official line
stakeholders is brought into question regarding the current readiness of PE teachers
to deliver an inclusive education for children with SEN. Consequently the Audit
Commission (2002) appear to be advocating a strengthening of the link between
official line agencies, ITT providers and schools to ensure that the policy is put into
practice, rather than at present see children with SEN remaining a low profile group
within schools.

The TTA Corporate Plan 2003-2006 states:
"Ourpuipose is to raise standards by attracting able and committedpeople to
teaching and by improving the quality of teachers training and induction. The
TTA continue by stating "their five strategic aims have been agreed by
Ministers in the context of their commitment to the delivery of better public
services" (TTA open letter response)

and encompass an intention to:
Increase the number of able and committedpeople recruited to teaching
Improve the quality of ITT and induction for NQrs
Ensure a sufficiently wide range of good quality ITTprovision to meet trainee
needs and the number of training places nationally
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Communicateclearly, effectively and persuasively with all audiences and
stakeholders
Plan and use resources effectively,seeking to improve the quality of services

The second, third, and fourth strategic aims are of particular significance with regard
to training PE teachers to include children with SEN. For example, in relation to

quality improvementthe TTA stated:
"... they will work with OFSTED to raise standards through inspection"(TTA
open letter response).

In addition, the TTA indicated that:
"... the five strategic aims had been agreed by Ministers" (TTA open letter
response)

but did not give details on the extent of consultations with the DIFES, OFSTED or
...
other stakeholders with a vested interest in ensuring teachers are satisfactorily
equipped to deliver inclusive PE for children with SEN. As a result, the extent to
which the TTA will, or have consulted with stakeholders is problematic to determine,
other than by reading their various consultation documents sent to its stakeholder
partners. Consequently, the level to which this consultation was by paper, or through
open dialogue is still a grey area to determine.

In contrast, it is interesting to note however that OFSTED have indicated clear
communication networks with the PE ITT providers by:
"... attending regular partnership meetings with HEI providers to reflect and
share practice" (OFSTED open letter response).

However, there is no similar arrangement with the TTA who:
"... tend to engage in dialogue at individual institutional level" (TTA open letter
response).
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Thus OFSTED stated that in order to enhance the quality of PE and teacher training

(of which inclusion is one aspect) they:
"... wishto workwithprovidersin an attemptto havea significantimpacton
raisingstandardsin ITT"(OFSTEDopenletterresponse).

However the TTA emerge as an official line agency that awaits inspection evidence
in order to make judgements on future funding and potential review of the
appropriateness of the existing 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002),
rather than engage in substantive discussion with other stakeholders.

5.4

A Positive Step Forward?

The Audit Commission (2002) suggest:
'At a national level, the new standards for qualified teacher status, which came
into effect in September2002, represent a step forward in many respects, the
standard on curriculum differentiationis particularly welcome.However, the
standards fall short in their failure to reflect the wider policy context of inclusion.
Although trainees are expected to learn about the SEN Code of Practice, it is
surprising that there is no mention of the National Curriculum Inclusion
Statement or, crucially, the Disability DiscriminationAct The latter includes
important anti-discriminatoryprovisions, of which all staff should be aware.
More generally, it is essential that trainee teachers should understandthe
value placed on helping children with SEN to achieve, including those who may
be among the most challenging to teach; and that SEN is a core part of their
teaching responsibilities,not an 'add-on- (Audit Commission2002, p 38, point
98).

Thus, whilst some aspects of inclusion and SEN are being addressed within ITT, the
view of the Audit Commission (2002), is that the TTA have not gone far enough in
ensuring that the teachers of the future are satisfactorily equipped to appreciate and
deliver all the issues related to an inclusive education for children with SEN.

Consequently,whilst the DFES are recommendingvisions of shared and
collaborative working approaches, the reality is that the views and experiences of
agencies such as the Disability Rights Task Force (DRTF) and those expressed by
Dyson and Millward 2000, Ainscow 1999, and Skrtic 1995, related to genuine culture
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change and a readiness to adapt existing structures, are not at present being fully
addressed within ITT. Therefore, whilst the new 'Professional Standards Framework'
(TTA 2002) implemented in September 2002, set out with the intention of a greater
emphasis on inclusion, the view from the Audit Commission (2002) is that there is still
much work to be done in this area - particularly if the PE teachers of the future are to
be equipped to fully appreciate the human rights philosophies and principles of
inclusion, as well as recognise the strategies to implement it in practice.

As a result of the views from the Audit Commission

(2002), Ainscow (1999), Skrtic

(1991) and Dyson and Millward (2000), the need for a comprehensive

and systematic

review of how the inclusion of children with SEN is going to be realised needs to be
undertaken.

This will require official line agencies to not only set the context for

inclusion, but in partnership

with others establish a clear and coherent framework

which policy is implemented

in practice. This will require a radical re-think of all

agencies'

and provision and a shared desire to work together,

rather'than

existing structures

in

in isolation to provide a joined up approach to the inclusion of children

with SEN in PE.

5.5

The Disability Rights Task Force and the Enforcement
Civil Rights

of

"The Disability Rights Task Force (DRTF) was established in 1997 to advise on
how best to deliver the governments manifesto commitment to comprehensive
and enforceable civil rights for disabled people " (DRTF 2003, p 1).

A key objective was a recognition

that attitudes towards disabled people needed to

change if real progress was to be made, and the recommendation
should not be left to disability organisations
agencies

and government

need to recognise their roles and responsibilities,

was that this

alone. Rather, all
and work together to

achieve success.
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In 1999 the DRTF published a documentFrom

exclusion to inclusion'which

identified 156 recommendations for action across all areas of peoples lives, in order
to ensure that the needs and aspirations of disabled people were fully realised. In
2001 'Towards Inclusion - Civil rights for Disabled People'was subsequently
published which set out the government's final response to the DRTF
recommendations, and set the context for further government reform, particularly
related to strengthening rights in relation to access to education.

The government recognised that:
0... equality of opportunity for all our citizens is a prime objective for this
government" (DRTF 2001, point 1.1).

indicate there are three Acts of Parliament which provide a means
and
at
present
...
of enforcing rights preventing discrimination against disabled people namely; The
Disability DiscriminationAct (DDA) (1995), The Disability Rights Commission (DRC)
(1999) and the SEN and Disability Act (SENDA) 2001. In terms of this study it is the
impact and implicationsof SENDA (DFES 2001c) that are of particular significanceto
the inclusion of children with SEN within PE settings.

The DRTF suggest in relation to SENDA (DFES 2001c) for example:
"TheAct will improve the standard of educationfor children with SEN and will
make it unlawful for educationproviders to discriminateagainst disabled pupils,
students and adult learners" (DRTF2003, p 1).

Thus, whilst inclusion has been a priority area for government since 1997, there is
now a requirement that official line, professional opinion and practice, and consumer
stakeholders ensure its implementation through the added pressure of legislation. In
many cases this will require a fundamental re-think of existing education structures
(Ainscow 1999, Skrtic 1991, Dyson and Millward 2000, Farrell 1998) in which
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children with SEN can now expect agencies to adapt to meet their particular needs,

rather than anticipatingthem fitting into pre-existingstructures.

This expectation and change in working will not occur in isolation however, and
further emphasises the need for all stakeholders with a vested interest in inclusive
PE for children with SEN to work much more in partnership to deliver the
requirements of SENDA (2001). Thus, each partner will need to share their expertise
openly, and be responsive to change particularly as the DRTF (1999) indicate that:
"In the area of education, probably more than any other issue considered by
the Task Force the principle of inclusion underlined our considerations and
recommendations" (DRTF, 1999, Chapter 4, point 2).

As a result of this view, teachers of PE can be seen as a key agent of change, and

consequently need to be given the necessary support and training in order to deliver
this new inclusive agenda.

The extent of the work still to be done is further evident from the DRTF (1999) who

note:
"The research findings that 61 % of under 35 year olds said that they had no
contact with disabled people are a reminder of how far there is still to go in
achieving acceptance of disabled people as equal members of society.
Inclusion of disabled people throughout their school and college life is one of
the most powerful levers in banishing stereotypes and negative attitudes
towards disabled people amongst the next generation. When disabled and
non-disabled people are educated together, this sends powerful messages to
the whole community about the potential for a truly integrated and diverse
society" (DRTF, 1999, Chapter 4, point 3).

The DRTF went on to suggest:
"There are constraints on achieving full inclusion and individual rights to full
access to education... In granting new rights, the issue of individual versus
collective rights was thoroughly debated. In some instances, more can be
achieved for disabled people in the long term by laying duties on education
providers to make their facilities systematicallyaccessible than by giving
specific rights of access to particular individuals" (DRTF, 1999, Chapter 4, point
5).
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This supports the view of Reiser and Mason (1990) who advocate 'social models' of
disability within which organisations and teachers must look to adapt and modify their
structures to accommodate individual needs, rather than the other way around
('medical models'). Many authors such as Dyson 2001, Dyson and Millward 2000,
Reiser and Mason 1990, Ainscow 1999, Skrtic 1995 support this view, advocating
flexibility of approach and a readiness to adapt to meet children's individual needs.

Consequently, a key recommendation emerging out of the work by the DRTF, was a
new duty on schools and LEA's to plan strategically and make progress in increasing
accessibility for disabled pupils to school premises and the curriculum. This supports
the arguments of Ainscow 1999, and his view of 'moving schools' in which a state of
constant change, reflection and intent to accommodate individual pupil needs is
facilitated. This notion is further supported by Dyson and Millward (2000), and Skrtic
(1995), who advocate the establishment of schools and teaching philosophies that
change and adapt to meet the needs of children with SEN, rather than them fitting
into static, unchanging educational provision.

This point is particularly well emphasised when the DRTF found that in relation to

policies, practices and procedures:
"The education world tends to have written policies and procedures and
acceptable practices covering the range of activities that take place in schoolsu
(DRTF 1999, From exclusion to Inclusion, Chapter 4, point 2 1).

However, the key is in seeing activities that are planned in policy statements,
implemented in practice through clear target setting, monitoring and evaluation of the
extent to which progress has been made and evidence of flexible approaches to
inclusive provision.

The DRTF'From Exclusion to Inclusion' (1999) report, emphasises very well some of
the valuable points noted earlier when it states:
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"The 1978 Warnock Report laid the ground for a transformation in the
education of children with SEN. Although, we would not claim that the
recommendations we have made will lead to a similar transformation two
decades later, they offer a real opportunity for increasing the rights of disabled
people to a quality education, free from unfair discrimination and segregation.
However, government legislation and new resources on their own will not be
effective. As important is a real change in the attitude of all those engaged in
all stages of education" (DRTF, 1999 Chapter 4, point 51).

Consequently legislation alone will not make a difference to inclusive practice. It is
the fundamental shifting of attitudes, and a readiness of PE teachers (suitably trained
and equipped) to change their existing pedagogical practices, that will make the
ultimate difference in whether inclusion becomes a reality or not. This cannot
however be achieved in isolation. It has to be part of a multi-agency, coherent and
committed approach to the inclusion of children with SEN in PE.

5.6

PE, Inclusion and SEN

In tandem with attempts to equip PE teachers with the necessary skills to deliver

inclusive education, the government have recently set targets to:
"Enhance the take up of sporting opportunities by 5 to 16 year olds by
increasing the percentage of school children who spend a minimum of two
hours each week on high quality PE and school sport within and beyond the
curriculum from 25% in 2002 to 75% by 2006 Uoint target with the DCMS)
(DFES 2002, p 11).

This strategy position is supported by Sport England (2003) who state:
"A minimum of 2 hours of PE for every child should be provided in the National
Curriculum"(Sport England 2003, p2).

This commitmentto the recognition and value of physical activity within the school
curriculum, is vital if the inclusion of children with SEN in PE is to satisfactorily be
met. Thus whilst various stakeholders can work towards equipping PE teachers with
the skills to include children with SEN, it is of no worth if it is not satisfactorily
matched by protected time within the school curriculum - especially as the medium
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of PE as a subject area, has useful means of enhancing all children's wider
appreciation of an inclusive society (Vickerman 2003, DRTF 1999, DCMS 2001).

In relation to using physical activity as a medium for promoting physical activity, the
DCMS social exclusion unit's Policy Action Team (PAT 10) established a programme
of research in 2001 into what works, and best practice under the heading of 'Count
Me In - Research Project on Social Inclusion'in sport. This research examined how
social inclusion could be promoted through sport, and whilst it did not relate
specifically to PE, the project raised a number of issues that support physical activity
being used as a means of enhancing an inclusive society and education system. The
specific intention was to learn about the evaluation and impact of a range of projects
in relation to gathering evidence of 'what works' (or not) to assist with policy making
in the future, and to build up experience of monitoring and evaluationfor guidance in
future projects. It was found through the research for example, that sport was a
useful medium through which a multiplicity of groups in society could come together
and gain mutual understanding and appreciationfor diversity. However, some of the
critical success factors relied on effective coaching and a readiness to adapt to meet
particular peoples' needs. This supports similar views expressed by Skrtic 1995,
Ainscow 1999 and Dyson 2001 related to their notion of constantly moving schools offering flexibility of teaching and learning approaches.

Consequently,research evidence supports physical activity as a valuable medium for
addressing aspects of developing an inclusive society. The critical success factors
however, rely on effective teaching and coaching, a readiness to adapt to
accommodate individual needs, and sufficient time within the school curriculum to
address these issues. However, another crucial factor that needs to be addressed at
the official line level is the current participation rates of young people engaging in PE
and school sport. For example, the Sport England Survey (11999)on young peoples
participation in physical activity found only 11% of children aged 6-8 years spent two
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hours or more per week in PE lessons -a fall of two-thirds from the 1994 figure. In
addition, for children aged 9-11 it has fallen by more than half from 46% in 1994 to
21 % in 1999. Whilst this may have specific links to the implementation of the
numeracy and literacy strategies at the primary phase, the emergence of the Key
Stage three strategy in secondary schools may also place similar pressures on
participation rates. Consequently, social inclusion may have benefits of delivery
through PE, but the first step must be to attempt to raise levels of participation and
engagement by schools and young people.

5.7

PE And Disability Sport Professional

Agencies

The PEA (UK) and BAALPE are the two professional PE bodies that play a role in the
support of PE both in schools and related to the initial, and continuing training and
professional development of teachers. Consequently, at the official line level they
have a central role to play in both lobbying for effective support for their members,
whilst arguing for sufficient curriculum time within which PE can be addressed within
school contexts. However, in relation to SEN and inclusion their involvement and
engagement with other official line agencies has been rather limited. For example,
both agencies have yet to establish clear policy directives in relation to inclusion,
SEN and PE, and from the research evidence they state an intention to address this
issue in the near future, but do not indicate when, or what this process may entail.
Thus, the professional PE bodies appear to be currently in a vacuum in which they
appear to either have insufficient skills and expertise to lobby agencies or support
their membership in the area of inclusion and SEN.

As a consequence,the impact of any interpretation of generic SEN and inclusive
government policy, and/or statutory guidance being interpreted through the subject of

PE, is at present an area that is largely under-developed.In addition, within this study
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no evidence was found of either PE professional body engaging with, and building

upon, the expertise of the EFDS who act as:
the united voice of disability sport in England" (EFDS 200 1, p, 1).

This lack of unity across the three PE and sport official line agencies is an area of
concern, and is in need of rapid action. As a result, if a clear, unified and coherent
message is to be imparted to other official line agencies, and those at the
professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels, a significant amount of work
needs to be undertaken by the PE professional associations in developing
collaborative working approaches that further the inclusion of children with SEN in
PE.

An example of the lack of joined up thinking between PEA (UK), BAALPE and EFIDS,
is the development of the EFIDS led course entitled 'Including young disabled people
in PE'. This programme was:
"... developedby the EFDS and the Youth Sport Trust", (EFDS open letter
response)

had no involvement from agencies such as the DFES, BAALPE, PEA (UK)
and
...
and or people at the professional opinion and practice level (i. e. PE ITT providers).
Therefore, whilst respective official line agencies are at liberty to work with whoever
they wish, there appears to have been many missed opportunities to develop a
comprehensive resource which had the involvement, expertise and backing of all the
relevant stakeholders. Consequently, what has developed is a rather piecemeal
resource that tends to focus on sport rather than PE, and is promoted through
governing bodies of sport, rather than within an educational context.

Accordingly, a recommendationfrom this study is for the PE and disability sport
professional bodies to begin to undertake much more collaborative approaches to the
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support and development of all aspects of SEN and inclusion. In addition, this would
help promote a strategic alliance on many phases of inclusive activity in order to work
towards a more co-ordinated approach within official line, professional opinion and
practice and consumer partnerships- In addition, it is interesting to note that the
PEA (UK) and BAALPE have recently (June 2003) begun formal discussions to
consider merging organisationsto provide one national voice for PE and school
sport. This potential step forward may also help to provide a more co-ordinated
approach to the inclusion of children with SEN in PE.

5.8

Official Line Curriculum

Developments

in PE

The QCA in their remit letter from the Secretary of State for education note:
"The Authority has a specific duty to have regard to the requirementsof
persons with special learning needs. The Secretary of State looks to the
Authority to build on the work of SCAA (School CurriculumAssessment
Authority) and NCVQ (National Council for VocationalQualifications)in this
area to ensure that the interests of those with special needs are taken into
account across the whole range of its functions" (OCA 200 1, Annex 2,
6).
-paragraph

Consequently,the QCA have a set of 'general principles' through which in:
"all aspects of its work, including advice to government, on issues relating to
the curriculum,assessment,occupationalstandards and qualifications, OCA
seek to ensure" (QCA open letter response 2003):

The appropriateinclusion of all learners at relevant levels of activity,
Opportunitiesfor continuity and progression for all learners;
The achievementof the highest possible standards for all learners,
The recognitionof the achievementsof all learners;
The provision of easily accessible advice and guidance relevant to all learners

Thus, in addressing the points indicated above, QCA state an intention to promote

equal opportunities in all its work, and have produced a range of materials on this
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topic area, although most are generic in nature rather than specifically related to PE.
However, the QCA do identify three resources that specifically address the subject of
PE; which encompass a PE and school sport website; a document on assessing the
PE curriculum for people with learning disabilities; and the PE NC online resources.
However, in examining the NC online resources related to inclusion in PE, there are
no specific documents evidenced which support any of the key stages or areas of
activity related to aspects of inclusion and SEN. In contrast, what they do offer is web
links to the National Grid for Learning (NGFL), but again all of the materials are
generic, and not specifically related to PE. Thus, whilst there is a stated commitment
to equality of opportunity and inclusive activity, the extent to which resource materials
have been designed to support specific subject areas such as PE is rather limited at
present.

The QCA also cited The British Educational Communicationsand Technology
Agency (BECTA)which:
hasa websitethroughwhicha rangeof governmentsupportedprojects
relatedto inclusionand SENare addressed"(OCAopenletterresponse).

This site whilst comprehensive, encompassing information sheets, discussion areas
and the like, again does not have any documentation that is specifically related to
PE. In contrast, the BECTA web site notes that the TTA has produced a needs
identification CD-ROM to complement the DFES Code of Practice (DFES 2001 b), in
which each standard is illustrated by video case studies and associated
commentaries that explore the relevance of the SEN Specialist Standards (DFES
1999). On examination of this resource however, all the case studies are classroom
based, and do not offer any practical examples of inclusive PE for children with SEN.
Although in contrast, the recent DFES (2003) 'Success For All: an inclusive approach
to PE and school sport' CD-ROM resource does begin to address some of these
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concerns of moving from generic to subject specific resource materials, by

highlighting nine case studies encompassingthe six activity areas of the PE NC.

In relation to the PE & School Sport website, QCA suggest this resource is aimed at:
'ý.. improving the quality of PE and school sport, by looking at new ways of
ensuring that pupils have at least 2 hours of high quality PE and school sport
each week" (OCA website 2003).

This site does offer information related to inclusive practice and SEN by citing
evidence from real school examples, and is a useful point of reference for schools to
see different approaches to curriculum development and delivery in PE. However, it
is evident that this resource has been established in isolation from schools, and does
not draw upon the experience of other official line agencies in order to provide a
clear, coherent and substantive resource for schools and PE teachers.
Consequently, from the evidence gathered within this study the development of
inclusive PE resources for children with SEN appear to have largely been developed
in isolation, rather than through collaborative working arrangements with other key
stakeholders. As a result, this adds to the inconsistency of message and lack of
cohesive, and joined up approach currently presented by official line agencies to
those at the professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels.

Monitoring and Evaluation of Inclusive Practice

5.9

Since the creation of OFSTED in 1992 as a non-ministerial government department

whose:
"... main aim is to help improve the quality and standards of education and
childcare through independentinspection and regulation and provide advice to
the Secretary of Staten(OFSTED2003).

their role has over the years gradually expanded. For example, in recent years
OFSTED have began to take on responsibility for undertaking reviews of LEA's,
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further education, ITT provision, early years childcare and education, and private,
voluntary and independent schools (including independent special schools). As a
consequence,this has raised many areas of concern on the level to which official line
agencies are imposing stringent standards and regulation on educational provision in
schools and ITT provision, and the extent to which there is any level of flexibility of
approach which remains in the government's drive for educational improvement.

Specifically in relation to ITT inspections, OFSTED:
"... report on the quality of training, standards achieved by trainees and
whether trainees are being accurately assessed" (OFSTED open letter
response).

Whilst this scrutiny is wide ranging, it does give OFSTED the opportunity to gain a
comprehensive insight into the training of PE teachers and their readiness to deliver
high quality learning experiences to children in schools. In addition, through recent
revisions of OFSTED inspection frameworks, they now have a much greater role to
play in judging the extent to which schools are providing inclusive learning
opportunities for children with SEN. Consequently, part of this judgement will
necessitate a reflection on the training quality of trainee teachers and the function of
ITT providers.

Thus, whilst there may be general feelings of mistrust or scepticism within the
profession of the intentions of inspection; based on the study's research findings,
OFSTED are in a crucial position in which they are able to measure a variety of
factors that contribute towards ensuring PE teachers are satisfactorily equipped to
include children with SEN. In relation to PE for example, it is evident that Her
Majesties Inspector for PE ITT, does engage openly with people at the professional
opinion and practice and consumer levels. This involves attending regular PE ITT
National Networks in which all the training providers come together to reflect and
share on practice. The study found that this dialogue is a two-way process in which
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OFSTED share findings and concerns from inspection reports, but crucially also
listen to the views of the ITT providers, and learn from their experiences as well. This
open and often frank discussion appears to bode well for working collaboratively to
raise standards in ITT, and other official line agencies would benefit from the
establishment of similar working arrangements in which official line agencies, ITT
providers and schools work to raise the standards of education for all children.

In the context of this study, the two issues of relevance with regard to OFSTED
inspection are ITT, and school based inspection processes, and the impact they have
on raising standards of general teaching quality whilst preparing PE teachers for
work in the area of inclusive education. In relation to ITT for example, the purpose of
inspection is (OFSTED open letter response) to:
Ensurepublic accountability,

-

Stimulate continuous improvementin the quality of provision;

-

Provide objective judgements on providers for public information;

-

Informpolicy;

-

Enable the statutory link to be made between funding and quality;

Check compliance with statutoty requirements

Based upon the evidence gathered within this study, OFSTED are engaging openly
with agencies and individuals at the professional opinion and practice, and consumer
levels with the intention of enhancing quality. This collaborative working is to be
welcomed, and many of the other official line agencies can learn a great deal from
the manner within which OFSTED have engaged key stakeholders. In contrast
however, there is only limited evidence of OFSTEDworking with other official line
agencies (i.e. the TTA) to provide a joined up, strategic approach to aspects of
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inclusive provision for children with SEN, and this is an area which requires further
work in the future if a coherent framework is to be established. Thus, in order for a
cohesive framework for inclusive PE for children with SEN to be established,
collaboration must be working both within, and across official line, professional
opinion and practice, and consumer levels.

In relation to schools, the OFSTED (2003) 'Inspecting Schools Framework' indicates

that they are committed to:
Thefindingsof inspectionbeingvalid, reliable and consistent
Thefindingsof inspectioncontributingto improvement
Theprocessof inspectionpromotinginclusion
Inspectionbeingcarriedout openly withthosebeinginspected

Consequently, whilst it is not the intention of this study to examine in any detail the
process of OFSTED inspection in schools, it is worth noting the commitment to open
dialogue and the promotion of inclusion within schools. As a result, it is apparent that
the government's commitment to creating an inclusive society is being measured to
some extent through the TTA (2002) 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA
2002) and inspection by OFSTED of ITT, and school contexts. However, whilst it is
evident that in relation to OFSTED there appears to be a clear, and systematic
process in place to evaluate the extent to which the government agenda is being
realised, the position is less clear with regard to other official line agencies engaging
in similar processes either within, or across the stakeholder network.
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5.10 The Development of Official Line Multi-Agency
Approaches to the Inclusion of Children with SEN in PE
Some
Concluding
Thoughts
In 1998 DIFES published a document 'Meeting Special Educational Needs A
Programme of Action', which according to David Blunkett (then Secretary of State)

was based upon a recognition that:
'The educationof children with special needs is a key challenge for the nation.
It is vital to the creation of a fully inclusive society" (DFES 1998b,p, 1).

This document intended to set the context within which the government proposals to
improve the educational achievements of pupils with SEN, were to be based, and

focused upon five key points of action namely:
-

Ensuring that high expectationsare set for pupils with SEN,

-

To provide support to parents;
To increase the numbers of pupils with SEN within mainstream;

To emphasise the need for practical support, rather than procedural
guidance,

-

To promote partnerships in SEN at local, regional and national level

Five years on from the 'Meeting SEN -A

Programme of Action' document, the Audit

Commission (2002) produced a report on the extent to which the inclusion agenda in
schools for children with SEN was becoming a reality. In relation to the presence of
children with SEN, the Audit Commission stated:
'Although parents of children with SEN have the same right as others to
express a preference for which school their child should attend, their choice is
often limited by a lack of suitable provision locally and unwelcomingattitudes in
some schools. LEA's should seek to develop a spectrum of provision to ensure
that as far as possible, all children with SEN have the option of attending a
local mainstreamschool" (Audit Commission,2002 p 15).
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Thus, from this statement it is apparent that there is still much work to be done in
both the establishment of structural arrangements, and pedagogical practices to
implement a successful inclusive education for children with SEN. For example, the
recommendation of the adoption of a 'spectrum of provision', picks up on many of the
past and present educational philosophies (Ainscow 1999, Dyson and Millward 2000,
Fredrickson and Cline 2002) noted in earlier chapters in which all children should be
supported along a continuum of provision rather than separating them into predefined groupings. This allows for greater flexibility in teaching and learning
approaches, whilst enabling more extensive differentiation that caters for all
children's movements along a continuum of learning need. Consequently, further
efforts need to be made by official line agencies to ensure that at the professional
opinion and practice and consumer levels the necessary structural and pedagogical
practices are implemented.

In relation to the development of teachers' skills to deliver greater flexibility of
teaching approach, the Audit Commission (2002) found:
"The more inclusive the classroom, the greater the diversity of needs among its
pupils - and, in turn, the greater the challenge teachers face to tailor lessons to
suit the aptitudes of each and every pupil. Many teachers feel under
considerable pressure, on the one hand to meet the needs of individual pupils,
and on the other to deliver a demanding national curriculum and achieve everbetter results; research suggests that many feel ill equipped for this task. We
interviewed over 40 SENCO's, many of whom felt their colleagues lacked
confidence in working with children with SEN"(Audit Commission 2002, p 36,
point 95).

Thus, whilst the government and many other official line agencies are attempting to

work towards equipping teachers with the necessary skills to support inclusive
education:
"... perceptions are consistent with academic research which indicates that
staff skills and confidence in relation to SEN vary tvideV (Audit Commission
2002, p 37, point 96).
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Consequently, based on the Audit Commission evidence, there is still much work to
be done in addressing both the structural process of inclusion, as well as the training
and development of teachers to deliver the government's inclusion agenda within
schools. The issues raised earlier within this chapter related to lack of collaborative
working across the official line level are resulting in a fragmented approach to the
implementation and delivery of a clear, consistent and coherent message for
practitioners at the professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels of
interpretation. Thus, the need for agencies such as the DIFES to act as catalysts for
joined up and collaborative approaches to inclusive PE for children with SEN is vital if
the governments ambitions are ever to be fully realised.

The indication from evidence at the official line level within this chapter, is that many
agencies may be 'saying the right thing' in terms of policy (although some are still to
develop a policy- see PE professional bodies), but they are not working
collaborativel y with all the stakeholders to ensure it is satisfactorily implemented. In
addition, in relation to PE, it is particularly interesting to note that many of the
recommendations and guidance offered by official line agencies, are not at present
subject specific, and consequently are not readily accessible to teachers.

This view is particularly relevant to the TTA, OFSTED, DFES, and to a large extent
the QCA. - Whilst, those off icial line agencies who do represent PE and sport (i.e.
PEA (UK), BAALPE and to a lesser extent EFDS) do not have any policies of any
real depth with regard to the inclusion of children with SEN. Therefore, although
some agencies (i.e. OFSTED) do consult widely with others, on the whole agencies
at the official line are neither consulting across their own level, nor with agencies and
individuals at the professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels.
Consequently, the outcome is a fragmented, inconsistent and ineffective inclusive
policy which not only impacts at policy level, but more essentially is not being
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implemented in practice through a collaboration of both subject specific and statutory
guidance (see Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000, Avramadis and Norwich 2002).

Based upon the research evidence at the official line level there is a great deal of
work to be done in implementing a joined up approach to the inclusion of children
with SEN in PE. The DFES (2003) have for example, recently created a 'Ministerial
SEN Implementation Working Group'(SENWG), which draws on high-level expertise
including SENCO's, headteachers, LEA officers, OFSTED, health, social services
and the voluntary sector. Its main role is to advise on practical ways of improving
standards of education for children with SEN or disabilities and is chaired by
Baroness Ashton (Minister with responsibility for SEN).

Although this recent development is welcomed, the danger is that it may be 'more of
the same' and may not result in collaboration with all the PE stakeholders to ensure
policy becomes practice (See Depauw and Doll-Tepper 2000, Dyson and Millward
2000) - perhaps what is needed at the official line level, is the establishment of
subject specific sub-groups of SENWG who can work in partnership, with the full
backing of government level support to ensure that a clear, consistent and coherent
message is delivered to all those involved in the policy and practice of inclusion for
children with SEN. This would help address the current inconsistency of message at
the official line level, and would benefit from joined up working arrangements with
agencies and individuals at the professional opinion and practice and consumer
levels of interpretation.

In noting the recommendationof greater subject specific involvementthe DFES have
also recently introduced:
"... a SEN Small Programme Fund established in 2000 to promote a one..
sector approach to meeting pupils SEN. It directs funding towards projects that
improve teaching and learning, and supports projects that are based on a
commitment to the development of partnership working" (DFES open letter
response).
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The fund is designed to build a more strategic approach to working with the voluntary
sector and improve the way the DFES funds projects, and offers grants of up to
E50,000, although Schools, colleges, universities and health authorities cannot apply
as lead agencies. This fund however, does offer some potential for a range of
agencies to engage with each other, both across and within official line, professional
opinion and practice, and consumer levels, and could act as a starting point to
provide a more co-ordinated approach to work in the area of PE, SEN and inclusion.

In summary, the Audit Commission (2002) report notes a series of wide ranging
recommendations for future action if the mainstrearning of children with SEN is to
take on more significance. In examining these recommendations, and the evidence
gained from the study's research at the off icial line level, the action points off er a
useful starting point for agencies to begin to evaluate their current working practices
and establish a context for future action at the professional opinion and practice, and
consumer levels. Consequently, the Audit Commission (2002) suggests the need to:
1. Promote consistent practice in identifying and meeting children's needs
2. Promote early intervention
3. Ensure that children with SEN are able to attend a local mainstream school,
as far as possible
4. Promote effective inter-agency planning
5. Enable all children with SEN to join as fully as possible in the life of their
school
6. Develop the skills and confidence of staff to respond to the wide range of
children's needs in classrooms today
7. Promote the effective allocation and management of SEN resources
8. Hold schools to account for their work on SEN
9. Provide a meaningful basis for monitoring schools'work on SEN
10. Recognise schools' commitment to helping children with SEN to achieve
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Following the examination of evidence and recommendations from this chapter at the
official line level, it is apparent that an effective starting point would be a
comprehensive review of the extent to which DFES, TTA, OFSTED, QCA, BAALPE,
PEA (UK) and EFIDS are addressing the ten action points noted above. Furthermore,
if the official line agencies were to review and address the ten action points together,
this may help to formulate a clearer, more consistent message which directly impacts
on practice at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels of
interpretation.

In considering the need for official line agencies to work more coherently to impact on
practice, the next two chapters turn to focus on the professional opinion and practice,
and consumer levels of analysis. This will enable the triangulation of the three levels
of interpretationin Chapter 8 in order to answer the main and sub research questions
of this study.
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CHAPTERSIX:
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION AT THE PROFESSIONAL
OPINION AND PRACTICE LEVEL
(STAGES TWO AND THREE)

This chapter examines the findings from the professional opinion and practice level of
interpretation, and focuses upon the second sub question of "What are the
processes and course contents of initial teacher training institutions

related to

inclusive PE for children with SEN? " The analysis comprises data gathered from
the 24 PE ITT questionnaire responses, and the five follow up face-to-face depth
interviews with selected providers. Additionally, this contributes to the triangulation of
views and opinions across the official line, professional opinion and practice, and
consumer levels in order to provide answers to the main research question of "How
is the current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings implemented? "

The conduct within which agencies at the 'professional opinion and practice' level
implement official line policy, and effectively equip PE teachers with the necessary
pedagogical practices is of primary concern to authors such as Depauw and DollTepper (2000), and Westwood (1997). They view the nature of delivery and
implementation as central to any effective move towards an inclusive agenda, and
advocate the undergraduate curriculum is the key agent for change and development
of new and existing practices. Consequently, it is argued within this chapter whilst a
vast array of provision is evident, there is a need for PE ITT providers to identify and
co-ordinate good practice much more effectively within individual institutions, across
the professional opinion and practice level, and with stakeholders at the official line
and consumer levels of interpretation.
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In considering the sub question at the professional opinion and practice level, the
discussion within this chapter is primarily focused around the eight headings from the
stage two questionnaires to PE ITT providers. The follow up face-to-face depth
interviews (stage three) are subsequently used to elaborate (in italics) upon the
evidence and points being made from the 24 questionnaire returns at stage two. In
drawing together this data, a comprehensive picture emerges of the current ITT
processes with regard to the extent to which PE teachers are equipped with the
necessary knowledge, skills and understanding to include children with SEN.

As a result, what emerges from the PE ITT providers is the view that:
"Continuing professional development is essential" (PE ITT provider 22)

84% either agreeing or strongly agreeing with this statement. Furthermore,
with
...
only 25% of providers felt presently that trainee PE teachers entering the profession
are adequately prepared to address issues of inclusion and SEN, with a further 50%
indicating a neutral view. Within this backdrop, this chapter sets out to identify what
the underlying issues and challenges are at the professional opinion and practice
level which lead to an overwhelming perception that PE teachers entering the
profession are currently not equipped to include children with SEN and will need
further continuing professional development.

6.1

The Institutional

Context

This section of the questionnaire sought to gain background information on the
respondent of the questionnaire and details of their institutional make up.

The data from the stage two questionnaireswas gained from Heads of Department,
or curriculum leaders, and returns were allocated a PE ITT provider response
number from 1-24 to preserve confidentiality. The data from the 24 respective
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questionnaireswas then collated to produce one data set, offering a comprehensive
overview of the views and opinions of PE ITT providers at the professional opinion
and practice level. In relation to the face-to-face depth interviews, the transcribed
data from the five selected institutions was allocated a letter from A-E in order to
preserve confidentiality,and brief institutional details are given below.
four-yearcoursein the Northof
PEITTproviderA: Largeundergraduate
England- (PEITTprovider.,21)
PE ITT provider B: large undergraduate four-year course in the South of
England - (PE ITT' provider. 13)
PE ITT provider C. Large postgraduate one-year course in the Midlands - (PE
ITT'provider. 3)

PE ITT provider D: small undergraduate four-year course in the South of
England - (PE ITT provider. 15)
PEITTprovider
E- Small postgraduate one-year course in the Midlands - (PE
ITTprovider. 14)

6.2

Establishing a Context for Policy into Practice of
Inclusive PE

This section seeks to provide a contextual background to inclusive PE for children
with SEN, both related to policy directives and its resultant impact in practice.

Westwood (1997) supports the promotion of citizenship and the social model of
disability within the curriculum, as a means of shifting the emphasis away from pupils
with SEN, to the roles that teachers and non-disabled peers can play in facilitating all
children's learning. However, Dyson and Millward (2000) and Fredrickson and Cline
(2002) argue, there needs to be caution in ignoring the complexity of defining
inclusion and its current ability to be facilitated by teachers, due to their lack of clarity
and training in this subject area. If as the PE NC 2000 suggests:
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" and "... ensure that their pupils are enabled to
"Teachers must take action
...
participate..., " (OCA 1999a, p33)

PE ITT providers must first seek to clarify what the underpinning philosophies of
...
inclusive practice are, then consider through pedagogical practices the most
appropriate way of ensuring teachers are equipped to facilitate this when working in
schools.

Westwood (1997) has attempted to draw together the common threads of inclusive
education policy, and suggests successful implementation relates to an acceptance
of basic values of citizenship and principles of equal access and provision for all
children. In addition, teachers and schools must have a positive attitude; supporting
policy statements; and most importantly plan effectively for inclusion. As a result,
Farrell (2001) and Ainscow et al (1999) suggest that it inclusive education is
concerned with minimising the number of pupils for which the curriculum has to be
disapplied, then ITT providers need to recognise how to increase teachers
knowledge, understanding and skills on both the philosophy of inclusion as well as
the practice of adapting the PE curriculum.

The DFES 'Schools Achieving Success' (DFES 2001 a) document suggests they will
help schools to meet the needs of children with SEN through a commitment to
inclusion and a recognition of the responsibility placed upon teachers to enable such
practice to occur. In relation to'PE NC 2000'(QCA, 1999a), PE NC begins to
address some of these issues. The document suggests PE teachers should consider
assessment in alternative activities, with flexible judgements and contexts in order to
facilitate accessibility to the curriculum for children with SEN. This is a major policy
objective that rests the responsibility of implementation and delivery with ITT
providers and PE teachers, to ensure they are adequately prepared to deliver such
practices in order to meet the requirements of the curriculum 4nd'recent changes in
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legislation (i. e. NC Statutory Inclusion Statement (QCA 1999a) SEN and Disability
Act (DFES 2001 c, Code of Practice, DFES 2001 b).

The expectation from official line agencies (i.e. DFES and OCA), that PE ITT
providers will implement this policy and equip teachers with the necessary skills, is
an issue of concern for agencies at the professional opinion and practice level. For
example, one PE ITT provider stated:
"/ do see guidance materials as an important thing... they should be making
clear... maybe un-picking aspects of the National Curriculum and making a
clear statement. What does it mean on a practical level in the classroom or
field situation. What sort of practices that meet the guidance which is delivery
because the National Curriculum does need unpicking to understand it at all
different levels" (PE ITT provider B).

The concern that statements are made at the official line, but are not supported by
clearer expectationsor guidance as to what they mean in practice, is further
emphasised by the view that in:
have
"Catering for a good inclusive curriculum
can
we
see,
or
can
we
...
information on how schools do deal with and what issues come up as they
...
are ttying to cater for that ... we need to see I think, rather than just read" (PE
ITTproviderA)

Thus, there is a feeling that official line agencies need to go beyond establishing
policy statements, and need to offer PE ITT providers more guidance related to
setting clearer expectations of what a vision for inclusive PE for children with SEN
looks like in reality. Consequently, as discussed in chapter 5, there is a need for
agencies at the official line and professional opinion and practice levels to engage
much more directly with each other to examine how policy impacts in practice. This
view is particularly well emphasised by one PE ITT provider when referring to official
line agencies commented:
'Well, first of all they need to get their own act together and just join up and
have a coherent co-ordinatedprogramme, not something that's just
dysfunctionalor fractional" (PE ITT provider E).
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To a certain extent this process has began to occur with the production of the DFES
CD-ROM resource 'Success For All: an inclusive approach to PE and school sport'
(2003). This has engaged agencies at the official line (i. e. DFES, QCA, OFSTED,
EFDS) working with an ITT provider (professional opinion and practice) and teachers
(consumers) to produce resource materials, which support PE teacher's development
of their inclusive practice. Consequently, further resource-based initiatives like this
should be encouraged both to encourage collaboration with all stakeholders, and to
enable the production of professional development materials that evidence good
practice for PE ITT providers to consider. This would go some way towards
addressing the free response comments from the stage two questionnaires that:
"More exemplification of good practice materials would benefit the profession"
(PE ITT provider 12)
and:

"Guidance on teaching children with SEN in PE across the six activity areas is
desperately needed" (PE /TT provider 7)

The TTA (1999) published 'National SEN Specialist Standards' emphasising:
"The key to unlocking the full potential of pupils in our schools lies in the
expertise of teachers and headteachers.Researchand inspection evidence
demonstratethe close correlation between the quality of teaching and the
achievementof pupils"(TTA 1999,pl).

The document recognised the central role teachers and schools play, and for the first
time began to identify aspects of SEN provision required in order to create access to
education. The key issue according to Rose (1998) however, remains the extent to
which ITT providers are helping teachers with the practical skills to deliver policy
objectives that strongly advocate inclusion. For example, the'DFES SEN Programme
of Action' (1998) suggests the government:
'ý.. is committed to ensuring that all teachers have the training and support
they need to do theirjob well and are confident to deal with a wide variety of
SEN"(DFES 1998,p3).
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The TTA SEN Subject Specialist Standards (1999) advocate the 4/98 (DFES 1998a)
(and subsequent 2002 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002)) will be the
vehicle for measuring competence within ITT. However, they argue as more children
with SEN enter mainstream:
"... more teachers in mainstreamschools will require the knowledge,
understandingand skills to work effectively with pupils" (TTA 1999,point 9, p3).

The document then goes on to suggest
"... all teachers,whetherin mainstreamschoolsor in specialschools,will need
to continueto developtheirteaching,pedagogybasedon the knownfeatures
of effectivepracticein meetingall pupilslearningneeds"(TTA,1999,point 10,
p3)

This is a key factor in the success of inclusive PE, as the ITT providers must make
judgements as to what an acceptable standard of equipping teachers with the
necessary skills is, and how this can be measured in practice with pupils with SEN in
schools.

The process of measuring what an acceptable standard, is can be problematic, even
though 4/98 (DFES 1998a) (and subsequent 02/02 (TTA 2002) 'Professional
Standards Framework' (TTA 2002)s) identify SEN and inclusion as areas to be
addressed. One PE ITT provider indicated:
"Yeah. Well it is written into, you know, some of the specific 4198 (DFES
1998a) standards... in that sense they are looking for evidence that trainees
have met those standards and that the training providers have addressed the
area. So I guess it is there, but it's there amongst about 80 or 90 others, and
the difficulty I have with the standards is that, they are not all equal. They don't
seem to be prioritised in any sense and I think that's very problematic because
there's a lot to fit in a short period of time" (PE ITT provider C).

This concern, expressed by one PE ITT provider, supports the data gathered from
the stage two questionnaires, highlighting only 29% agreed that the 4/98 (DIFES
1998a) standards were ensuring students are adequately prepared for inclusive
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education. Thus, individual PE ITT providers need to move beyond the 'Professional
Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) and embrace a process model of knowledge and
understanding in practice, which ensures PE teachers of the future are trained to
deliver inclusive education. According to Wright and Sugden (1999), this will
necessitate change that is embedded at a variety of levels, and not merely tagged
onto the end of a process - but more importantly involves a readiness to consult with
all stakeholders, and modify and adapt practices in order that they have impact in
practice for children with SEN.

This view of consultation with stakeholders is indicated by one PE ITT provider who
suggested:
"if we look at those official lines of support that you mentioned. The TTA and
OfSTEDperhaps could help with more guidance, and support documentation
and again with this evidence of good practice because these are the people
who generally do quite a bit of research into this area. More subject specific for
us and now perhaps they could give us more guidance in relation to the
inclusion on the new standards coming ouL They do give examples,but it is
very general and not subject specific. Which is something that we will probably
have to do as an institution, to look at what inclusion means" (PE ITT provider
A).

Therefore, in setting out the context of implementing policy into practice in inclusive
PE for children with SEN, there is a strong message coming from the professional
opinion and practice level that greater collaboration and clarity is required both in
relation to interpretation of 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards, and the development of
practical guidance materials. The chapter will now turn to address in more detail,
some of the general points highlighted above, whilst considering potential strategies
to enhance the current processes of training PE teachers to include children with
SEN.
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6.3

Values And Attitudes Towards Delivering An Inclusive
Agenda Through PE

This section of the questionnaire set out to gain an insight into the respondent's
personal values and attitudes towards inclusive PE for children with SEN.

The requirement for ITT providers to address inclusion is evident from a plethora of
statutory and non-statutory educational policy documentation. The DFES (1998c)
Excellence for All document supports an increasing emphasis shift to an inclusive
agenda by advocating:
'The educationof children with special needs is a key challenge for the nation
It is vital to the creation of a fully inclusive society". (DFES 1998,pl)
...

The key question in relation to this study however, is whether ITT providers feel they
are in a position to deliver the government's vision and reflect inclusive practices,
both -withintheir courses and through their links with trainee and newly qualified PE
teachers in schools. For example, one PE ITT provider commented:
"it does make people sit up and think about it these are statutory orders in
...
physical educationand curriculum 2000 and it is not somethingyou can just
opt out of... you got to deliverit if you are in a state school. Onapersonal
level its right but also its the legality of things that you have got to address this
issue otherwiseyou are not doing your professionaljob appropriately,
irrespectiveof whether you think its corrector not" (PE ITT provider B)

This view of a recognition of the requirements of the PE NC, and the professional
and legal duty of teachers, was supported in the stage two questionnaires in which
79% of ITT providers agreed or strongly agreed with the view that children with SEN
should be included in mainstream education, with a further 21 % indicating a neutral
view.
I think it was a good thing providing that it meets the needs of the individual
children,you know, if people are integrated and accepted hopefully within
society .. can lead reasonably normal lifestyles and achieve and experience
what most other children experience." (PE ITTprovider C)
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As a result of these views, support for the concept of inclusion is strong, and
agencies such as the DFES, TTA, and OFSTED have taken this strategy forward
with the aim of improving the educational achievements of pupils with SEN. A key
publication in support of this plan was the government's 1998 'Excellence for All'
Strategy (DFES 1998c). This document is of particular relevance to ITT providers as
it specifically states its intentions to:
"... develop the knowledge and skills of staff working with children with SEN"
(DFES 1998c,p4)

In order for ITT providers and schools to address this policy, Farrell (1998) argued
that if inclusive education is to be reflected, interpreted and fully embraced, schools
will need:
"... to reconsidertheir structure, teaching approaches,pupil grouping and use
of support" (Farrell 1998,p8l)

As part of this process the stage two questionnaires indicated 67% of PE ITT
providers felt children with SEN should be consulted as part of their facilitation of
inclusive PE. This view is significant in recognising that it is not only the professionals
who need to be part of the process of delivering inclusive PE, but also children with
SEN - especially as many of their personal experiences and insights offer valuable
learning opportunities for teachers and schools. As part of this process, schools and
ITT providers need to move beyond existing arrangements of integration, which may
assume that:
"... the school system remains the same but that extra arrangementsare made
for children with SEN" (DFES 1998c,p8 1)

...

to a system that fully embraces a person centred planning approach. This

supports the views of Ainscow (1999), and Skrtic (1991,1995), and their notions of
moving schools which adapt to meet the needs of particular children:
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"... what is really needed is an individual curriculum for every child" (PE ITT
provider E)

If the philosophy of inclusion is to be embedded within educational policy and be
widely accepted by PE teachers and pupils, the education system must become
much more responsive and flexible to the needs of the individual child, rather than
the child having to adapt to fit the existing restrictions of the curriculum as it stands.
As 87.5% of PE ITT providers agree or strongly agree with the view that SEN issues
should be integrated fully into training courses, agencies will have to be much more
proactive in the training and guidance delivered to teachers - particularly as the PE
NC (2000) requires teachers to set suitable learning challenges, respond to pupil's
diverse needs, and differentiate assessment expectations accordingly.

This position is supported by one PE ITT provider who noted:
'ý.. in a sense it goes further than we have ever done before what... as you
know with any policy the problem is implementation. So anything can look
really really good on paper, but in terms of how that manifests itself in practice
is a totally different matter. If wejust take the HEI's first of all with the time
constraints in terms of our timetabling and the hours ... to deliver aspects of
the course anyway, according to areas that need addressing in terms of
subject knowledge gaps we can audit that need and prioritise. I know some
institutions say right this is what we are doing
they do it the same year after
...
year and that's not geared towards their needs. So in a sense the way we go
about our own practice gives ideas and informs the practice of the students. If
it doesn't then we shouldn't be doing the job that we are doing rea/V (PE ITT
provider E)

Thus, if PE teachers are expected to move beyond their existing practices, and adapt
their teaching and learning strategies, then PE ITT providers should be doing the
same both in meeting the needs of their trainees, as well as ensuring inclusive
education has impact in practice, rather than remain part of a policy statement.
"Soif we'rejust stickingto the samethingyear afteryear to everynew cohort
thatcomesin weWneverchange.Theissuethenstill is to prioritisethatneed
andspecialeducationalneedin termsof whatthestudenthas to have"(PE ITT
providerE)
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Thus, whilst some PE ITT providers are moving to positions of evaluating the
currency of their present course structures, others need to initiate this critical
analysis, if they are to become more confident that they are equipping PE teachers
with the necessary skills to include children with SEN.

6.4

Guidance and Implementation
for Children with SEN

of National Curriculum

PE

This section of the questionnaire set out to examine respondent's views and opinions
with regard to the level of guidance they perceived was available to facilitate the
implementationof an inclusive PE curriculum. For example 45.5% of PE ITT
providers agreed or strongly agreed with the view that NC 2000 provides PE
teachers with a clear framework for the developmentof inclusive activities.
Consequently,there is still much work to be done in supporting teachers and PE ITT
providers to effectively deliver an inclusive curriculum to children with SEN.
"i thinkall pupilshavean entitlementto PE as far as is reasonablypossible,I
shouldtry to includethemin all PE lessons.But I thinkyou haveto be realistic
aboutthe extentto whichit can happenin normalPE lessons"(PE ITTprovider
D)

The recognitionof entitlement is further supported in the view:
"The statements made have certainly / think made trainees more aware of the
need for inclusivepractices. It is a crystal clear statement and there was 9
pages on inclusion and there are only 10 pages of the National Curriculum. I
think what's coming from the Governmentis a clear statemenL I think it is
moving in the right direction, and / think the flexibility of the national curriculum
if it is interpretedappropriatelyand delivered appropriately will help - but we
need help to do this" (PE ITT provider B)

As a result, whilst many of the PE ITT providers indicate teaching children with SEN
is just an extension of any PE teachers mixed ability teaching (67%), the reality in
practice is that agencies at the professional opinion and practice level need help and
support in ensuring PE teachers of the future embed the statutory inclusion

178

statement in the PE NC 2000 (QCA 1999a) as part of their everyday practice.
Therefore, whilst agencies and individuals need to be responsive to change existing
practices, (Dyson 2001, Dyson and Millward 2000, Ainscow 1999, Skrtic 1995)
stakeholders need to work much more in collaboration with each other in order to

share expertise and resources if inclusive practices are to change for the better. The Audit Commission (2002) support this view advocating that at present despite
the plethora of inclusive policy, children with SEN still remain a low profile group. This
view is further emphasised in the comment:
"... in a sensethe issuesthat we are talkingaboutisn't a separateissueit isn't
somethingthatis taggedon.. it isn'tsomethingthatis a separatesectionto the
NationalCurriculum..it is somethingwhichis part andparcelof our everyday
work"(PEITTproviderE)

In relation to children with SEN remaining a low profile group, and the need for
greater collaboration,the stage two questionnaire responses demonstrated
significant concern with the extent to which official line agencies provide adequate
advice to those at the professional opinion and practice level. For example, only 25%
of PE ITT providersfelt PE professional associations were currently providing
sufficient support, advice and guidance regarding the delivery of PE and SEN. An
even stronger picture was given in relation to government and statutory agencies,
with only 4% indicating any satisfaction with current support and guidance being
offered, and a further 58.5% indicated a significant level of dissatisfaction with
present levels of guidance material.

In examining this view, it is evident PE ITT providers take the view that at present
there is a lack of consistency of message and guidance being offered by official line
agencies to those at the professional opinion and practice level. This supports the
position that emerged in chapter 5, in which a lack of a systematic, and coherent
message at official line level related to the inclusion of children with SEN was
apparent:
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'ý.. let's have these organisationsort of working cohesively, in a strategic way"
(PE ITT provider E).
"... as national associations I think they should have a policy on it. I think there
should be some public policy that's readily accessible in a publishediournal. I'd
hope to think, well I'd like to think they'd speak with one voice or, so there
wouldn't be differences between those, and the difficulty with having Baalpe,
Youth Sport Trust, PEA UK, etc.. is that there is the potential for them to say 3
different things" (PE ITT provider C)

6.5

Management and Co-ordination

of SEN

In this section of the questionnaire, respondentswere asked to comment on how
their respective PE ITT managed and/or co-ordinated SEN provision.

In response to the government's increasing move towards an inclusive education
system, it is evident from the stage two-questionnaire data that ITT providers have a
varied approach to the responsibility mechanisms and delivery of SEN and inclusion.
For example, 50% of ITT providers indicated they have a named person with
responsibility for inclusive PE, whilst 25% indicate that it is all staff's responsibility,
and a further 12.5% stated no one had direct responsibility. If, as Farrell (2001) and
Ainscow et al (1999) suggest, it is necessary for teachers to develop opportunities to
look at new inclusive ways of involving all pupils and to draw on their skills of
experimentation, reflection and collaboration with external agencies, ITT providers
must have a systematic approach to this area of work. In addition to the mixed
approaches to responsibility for delivery and implementation, 37.5% of ITT providers
indicated lecturers had no direct experience or qualifications in SEN. This therefore
brings into question the extent to which professional opinion and practice agencies
are able to be effectively responsive to the inclusion agenda, if lines of accountability,
responsibility, training, and lecturer experience are weak. As a result, the extent to
which there can be a systematic approach to equipping PE teachers with the
necessary skills to include children with SEN at both an individual institutional level,
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and across all professional opinion and practice providers is questionable, and in

need of auditing.

The desire for clear structures is supported by Dyson (2001), and Dyson and
Millward (2000), who advocate if inclusive practice is to have impact, it requires
senior management commitment, clear accountability, and training of staff in order
that they can be responsive to the individual needs of pupils. Whilst Dyson and
Millward (2000) note this within the context of schools, similar arrangements could be
in place at the professional opinion and practice level with PE ITT providers in order
to interpret policy, then ensure the necessary training and resources are given to
make a positive difference in practice.

An example of the lack of systematic approach and accountability was indicated by
one PE ITT provider who when commenting on how inclusion is facilitated stated:
'ý.. the only thing I would add is and I think this is a problem this is
...
...
probably specific to this institution. We don't have anyone co-ordinatingsolely
Its
the
the
and
postgraduate.
all
educational
needs
on
undergraduate
-special
down to me, and I am not an expert 1just have an interest in the area, people
have left and its gradually me who is responsiblefor it along with being coordinator of other major areas... and I think that it is a real weakness ... it might
have got to have somebody because of the size of
be specific to here
we
...
the statement in National Curriculum and the significance of it ... who is so
totally focused on special educationalneeds and how it can be delivered to our
trainees (PE ITF provider B)

This view of a lack of co-ordinated provision and real anxiety, was evident in many of
the questionnaire responses, and emerges as a key area in need of radical redress
by PE ITT providers. In contrast, for those providers who did have a named,
experienced person responsible for inclusive PE, it was evident attempts to facilitate
a systematic and co-ordinated whole department approach to the implementationof
SEN and inclusion was being undertaken. For example, PE ITT providers who had a
named member of staff responsible for inclusionwere able to talk much more
coherently about the work being undertaken,whilst appreciating the issues and
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challenges faced in effectively equipping teachers with the necessary skills to deliver
an inclusive education. One PE ITT provider, with a named senior member of staff
responsible for inclusion noted:
"... the national curriculum is all about children working with each other any
way. So I don't think it is anything special that teachers are looking at because
its special needs, we are doing more and more embeddingall those sorts of
...
issues in our practical module" (PE ITT provider A)

In addition the PE ITT provider was able to demonstrate an in-depth appreciation of
pedagogical practices, and commented:
"... we need to find a balance between adapting the curriculum and the
teaching overall, to suit all of the learning and then also, accommodating
specific individual needs through differentiation ... in their teaching approach can't be 100% sure that everybody is approaching it in that way. But I would
feel confident to say that the majority are looking at those issues" (PE ITT
provider A)

These views support some of the current examples of good pedagogical practice
identified by Ainscow 1999 and Skrtic 1995 related to agencies adopting flexible
pupil, and institutionallyresponsive approaches.

In addressing a need to place high expectations upon lecturers, students and
teachers, it is important for ITT providers, when considering policies and practices,to
recognise the view of Sugden and Talbot (1998) who advocate teaching children with
SEN can be seen as an extension of mixed ability teaching. Thus, teachers should
have the necessaryskills to facilitate inclusive PE, and will only occasionally require
specialist advice and guidance. Therefore, in relation to the delivery of inclusive PE,
ITT providers need to ensure courses embed general principles of differentiation,
which are facilitated and encouraged by all lecturers, alongside a named person who
has responsibilityfor ensuring students experience a diverse range of pupil
experiences during their training. Thus, PE ITT providers must get much better at
recognising children with SEN as part of a continuum of learning needs, and as such
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they need to extend and develop their existing knowledge of differentiation and mixed

ability teaching.

This view was supported by a PE ITT provider who commented:
.... until we get to grips with the mixed ability class I think that's the hardest
one rather than the disability but I think we don't cope well with the disability
because we are not trained in how to. So that where we might pay lip service
to it because we haven't thought about how we can modify the environment
well enough, or the equipment well enough and we either give them a separate
task to do, which might be necessary because of the kind of activity they are
doing, or we tend say you decide what you want to do, which puts the onus on
them. I don't think we think about it enough" (PE ITI-provider A)

6.6

Working with Children with SEN and the Professional
Development of Teachers

Within the relative safety of PE ITT provision, it was intriguing to note 37.5% of
students are currently not being given opportunities to teach children with SEN, with
many indicating experiences would come in schools but only on an ad-hoc basis,
rather than as part of a planned event. One provider indicated:
.... we do not bring children with SEN into the University,although it would be
a good idea we tend to leave any experience of this to the schools, although
some students may not experienceany SEN at all in some schools" (PE /TT
provider 6)

Whilst the organisation of experiences for trainee teachers to work with children with
SEN many be difficult to initiate, this an area in which the Audit Commission (2002)
indicated requiredfurther exploration in which mainstream and special schools could
support the continuing professional development of teachers.

Furthermore, by PE ITT providers leaving the opportunity of working with children
with SEN merely to school experience, there are concerns in the extent to which
some trainee teachers may experience sufficient depth of provision. One PE ITT
provider commented:
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"... the mentors will probably come up with some good ideas to compliment the
issues they have been covering in the University but of course then in practice
they have to go away and find out about it. And again that will depend on
which school they are in, so the quality of the training will vary and it is a broad
thing" (PE 17T provider A)

Consequently,another key issue in need of consideration at the professional opinion
and practice level, is a need for an examination of the extent to which trainee PE
teachers presently receive co-ordinated and systematic opportunitiesto work
alongside children with SEN whilst with the provider, and whilst undertaking school
based experiences.

In relation to professional development training for PE ITT providers, it is evident that
at present this is heavily under resourced. In the last five years, from discussion with
the five face-to-face PE ITT providers, it became apparent that only one national HEI
PE and SEN seminar has been arranged - and that was funded by Sport England.
The only other means of sharing, and discussing practice was through the PE HEI
National PE network meetings, and this is recognised by many of the questionnaire
respondents as a major area in need of being addressed. This could be one aspect
in which official line, and professional opinion and practice agencies work
collaboratively - and in partnership with experienced practitioners at the consumer
levels.

Whilst it was noted earlier, that 37.5% of lecturers had no specific training or
expertise in SEN and inclusion, it was found 62.5% of lecturing staff had some form
of SEN experience, either as an LEA adviser, through PhD experience or teaching
children with SEN. As a result, PE ITT providers could audit areas of PE and SEN
expertise, and then attempt to co-ordinate and disseminate existing experiences
much more effectively both within their own and other institutions in order to address
issues of a lack of guidance materials, interpretation of 4/98 (DFES 1998a)
Standards and the need to support lecturers more effectively.
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6.7

Implications For PE Training Providers and Links with
Schools and Mentors

This section of the questionnaire sought to gain an insight into the mechanisms
through which PE ITT providers linked with schools in order to support their trainee's
development of SEN and inclusion experience. The DFES (1998) SEN Excellence for
All document supports the need for students to have more direct experiences of SEN
and indicate they will give:
"... greater emphasis to SEN within teacher training and development"(DFES
1998c,p4)

In examining how they intend to implement this, they suggest that this will be
achieved through the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) Standards in ITT, and the subsequent
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002). In addition, the DFES suggest:
76 raise the standards we expect of schools and pupils, we must raise the
standards we expect of new teachers" (DFES 1998c,p3)

Thus by establishingwhat were described as a full and detailed codification of
training and competency requirements,it was envisaged student trainees would be
given a thorough grounding in all aspects of the teaching profession, of which SEN is
an integral and ever increasing area of prominence.

Therefore, whilst the DFES see training providers as the key focal point to ensure
issues of inclusive PE are addressed, in contrast 50% of ITT providers indicated that
they pass this expectation directly on to schools to deliver. However, in the stage two
questionnaire responses, it was interesting to note only 12.5% of providers had any
compulsory links with SEN schools in which students have a planned opportunity to
work with children. Consequently, whilst high expectations are being placed on PE
ITT providers, the Audit Commission (2002) report noted to a large extent, this is not
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presently being satisfactorily addressed, and schools and newly qualified teachers
are not ensuring a satisfactory level of involvementof children with SEN.

An example of providers passing responsibility of SEN over to schools was in the

comment:
"I alsodon'tthinkit's possibleto put everythinginto individualteachertraining,
and I get totallyfrustratedby the fact that everythingcomesbackto training,
andyet thenatureof traininghas completelychanged.Twothirdsof it is
school-based
as you know,so weare verydependanton PE,mentorsand our
partners,in ourpartnershipschools,to be as wellversedin theseareasas
ourselves"(PEITTproviderC).

In addition, the amount of time dedicated specifically to SEN issues varied from 3
hours on a one-year postgraduate course to 90 hours on a four-year undergraduate
programme, which indicates the diversity of provision currently being delivered.
Although issues may and should be embedded throughout courses, there will always
be a need to have dedicated time to address specifically these questions in order to
shift trainee teachers' attitudes to recognise issues which are more specific than
general expectations of mixed ability teaching.

This view was supported by one of the PE ITT providers who commented:
"i think our knowledge and understandingis not good enough because you
only get so much from reading the documents,again its a matter of seeing it in
practice and looking specifically in SEN how the schools tie up their policy
documentationand actual implementation"(PE ITTprovider A)

Thus, providers at the professional opinion and practice level need to be much more
proactive in developing clearer levels of accountabilityand expectations of what
elements of SEN training should be delivered in the institution, and what can be
addressed whilst on school experience.This supports the view of Lipsky and Gartner
(1999) who, when documenting models of good inclusive practice, identify the need
for clear vision, leadership, collaboration and an holistic approach to inclusive
delivery. Consequently, PE ITT providers are ultimately responsible for training, and
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they should take the lead in co-ordinating aspects of a trainee teachers SEN
experience.

In the stage two questionnaires, 75% of PE ITT providers involved what were often
described as 'recognised experts in SEN' in order to help them develop trainee's
knowledge and understanding. These experts were noted as either SEN teachers in
schools or individuals working in the field of PE and SEN or disability sport. Whilst
many PE ITT providers indicated some use of specialist support to develop their
trainees knowledge and understanding, many still commented that they would like to
see:
"More involvementof good practitioners deliveringinclusive programmes in
schools to either come and talk to the students formally or to come and deliver
a lesson, identifying how to deal with differentiationin a physical education
lesson" (PE ITTproviderA)

Consequently,in many of the free responses, PE ITT providers recognised that
whilst they do involve SEN specialists, they would like to see much more subject
based analysis, rather than at present involving SEN generalists who struggle to
make direct links to the PE NC.

In relation to school based training activities, it was found only 12% of PE ITT
providers indicated any form of compulsory requirement to teach children with SEN.
However, this position may now have changed, due to the introduction of the 2002
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) in which inclusion has taken on
greater prominence, and with OFSTED seeking to report on aspects of inclusion
through inspection. This view was highlighted in one of the face to face interviews
when it was indicated:
"i've got the feeling that OFSTED are backing that up through inspection. / get
the feeling they are looking at trainee lesson plans to see how they differentiate
tasks and whether or not they have identified any pupils who have statements
and that type of thing" (PE ITTprovider B)
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In addition to the compulsory teaching, 50% of PE ITT providers indicated trainees
were required to undertake some form of observation of children with SEN on school
experience, whilst 37.5% undertake assignments. Therefore, whilst at present
compulsory levels of teaching children with SEN may be rather low, with the
increasing numbers of children with SEN in mainstream schools, and a recognition of
'continuums of learning need' it would be diff icult for trainees not to be gaining
practical experiences whilst in school.

6.8

Partnerships
Agencies

with Disability Sport/Special

Needs

The questionnaire sought to gain an insight to whether PE ITT providers had any
links with disability sports agencies and/or special needs organisations to support the
development of trainee's knowledge and understanding. The PE NC Handbook (QCA
1999b, 1999c) suggest that in creating access, greater differentiation on the part of
teachers and the use of external agencies or teachers requiring specialist equipment
will be needed in the future. This statement is fundamental in ensuring PE teachers
recognise their full responsibility for planning accessible lessons that cater for all
pupils' needs. However, whilst the PE NC (2000) may set out expectations of
teachers, 54.5% of PE ITT providers stated they were unsure as to whether NC 2000
(QCA 1999a) had helped focus attention and give sufficient guidance and
interpretation related to inclusion. Further to this, 58% indicated they needed much
more specialist support to embrace the new inclusion agenda. This view is
em'phasised in the comment:
"I think the fact that it's there means that it's important, it raises the status of it.
I'm not so sure how much it has given perhaps in practice, but I think if it wasn't
there we would be in a much worse situation. But I think it takes much more
than just pages of words in a national document for it actually to have an
impact at classroom level. I think there has to be lots of other resources and
stages that support that. By itself it's of limited value. But it's very critical that's
it's in there" (PE ITT provider C).

iss

The key to inclusive education being satisfactorily addressed in ITT is, according to
Westwood (1997), a recognition that there is always going to be a need for in service
training for teachers to increase their knowledge and understanding and skills on
adapting the curriculum. This links to the initial research question that sets out to
examine how equipped student teachers are to deliver such a high profile area of
work and the extent to which PE ITT providers can deliver this during a students
training. One PE ITT provider commented:
"... perhaps why physical education doesn't get any better in the majority of
schools is because we are not thinking hard enough or having the will or want
to change our practice" (PE ITT provider A)

Thus, PE ITT providers need to take action and move beyond existing levels of
provision, and begin to interpret in practice what the PE NC is expecting of teachers
when working with children with SEN - rather than as a profession awaiting guidance
from official line agencies.

6.9

Programme Content and Delivery

This section of the questionnaire set out to gain information on individual PE ITT
provider programme content and examine the range of delivery mechanisms that
were utilised. The Audit Commission (2002) indicate that it can be problematic to
address all the issues related to SEN whilst in ITT, and trainees should be expected
to gain more experience during their induction year. The need for continuing
professional development is a significant argument to make, especially as the study
found at present only 29% of providers have core modules on SEN, whilst 29% argue
that they take a holistic approach, and a further 42% suggest trainees are offered
optional rather than compulsory modules. This high level of optional, rather than core
requirements to examine inclusive issues, may be resulting in PE teachers entering
the profession without a satisfactory level of understanding of how to facilitate access
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to their lessons for children with SEN. In addition, this may be a reason for the low
levels of current confidence of PE ITT providers that trainees are satisfactorily
equipped to address SEN and inclusion issues.

One PE ITT provider commented:
"I think that this area is an area that should be a priority area for CPD work. If
we look at our career entry profiles that our students complete at the end of the
year I should imagine that 75%-80% wouldput down catering for pupil diversity
or differentiationor inclusion and special needs, whatever phrase they use"
(PE ITT provider C)

Consequently in support of the Audit Commission (2002) view that there is still much
work to be done in raising SEN from being a'low profile groupthe

discussion above

indicates a need to develop this area further, both whilst in training and in partnership
with schools.

The TTA (2003) document 'Into Induction 2003 - An introduction for trainee teachers
to the induction period for newly qualified teachers', is one recent way in which PE
teachers will be expected to ensure that their ITT standards are extended upon as
they enter the teaching profession for the first time. The TTA state:
"The new induction Standards will come into force from 1 September 2003
onwards, and any newly qualified teacher starting their induction on or after this
will be assessed against these standards" (TTA 2003, p 16)

The intention being to ensure trainees:
"... continue to meet the standards for the award of OTS, consistentlyand with
increasingprofessional competence" (TTA 2003, p 16)

6.10 PE ITT Course Content
The stage two questionnaires provided a clear indication of the depth and variety of
content currently delivered in relation to SEN, with 50% of providers indicating that all
their training was theoretical, and only 25% of respondents offering opportunities for
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practical application. This was further reflected in many of the assessment tasks
undertaken by students whilst in training which tended to require students to examine
the academic principles of inclusion, rather than necessarily relate these to the wider
process models of inclusion and its related impact on pedagogical practices.

However, with the introduction of 'citizenship' as a curriculum area in its own right
from September 2002, there is an ever-increasing requirement upon teachers, and
ITT providers to examine inclusion issues much more in practice as they help pupils
to:
become informed, active, responsible citizens contributingfully to the life of
...
their school communities" (OCA, 1999a,pl26)

Thus through citizenship, teachers will need to develop children's understanding of
general human rights values and appreciation of philosophical contexts, before
moving towards an analysis of implementation and delivery in practice.
Consequently, this change in teaching emphasis, may aid PE teachers, schools and
children's understanding of the process and practice of including children with SEN in
PE, and thus make teachers plan more effectively to create conducive teaching and
learning environments.

In relation to the nature of module content and assessment, the data gained from the
stage two questionnaires was again wide and varied. Many modules comprised of a
mix of teaching and learning strategies, principles of equity, assessment,
differentiation, optional school placements, and independent studies. However, the
largest area of modular content across the professional opinion and practice level
related to assessment of children with SEN; with 34% of PE ITT providers indicating
modules in this area, followed by teaching, learning and differentiation strategies with
17%.
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With regard to the assessment of trainee's knowledge and understanding, trainees
were expected to undertake the following types of assessment activities: writing
Individual Education Plans (12.5%), observational analysis (25%), school based
assessment tasks (25%), and historical perspectives of SEN (25%). In addition to the
assessment tasks, many PE IT providers indicated that trainees were expected to
address issues of differentiation within their lesson planning in order to ensure that
they planned each time for children with SEN:
"... one of the prompts is differentiation,diversity, so they, they have to
comment upon it in order to fulfil the requirementsof the (lessonplan) form
and, and in the next mentor training that we have there arejust 2 agenda items
actually, one is the unit of work, the flexible unit of work, and the other one is
addressingindividual needs and specifically we're going to talk about individual
educationplans" (PE IT7-provider C)

The auditing and ongoing evaluation of course provision is an essential element of
quality assurance procedures, and it is evident that PE ITT providers approach this in
different ways with some more proactive than others. For example, some stated that
in relation to measuring the extent to which the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards in SEN
were being met, they awaited OFSTED inspection for feedback (8%). Others relied
upon links with SENCO's in schools (25%), whilst 25% indicated ongoing trainee and
lecturer assessment on the delivery and evaluation of modular content. A further 17%
of providers indicated that the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) SEN standards were being
assessed through a combination of all of the above factors.

However, in relation to making judgements on the extent to which trainees have
satisfactory levels of knowledge and understandingof SEN and inclusion issues,
50% of providers indicated they relied heavily on mentors to train and make
judgements. A further 25% indicated that they would be seeking evidence from
trainees through portfolios of professional developmentthat lead into their Career
Entry Profiles and NQT induction year. Consequently,there is a significant burden
being placed upon schools to make the necessary assessment of trainee's
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experiences of SEN. However, one major positive is that they are being measured on

their practice of SEN delivery with mentors in schools, rather than theoretical
appreciation.

6.11 Creating A Framework For Inclusive PE - Concluding
Thoughts
This final section of the questionnaire gave respondents the opportunity to contribute
any further views and opinions they feel necessary or appropriate to the
questionnaire. It is evident from analysis of the issues raised within this chapter that
inclusive PE is a key issue for ITT providers to address in the coming years. In
general terms, inclusion is wholeheartedly supported. However, existing provision is
varied, and there is need for further reflection and development of a much clearer
systematic approach to the training of PE teachers. This is particularly apparent in
that 84% of ITT providers indicated further continuing professional development will
be needed once PE teachers have entered the teaching profession, and only 25%
suggesting that they felt that newly qualified PE teachers were at present adequately
prepared to deliver inclusive education.

The role of the ITT provider is central to the success or failure of the government's
agenda for the inclusion of children with SEN, especially as they can be seen as the
conduit between official line and the consumers. As more and more children with

SEN enter the mainstream school environment, PE ITT providers must recognise
teachers and schools will face issues and challenges to their pedagogical practices
on a daily basis. Therefore, there is a great need and opportunity for PE ITT
providers at the professional opinion and practice level to ensure sufficient advice
and guidance is given during the training phase. However, this provision needs
further organisation,both at an individual provider and professional opinion and
practice level in order that a co-ordinated approach to.inclusive PE can be achieved.
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Consequently, ITT providers need to produce clear and consistent framework
approaches to PE and SEN, in order for trainees, lecturers and schools to
systematically debate how to fully embed issues of inclusive education within their

courses.
In meeting this co-ordinated approach, the desire to develop future PE teachers into
professionalsthat are responsive to individual pupil need, and flexible to modify and
adapt their practices is essential. One PE ITT provider suggested:
"if we create students who leave this institution with a positive attitude to
inclusive practice, then I think we have got it fight"(PE ITTprovider B)

This view of PE teachers with a positive attitude, open mind, and high expectationsof
children with SEN was reinforced by many of the other PE ITT providers, and could
be seen as a fundamental step in ensuring inclusion gains the recognition and
respect that it deserves.
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CHAPTER
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION FROM THE
CONSUMER LEVEL
(STAGES FOUR AND FIVE)

7.1

Introduction

and Context

This chapter examines findings from the consumer level of interpretation focusing
upon the third sub question of "What are the views and opinions of current
student trainees and recently qualified PIEteachers related to their training for
inclusive education? " The analysis comprises data gathered from student trainees
(stage four), and recently qualified teachers of PE (stage five), from the selected ITT
providers involved in the face-to-face depth interviews at the professional opinion and
practice level (stage three).

Stage four comprises data from questionnaires to all final year students (three
undergraduate, and two postgraduate courses), with a total of 202 questionnaire
responses representing a ratio of 85 males (42%) and 117 females (58%). The data
for stage four was then analysed on the basis of a random sample of 25 students
from the larger PE ITT providers, and full analysis from the smaller institutions. This
data was scrutinised both at an individual PE ITT provider level, and as a full data set
from the five combined institutions, with a total random sample of 113 questionnaires
analysed according to:
PE ITTproviderA: Large undergraduatefour-year course in the North of
England- random sample of 25 student responses (PE ITTprovider- 21)
PE ITT provider B: large undergraduatefour-year course in the South of
England- random sample of 25 student responses (PE ITTprovider. 13)
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PE ITT provider C: Large postgraduate one-year course in the Midlands random sample of 25 student responses (PE ITT provider. 3)

PE ITT provider D: small undergraduate four-year course in the South of
England - Full sample of 20 student responses (PE ITT provider., 15)
PE ITT provider E. Small postgraduate one-year course in the Midlands -Full
sample of 18 student responses (PE ITTprovider. 14)

(Note: The provider letter in bold refers to the stage 3 tace-to-face depth
interviews, whilst the number in brackets relates to the stage two data
collection)

The discussion of stage four data, centres around the six questionnaire headings
related to: about you, your professional development and training to date, your links
with schools and mentors, interpreting inclusive PE, values and attitudes, and other
views and opinions. This analysis forms part (a) of this chapter, followed by part (b),
which considers data gathered in stage five with PE teachers between NQT status
and two years post qualifying experience.

Following discussion in parts (a) and (b), the chapter concludes by drawing the stage
four and five consumer views together, and suggests trainee and recently qualified
PE teacher's preparation, experience, and implementation of SEN is rather mixed.
Within this backdrop however, it is possible to identify where areas of strength and
areas for further development exist and concludes by examining how these can be
addressed in order to ensure teachers of the future are suitably equipped to deliver
inclusive PE for children with SEN.

The stage five questionnaireswere sent to three males, and three females from each
of the five selected PE ITT providers (stage three). The information was then
analysed on the basis of 19 responses, representinga return rate of 63.3% and
compiled as one data set across the five institutions. Further to this, where
appropriate and relevant, specific individual responses will be highlighted within the
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part (b) discussion. As with stage four, the analysis of stage five data centres on the
six headings from the questionnaire related to: about you, your ITT in PE, your
experiences once qualified, interpreting inclusive PE, values and attitudes, and other
views and opinions.

In taking account of data gathered at the consumer level in stages four and five, the
findings contribute towards the triangulation of views and opinions across the official
line, professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels. Consequently, the
discussion within this chapter contributes towards providing answers to the main
research question of "How is the current training of PE teachers for inclusive
settings implemented? "

7.2

From ITT to Induction and Continuing
Development

The Audit Commission report (2002)Special

Professional

educational needs -A mainstream

issue' highlighted a need for links between ITT, induction and continuing professional
development to be strengthened as part of the enhancement of NQT's, SEN and
inclusion training. This supports the wider recognition from agencies such as DFES,
TTA, and OFSTED, that teachers new to the profession need support in transition
towards their first teaching posts, and SEN is one of several key areas that should be
addressed. Statutory induction arrangements for NQT'S were first introduced in
1999, and as part of the recent strengthening of the transition process, the TTA
(2003) produced a booklet 'Into induction - An introduction for trainee teachers to the
induction period for newly qualified teachers.

The TTA (2003) indicate:
"Your initial teacher training is the first stage of your professional development.
Once you have been awarded qualified teacher status (OTS) and begun your
career as a qualified teacher, you will begin to consolidate what you have
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already learned and to build on your achievements. This next phase begins
with your induction period" (TTA, 2003 p3)

The TTA continue by suggesting a key element of the induction period is the
requirement to provide NQT's with 'an individualised induction programme'that
involves monitoring, support and assessment, and reflects:
The strengths and developmentpriorities identified by the trainee and ITT
provider towards the end of ITT as part of a Career Entry and Development
Profile (CEDP)process;
Inductionstandards;
Demands of the specific post in which the NOT is starting their career

This document (and the CEDP) can therefore be seen as the conduit between
standards for the award of QTS, and the induction standards. Thus, it seeks to help
NQT'S recognise how to implement and develop in practice (hence CEDP as
opposed to CEP previously) the ITT standards that they have been working towards
during their training. In relation to the induction standards for SEN and inclusion, the
TTA note:
"In order to complete the inductionyear satisfactorily,a newly qualified teacher
must demonstrate..They plan effectively to meet the needs of pupils in their
classes with special educationalneeds, with or without statements, and in
consultation with the SENCO contribute to the preparation, implementation,
monitoring and review of Individual educationplans or the equivalent"(TTA,
2003, p 17)

As a result, NQT's are expected to build upon their knowledge, understanding and
application of SEN during their induction year, and as part of this process will have to
satisfactorily evidence a consolidation of their skills in this area. This supports the
desire of the Audit Commission (2002) to ensure knowledge and understandingof
SEN and inclusion is strengthened during the induction year, through partnerships
between special and mainstream schools.
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As a result, the TTA (2001) argue developing

practice is based upon effective and

phased transition from ITT, through a CEDP, into the induction year and CPD
throughout

a teacher's

professional

career. Consequently:

"... effective teaching depends on working well with everyone who has a stake
in the educationof our children" (TTA, 200 1, p 1)

Thus trainee teachers, NQT's and experienced practitioners must work
collaborativelyto share their expertise in order to ensure children with SEN gain their
full entitlementto the PE NC. The DFES (2001) support this and suggest all agencies
(official line, professional opinion and practice, and the consumers) must work in
partnership with each other to raise the profile and opportunities of children with
SEN.

PART (A) RESPONSES FROM FINAL YEAR TRAINEE PE
TEACHERS (STAGE FOUR)
Following the implementation of the 2002 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA
2002) by the TTA, inclusion and SEN have become a significant area of focus for
trainee teachers to address within their ITT and induction year. However, at the time
of gathering data with final year PE trainees, the respondents in this study were still
operating under the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards framework in which there was
explicit note of SEN in only 3 of nearly 70 standards. As a result, the extent to which
SEN was being identified and recognised as a key issue to be addressed within ITT
was competing for time against many other aspects of teacher education and
development.

PE ITT provider C in chapter 6 for example, highlighted the difficulty in trying to
prioritise lots of different standards - especially as none were given any more priority
than the other by the TTA. The stage four evidence in part (a) of this chapter begins
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by focusing upon the compilation of data from the five PE ITT providers. Although
where significant variations are evident, single PE ITT provider trainee findings are
examined.

7.3

The Respondents

This section of the questionnaire sought to gain information on the respondent's
gender, age and institution attended. The ratio of male to female returns was
relatively well balanced with 53% female, and 47% male responses, across the two
postgraduate and three undergraduate ITT PE courses. These figures are in keeping
with national trends for secondary PE teacher training (TTA 2000). Further to this,
91% of respondentswere aged 18-24 years and dominated the data set, with 7%
aged 25-30, and 2% aged 31-36 years of age. All respondentswere in their final year
of a four-year undergraduatedegree, or in the final stages of a one-year
postgraduate degree in secondary PE with QTS.

7.4

Professional

Development and Training

This part of the questionnaire sought to examine the extent of trainee PE teacher's
professional development and ITT to date related to PE, SEN and inclusion. The
issue of whether SEN and inclusion should be addressed as either discrete blocks of

work, or embedded across all elements of teacher education, is an issue of
considerable debate. Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000), and Westwood (1997)
advocate SEN should be 'infused' throughout the undergraduatecurriculum.
Consequently,trainee teachers should be encouraged by PE ITT providers to
consider SEN and inclusion as an integral component of their work, and plan for
these factors at all stages of their teaching and learning.
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In contrast, Dyson (2001) notes caution in solely embedding principles of equality
and difference within the curriculum, because whilst this appears right, the danger is
that any subsequent provision is not sufficiently outcome related. Norwich (2002)
reinforces the mixed views on delivery of inclusion and SEN by suggesting whilst
several theories have contributed towards the modern day inclusive stance:
"Thereis no logica1purityineducation"(Norwich2002,p 483).

Thus there needs to be recognition of a range of:
"multiplevalues"(Norwich2002,p 483)

in which no single value or principle encompasses all that is worthwhile.

From the stage four data, 60% of student trainees considered SEN themes to be
embedded within their courses, whilst 25% indicated there were option modules, and
a further 30% commented training came through specific core compulsory
components of their course. Whilst these figures represent more than 100%, this is
due to trainee responses indicating whether they felt SEN was being delivered as
either core, compulsory, optional or a combination of these methods within their ITT.
Consequently, from the trainee responses, the data supports the view of Norwich
(2002) in which SEN delivery is varied. However, in order to gain insight into whether
particular strategies are more effective than others, further analysis was undertaken
during the stage four questionnaires to gain a comprehensive overview of the impact
with trainee PE teachers.

In ensuring trainee teachers have opportunitiesto address SEN and inclusion, it
could be argued that core, compulsory routes are the only guaranteed method of
delivery. Clark et a[ (1997) would support this view and suggests teachers need to
develop core pedagogical skills in order to change the curriculum and make it
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accessible to the full range of children in ordinary classrooms. However, vast
individual PE ITT provider differences were found in the manner in which trainees
reported their course to be tackling SEN issues. For example, in PE ITT provider A,
76% of trainees indicated there course embedded SEN issues throughout everything
they do, with one respondent commenting:
"... whatever we are doing in our universitydegree, the staff usually make sure
we are thinking about SEN" (Trainee from PE ITT Provider A)

A similar picture found that trainee teachers from PE ITT provider C (64%)
considered their course to be embedding SEN themes throughout most of their ITT.

In contrast, PE ITT-provider B, and PE ITT provider E, noted that 80% and 67%
respectively of SEN themes comprised of optional modules, rather than as part of
core compulsory delivery. As a result, this has the potential for trainees to avoid
particular elements of SEN and inclusion training if they so wish. Whilst it is
envisaged that if PE ITT providers were of the view particular aspects of ITT were
essential they would make them compulsory, many respondents commented
differently. For example, some trainees indicated:
"SEN teaching should be compulsory". (Trainee from PE ITT provider B)

'We should not have a choice we should address SEN in our course whether
we want to or not" (Trainee from PE ITT provider B).
"We should not have opportunitiesto miss SEN themes if we do not like them make them compulsory as SEN is compulsory when we're in schools". (Trainee
from PE ITT provider E)

In relation to the two PE ITT providers ('A'andC') with high levels of embedded SEN
delivery, both had senior members of staff with responsibilityand significant expertise
in the field of SEN. This supports discussion on management and co-ordination
addressed in chapter 6, in which PE ITT providers who did not have named
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responsibility for SEN were less sure about how equipped trainees were to deliver

inclusive education.

Thus, where PE ITT providers have made conscious decisions to train other lecturers
and embed SEN throughout their course provision, the trainee teachers are
acknowledging this. This approach supports the view of Dessent (1987) who
advocates'whole school' approaches to responding to individual needs, and some
PE ITT providers likewise are replicating these systems. Furthermore, authors such
995b); Dyson, Millward and Skidmore (11994);and Dyson and
as Clark et al (11
Millward (2000) note some progressive schools are embarking on intensive staff
development programmes to enhance teaching and learning across the curriculum.
Consequently, similar patterns are emerging in strategies to support trainee PE
teachers whereby SEN is seen as an extension of a teachers mixed ability teaching
and therefore should be considered as an integral component of recognising children
along a continuum of learning needs (Sugden and Talbot 1998).

In contrast, at stage three when PE ITT providers '13'and V were less sure on how
trainees knowledge and understanding was developing, concerns were expressed by
the stage four respondents that SEN themes should be compulsory, rather than
something they could potentially opt out of. This suggests that opportunities to
maximise learning in SEN are being potentially missed, or not fully co-ordinated by
the respective PE ITT providers. However, with the introduction of the 2002
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) in which inclusion and SEN themes
are more prominent, it will be interesting to see if PE ITT providers with high optional
elements intend to review their delivery and/or change to compulsory or embedded
approaches.

The total number of hours trainees spent on SEN issues during their ITT, ranged
from 21 % indicating between 0-5 hours, through to 2% noting they had spent

-over
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100 hours. The majority (70%) of returns indicated however that the total number of
hours spent on SEN was somewhere between 5 and 70 hours respectively. The time
factors are a particular issue for the two postgraduate courses with PE ITT provider C
indicating 76% of trainees spent 0-5 hours on SEN, whilst 56% of PE ITT provider E
trainees spent 0-5 hours. This matches a similar picture to that gained from the stage
two data with postgraduate providers. However, whilst it is recognised time factors
are a major concern for postgraduate courses, 49% of PE ITT provider D trainees
indicated they only spent between 0-5 hours on SEN, during their four-year
undergraduate course. This view expressed by PE ITT provider D trainees supports
comments made in the stage three depth interviews in which it was acknowledged
that time spent on SEN issues had reduced significantly alongside other pressures.

Authors such as Dyson and Millward (2000), Ainscow (1999), and Skrtic (1995),
recognise vision and leadership as key components of effective inclusive provision
within school contexts. Consequently, in PE ITT providers where there is a named
staff 'member who has a clear vision and direction that is communicated to all

lecturing staff and trainees, there is greater potential for SEN strategies to be
effective. However, institutions who are less clear on the direction of SEN, (i.e. PE
ITT providers 'B' and V identified in the stage three depth interviews) appear to be
having a negative impact with their trainees commenting they would like SEN to be a
compulsory, rather than optional element of their course.

In addition, the lack of clarity in how SEN is delivered by PE ITT providers'B' and'D'
may be contributing towards the reducing status of their courses through OFSTED
inspection grades and diminishing student number allocations from the TTA.
Cheminas (2000) supports this view noting OFSTED will be commenting on:
"... the impact of strategies for promoting inclusion" (Cheminas2000, p52).
..
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In addition the DFES (2001) suggest:
"Frameworkswill be developed to measure the effectivenessof programmes
..
for raising standards for children with SEW (DFES 200 la, p27).

Therefore, those providers who are not fulfilling this obligation may find themselves
losing student numbers in the future - especially as OFSTED inspection will take
note of trainee comments as part of their inspection evidence.

Furthermore, some trainees from PE ITT provider D commented in the free response
sections that they did not feel adequately equipped to address SEN and PE issues
and:
.... needed more training on PE and SEN in order to feel confident to deliver"
(trainee from PE ITT provider D).

Moreover, this is supported by 40% of PE ITT provider D trainees disagreeing, or
strongly disagreeing with the statement that they were satisfied with their level of
training in PE and SEN. This contrasts with the lower, yet still significant 24% of
stage 4 PE ITT trainees who noted dissatisfaction with their ITT related to SEN.

7.5

Practical Application

of SEN

The amount of time spent on theoretical or practical application of SEN during ITT,
varied from 21% indicating an equal split, to 55% suggesting the split was at least
80% practical, and 20% theory. This data conflicts with the one given at the
professional opinion and practice level, when ITT PE providers suggested the
teaching of SEN was predominantlytheoretical. Whilst the reasoning for this is
unclear, one suggestion may be that whiýsttrainee PE teachers are undertaking
theory lectures they are simultaneously planning for inclusion and SEN as an integral
aspect of their teaching and learning activity.
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This would support the embedded approach to inclusion and SEN in which trainees
make links throughout all aspects of ITT, either through direction from the ITT PE
provider, or via personal decision-making. Another reason may be that as
differentiation was recognised by trainees as an essential requirement of lesson
planning, students may have been considering SEN as an integral aspect of this
process, and make their own links this way. This would support 'Policy into Practice'
inclusive frameworks in which teachers must address both the philosophy of
inclusion, but more importantly implement it in practice (Depauw and Doll-Tppper
2000, Vickerman 2002). Furthermore, on the basis of this analysis what does need
further scrutiny on the part of PE ITT providers is a critique of whether they are
currently making sufficient links between the theory and practice of SEN. PE
providers must ensure that these links are made for trainee teachers, especially
during their formative ITT, but this should also be the subject of regular review
throughout a teachers professional practice.

The fange of modular content covered during trainees' ITT courses was dominated
by professional studies lectures on teaching, learning and differentiation which
represented 48% of the returns, with a further 21 % suggesting they had taken a
specific PE module on SEN. In addition, 8% of trainees noted they had been involved
in disability workshops organised by agencies such as the EFIDS, or Youth Sport
Tr ust, focusing primarily on practical adaptations. As a result, it is evident that
teaching, learning and differentiation can be seen as core principles of teacher
education, identified by almost half of trainees in relation to children with SEN. A
recommendation would however be, for PE ITT providers to be more proactive in
encouraging SEN to be considered as an extension of a teachers mixed ability
teaching -and differentiation (Sugden and Talbot 1998).

Consequently, trainees need to recognise that all children are part of a continuum of
learning needs, and this needs to be effectively planned for. Through the
206

implementation of teaching and learning models such as Winnick's (2000)
'Framework of alternative instructional placements' and those of Craft (1996, ) and the
EFIDS Inclusion Spectrum, more children with SEN should be enabled to access the
PE curriculum.

In contrast, it was re-assuring that only 1% of trainees indicated they had been
involved in simulations of disability (i.e. imitating disabilities in order to gain an insight
into individual needs). Anecdotal evidence from PE ITT providers during the depth
interviews, indicatedthat historically this had been much higher. However, as part of
an encouragementof the social model of disability, (Reiser and Mason 1990)
trainees are working much more directly with children with SEN in order to appreciate
their individual needs. This supports data from the stage two, four and five
questionnairesthat children with SEN should be consulted as part of their facilitation
of inclusive PE, with at least 67% (stage two), 69% (stage four), and 84% (stage five)
of respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing with this view.

The assessment of knowledge, understanding, and application of SEN is central to
PE ITT providers making judgements of the extent to which trainees are cognisant of
the underpinning issues related to inclusion. The nature and location of assessment
was diverse, with 35% of trainees indicating they were measured on their mixed
ability teaching (PE ITT provider 'B' assessment of mixed ability teaching was higher
with 52%). A further 27% indicated assessment took place whilst on school
experience, whilst 11% undertook an essay on equity related issues. In contrast to
some trainees suggesting SEN themes were embedded throughout their training,
only 2% commented they were being assessed constantly on this subject area.

Thus, whilst trainees may make some associations related to SEN, they apparently
are not gaining any form of assessment feedback on týe extent to which their
practice is meeting principles of mixed ability teaching particularly related to children
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with SEN. Consequently trainee PE teachers need to become better acquainted with

forms of 'curriculum adaptation' (Volger and Romance 2000), in which strategies to
choose what is taught, or how it is taught can be examined.

If the views of Sugden and Talbot (1998) (teaching children with SEN is part of an
extension of mixed ability teaching) are to take on more significance, more than the
one third of current trainees will need to have opportunities to be trained and
assessed in their mixed ability teaching. PE ITT providers could look to address this
as part of their enhancement of teaching and learning in differentiation, especially as
97% of all final year trainees indicated they were required to plan for this within their
PE lessons. Furthermore, PE ITT provider D was the only institution in which the
requirement to plan for differentiation was less than 100%, with a figure with of 85%.
Thus, a recommendation for PE ITT providers would be to consider strategies to
develop trainees' appreciation of the full continuum of learning needs and explore
methods of assessing their understanding on an ongoing basis. Slinger and Sherrill
(2000) support such developments and argue, as part of the 'continuum of learning
need', teachers must look at strategies to either change what they teach, how they
teach, or who supports the inclusion of children with SEN (i. e. learning support
assistants).

The need for trainees to evidence they have met the requirements of the 4/98 (DFES
1998a) standards in SEN is paramount if they are to successfully demonstrate
adequate levels of subject knowledge and understanding. As part of this process,
26% of respondents indicated intentions to evidence this within their school based
training activities, and 19% were seeking to document direct teaching experiences of
children with SEN in schools. In addition, a further 16% highlighted they would hold
discussions with SENCO's whilst in school, and use the meetings as part of their
gathering of SEN experience in order to satisfy th,e 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards.
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Consequently, all of the evidence cited by trainees was gained through school-based

experiences rather than their University based practice.

This supports the discussion in chapter 6 at the professional opinion and practice
level, in which PE ITT providers recognisedthat as more ITT was becoming school,
rather than University based, mentors would be playing a greater role in supporting
trainees' developmentof SEN. In addition, as part of the OFSTED (2002) inspection
framework, the management of ITT partnershipswill be examined in order to make
judgements on the crucial links between providers and schools. As part of this
process, OFSTED will comment upon how the knowledge gained with the PE ITT
provider is developed and extended in practice with mentors in schools. Thus,
providers need to have clear strategies for these links to be made, and at present in
SEN, the evidence suggests this needs further attention.

7.6

Links with Schools and Mentors

This section of the questionnaire sought to gain an insight to the links that trainee PE

teachers had with mentors and schools, and the role this played in the development
of their knowledge and understanding of SEN and inclusion.

In the stage three-depth interviews, it was recognised by PE ITT providers that the
nature and extent of SEN experience gained by trainees in schools varies greatly.
Furthermore,this depends on the number of children with SEN in a particular school,
and the support given to trainees by mentors. As part of this discussion, trainees
were asked to comment on whether they had opportunitiesto work with children in
special school contexts. It was found 19% of trainee teacher's special school
experience was compulsory, whilst a further 59% said there were optional
opportunitiesto make visits if they so wished.
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However, at three of the PE ITT providers, the trainee data indicated levels of
optional visits to special schools were significantly higher than the average (PE ITT
provider'E'-

78%, PE ITT provider'B'-

92%, and 76% at PE ITT provider'C'). On

further examination, this was attributed to lecturers openly encouraging trainees to
experience some form of special school experience in order to extend their
appreciation of the full continuum of learning needs. From analysis of the free
response comments, many trainees did take up opportunities for special school
experience if encouraged to do so. Consequently, those providers not encouraging
this at present, should consider whether to introduce this strategy as part of an
enrichment of trainees' knowledge, understanding and application of SEN.

In contrast to opportunities to make visits to special schools, 19% of trainees noted
they had opportunities to teach children with SEN as part of a taught module whilst
university based, with a further 59% indicating at present they did not have these
opportunities. However, 84% of PE ITT provider 'C' trainees indicated they had
oppoftnities

to teach children with SEN as part of a compulsory taught module,

which was significantly higher than other institutions. The reason for this was
evidenced during the stage three depth interview whereby the provider had a link
with a special school as part of a taught module. Consequently, trainees were
required to teach children with SEN both as part of their University and school based
practice. In addition, many trainees commented on how positive this experience was,
and this is one such strategy other PE ITT providers could replicate as a means of
ensuring trainees experience involvement with children with SEN.

As more of ITT is passed directly to schools, the links between school and University
based training should naturally increase, and there is strong evidence (87%) that
trainees' have discussed SEN related issues with mentors in schools. The only
significantly lower figure from any institution was PE ITT provider D, where 60% of
trainees acknowledged they had discussed SEN issues with their mentors. However,
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this institution had recognised in the stage three depth interviews that SEN had
lessened, rather than increased in recent years, and students had already noted low
total numbers of hours spent on SEN. If as the DFES suggest, in order to enhance
inclusive practice in schools they intend to improve the:
"quality of ITTsupported via the TTA"(DFES 2002, p16)

PE ITT providers will need to review the extent to which this can be achieved if SEN
issues do not have the sufficient prominence - particularly as the OFSTED (2002)
inspection framework will comment upon how ITT standards are either being met or
not.

7.7

Interpreting

inclusive PE

This part of the questionnaire attempted to gain an understanding of trainee PE
teachers understanding and definition of inclusive PE. Dyson and Millward (2000)
have'noted the complexity and confusion surrounding terminology related to children
with SEN. In order to ascertain trainees understanding of inclusive PE for children
with SEN, respondents were asked to comment upon how they would define and
interpret these terms. The definitions were collated according to key words, and/or
themes identified by trainees in order to gauge some of the more prominent terms
used, and areas of commonality of interpretation. The notion of 'PE for all' was the
highest concept identified with 55% using this term, followed by'equality of
opportunity' with 27%, and a further 25% noting the word 'differentiation'. These
interpretations were similar across four of the five PE ITT providers, with only PE ITT
provider A using a slightly different type of terminology. Here trainees used phrases
(64%),
'entitlement' (16%), and'enabling and extending'
pupils'
such as'including all
with 8%.
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These terms reinforced a deeper level of understanding by recognising the rights of
children with SEN to participation in PE. In addition, through the use of the term
'enabling', trainees indicated they had examined strategies to facilitate inclusive PE
and recognised the vital role they played in making inclusion a successful teaching
and learning episode. Furthermore, trainees from PE ITT provider A identified that all
children (including those with SEN), had a right to be challenged through PE and
they described strategies they had studied in order to ensure this happened within
their teaching. This type of enhanced scrutiny of inclusion for children with SEN,
which moves from general equality terminology through to an examination of how it is
facilitated in practice, is an aspect that other PE ITT providers should consider in
order to enhance their trainees appreciation of issues related to terminology. Booth et
al (2000) support such an approach and argue:
"... inclusion is a set of never ending processes" (Booth eta12000, p12).

Therefore, as part of the constant, and critical reflection of what can be done in
practice to increase the learning and participation of diverse groups of children,
teachers need to consider how as 'enablers'they can facilitate inclusion for all.

The types of support trainee teachers perceived official line agencies can offer are
indicated in Figure 7.1 below. The intention of this question was to gauge how
accurate trainees were in their views, whilst seeking to measure the extent to which
they were familiar with the various types of support, advice, and guidance that each
agency offers in practice. As a result, this analysis helps determine the extent to
which PE ITT providers have satisfactorily imparted the roles and responsibilitiesof
the official line agencies with their trainees.
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Agency
Teacher training
Agency
Office for Standards in
Education
Department for
Education and Skills
British Association of
Advisors & Lecturers
in Physical Education
Physical Education
Association (UK)
English Federation for
Disability Sport
Qualification
Curriculum Authority

Practical resource
materials

Advice and
guidance

Other

60%

23%

44%

2%

56%

24%

28%

1%

47%

36%

34%

1%

32%

44%

49%

2%

26%

55%

49%

2%

36%

60%

52%

6%

53%

32%

32%

2%

Policy
documentation

a

I1

2

Figure 7.1 Perception of the types of support official line agencies can give to trainee PE teachers

In analysing Figure 7.1, it is evident some trainees are aware of the roles and

responsibilitiesof official line agencies more work is needed to clarify this whilst in
ITT. For example, the DFIESand TTA only received 47% and 60% recognition of
their role in the development of policy; when this is their core remit. They set the
strategy and outline its implementation,monitoring and evaluation by other official
line a.nd professional opinion and practice agencies. In addition, the professional PE
associations and EFIDS received similar mid levels of recognition of their specific

roles, and the potential support they offer to teachers. As a result, agencies such as
PEA (UK) who deal mostly with teachers and schools, and BAALPE who support
advisers and lecturers in PE either need to be more proactive in promoting

themselves, or seek further support from PE ITT providers to raise levels of
awareness of their organisations.

7.8

Values and Aftitudes

Trainees were asked to respond to a series of questions in which to measure their
attitude and values towards inclusive PE for children with SEN. the questionnaire
consisted of a series of statements, to which they were asked to strongly agree,
agree, take a neutral view, or disagree or strongly disagree with.
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The inclusion of children with SEN within mainstream schools has increased in

prominence over recent years, supported by statutory and non-statutory legislation
(i.e. SEN and Disability Act, DFES 2001c, Revised Code of Practice, DFES 2001b,
PE NC 2000, QCA, 1999a). In support of this view, 62% of trainee teachers agreed
or strongly agreed that children with SEN should be included in mainstream schools,
with a further 24% offering a neutral view (many indicating that they did not feel they
had sufficient experience to take a view one way or another). The largest
disagreement with the inclusion of children with SEN was PE ITT provider D with
12%. This however links to other factors with this PE ITT provider, such as low total
number of hours spent on SEN, reducing SEN content, and several comments from
trainees that they felt ill prepared for inclusion. Thus PE ITT providers must work
towards adopting systematic approaches to their training of teachers for the inclusion
of children with SEN, and consider adopting models of policy into practice
frameworks to do this (Ainscow 1999, Depauw and Doll-Tepper,2000, Skrtic
1991,1995, Vickerman 2002)

In relation to the extent to which trainees felt equipped to deliver inclusive PE for
children with SEN, 43% suggested they were not adequately prepared, with a further
41% taking a neutral view. This reinforces the Audit Commission (2002) view, that
NQT's need further support in their transition from ITT to schools. Furthermore, 91%
of final year trainees indicated they would need some form of CPD once in schools.
This level of concern supports the stage two questionnaires in which only 25% of PE
ITT providers suggested their NQT's were adequately equipped to deliver inclusive
PE. Thus, there is a great need for all stakeholders to examine why this is the case
and chapter 8 seeks to offer some strategies which official line, professional opinion
and practice and the consumers can adopt to further this work.

However, whilst there may be many questions on the current readiness of PE
teachers to deliver inclusion for children with SEN, 93% of trainees agreed or
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strongly agreed that such issues should be comprehensively addressed within ITT. In
addition, PE ITT provider A trainees gave 100% support for this view, mainly due to
SEN already being significantly addressed through many embedded strategies, and
a recognition that to a large extent it was an effective strategy within their ITT. One
trainee commented:
"SEN should be included within ITT, and this is the case with because we
....
have constantly been told to think of SEN as part of a continuum of learning
needs we are prepared well - but we still need more help" (PE ITTprovider A
trainee).

This combination of core and embedded delivery, with senior management vision,
leadership and co-ordination is proving effective, and is a model which other PE ITT
providers may wish to follow. Lipsky and Gartner (1999) support this view and state:
"... while there is no single educational model or approach inclusion in schools
tend to share similar characteristics and beliefs" (Lipsky and Gartner 1999,
p17).

Thus- PE ITT providers need to learn from the successes of each other, and work
towards approaches that ensure PE teachers of the future are satisfactorily equipped
to deliver an inclusive education to children with SEN.

7.9

Other Views and Opinions

This section of the questionnaire gave trainees an opportunity to offer further
comments they felt were relevant to the study. The mix of views and opinions
expressed in the final section of the stage four questionnaire gave an illuminating
insight into the positive experiences, and concerns of trainee teachers who were
about to enter the teaching profession as NQT's. Many respondents made strong
representationsfor more practical opportunitiesto apply directly their theoretical
knowledge base on children with SEN. In addition, other trainees argued SEN
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should be a compulsory aspect of their ITT, and should increase in prominence as
more children are now entering mainstream education. One trainee commented:
"SEN is not optional in schools - the PE NC gives entitlement..likewise as
trainees we should also have an entitlement to SEN training" (PE ITT provider
C trainee).

A particular point of concern was that 4% of respondents were so concerned that
they were not adequately prepared for SEN teaching that they were seriously
questioning whether to take up a teaching post at the end of their course. As there
were no follow up opportunities to examine these views, it is difficult to ascertain
whether SEN was the primary factor or not. Anecdotal evidence for example,
suggests in any typical group of trainee teachers a percentage will be disillusioned
with teaching in general, or are failing or weak students, and this may be the case
with the respondents in this study. However, PE ITT providers should be encouraged
to examine the reasoning behind any prospective teacher who decides to not enter
the profession, in order to help with their own quality assurance procedures, but more
importantly attempt to ensure they do not attribute it to poor delivery

PART (B) RESPONSES FROM THE PE TEACHERS AT NQT
STATUS TO TWO YEARS POST QUALIFYING EXPERIENCE
(STAGE FIVE)
Part (b) of this chapter examines the questionnaire response from recently qualified
PE teachers (NQT status to two years post-qualifyingexperience) who were
contacted via the five follow up PE ITT provider depth interviews (stage three). From
the total 30 questionnairessent out, 19 were returned as indicated below:

PE ITT provider A: Large undergraduatefour-year course in the North of England6 responses (PE. ITT provider: 21)
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PE ITT provider B: large undergraduate four-year course in the South of England 3 responses (PE ITT provider: 13)

PE ITT provider C: Large postgraduate one-year course in the Midlands -3
responses (PE ITT provider: 3)

PE ITT provider D: small undergraduate four-year course in the South of England 3 responses (PE ITT provider: 15)

PE ITT provider E: Small postgraduate one-year course in the Midlands -4
responses (PE ITT provider: 14)

7.10 About You
From the 19 questionnaire responses, 7 teachers had undertaken one-year
postgraduate ITT courses, whilst 12 had trained through a four-year undergraduate
cours'e. The age mix was spread more evenly than with the stage four respondents.
For example, 42.10% of respondents were aged 18-24, a further 42.10% were aged
25-30, and 5.26% aged 31-36 years. Further to this, 42% of respondents were male,
and 58% were female, resulting in a fairly even gender split being achieved.

7.11 Your ITT in PE
The first section of the stage five questionnaire asked teachers to reflect upon their
ITT in PE. The intention was to identify similarities and differencesto those given by
respondents at stages 2-4 of this study. Furthermore,the stage 5 consumers are in a
critical position to comment on the appropriatenessof their ITT, related to how
equipped they are to deliver inclusive PE to children with SEN. In relation to the
compulsory, optional or embedded SEN themes during their training, 11% of
teachers commentedthese were optional, whilst 53% said they were core, and 58%
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indicated they were embedded. As some respondents indicated SEN themes were
delivered through a combination of core and embedded modules, the overall
percentage is over 100%, and this represents a similar picture to that in the stage
four questionnaires.

In relation to total number of hours spent on SEN during training, a similar picture to
that at stage four emerged with responses ranging from 3- 100 hours. The most
significant figures highlighted 21% of teachers had spent around 0-5 hours on SEN,
and many of these respondents had undertaken one-year postgraduate courses.
These figures are similar to the stage four, and national picture gained in the stage
two questionnaires. Furthermore, 26% of teachers indicated they spent 20-25 hours
on SEN related issues, and as a result a comparison between stage 4 and 5 data
indicates the total number of hours has not increased significantly over recent years.
However, with the increasing inclusion agenda and the focus of the 2002
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) on inclusion, a changing picture
may emerge in the future.

The combination of theoretical as opposed to practical application, found a different
pattern to that in the stage four questionnaires. For example, stage four respondents
noted considerable time was spent on practical application, although this conflicted
with the view from the professional opinion and practice level of interpretation. In
relation to the stage five responses, 26.31 % of teachers reflected all of their ITT was
theory based, with a further 15.78% noting it was at least 90% theory. A further
47.34% of teachers highlighted they had done more theory than practical.
Consequently, whilst the stage five data supports evidence gained in the stage two
questionnaires, a reason for the difference in stage four responses may be that
trainees are more forthcoming in making links between theory and practice particularly as this is a key requirement of the current 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards
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as opposed to the 10/97 (DFEE 1997c) or 10/92 (DFE 1992) frameworks which stage
five PE teachers will have trained under.

As a result, with increasing amounts of ITT now being school based, and further
opportunities to link theory into practice, trainees are more absorbed in this type of
process and it may be easier for them to make links than their PE ITT providers or
teachers, as they are directly experiencing this process. However if this is the case,
this rather implicit association, needs to be addressed more explicitly by PE ITT
providers in order to ensure these links are being made for trainees.

A similar picture relating to the nature and content of modules was found to those at
stage four, with 47.36% of respondents suggesting they had undertaken courses of
study on individual education plans and inclusion. A further 21.05% identified
differentiation, teaching and learning content, whilst 10.52% had studied motor skill
development in children. The only significant difference in modular content to that at
stage four was that only 5.26% of PE teachers at stage five remember any modules
that made direct links to their school based experiences. As a result, this emphasises
a lack of current PE teachers having opportunities to embed their theory in practical
settings during their ITT. Furthermore, only 15.78% of teachers recalled undertaking
any form of modular assessment on differentiation, and 10.26% indicated they were
assessed on their SEN teaching whilst on school experience. As a result, this
contrasts significantly with stage four trainees who noted higher levels of practical
application and assessments of SEN issues. This may, as noted above, be due to
the changing nature of ITT, in which greater links are now being made between
theory and practice in the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) and 2002 'Professional Standards
Framework' (TTA 2002).
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7.12 Readiness to deliver PE for children with SEN
As recently qualified PE teachers, a crucial question posed in the stage five
questionnaires was 'Do you feel that your ITT course prepared you for inclusion of
children with SEN in PETThis resulted in a positive response of 16%, whilst 84% of
respondents answered no. Consequently, this raises many questions on the current
readiness of PE teachers to deliver inclusive PE for children with SEN. Therefore,
the need for CPD (similar to that indicated in stages three, and four), is of paramount
importance if PE teachers are to be satisfactorily equipped to support children with
SEN. This high level of uncertainty reinforces the need to strengthen links between
ITT, induction and CPD (Audit Commission 2002). As a result of this evidence, a
recommendation would be for PE ITT providers to work with official line agencies and
consumers to address this issue, and increase the levels of confidence to deliver PE
to children with SEN. Chapter 8 will draw many of these themes and issues together
for further consideration and analysis.

In attempting to identify reasons for the views that ITT does not currently prepare PE
teachers for the inclusion of children with SEN, the free response comments act as a
useful starting point to address this issue. For example, 57.89% of stage five
respondents suggested they did not receive enough information on the range of SEN
that they would have to cater for in schools, and subsequently felt ill prepared to
support them. To some extent this picks up on earlier discussions of mixed ability
teaching (Sugden and Talbot 1998, Dyson 1999, Farrell 1998), and the need for PE
ITT providers to be much better at supporting trainee teacher's delivery of good
differentiation. Likewise, trainee teachers need to be encouraged to consider children
with SEN as part of a wider continuum of learning needs which they would
experience within any teaching situation and plan effectively for this.
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7.13 Your Experiences Once Qualified
This section of the questionnaire offered respondentsthe opportunity to comment on
any experiencesthey felt relevant related to their experiences of inclusion, SEN and
PE since they had qualified. A key factor to examine from the stage five respondents
was a view that PE ITT providers are concentratingtoo much on the theory, rather
than practical application of SEN in both University and school based contexts. Many
current PE teachers commented that PE ITT providers should be encouraged to think
carefully about strategies to enhance links between the theory and practice of SEN.
Additionally, 31.57% indicated a desire to strengthen school based training
experiences in order for trainees to appreciate the challenges that face teachers on a
daily basis. Clark et al, (1997) supports the need for both the practicality of inclusion
as well as theoretical frameworks to be addressed in tandem if inclusive practice is to
be effectively achieved. Thus, one without the other, according to Clark, only acts to
provide a patchy overview of the rationale and strategies to support children with
SEN in mainstreamschools.

The opportunity to reflect on the early teaching experiences of stage five respondents
can help with the process of establishing a framework for ensuring PE teachers are
adequately equipped to support children with SEN. For example, some of the major
issues faced by recently qualified stage five respondents were highlighted as
challenging the more able (5.26%), struggling to work with pupils with emotional
behavioural difficulties (42.10%), and a need to discuss more strategies for inclusion
in schools (26.31%). In addition 26.31% of respondents indicated delivering
differentiation was at times challenging to achieve, due to the vast range of pupil
needs they had to cater for. This reinforces the view of Sugden & Talbot (1998) that
teachers need to focus more on enhancing their strategies for mixed ability teaching
in order to enable more children with SEN to access the PE curriculum.

221

As CPID featured so highly in relation to the stage two, three and four responses, and
is acknowledged through the Audit Commission (2002) report and the TTA induction
year, it is evident this is an area for prioritisation. However, from the stage five
questionnaire responses some support is available to teachers once in school. For
example, 10.52% of PE teachers had undertaken a course delivered by the EFIDS,
whilst 31.57% had undertaken some form of PE INSET through the LEA in which
SEN was addressed during their induction year. Furthermore, in relation to NQT
meetings, 10.26% of PE teachers noted that in their induction year they had
discussed specific pupils with SEN with either the LEA, and/or mentors in school.
Many stage five respondents commented that the processes noted above were very
positive experiences to gain, and should be extended to all NOT's induction and CPID
support mechanisms.

Lipsky and Gartner (1999), and Dyson and Millward (2000) identified a number of
methods through which effective inclusive practice can be delivered. A central aspect
of this process involved the development of holistic approaches to the support of
children, and consultation with a plethora of individuals and agencies. Bearing these
views in mind, 57.89% of PE teachers at stage five indicated they had discussed
issues with SENCO's, 31.57% had received advice from learning support assistants,
and 31.57% had gained support from their Heads of PE. In addition, many free
responses indicated that successful inclusive practice had come via consultation with
a range of individuals and support agencies, and this had helped ensure positive
experiences for children with SEN. Thus, support mechanisms and multi-agency
partnership approaches are central to any future successful delivery of inclusive PE
for children with SEN (DFES 2001 a).
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7.14 Bringing Currency To The PE ITT Process Related To
SEN
The experiences of recently qualified PE teachers bring significant currency on the
extent to which ITT has satisfactorily equipped them for supporting children with
SEN. As a result, the views and opinions of PE teachers who have been through ITT,
induction, and on into their teaching careers offers extensive opportunities for quality
assurance and feedback to ITT providers, and official line agencies. When teachers
were asked to comment on any issues they felt ITT providers should address,
36.84% of respondents suggested there should be a compulsory SEN school
experience. A further 42.10% suggested that more ideas on practical activities and
delivery should have been given, whilst 21.05% said they required more experience
of teaching the full range of SEN.

These insightful views support some of the comments made by stage two and three
respondents at the professional opinion and practice level particularly related to a
desire for more practical resource materials and guidance. The DFES CD-ROM
'Success For All: an inclusive approach to PE and school sport' (DFES, 2003) is one
such resource, which begins to address the concerns expressed by the consumers
and those at the professional opinion and practice level - as a result more initiatives
such as the DFES led CD-ROM initiative should be encouraged in partnership with
the experiences of PE ITT providers, trainee and qualified teachers in order to
enhance children with SEN opportunities to access PE. It is recommended that
through a co-ordinated partnership approach, and multi-agency working (DFES
2001 a), further opportunities for professionals and agencies with PE and SEN
experience should be fostered in order to extend further resource materials available
for teachers.
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7.15 Interpreting

Inclusive PE

As with the stage four questionnaires, stage five respondentswere asked to offer
definitions and interpretation of inclusive PE for children with SEN, and this data was
again collated in the form of key words and themes. Similar interpretationsto those at
stage four emergedwith 42.10% using the term 'involvement of all pupils', 36.84%
stating 'equality of opportunity', and 10.52% suggesting 'success through planning'.
The only point of difference was recognition that success came from planning for the
inclusion of children with SEN. Therefore, from the experiences of recently qualified
teachers, the need to emphasise that good planning leads to successful inclusion, is
a point which PE ITT providers should emphasisewithin their training. This supports
the view of Ainscow (1999) and Skrtic (11995)who argue inclusive education involves
effective planning and organisation in order to produce positive outcomes for children
with SEN.

In relation to the perceptions of the roles that official line agencies should play Figure
7.2 outlines the responses gained from the stage five questionnaire responses.
These offer similar data to those gained from the stage four questionnaires,
demonstrating no significant shift in views once qualified and working directly with
official line agencies. As a result, there is a need for official line agencies and the
consumers to understand each others roles much more clearly and this could come
through greater partnership working.
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Agency

Teacher training Agency
Office for Standards in
Education
Department for Education
and Skills
British Association of
Advisors and Lecturers in
Physical Education
Physical Education
Association (UK)
English Federation for
Disability Sport
Qualification Curriculum
Authority

Policy
documentat
ion

Practical resource
materials

Advice and
guidance

Other

57.89%
57.89%

42.10%
10.52%

57.89%
26.31%

15.78%

63.15%

21.05%

31.57%

42.10%

57.89%

42.10%

36.84%

78.94%

26.31%

26.31%

68.42%

57.89%

57.89%

31.57%

31.57%

5.26%

Figure 7.2 Perceptionof the types of support official line agenciescan give to qualified PE teachers

7.16 Values and Attitudes
The ultimate success factor in any official line policy, implemented by agencies at the
professional opinion and practice level, is its impact and delivery by PE teachers in
schools once qualified. The Figure below (7.3) provides analysis of the views and
opinions gained from the 19 respondents across the five PE ITT providers. These act
as a focal point for reflection on what the key issues and challenges are, based on
the interpretations of what can be considered the end product of training PE teachers
to include children with SEN. As a result, it is recommended that this data is used as

a starting point for all stakeholders (official line, professionalopinion and practice,
and consumers)to review existing and future practice in inclusive PE for children with
SEN. Through an examination of all the data from the stage five questionnaires and

the Figure below, a clear and full insight is offered on potential starting points for
celebrating what is good, and what needs to be addressed better, in relation to

equipping PE teachers to include children with SEN.
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Statement
20. Childrenwith SEN should be includedin
mainstreamschools
21. Newly QualifiedTeachersare adequately
preparedfor deliveringinclusive lessons
for childrenwith SEN
22. Newly QualifiedTeacherswill need
further trainingthrough Continuing
ProfessionalDevelopmentprogrammes
23. Childrenwith SEN should be consulted
as part of the facilitationof inclusivePE
24. NC 2000 providesPE teacherswith a
clear frameworkfor the developmentof
inclusiveactivities
25. SEN issuesshould be integratedfully
into all InitialTeacherTraining courses
26. Teaching of childrenWithSEN is just an
extensionof any teachersmixed ability
teaching
27.4/98 (DFES 1998a)Standardsensure
that studentsare adequatelyprepared
for inclusiveeducation
28. The TTA, Dfes and OFSTEDoffer
adequateadvice and guidanceto PE
teachers/traineeson SEN issues
29. ProfessionalPE associationsi.e.
BAALPE,PEA (UK) offer adequate
advice and guidanceto PE
teachers/traineeson SEN issues
30. The Code of Practiceon SEN and
IndividualEducationPlans can be
I
PE
to
related
with relativeease
31.1 am satisfiedwith the level of training 1
have receivedin relationto PE and SEN

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neutral

21%

66%

2%

11%

21%

26%

42%

74%

21%

5%

58%

26%

11%

5%

21%

21%

37%

16%

84%

11%

5%

16%

11%

11%

47%

11%

5%

32%

47%

16%

11%

37%

37%

16%

16%

58%

26%

5%

11%

32%

37%

11%

5%

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

11%

I

11%

37%

37%

I

5%

Figure 7.3 values and attitudes of PE teachers at stage five

7.17 Concluding

Thoughts

It is evident through examination of the views and opinions gained from the stage
four and five questionnaires, that training experiences and implementation of
inclusive PE for children with SEN is rather mixed. This supports the view of Norwich
(2002) who advocates there are 'multiple values' related to the delivery of inclusion.

Bearing this in mind however, it is possible to draw together areas of strength, and
areas for further development, in ensuring PE teachers are equipped to include
children with SEN. As a result, The Audit Commission (2002) argues for a

strengthening of links between ITT, induction and CPD, to ensure teachers
consolidate their knowledge, skills and application of inclusion and SEN. As part of
this process, the TTA (2003) require NQT's to evidence how they have built upon
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their knowledge and understanding and subsequently to evidence this during their
induction year.

The evidence gained from consumers in this chapter, suggest that'infusion models'
(Westwood 1997) can have a positive impact in preparing teachers for inclusion,
particularly if they are outcome related (Dyson 2001). Additionally, PE ITT providers
who have a named, senior member of staff responsiblefor the management, coordination and implementationof SEN within the context of 'whole school'
approaches (Dessent 1987), tend to have clearer strategies and more secure
trainees.

Time factors are a real issue in PE ITT, and the total number of hours spent on SEN
ranged from 0-5 hours in one-year postgraduate courses, to between 5 and 70 hours
on four-year undergraduate programmes. Whilst time is one factor to consider, more
importantly is the manner in which PE ITT providers use this to prepare trainee
teachers for inclusive education. Some PE ITT trainees report that SEN for example
is a compulsory aspect of their ITT curriculum, and comment very positively on this
approach. In contrast, where provision was more optional, trainees noted concern
that they could potentially avoid parts of this subject area and consequently be left ill
equipped to deliver once in schools.

The level of dissatisfactionamongst trainee PE teachers (stage four) with their ITT
related to SEN, ranged from an average of 24% across the five PE ITT providers, to
one institution reaching the 40% mark. These figures are alarmingly high in some
cases, and providers need to work with official line agencies and the consumers to
ascertain why this is the case, and draw upon the research evidence within this
study.
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In relation to module delivery, teaching learning and differentiationwere the most
common aspects of curriculum content. However,further work needs to be
undertaken in order to link this much more directly to children with SEN, concepts of
'continuum of learning needs' and 'mixed ability teaching'. Additionally, as only one
third of trainees indicate at present they are receiving feedback on their mixed ability
teaching related to children with SEN, this is an area that needs to be addressed in a
much more significant way.
A recognition of the need to consult children with SEN as part of their teaching and
learning gained a high positive response with 69% at stage four, and 84% at stage
five supporting this view. Evidence suggests the stage five data is so high due to
many teachers acknowledging the value of implementing consultative strategies with
a plethora of individuals and organisations in order to support children with SEN. In
relation to trainees seeking to evidence their 4/98 ([?FES 1998a) standards in SEN,
all of the trainees at stage four indicated this would be achieved from their schoolbased experiences. Thus, no one identified University based teaching and learning
as a means of evidencing their practice, and this is something PE ITT providers
should scrutinise further. This position was not evident in the stage five data
however, when current teachers indicated that during their ITT they did not have
sufficient opportunities to link their theory into practice in schools. Consequently in
relation to the trainee teachers, this position appears to have changed for the better.
However, PE ITT providers need to look to how trainees can also use their university
based work to evidence competence against the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards.
With some PE ITT providers, there is potential for trainees to have no involvement
with children with SEN during their training. This could occur due to a combination of
factors such as; insufficient support in schools, lack of support from mentors, or no
opportunities to work with children with SEN whilst University or school based. This is
a situation that again needs to be reviewed in order that all trainees actively engage
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in teaching children with SEN at some point during their ITT - especially as a high
majority of stage four and five respondents support the inclusion of children with SEN
in mainstream education. Consequently, some PE ITT providers may well be not
fulfilling their obligations to support trainees in this part of their professional
development.
In summary, their is much work to be done to address why 84% of current PE
teachers from the stage five providers indicate there ITT has not prepared them to
work with children with SEN in schools. A key aspect of this will necessitate
professional opinion and practice working proactively with consumers, and official
line agencies to determine the reasoning for such a high level of dissatisfaction. The
next chapter turns to an examination of all the data gathered from official line,
professional opinion and practice and the consumers in order to assimilate the
findings, key themes, and issues gleaned from this study. From this analysis,
suggested answers to the research questions will be offered, whilst also examining
strategies for how the current training of PE teachers for inclusive settings can be
further enhanced.
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CHAPTEREIGHT:
KEY THEMES FROM THE FIVE STAGES

8.1

Introduction

This chapter draws together discussion and findings from chapters 5,6, and 7
related to the official line, professional opinion and practice, and consumers in order
to triangulate responses to the main research question of how is the current
training of PIEteachers for inclusive settings implemented?

The analysis

comprises of the identification of themes, issues, and recommendations from the
chapters noted above and incorporate the five stages of research undertaken within
this study.
The three sub questions of the study are considered in turn, and key findings are
identified from the official line, professional opinion and practice and consumer levels
of interpretation. If we are to provide a minimum standard of access and direction for
the key agencies and individuals involved in inclusive PE and SEN, then the priorities
set out within this chapter whilst not intended to be detailed, are there to act as a
focus for future action in the training of PE teachers. As a result, the proposed 'Eight
P Inclusive PE and SEN Framework' at the end of this chapter establishes sets of
priorities (via the key findings) through which the findings offer real potential to turn
policies into practice.
The chapter concludes with a brief examination of recommendations for future action

arising from this study, and turns as a next phase to suggest a need to hear the
voices of children with SEN in order to further enhance the work undertaken within
this investigation.
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8.2

The Official Line: "What Are the Views and Policies of
Government, Statutory Agencies and PE Associations in
Relation to the Delivery of Inclusive PE For Children
With SENTY

The official line (stage one) examined the similarities and differences in interpretation
of inclusive PE from the perspectives of the DIFES, TTA, OFSTED, QCA, BAALPE,
PEA (UK), and EFDS. The aim was to examine the views and policies of these
agencies with regard to the delivery of SEN, and consequently the extent to which a
clear, consistent, and coherent message is evident for all stakeholders engaged in
inclusive PE. The data from stage-one substantiated extensive inclusive policies
amongst most official line agencies, however there was less detail on collaboration
and joined up thinking regarding its implementation in practice.

It was not surprising to see evidence of policies amongst official line agencies, due to
the increased emphasis of social inclusion following the return to power of the labour
government in 1997. In relation to education, this has encompassed legislation such
as the NC (2000) Inclusion Statement (QCA, 1999a); Revised Code of Practice
(DFES 2001b); SEN and Disability Act (DFES 2001c); OFSTED Inspection
Framework (2002); and the TTA 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002).
However, what is of more concern, is the lack of joined up thinking, and collaboration
that takes place both across the official line, and with agencies and individuals at the
professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels - particularly as this conflicts
with the DFES (2002) strategy to 2006, which states:
"... successful delivery will depend on strong and effective relationships with
many partners" (DFES 2002, p 1)

Furthermore, the DFES (2001) acknowledge:
"Too often different agencies do not work effectively together"(DFES 200 la,
p22)
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this is proving problematic in official line agencies attempts to deliver a
and
...
consistent message on inclusive PE for children with SEN. Avramadis and Norwich
(2002) support this view by suggesting:
"...withouta coherentplan for teachertrainingin the educationalneedsof
childrenwithSEN,attemptsto includethesechildrenin the mainstreamwould
be difficult"(Avramadis& Norwich2002,p139)

Thus, whilst inclusive policies at the official line may be evident, they are of limited
use if they do not support similar goals, and consequentlywill result in disjointed or
ineffective provision.This view was recognised in stage three of the study when one
PE ITT provider commented:
'Well,firstof all theyneedto get theirownact togetherandjustjoin up and
havea coherentco-ordinatedprogramme,not somethingthat'sjust
dysfunctional
or fractional"(PEITTproviderE)

Thus, 'gatekeeper' agencies (Trend 1997) need to work collaboratively to ensure
their strategies complement each other, and give consistent messages to those at
the professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels. Many respondents
supported this view, commenting that they required much more transparent
approaches to inclusive PE for children with SEN in relation to policy directives, and
supporting guidance.

In contrast to the general view of official line agencies not collaborating with each
other or those at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels, it was
found OFSTED regularly engaged with stakeholders at all levels of interpretation.
They indicated in stage one that they:
H.. workwithpartnersto raisestandards"(OFSTED,openletterresponse)

and there is a range of evidence to support this statement.
For example, OFSTED work with the TTA and DFES at the official line to raise
standards in teacher training and education. Additionally, they regularly attend HEI
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PE network meetingsto discuss practice, and also have opportunities to observe
delivery in schools and ITT providers through their inspection work. Consequently,
this level of consultation and collaboration with policy makers, ITT providers,
lecturers and teachers offers a unique position to reflect on all aspects of inclusive
PE practice related to SEN. Furthermore, such models of practice support the work
of Ainscow (1999) and his notion of 'moving schools' in which all stakeholders
collaborate to make provision relevant and effective. As a result of this partnership
work, and through the encouragement of open dialogue, it was found OFSTED have
a thorough appreciationof the respective issues from all the stakeholders, and can
respond accordingly.Therefore, more of this practice should be encouraged, and
one way of addressingthis could be via the DFES acting as a catalyst to draw all the
stakeholderstogether to share practice, and plan effectively for the future. The DFES
SEN Working Group (SENWG) is one method in which a PE subject group could be
established to implement this recommendation.

Key finding 1: There is extensive evidence of inclusive policies at the official line
related to inclusion and SEN, however there is less detail on how each agency
collaborates regarding its implementation in practice with each other, or those at the
professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels of interpretation. The DFES
SENWG should seek to establish a PE subject group to facilitate collaboration with
all relevant stakeholdersin order to provide joined up approaches to policy and
practice.
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8.3

Increasing Opportunities

and Access

The government agenda to increase opportunities and access for children with SEN
is evident through statutory and non-statutory legislation described earlier in this
chapter. However, despite widespread legislation the Audit Commission (2002)
questions the extent to which this is having the desired impact and describes
children with SEN as'still a low profile group'. The Audit Commission note teachers
need further help to recognise what SEN comprises of, and they point to the TTA
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) as a means of assisting with this
process. However, the Audit Commission suggest it is unrealistic for trainees in ITT
to fully appreciate all aspects of SEN and inclusive provision, and consequently
suggest the induction period should be used as a means of transition and
consolidation of an NQT's developing skills in SEN.
In relation to time spent on SEN during ITT, there are great pressures for PE
providers and trainees on one-year postgraduate courses, whereby most courses
spend around 5 hours on inclusion related issues. In contrast, four-year courses
utilise between 25 and 70 hours on SEN, and as a result should be in a better
position to prepare trainees for this aspect of their work. Whilst time alone cannot be
a measure of quality, the TTA in partnership with PE ITT providers, the Audit
Commission, schools and teachers should seek to establish where significant
variations in depths of SEN knowledge, and gaps in training are evident. In
undertaking this process a useful starting point would be to consider evidence from
stages four and five of this study as initial areas for consideration. These include a
need for higher levels of SEN school based experience; further understanding of
mixed ability teaching; continuums of learning; practical application of theory; and
discussion of strategies to facilitate inclusive PE for children with SEN.
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In addition to pedagogical practices, the Audit Commission (2002) notes the TTA
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) is a positive step forward in
considering SEN with regard to differentiation and curriculum delivery. However, they
indicate there is no acknowledgement of the wider policy contexts of inclusion and
legislation within the professional standards. For example, there is no recognition of
the NC (2000) Inclusion Statement (OCA 1999a), and the SEN and Disability Act
(DFES 2001c), which leaves trainees with gaps in their philosophical appreciation of
inclusive practice. As a result, the Audit Commission (2002) suggest that as:
"SEN is a core part of their teaching responsibilities,not an add-on" (Audit
Commission,2002, p38, point 98)

inclusive practice should be embedded within teaching and learning
all
aspects
of
...
activities both during and following ITT. This view links with the embedded, and core
elements of PE ITT as opposed to optional aspects of delivery considered in stages
two to five of this study. Thus it was found that where compulsory or core SEN
provision was evident (i.e. PE ITT provider A, PE ITT provider C) within ITT, trainee
teachers felt more equipped to address inclusion within their teaching (see consumer
discussion later in this chapter).

Key finding 2: Children with SEN remain a low profile group and consequently
stakeholders should seek to address strategies to resolve this through a combination
of the development of trainee PE teacher's pedagogical practices, and an
appreciation of the wider policy, philosophical, and legislative contexts for inclusive
education.
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The DRTF (2003) suggest attitudes towards disability need to change, and these
cannot be left to disability organisations or government alone. Consequently, official
line agencies in partnership with others, need to plan strategically for the new duties
placed on LEA's and schools (i. e. SEN and Disability Act DFES 2001 c) in order to
enhance access and opportunities for children with SEN. Furthermore, the DRTF
(1999) indicate legislation alone will not make the necessary changes and a
fundamental attitude shift is needed amongst all stakeholders if inclusive provision
for children with SEN is to become a reality. In order to facilitate this process, official
line agencies need to consider how those at the professional opinion and practice,
and consumer levels can address the points raised by the DRTF, as at present ITT
providers, do not feel that sufficient guidance is given on this point. This will therefore
necessitate greater opportunities both within PE ITT, and through Continued
Professional Development to debate what inclusion in PE for children with SEN
involves, whilst examining strategies to ensure that it is effectively delivered in
practice.

Key finding 3: Official line agencies do not presently offer sufficient guidance on
how to ensure trainees; N07s, ITTproviders, and staff in schools have opportunities
to develop positive attitudes towards PE and SEN provision. This could be achieved
through further development of TTA 'ProfessionalStandards Framework'(7TA
2002), induction and CPD work.
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8.4

Professional PE Associations
Organisations

and Disability Sport

An example of official line agencies needing to be more proactive in developing
guidance materials and joined up approachesto support PE teachers is highlighted
through the work of BAALPE and PEA (UK). The stage one research found that at
present the PE professional agencies and the EFIDSare in a vacuum, and do not
have sufficient input to official line, professional opinion and practice, or consumer
levels of interpretation. For instance, at present neither BAALPE nor PEA (UK) have
policies on inclusive PE for children with SEN, whilst the EFIDSdo. Lloyd (2000)
supports the need to ensure that policy relates to practice, and suggests the most
effective way to achieve this is through collaborative and joined up approaches to the
delivery and implementationof inclusive education.
However there was no evidence of these agencies working together to either lobby
the official line, or provide resource materials to support PE teachers in their delivery
of inclusive PE. In contrast, it was found that the EFDS'Including Disabled People'
course had been developed in isolation and there were many missed opportunitiesto
link this resource into PE ITT, or CPD provision in partnership with various
stakeholders. As a result, from examination of the data gathered in stages two to
five, many respondentswere seeking clearer guidance on what, and how inclusive
PE for children with SEN can be delivered. Thus there was a demand for official line
agencies to move beyond policy creation, and into the development of strategies and
guidance for the implementationof PE for children with SEN. In the future, QCA PE
subject officers could work with the PE professional bodies, and the EFIDSto
develop this area of work.
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Key finding 4: BAALPE, PEA (UK), and EFDS currently do not work in partnership
with other stakeholders to support PE teachers in the development of guidance
materials to support the delivery of PE for children with SEN. In order to share areas
of expertise, and provide a co-ordinated approach to supporting teachers, these
agencies should work with the OCA to interpret the requirements of the NC (2000)
Statutory Inclusion Statement related to PE.

8.5

Overcoming

Barriers to Participation

The Audit Commission (2002) states:
"LEA's should seek to develop a spectrum of provision to ensure that as far as
possible, all children with SEN have the opportunity of attending a local
mainstream school" (Audit Commission 2002, p 15)

Furthermore,they indicate in some instances, limited provision and unwelcoming
attitudes in schools are producing barriers to participation within the mainstream.
From research undertakenwithin this study, it is evident that a combination of
structural and pedagogicalstrategies needs to be addressed in order to begin to
tackle this issue.
A natural starting point to address this for the future would be through ITT and CPD
provision, and current levels of dissatisfaction may therefore be due to fragmented
and inconsistent policy currently being delivered at the official line. The DFES, TTA,
OFSTED, and QCA need to therefore work with the professional PE associations to
ascertain how they can impact on those at the professional opinion and practice, and
consumer levels of interpretation. This will require the development of guidance
materials on how to eradicate barriers to participation in schools (See CSIE Index for
Inclusion 2000), whilst simultaneously addressing these issues in ITT through
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guidance from the TTA, and inspection though OFSTED. A starting point for this
could be for off icial line agencies to consider the key findings from this study, and the
points for action identified by the Audit Commission (2002) below:

Promote consistentpractice in identifying and meeting children's needs
Promote early intervention
Ensure that children with SEN are able to attend a local mainstream school, as
far as possible
Promote effective inter-agency planning

Enable all children with SEN to join as fully as possible in the life of their school
Develop the skills and confidence of staff to respond to the wide range of
children's needs in classrooms today
Promote the effective allocation and managementof SEN resources
Hold schools to account for their work on SEN

Provide a meaningful basis for monitoring schools'work on SEN

Recogniseschools'commitment to helping children with SEN to achieve

Key finding 5. Official line agencies do not presently provide sufficient pedagogical,
philosophical, structural advice, and guidance to those at the professional opinion
and practice and consumer levels of interpretation. Consequently official line
agencies (possibly through the establishment of a DFES PE SENWG) need to
address the ten points of the Audit Commission (2002) report in order to produce a
clear, consistent and coherent plan to enhance the development of children with
SEN in PE.
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8.6

Professional Opinion and Practice "What are the
Processes and Course Contents of ITT Institutions
Related to inclusive PE for children with SENT'

Westwood (1997) suggests the nature of delivery and implementation of teaching
and learning strategies is central to any effective move towards an inclusive agenda
for children with SEN. Avramadis and Norwich (2002) also highlight the need for
coherent and structured plans if children with SEN are to have the same
opportunities to access the curriculum as their non-disabled peers. At stage two of
the study however, the extent to which PE ITT programmes are equipping teachers
to include children with SEN is questionable, especially as 84% of providers felt their
trainees would need CPD following their training.

Furthermore, only 25% of PE ITT providers suggested that at present their trainees
were satisfactorilyequipped to deliver inclusive education. Consequently,whilst
authors such as Westwood (1997), and Avramadis and Norwich (2002) argue for
coherence and effective teaching and learning strategies, evidence suggests that
based on the views of PE ITT providers, there is still some way to go in achieving
such an outcome. As a result, based on the views and opinions from stages two and
three concerned with the professional opinion and practice level, further examination
of why PE ITT providers take the view that trainees are not currently equipped for
inclusion needs to be examined - especially as the PE NC (2000) suggests teachers
must take action, and ensure their pupils are enabled to participate.

In attempting to highlight good inclusive practice, Westwood (1997) has drawn the
common threads of inclusive policy and practice together and identified acceptance
of basic values of citizenship; equal access; provision for all children; positive
attitudes; supporting policy statements; and effective planning as central to
successful delivery. Furthermore, Farrell (2001) and Ainscow (1999) suggest ITT
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providers must recognise how to increase teachers' knowledge and understanding in
both the philosophy and practice of inclusion for children with SEN. Therefore,
teachers need to appreciate the wider policy contexts, as well as the teaching and
learning strategies necessary to deliver inclusion.

The Audit Commission (2002) supports this view, commenting that pedagogical
practices are presently well grounded in the 'Professional Standards Framework'
(TTA 2002). In contrast however, there is no recognitionof the philosophy and wider
policy contexts of inclusion, and this leads to potential fragmentation of the ITT
standards - particularly as the standards do not satisfactorilyaddress the points
made by Westwood 1997, Farrell 2001, Ainscow 1999, or recommendationsfrom the
Audit Commission2002. It is apparent therefore, that there is a lack of coherence in
the expectations placed upon PE ITT providers and trainees at present, and further
work needs to be undertaken by all stakeholders in addressing this issue.

Key finding 6: 84% of PE ITTproviders at stage two indicated trainees would
require CPD once qualified, with only 25% suggesting at present their trainees were
satisfactorily equipped to deliver inclusive PE for children with SEN. PE RT providers
in consultation with consumers, and official line agencies should seek to examine
why this is the case, and draw upon the findings from this study related to
philosophical, pedagogical and structural processes.
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8.7

Guidance and Support

At stage three of the study, PE ITT providers A, and B, highlighted the need for more
guidance on unpicking how the policy of the PE NC (QCA 1999a), should impact in
practice. The providers were of the opinion that official line agencies should move
beyond the establishment of policy, and subsequently offer practical advice,
guidance and resource materials to support the delivery of PE for children with SEN.
Clark et al (1 995a) supports such a view, advocating that the practicality of inclusion,
as well as the theoretical frameworks that underpin it, must be fully considered if
inclusion is to have a positive impact. For example, only 25% of PE ITT providers felt
they received sufficient support and guidance from the PE professional associations,
whilst only 4% suggested they were satisfactorily supported by the official line
statutory agencies. In support of this view comments from stage two data emphasise
the desire for more practical advice and guidance by suggesting:
"More exemplificationof good practice materials would benefit the profession"
(PE ITT provider 12)
"Guidance on teaching children with SEN in PE across the six activity areas is
desperately needed" (PE ITT provider 7)

"Cateringfor a good inclusive curriculum.. Can we see, or can we have
information on how schools do deal with.. and what issues come up as they are
ttying to cater for that... we need to see I think, rather than just read" (PE ITT
provider A)

In considering the roles of BAALPE, PEA (UK), and EFIDS, many PE ITT providers
indicated that there was real potential to say different things, and thus not support
teachers in a co-ordinated manner. This view was particularly well summarised by
PE ITT provider C who stated:
"as national associations I think they should have a policy on it (SEN). I think
there should be some public policy that's readily accessible in a published
journal. I'd hope to think, well I'd like to think they'd speak with one voice or, so
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there wouldn't be differences between those, and the difficulty with having
BAALPE, Youth Sport Trust, PEA (UK), etc. is that there is the potential for
them to say 3 different things"(PE ITTprovider C).

Consequently,the evidence from the stage one official line data indicating a lack of
coherence, is being reinforced to agencies at the professional opinion and practice
level. Therefore, specifically in relation to the PE professional associations and
EFIDS,it is necessaryfor these agencies to work in partnership with each other, in
order to effectively support PE ITT providers and teachers in schools, whilst creating
a strategic alliance to lobby official line agencies.

Key finding 7. PE iTTproviders are concerned that official line agencies have the
potential to create a disjointed support mechanism, especially in relation to BAALPE,
PEA (UK), and EFDS. Therefore, these agencies with other official line partners
should seek to develop common strategic alliances, which deliver consistent
messages to /TT and PE teachers in schools.

In respondingto the desire from PE ITT providers for more practical based support,
the TTA (2002) suggest that research shows the:
"Key to unlocking the full potential of pupils in our schools lies in the expertise
of teachersand head teachers" (TTA, 2002, p 1).

They continue by suggesting the quality of teaching and achievement of pupils is
closely related. Consequently, it is vital that PE ITT providers, trainee and qualified
PE teachers are furnished with the practical skills to support children with SEN. Thus,
whilst 45.5% of PE ITT providers (stage two) agree/stronglyagree that PE NC (2000)
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provides teachers with a clear framework for inclusion there is still a long way to go
as over half of providers currently disagree with this view.

Whilst there are some concerns with the PE NC (2000) and the clarity of message
that is given, PE ITT provider B commented:
0.. the new statutory inclusion statement makes people sit up and think about
what is right for children with SEN" (PE ITT provider B)

This view was one of many similar comments expressed in stage three related to the
acknowledgement that if the inclusion statement was not in the curriculum, teachers
would be less likely to address its principles. Furthermore, 79% of PE ITT providers
at stage two of the study supported children with SEN being included within
mainstream contexts, with a further 21 % offering a neutral view. As a result of the
strong support for the principles of inclusion, 87.5% of PE ITT providers at stage two
indicated that SEN should be integrated into teacher training as a core element of
programmes. In order to ensure that future PE teachers have sufficient opportunities
to consider this aspect of their practice, ITT providers should seek to ensure SEN is
addressed as a core component of trainee's development of knowledge and
understanding of SEN. This would support the view of Ainscow (1999), who
advocates in his notion of 'moving schools'that inclusive practice should be
developed around a number of core areas. For example, these should encompass
effective leadership; involvement of all staff and students, commitments to
collaborative planning, attention to the benefits of enquiry and reflection, and clear
policies and practices in inclusive education.
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8.8

A Curriculum

for Teacher Training

The TTA 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) have, over recent years,
acted as a curriculum for PE ITT providers to follow. PE ITT provider C noted some
concern however that the standards offered no prioritisation as to which should have
more prominence. Consequently, in the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards, only 3 of
nearly 70 specifically address SEN, and as a result the question was asked whether
an equivalent amount of time should be spent on such issues. An alternative view is
that trainees should have greater opportunities to consider SEN and inclusion,
particularly due to increasing legislation being created within this area of educational
policy and practice. Therefore, due to this confusion amongst PE ITT providers, only
29% of providers supported the view that the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards were
assisting positively in the training of PE teachers for the inclusion of children with
SEN. This contrasts with the purpose of the standards in which the TTA (2001)
suggests they are crucial when:
"... seeking to make sure that, at entty to the profession, each new teacher has
a good foundation of knowledge and understanding, is able to perform as a
skilled teacher and can operate within a clear framework of professional values
and practice" (TTA, 2001a, p5).

Furthermore, PE ITT providers need to examine the reasoning behind their lack of
confidence in the standards, especially as OFSTED make judgements on the extent
to which they are meeting these requirements.
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Key finding 8: PE ITT providers should seek to review the 'ProfessionalStandards
Framework'(DFES 1998a) in relation to the extent to which SEN should be
addressed discretely within other standards, andlor as part of the core SEN related
expectations on professional development. PE 17-Tprovidersmay find that whilst
SEN may be only mentioned explicitly three times, there are many other standards
that relate in more subtle ways to SEN.
Note: Since undertaking this study the revised 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002), addresses inclusion
and SEN more significantly than with the previous 4/98 (DFES 1998a) Standards.

In relation to PE ITT provider's management and co-ordination of SEN, 50% had a
named member of staff with responsibility for this area of work, whilst 25% indicated
all staff had responsibility, and a further 12.5% had no accountability at all. As a
result of this mixed provision it was relatively easy to note the extent to which these
management and co-ordination systems were effective in ensuring trainee PE
teachers gained the necessary knowledge and skills related to SEN. It was found
that where PE ITT providers had a named senior member of staff responsible for
SEN, the consistency of message to lecturers and trainees appeared to be more
effective. For example, PE ITT providers A, and C, with named staff, articulated
clearly and coherently their strategies for inclusion and SEN. Furthermore, their core
and compulsory SEN course delivery were commented upon positively by trainees.

This supports the examples of good practice noted by Lipsky and Gartner (1999)
who describe clear visions, leadership, and a holistic approach to the inclusion of
children with SEN as essential pre-requisitesto successful provision. However,
another significantfactor which PE ITT providers must address in order to consider
fully all the issues related to SEN, is a need to ensure that the current 37.5% of
lecturers who have no SEN experience, have opportunitiesto undertake some form
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of professional development training. This could be achieved through continued
professional development programmes for lecturers, or the sharing of training
experiences and expertise through the PE HEI National Network, which meets
regularly to discuss professional practice.

Key finding 9: The management and co-ordination of SEN provision within PE ITF
providers is rather mixed, with over one third of lecturers having no SEN experience
at all. Consequently in some institutions lines of accountability, responsibility,
training, and lecturer experience are weak and ITT Providers should seek to review
this aspect of their work in order to ensure clear and consistent messages are
portrayed at the professional opinion and practice and consumer levels of
interpretation.

In relation to the development of teaching and learning strategies, 67% of PE ITT
providers supported the view of Sugden and Talbot (1998) that teaching children
with SEN is an extension of mixed ability teaching. This was reinforced by comments
in stage three of the study that SEN and mixed ability teaching was:
"... part and parcel of our everyday work - not something that is tagged on to
the end of lesson plans (PE ITTproviderA).

As a result, many PE ITT providers advocated a need to ensure trainee teachers get
better at their general differentiation and mixed ability teaching in order to ensure
children with SEN had full access to the curriculum. Furthermore, PE ITT provider A
commented:
"... untilweget to grips withthe mixedabilityclassI thinksthat'sthe hardest
oneratherthanthe disability"(PE ITTproviderA)
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to the curriculum for children with SEN could be potentially limited.
accessibility
...
Therefore, based on these views PE ITT provider E commented:
'What is really needed is an individual curriculumfor every child"(PE ITT
provider E)

trainees need to audit their subject knowledge gaps, and as part of
and
as
a
result
...
their ITT and CPD seek to extend their understandingof mixed ability teaching
strategies.

In relation to the requirements placed on trainees by PE ITT providers to teach
children with SEN during training, only 12% insisted on any compulsory requirement
to address this area of work. However, following the introduction of the 'Professional
Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) in which inclusion has a much higher profile than
in the 4/98 (DFES 1998a) standards, this picture may have changed to a more
positive position. Further to this, 50% of trainees were required to undertake some
form of observation of SEN whilst on school experience. As a result of this strategy
PE ITT provider 6 commented:
"Some students may not experienceany SEN at all in some schools".
Consequently,PE ITT providers need to establish strategies which ensure all
their trainees have opportunities to teach children with SEN during their
training. However, it was interesting to note that PE ITT provider A commented
'Perhaps why PE doesn't get any better in the majority of schools is because
we are not thinking hard enough or having the will or want to change" (PE ITT
provider 6)

Thus, PE ITT providers must audit their training to ensure it is meeting the practical
needs of trainees, and the comments in stages four and five of this study offer an
illuminating insight into the extent to w hich this is presently being delivered. In
addition, if inclusive PE for children with SEN is to become more effective, all
stakeholders should be prepared to radically re-think there existing structures and
processes in order that they meet the needs of all concerned (Skrtic 1991,1995,
Ainscow 1999).
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Key finding 10: Some PE ITT providers offer no practical opportunities to teach
children with SEN during their training, and only 12% have any compulsory
requirements.As a result, PE ITTproviders should seek to ensure all trainees have
opportunities to apply their theory and pedagogy related to children with SEN in
practical settings both whilst in University and in school based practice.

Due to 50% of PE ITT providers indicating all their teaching and learning of SEN is
theoretical, the extent to which there are opportunities available to apply this
knowledge and understanding must be rather limited. Furthermore, at stage two,
50% of providers suggested they rely totally on schools to support their trainees'
development of SEN, and this again needs to be reviewed in order to ensure that
both structural processes and pedagogical practices are considered in a systematic
and co-ordinated manner. In order to address the extent to which this is presently
being achieved, PE ITT provider C suggested providers should identify what issues
related to SEN, inclusion, differentiation, and mixed ability teaching consistently
appear in trainees CEP. PE ITT providers at the professional opinion and practice
level could then use this, and in consultation with official line agencies and the
consumers ensure appropriate CPD and ITT programmes are developed.

Key finding 11: Half of PE ITT providers address issues of SEN and inclusion purely
in theoretical contexts. Through a national auditing of statements related to SEN on
trainees CEP, a data set of all the future training and CPD issues could be drawn
together. This would help identify current gaps in ITT and assist with future
development of training standards and induction programmes.
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8.9

Consumers: "What are the views and opinions of current
student trainees and recently qualified PE teachers
related to their training for inclusive education? "

in relation to trainee PE teachers, the Audit Commission (2002) advocate a need to
strengthen links between ITT and induction in order to consolidate NQT's skills. The
TTA (2003) support this view stating:
"in order to complete the inductionyear satisfactorily, a newly qualified teacher
must demonstrate..They plan effectively to meet the needs of pupils in their
classes with special educationalneeds, with or without statements, and in
consultationwith the SENCO contribute to the preparation, implementation,
monitoringand review of Individual educationplans or the equivalent"(TTA,
2003, p 17).

8.10 Logical Purity and SEN
Avramadis and Norwich (2002) argue:
"... there is no logical purity in education"(Avramadis & Norwich 2002, p483)

and consequently SEN provision comprises of a number of theories and
perspectives, and this is demonstrated by the mixed training experiences highlighted
by the stage four consumers. For example, 60% of trainees indicated their ITT
comprised of embedded SEN themes, whilst 25% suggested these were optional,
and a further 30% identified a combination of core and compulsory elements.
However, from further individual PE ITT provider analysis, it was found some PE ITT
provider trainees indicated higher core/embedded approaches than others. As a
result, it was evident from analysis of data, that trainees who were involved in core
SEN themes and strategies during their training were commenting that they felt more
engaged in a systematic and co-ordinated form of inclusive experience. This was
supported by the comments that:
"Becausewe had to do SEN training as a central part, my lecturers made sure
I knew how and where / would need to apply it in practice when in schools"
(Trainee from PE ITT provider C)
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"I knew what / had to do in relation to SEN from the outset - we had specific
tasks that we had to follow through in our school based training as well - and
our mentors made sure we addressed these" (Trainee from PE ITT provider A)

In contrast, where this was not the case, trainees who experienced high levels of
optional delivery expressed concern that their SEN training should be compulsory,
and not somethingthey could potentially opt in or out of. This supports Dessent's
(1987) notion of 'whole school' approaches, in which the most effective method of
delivering good inclusive practice was to ensure SEN issues are fully embedded
within the curriculum,and encompass clear and consistent messagesfrom senior
managementthrough to practitioner levels. Consequently, in PE ITT providers A,
and C, where senior staff had responsibilityfor SEN, and the delivery was through a
combination of core and embedded modules, trainees talked positively about this
process. In contrast, providers who noted they had no staff responsiblefor SEN (i.e.
PE ITT provider B), and delivery was largely optional, trainees expressed
dissatisfactionwith this structure.

Key finding 12: Trainee PE teachers indicate a mixed provision of SEN delivery,
however they preferred core andlor embedded approaches, as opposed to optional
elements of modular delivery. PE 17Tproviders should ensure there are minimum
expectations of corelembedded SEN themes and issues delivered to trainee
teachers in order to ensure they receive a satisfactory level of SEN and inclusion
training.

Whilst consumer respondents reinforced a consistent total number of hours spent on
SEN to those expressed at the professionalopinion and practice level, there were
some differences of opinion at stage four in relation to the nature of ITT content and
delivery. For example, whilst teaching, learning and differentiation were identified as
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core elements of curriculum delivery at the professional opinion and practice and
consumer levels, trainees expressed concern that concepts of mixed ability teaching
and recognition of continuums of learning were not fully embedded within these
processes. Consequently, consumers suggested PE ITT providers should ensure
trainees receive consistent feedback on their mixed ability teaching related to SEN,
through the utilisation of a range of teaching and learning models which specifically
address the needs of children with disabilities. Trainees should therefore have
sufficient opportunities to examine inclusive teaching and learning models such as
those highlighted by Craft (1996), Winnick (2000), and the EFIDSNST Inclusion
Spectrum.

8.11 Mixed Provision and Experiences
It is evident that provision and experience of SEN that stage four trainees gain,
varies according to a number of factors related to PE ITT providers; school based
training; support from mentors; and the range of compulsory and/or optional teaching
opportunities.Within this backdrop, the extent to which various groups of trainees
have direct access to, and experience of, working with children with SEN, differs
greatly. For example, 84% of trainees in PE ITT provider C indicated they had a
compulsory module in University to directly teach children with SEN and then
subsequentlyfollow this up with observation in school based contexts. In contrast
though, 59% of trainees indicated they do not have direct opportunities to work with,
and gain experience of children with SEN. Consequently,there is the potential for
some trainee teachers to have no opportunitiesto work directly with children with
SEN prior to them gaining QTS. Where this occurs, it is difficult to see how trainees
can fully appreciatethe requirements of the NC (2000) Inclusion Statement (QCA
1999a), although at present as the Audit Commission (2000) indicates the TTA
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) does not highlight this document
explicitly as a requirementof training.
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Key finding 13: Trainee PE teachers experiences of mixed ability teaching and
continuums of learning are rather mixed and need to be linked more effectively to the
needs of children with SEN. PE iTTproviders should be encouraged to consider
using 'inclusive teaching and learning models'such as those suggested by craft
(1996), Winninck (2000), and the Inclusion Spectrum (YSTIEFDS) to further develop
this work.

In relation to trainees consulting mentors whilst in school, it was found between 60 to
87% of respective PE ITT provider trainees had discussed SEN issues with mentors.
Therefore from the perspectives of the trainees, mentors in schools are a vital link in
the development of SEN knowledge and understanding. However from analysis of
the professional opinion and practice data, some PE ITT providers were unsure what
mentors discussed with trainees, and how this linked to University based practice.

Therefore, PE ITT providers should work with mentors to plan this more effectively
and ensure links between ITT and school based SEN are clear and consistent as
presently this process is a rather informal arrangementwith no prescribed structure.
This is emphasisedin a comment by PE ITT provider A who stated:
"... the mentors will probably come up with some good ideas that will
...
depend on which school they are in, so the quality of training will vary and it's a
broad thing" (PE /TT provider A)

Thus, in order to ensure the links between mentors and University are effective,
there is a need for clearer expectations to be placed on the roles of both partners
related to what SEN training has been undertakenand how, and why, this should be
developed further in school-based practice.
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In examining trainee perceptions of the roles and responsibilities of official line
agencies, it is evident they are unclear on some of the functions statutory and nonstatutory organisations play. For example, only 60% of trainees identified the TTA as
having a policy setting remit, even though they are responsible for establishing their
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002). In addition only 47% of stage four
trainees recognised the DFES as having a role to play in the setting of policy. At
present, trainees do not fully appreciate the place of official line agencies within the
wider context of inclusion and SEN. Thus, PE ITT providers should work with official
line agencies to ensure trainees appreciate the wider context of the inclusion and
SEN agenda in order to recognise what roles respective agencies play and how
these feed into teacher education, schools and classroom practice. This would
additionally meet the desire from the Audit Commission (2002) to ensure that the
present TTA 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) should addresses
wider policy and philosophical contexts, as well as pedagogical practice.

Key finding 14: Trainee PE teachers are unclear on the roles of official line
agencies, and ITT providers need to ensure they establish the structural, and wider
contextual perspectives of SEN in addition to any consideration of pedagogical
practices.

In relation to whether children with SEN should be educated within mainstream
contexts, 62% of trainees at stage four supported this statement, with a further 24%
taking a neutral stance, and 12% disagreeing with this concept. On examination of
the reasoning behind the neutral stance and 12% disagreement, many trainees
indicated they still felt unsure and/or lacking in confidence on how to deliver inclusive
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PE for children with SEN. Furthermore, many of the trainees highlighting a degree of
uncertainty were those who did not have large amounts of SEN experience either
within their University or school based training. This picks up on the points made
earlier regarding PE ITT providers ensuring that all trainees experience direct contact
with children with SEN during their ITT in order to apply theoretical concepts in
practical contexts.
As a result of the concerns expressed on the amount of SEN experience they gain, it
was not surprising that 41 % of trainees felt as they come towards the end of their
ITT, their course had not satisfactorily addressed SEN and inclusion related issues.
In contrast, 43% suggested they were happy with the training they had received. In
comparison to the views expressed at the professional opinion and practice level in
which only 25% of PE ITT providers indicated they thought trainees were
satisfactorily equipped, the trainees did take a more positive stance.
However, trainees may not have the level of direct school experience to make this
judgement compared to their training providers, and consequently it could be
suggested that trainees are either over optimistic or, ITT providers are over cautious.
In relation to whether SEN should be an integral aspect of PE ITT for example, 93%
of trainees supported this view, so are indicating support for these issues to be
embedded within their training. Therefore, the will and commitment to the SEN and
inclusion agenda is clearly evident, but this must be matched by an effective ITT
curriculum.

255

Key finding 15. Trainees commented that in some circumstance direct experience
of pupils with SEN was rather limited, or in some PE ITT providers were nonexistent. PE ITTproviders should therefore ensure all trainees have opportunities to
work with children with SEN during their training in order to raise levels of
confidence, as well as judge the effectiveness of suggested pedagogical practices
for themselves.

8.12 The Views of Stage Five Recently Qualified PE Teachers
In reflecting upon how effective PE ITT is, related to children with SEN, one vital
element of data is the views and opinions of recently qualified teachers. In examining
any training process from official line, through professional opinion and practice to
the consumers, the ultimate measure of how effective programmes are can be
judged by the responses from those who have been through the ITT process. In
considering the views of Lipsky and Gartner (1999) that:
'While there is no single educationalmodel or approach inclusion in schools
tends to share similar characteristics"(Lipsky & Gartner 1999,p 17)

judgements can be made in relation to effective training for inclusion and
parallel
...
SEN. Consequentlyit should be possible through evidence from the stage five
respondentsto identify models of best practice, in order to determine the most
appropriate methods of SEN delivery, which satisfactorily equip PE teachers to
include children with SEN.
Therefore, based on the PE teacher's identificationof good practice, or areas for
further development,a rich insight into the currency of professional development
training in SEN can be gained. In addition, within the context of this study it is
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possible to compare the stage five views with those at stage four in order to see if
any practice has changed. For example, the need for more practical application
rather than pure theory was an area in which recently qualified PE teachers
commented that they would have benefited from. Consequently, 47.34% of stage five
PE teachers commented all of their SEN training was theory based, and they had
lacked opportunities to apply this in practical teaching and learning settings. This
however contrasted with stage four trainees, whereby 26.38% of trainees
commented all of their training was theoretical. Therefore, based on this comparison,
there appears to be more opportunities to now apply SEN theory in practical
contexts, and this in part, could be as a result of the 4/98 (DFES 1998a)
'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) (stage 5 teachers operated under
Circulars 10/97 (DEE 1997), 9/92 (DES 1992) requiring trainees to evidence schoolbased practice. Consequently, since the stage five respondents have qualified, there
is now more practical assessment of SEN, and PE ITT providers are seeking to
address this more prominently in school based training than previously - particularly
as OFSTED are making judgements on the application of theory to practice in school
based contexts.
On further examination of the reflective comments from PE teachers on their ITT
related to SEN, a number of further points were highlighted which should be
considered by official line and professional opinion and practice agencies when
establishing frameworks for ITT. For instance, 31.57% of stage five respondents
suggested school experience needed to be strengthened to make more explicit links
between University, and school based provision of SEN and inclusion. Consequently
they were of the view that many opportunities had been missed to apply their training
directly in schools, (see earlier key findings) because the ITT providers and mentors
had not sufficiently aftempted to join the theory and practice together. Therefore,
based on the recommendations of the PE teachers
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"... training providers should have mechanisms for identifying what aspects of
SEN can be delivered in University, and how mentors can help us apply these
in practice when in schools - Our mentors often didn't know what we had done
on SEN" (Stage five respondent).

As a result, PE ITT providers should ensure that when they have meetings with
mentors in schools that they are clear on what content they have covered, and the
expectations on schools to help trainees apply and evidence this in practice.

Key finding 16. The links between university based SEN practice and school based
application with mentors is weak. PE ITT providers should seek to produce more
explicit expectations of Universities, schools, mentors and trainees in order to ensure
all parties are clear on how SEN practice should be developing.

A further point to note in considering PE teachers experiences, was the question of
what major issues they had faced related to SEN since leaving training. These
comments could subsequently be used by official line and professional opinion and
practice agencies to address these issues whilst in training. For example, 42.10% of
stage five PE teachers suggested that teaching children with emotional behavioural
difficulties had been particularly challenging, and they would have benefited from
more advice and guidance in this area. In addition, 26.31 % of PE teachers stated
they would have liked more opportunities to talk about strategies for inclusion, as this
would have given them opportunities to direct discussion with lecturers and mentors
around their concerns and/or experiences to date. Thus, PE ITT providers should
plan for some less prescribed training opportunities in SEN whereby either
experienced professionals share their practice, or trainees could address particular
specific concerns they have through open dialogue.
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Key finding 17.- PE teachers indicated they would have benefited from more open
dialogue on strategies that could be utilised to facilitate inclusive practice for children
with SEN. PE ITT providers should seek to offer a series of open
discussions/workshopsin which general issues and concerns related to SEN,
inclusion, and PE can be addressed.

The TTA (2001) suggest:
"... effective teaching relies on working effectively with everyone" (TTA 2001a,
pl)

five PE teachers were asked to comment on what support
the
stage
and
...
mechanismsthey had utilised to help them in their work with children with SEN. As a
result, 31.57% indicated they had consulted with learning support assistants, 57.89%
had looked for support from SENCO's and 31.57% had spoken with their Heads of
PE. Whilst Heads of PE and SENCO's could have been expected to offer support, it
was positive to see teachers recognising the vital role learning support assistants
can play in children with SEN access to the PE curriculum. This view supports those
of Dyson 2001, Dyson and Millward (2000), Ainscow 1999, and Skrtic 1995, who all
recognise successful inclusion relies on holistic, multi-agency and professional
approaches to the delivery of effective pedagogical practice for children with SEN.

Key finding 18: Stage five teachers identified the central role learning support
assistants can play in facilitating access to PE for children with SEN. Official line, and
professional opinion and practice agencies should seek to ensure that trainees are
aware of how to utifise a range of professionals to deliver effective inclusion.
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8.13 How Equipped are Teachers to Deliver Inclusive PE to
Children with SEN?
The stage four respondents indicated that at present only 24% felt adequately
equipped to deliver inclusive PE, with one set of ITT provider responses as high as
40%. Consequently, it is evident there is still much work to be done to address their
specific training needs, and raise levels of confidence. This contrasts with the even
more dramatic figures of 16% of stage five PE teachers suggesting they were
adequately prepared, and 84% noting their dissatisfaction with their ITT related to
SEN and inclusion. Therefore, as with the stage four comments there is a mismatch
between the ITT curriculum as it stands, and the views and opinions of teachers
once they apply their training in practice with children with SEN. As a result, all the
stakeholders at the official line, professional opinion and practice, and consumer
levels should work together to address their respective positions and experiences.
The DFES SENWG in partnership with the official line, professional opinion and
practice, and consumer stakeholders could seek to address many of the points
raised within this study in order to identify where the gaps are in PE ITT.

Key finding 19: Levels of dissatisfaction on the extent to which trainee and qualified
PE teachers felt equipped to teach children with SEN ranged from 24% - 40%
(trainees), and up to 84% (recently qualified teachers). The DFES SENWG should
establish a PE specific group to consider the reasoning for this, using the
recommendations from this study as prompts for further debate.
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8.14 Summary: How is the Current Training of PE Teachers
for Inclusive Settings Implemented?
I
It is evident from examination within this chapter that inclusive PE is a key issue for
all stakeholders to address in the coming years. In general terms inclusion is
wholeheartedly supported. However, existing provision is varied and there is need for
further reflection and development of a much clearer systematic approach to the
training of PE teachers. This is particularly apparent in that 84% of ITT providers
indicated that further CPID will be needed once PE teachers have entered the
teaching profession, and 25% suggest newly qualified PE teachers were not at
present adequately prepared to deliver inclusive education. This contrasts even more
dramatically with up to 40% of trainees, and 84% of recently qualified PE teachers
indicating they did not feel equipped to deliver inclusive PE to children with SEN.

The role of the PE ITT provider is central to the success or failure of the
government's agenda for inclusion, and providers must recognise that teachers and
schools will face these issues and challenges on a daily basis. Therefore, there is a
need for sufficient advice and guidance to be given during the training phase in order
that a co-ordinated approach to inclusive PE can be achieved. According to
Westwood (1997), and Norwich and Avramadis (2002), ITT providers and teachers
need a clear and consistent framework approach to PE and SEN facilitated through
official line co-ordination in order to create a systematic approach to the philosophy,
process and practice of inclusive education. The suggested framework below (Figure
8.1) aims to expand upon and seek clarity for all stakeholders, and provide a set of
factors that should be addressed if they are to embrace the fundamental rationale of
inclusion for children with SEN in PE.

The'Eight P Inclusive PE and SEN Framework' (Vickerman 2002) encourages
agencies and individuals at the official line, professional opinion and practice, and
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consumer levels to begin to recognise and spend time analysing their roles,
responsibilities and delivery through eight key features. The framework identifies how
each feature links to the key findings, whilst extending the debate to highlight
significant issues and themes discussed within this chapter.
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Figure 8.1 The Eight 'P' Inclusive PE and SEN Framework

Philosophy -'understanding
rationales'
Key Findings: 2,5,6,10,13,14,16,19
I

I

1

Purposeful -'Readiness to review'
Key Findings: 3,4,5,6,8,9,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19

+

1

Proactive -'challenge
and adapt practice'
Key Findinqs: 4,5,6,8,11,13,15,16,17,18,19

Partnership -'working together'
Key Findings: 1,4,6,7,10,11,16,18,19

Process -'plan, deliver and review'
Key Findings: 3,6,7,9,11,12,15,16,18,19

I

Policy -'commitment to inclusion'
Key Findings: 1,2,4,7,8,9,12,15,16,19

1

Pedagogy -'teaching and learning practice'
Key Findings: 2,4,5,6,8,10,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19

1

Practice - making a positive impact'
Key Findings: 1,4,7,8,9,10,12,13,15,16,17,18,19
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8.15 The'Eight

P Inclusive PE and SEN Framework'

The 'Eight Pframework

encourages stakeholders to systematically work through the

features noted above, in order to review and seek clarity to the inclusion of children
with SEN in PE. This process could be undertaken either as individual stakeholders
(i. e. trainee, NQT, lecturer), or by official line, professional opinion and practice, or
consumer agencies working singularly or collaboratively to extend and develop their
practice. The first feature to consider is a need to recognise the philosophy

behind

inclusion and its relationships to basic, and fundamental human rights. This requires
consideration of how human rights are supported as a society through statutory and
non-statutory guidance such as the 2001 Disability and SEN Rights Act (DFES,
2001c), and the PE NC (2000) Statutory Inclusion Statement (QCA 1999a).
Furthermore, it requires stakeholders to spend time engaging in understanding
philosophical theories and principles such as those advocated by Skrtic (1995),
Ainscow (1999), Dyson (2001), Dyson and Millward (2000), Reiser and Mason (1990)
prior to consideration of how to apply these in practice.

In order to facilitate this debate, stakeholders must embrace a purposeful approach
to fulfilling the requirementsof inclusive PE. Time should be spent initially examining
philosophical standpoints in order to gain a clear appreciation of the rationale and
arguments behind inclusive education. For example, the Audit Commission (2002)
suggests at present the 'Professional Standards Framework' (TTA 2002) does not
satisfactorily address the wider contexts of SEN (i.e. philosophical standpoints).
Consequently,stakeholders should be resolute in ensuring they examine
philosophical issues and how they feed into the wider inclusion debate. In order to
achieve these recommendations,stakeholders must be proactive in the
development, implementation,and review of inclusive PE and SEN, and consult
actively with each other. This would ensure the views and opinions of all
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stakeholders are considered in order to address the current issue of lack of
coherence. This additionally complements recommendations from the DFES (2001)
to work together to create co-ordlinated and coherent (Avramadis and Norwich 2002)
provision through partnership

and collaborative approaches.

Inclusive PE for children with SEN, requires a recognition and commitment to modify,
adapt, and change existing teaching and learning strategies, policies and practices in
order to facilitate full access and entitlementto the curriculum (Ainscow 1999, Skrtic
1991). The developmentof inclusive PE must therefore be recognised as part of a
process model that evolves, emerges and changes over time, and as such needs
regular review by all stakeholders. This process needs to reflect the three central
aspects of official line policy, professional opinion and practice, and the views of
consumers discussed within this study.

In summary, official line agencies, professional opinion and practice, and consumers
must ensure inclusion is reflected within their policy documentation,as a means of
monitoring, reviewing and evaluating delivery. This also seeks to publicly state how
agencies are going to respond to inclusive practice, and can be used as a means of
holding people to account (Depauw and Doll-Tepper2000, Lloyd 2000). However,
stakeholders must ultimately recognise the need to move policies through into the
pedagogical practices of lecturers, trainee teachers, NQT's, and school staff in order
to ensure they have the necessary skills to deliver inclusive PE to children with SEN.
Consequently,whilst philosophies, and processes are vital, they must in due course
be measured in terms of effective and successful inclusive practice that values
person centred approaches to the education of children with SEN.
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8.16 A Final Say From The Children
The key themes highlighted in the'Eight P Inclusive PE and SEN Framework' act as
a focus for drawing conclusions to the main research question of How is the current
training of PE teachers for inclusive settings implemented?

Furthermore,

chapters five, six, and seven identify detailed responses to the sub questions at the
official line, professional opinion and practice, and consumer levels of interpretation.
Consequently, these findings can be used by the respective agencies and individuals
to review policies and practices, and plan for any future action arising from the
recommendations of this study.

In interpreting the'Eight P Inclusive PE and SEN Framework'as a basis for
determining the current training process for PE teachers, the next stage is to
consider what else we need to know in order to enhance our existing knowledge and
understanding which has been gained from this study. Dyson (2001) supports this
view suggesting:
"... there is an inevitable desire for unequivocalguidance on what to do next"
(Dyson,2001, p28)

and therefore it would be remiss of this study not to offer suggestions for future
action and research related to inclusive PE for children with SEN.

In chapter 4 (methodology),one of the initial intentions of the consumer level of
interpretationwas to examine the views of children with SEN in order to appreciate
their views, opinions, and feelings towards inclusive PE. However, due to the size
and scope of this study the decision was made not to address this element within this
investigation.Therefore, the next stage of any research would be to focus upon
hearing the voices of children with SEN in order to enhance current knowledge and
understandingof inclusive PE.
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8.17 Let The Children Have Their Say
Depauw and Doll-Tepper (2000) suggest:
"... successfulinclusion requires decision-makers,and individuals with a
disability to have choice (informed choice) and to have choices" (Depauw &
Doll-Tepper,2000, p139)

to the nature of their involvement in physical activity. In order to
with
regard
...
facilitate choice there is a need for agencies and individuals to work within a culture
which offers a commitment to improve the expertise of teachers, and offer flexible
learning and instructional environments to meet the individual needs of children with
SEN (Hofman 2003).

Consequently, in gauging the views of children with SEN, Farrell (2000) indicates that

an integral aspect of teachers and pupils having informed choice and decision
making must firstly focus upon questions such as:
"What do pupils with SEN prefer, special or mainstream school? This is a
potentially interesting and under researched area. What are pupils' reflections
on the assessment process? Did they have choice in the provision they were
offered? What changes would they like to see in their provision? " (Farrell,
2000, p157)

In examining questions and concepts of empowerment and consultation, Farrell's
(2000) suggestions can be considered in keeping with existing social models of
disability (Reiser and Mason 1990) which are grounded in beliefs that people
(children and adults) should have opportunities to empower themselves - thus
ensuring the views of children with SEN are considered fully in any planning,
delivery, and evaluation of inclusive practice. Thus, the role of individuals and
agencies at the official line, professional opinion and practice and consumer levels,
should be to seek to avoid erecting barriers that might either block this process or to
disregard the vital role that they play in examining the inclusion process (Christensen
and James 2000).
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Pensgaard and Sorensen (2002) suggest for example, there is a great need to

examine concepts of empowerment, and offer guides to research with individuals
with disabilities. Furthermore,they suggest:
"The role that perceived control plays in the lives of human beings is an
important area of investigation within an empowermentperspective"
(Pensgaard& Sorenson 2002, p 55)

and as a consequenceshould play a significant role in any interpretation or
suggested models for the delivery of inclusive practice.

Hutzler et al (2002) supports this view, linking the concepts of inclusion and
empowerment, based on the belief that personal empowermentof children with
disabilities is an integral component in helping to understand the inclusion process. In
their study on examiningthe views and opinions of children with disabilities for
example, they found over half of the negative physical activity experiences of children
with SEN attributed failure as due to a lack of empowerment.As a result, children
with SEN advocated the use of consultation as a means of addressing this issue in
the future, and authors such as Mayall (2000) suggest consultation and
empowermentof children with SEN are important mechanisms in understandingthe
issues that matter to children.

8.18 Future Directions
It is evident from the examination above, that establishmentof mechanisms for
consultation and empowermentare a vital ingredient to gaining a full appreciation of
all the perspectivesof inclusive PE for children with SEN. Therefore, the next logical
steps in the progression and extension of work in this study would be to move the
research in this direction. In considering potential approaches to address this, the
work undertaken by Goodwin and Watkinson (2000) regarding children with
disabilities' descriptions of good days, and bad days and their involvement in
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inclusive PE, serves as a valuable starting point for future action - especially as it

addresses many of the issues highlighted by the authors above in relation to
consultation and empowerment of children with SEN.

In conclusion, the involvement and consultation of children with SEN as part of their
schooling cannot be better emphasisedthan through a quote from Luke Jackson
(aged 13 in his autobiography 'Freaks, Geeks and Asperger Syndrome: A User
Guide to Adolescence):
"I used to have a teacher who helped me at school, but at the time I didn't have
a clue what she helped me with ... whatever level of understanding the child you
are working with has got, then I reckon you should still try to involve the child
so that they know what is going on". (Luke Jackson, 2002, pl 15)
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GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS
BAALPE
BECTA
CEDP
CEP
DES
DFE
DFES
DOE
EAL
EFDS
HEFCE
HE[
ITT
LEA
NC
NGFL
NQT
OFSTED
PE
PEA (UK)
PCE
QCA
QTS
SEN
SENCO
SENWG
TTA
UCET
UNESCO
YST

I British Association of Advisers and Lecturers in Physical
Education
The British Educational Communications and Technology
Agency
Career Entry and Development Profile
Career Entry Profile
Department for Education and Science
Department for Education
Department for Education and Skills
Department of Education
English as an Additional Language
English Federation for Disability Sport
Higher Education Funding Council for England
Higher Education Institution
Initial Teacher Training
Local Education Authority
National Curriculum
National Grid for Learning
Newly Qualified Teacher
Office for Standards in Education
Physical education
Physical Education Association (United Kingdom)
Postgraduate Certificate in Education
Qualification Curriculum Authority
Qualified Teacher Status
Special Educational Needs
Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator
Special Educational Needs Working Group
Teacher Training Agency
University Council for the Education of Teachers
United Nations Education, Cultural and Scientific Organisation
Youth Sport Trust
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APPENDIX 1
LETTER TO OFFICIAL LINE AGENCIES

Dear Sir/Madam
I write to you in connection with my PhD that I am undertakingat the University of
Leeds under the supervision of Professor David Sugden.
I am researchingthe training of physical education teachers to include children with
I
As
this
(SEN)
of
process
settings.
part
mainstream
educational
needs
within
special
line
(ie
TTA,
have
DFES,
I
termed
the
the
to
official
what
examine
of
wish
views
OFSTED), professionalopinion and practice (ie ITT institutions and lecturers) and the
consumers (ie PE teachers and children with SEN).
I have a particular interest in this area as I work as a Senior Lecturer in Physical
Education at Liverpool John Moores University,which has a wide variety of ITT
courses in physical education.
It is with this in mind that I write to you along with other official agencies (DFES, TTA,
QCA, and the PE and Disability associations).The aim being to ascertain if the Office
for Standards in Education has any policies, documentationor views to express and
share related to the training of physical education teachers for the inclusion of
children with SEN.
In addition I would welcome any views and or policies that OFSTED has in relation to
four key issues related to the competence of teachers:

"
"
"
"

General competence in the teaching profession.
Competence related to the subject of physical education.
Competence related to special educational needs.
Competence in physical education and special needs.

I realise that I am asking for a lot, both in terms of views and or policies, but would
really appreciate your assistance with my request.
Kind Regards

Philip Vickerman
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IM MarshCampusBarkhillRoadUverpoolL17 6131)Telephone0151231 5253 Facsimile0151 729 0030 Email P.Vickerman0livim.ac.uk

APPENDIX 2 QUESTIONNAIRE TO PE HEI
TRAINING THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION TEACHER FOR THE INCLUSION
OF CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS (SEN) WITHIN
MAINSTREAM SETTINGS
Instructions:
Please complete each section in as much detail as possible. There are some
sections that will require reference to your programmedocumentation

'SECTION A: About You
1. Name:
2. Job Title:
3. Brief outline of duties:

II

4. Please tick if you wish to receive an abstract of the findings

SECTION B: About Your Institution
5. Institution6. Total FTE secondary PE students on Teacher Training:
7. How many are postgraduates?
[
9. Date of last OfSTED visit

8. How many are undergraduates?
10. Grade for the institution

11. Total FTE lecturer posts delivering PE teacher training:

SECTION C: Management & Co-ordination of SEN
12. Tick the statement(s) that best reflects your institution's
co-ordination of disabili ty and SEN:

management and

a) Head of Department

b) Named person within the Dept

c) All Staff

d) No overall responsibility

e) Other (please specify):

---------------------------------------------------------------------------13. If any lecturing staff hold professional qualificallons in SEN, please specify the
qualification, and number of staff:

14. List any SEN and PE training coursestseminars

that PE lecturers have attended:

15. How are such training courses/seminars cascaded to the whole department?
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16. Please list all courses that your institution

offers for secondary PE:

17. Indicate whether the programme contains any of the following:
a) Option

b) Core

c) Embedded themes throughout

the programme

18. Total hours dedicated within the programme to SEN and PE issues
19. How much of this time is:
Theoretical

I %]

I %]

Practical

e) Other (please specify):

---------------------------------------------------------------------------20. Please name any modules/parts of modules that focus upon PE and SEN issues,
and the contact time students receive on each module. It would be helpful if
module outlines are attached to this questionnaire, (eg: differentiation, teaching
and learning in PIE, Level 1 module, core, 25 contact hrs)
i

21. Please give details of any assessment tasks that relate specifically

22. How does your programme

meet the requirements

to PE/SEN

of 4198 standards on SEN?

23. How do you measure whether 4198 standards related to SEN have been met?

24. Do you have disabled students on your PE initial teacher training programmes?
II
Yes
No
283

25. Does the institution use SEN schools for school experiences as either a
compulsory or optional requirement for students?
II
Compulsory
Optional
26. Does the institution offer students opportunities
part of taught modules?
Yes

to teach children with SEN as

No

27. Please give details of any use of SEN specialists within mainstream or special
schools that you use to develop students knowledge and understanding

28. Please give details of any school based tasks that students are required to
undertake related to PE and SEN

29. Does the institution have any links with disability sport agencies such as the
English Federation for Disability Sport?
Yes

No

30. Do you ever invite disabled people to your institution
relation to disability and special needs issues?
Yes
31. Please list any journals or publications
that your institution subscribes to

to talk to students in

No
related to PE sport, disability

32. What further resource materials would you and your programmes
order to enhance the understanding of PE and SEN issues?

and needs

benefit from in
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33. Children with SEN should be
included in mainstream schools

12345

34. Newly Qualified PE Teachers are
adequately prepared for delivering
inclusive lessons for children with
SEN

12345

35. Newly Qualified PE Teachers will
need further training through
Continuing Professional
Development programmes

12345

36. Children with SEN should be
consulted as part of the facilitation
of inclusive PE

12345

37. National Curriculum 2000 provides
PE teachers with a clear framework
for the development of inclusive
activities

12345

38. SEN issues should be integrated
fully into all PE initial Teacher
Training courses

12345

39. Teaching of children with SEN is just
an extension of any PE teachers
mixed ability teaching

12345

40. 4/98 standards ensure that students
are adequately prepared for
inclusive education

12345

41. The TTA, DfEE and OfSTED offer
adequate advice and guidance to PE
Institutions on SEN issues

12345

42. Professional PE associations, le:
BAALPE, PEA(UK), offer adequate
advice and guidance to PE
institutions on SEN issues

12345

43. The Code of Practice on SEN and
Individual Education plans can be
related to PE with relative ease

12345

Thankyou for your time. Please return the questionnaireby Friday le July 2001.
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APPENDIX 3
FACE-TO-FACE
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Thank you for agreeing to take part in an interview following the return of your
questionnaire. I would like to inform you that the content of the discussion will be
taped and transcribed and may be used in the final thesis.
Can I assure you however that the content of the interview will be kept confidential,
and both you and the University will remain anonymous.
The interview is part of my PhD studies at the University of Leeds, which involves five
stages, which are briefly detailed below. (A copy of the full research proposal is
available for your information)
Stage one: Literature review and questionnairesto 'Official Line' agencies to
ascertain statutory and professional associationviews and opinions in relation to the
research question.
Stage two: Questionnaires to the 30 Higher Education Institutions delivery either
undergraduate or postgraduate physical education teacher training courses. This is
termed 'Professional Opinion and Practice.
Stage three: Face to face taped and transcribed interviews with 5 selected
'Professional opinion and Practice' Higher Education Institutions.

Stage four: Questionnairesto final year students from the 5 selected Higher
Education Institutions.This is termed the 'Consumers'
Stage f ive: Questionnairesto 'Consumers' f rom the 5 selected Higher Education
Institutions who are between NQT Status and two years qualifying experience.
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General themes and issues to be discussed during the face to face interviews

Please note these are for initial guidance and may be subject to some slight
variations depending on the discussion during the interviews
What are your views on inclusive PE for children with SEN?
How does the PE NC 2000 inclusion statement support the process of supporting
children with SEN in PE?
How do you think PE and SEN should be addressed within your programmesshould it be discrete, embedded throughout or a combination of all of these?
Official line support: What support do you see statutory agencies such as TTA,
OFSTED and PE associations (ie Baalpe, PEAUK) being able to give to you or PE
teachers?
In your opinion do you think your students have sufficient knowledge and
understanding of PE and SEN issues to go out into schools?
How do students gain this knowledge and understanding of PE and SEN?

In what ways do students have opportunitiesto apply PE and SEN issues during their
course?
One of the general issues that has come out of the questionnaires is the need for
more resource materials for people to use within Higher Education Institutions What do you think?
Professionalopinion and practice - what would help you in the HEI sector deliver
good PE and SEN training?
What role do schools and mentors play in the delivery of PE and SEN?
Do you have specific assessment tasks either school based and or in HEI that
address these issues?

How much can you realistically cover on your programme within the time limits,
constraints and pressures that exist?
Do you think there is a need for CPD on PE and SEN when NQT's get into schools?
Consumers-What would help students and or qualified teachers out in schools?
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APPENDIX 4. QUESTIONNAIRE TO TRAINEE PE TEACHERS
TRAINING THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION TEACHER FOR THE INCLUSION
OF CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS (SEN) WITHIN
MAINSTREAM SETTINGS
Instructions:

Pleasecompleteeachsectionin as muchdetailas possible.

SECTION A: About You
1.

Are you:

Male

II

Female

II

2. Name of University you are
attending:

3. Is your course:
Undergraduate

II

Postgraduate

[I

4. Please indicate your age group:
18-24
11[I

5.

31-36
11

25-30

Indicate whether your course contains any of the following
[]
b) Core
a) Option

36+
11

PE/SEN themes:

c) Embedded themes throughout the course
6.

Please estimate the total number of course hours that you have spent
on SEN and PE issues to date

7.

How much of this time was:
Theoretical

[ %]

Practical

[ %]

8.

Please name any modules/parts of modules that focus upon PE and SEN issues
that you have undertaken during your training to date

9.

Please give details of any assessment tasks that you have undertaken that relate
specifically to POSEN
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10. How do you intend to meet the requirements
relation to PE?

of 4/98 standards on SEN in

11. Please list any SEN/PE courses, training or experience that you have gained
outside of your formal University programme:

12. Have you had an opportunity for any school experiences as either a compulsory
or optional requirement within a special school?
II
Optional
Compulsory
13. Has your course given you opportunities
taught modules?
Yes

to teach children with SEN as part of
No

14. Please give details of any school based tasks that you are required to undertake
related to PE and SEN

15. Do you discuss PE & SEN issues with mentors in schools?
Yes

No

16. Are you required to plan for differentiation within your PE lessons?
[I
No
Yes

[I
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17. Please state your definition/interpretation

of inclusive PE for children with SEN

18. Please Indicate the type of support you see the following
trainee and qualified PE teachers
Policy
Document

agencies offering to
Practical
Resource
Materials

Advlcel
Guidance

Other

Teacher Training Agency
Off ice for Standards in Education
Department for Education & Skills
British Association of Advisors and Lecturers in PE
Physical Education Association UK
English Federation for Disability Sport
Qualification Curriculum Authority

19. If you have ticked 'other' please indicate what additional roletfunctions
each of these agencies taking:

Other - please state

you see

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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20. Children with SEN should be included in
mainstream schools

1

2

3

4

5

21. Newly Qualified PE Teachers are
adequately prepared for delivering
inclusive lessons for children with SEN

1

2

3

4

5

22. Newly Qualified PE Teachers will need
fu rther training through Continuing
Professional Development programmes

1

2

3

4

5

23. Children with SEN should be consulted
as part of the facilitation of inclusive PE

1

2

3

4

5

24. National Curriculum 2000 provides PE
teachers with a clear framework for the
development of inclusive activities

1

2

3

4

5

25. SEN issues should be integrated fully into
all PE initial Teacher Training courses

1

2

3

4

5

26. Teaching of children with SEN is just an
extension of any PE teachers mixed
ability teaching

1

2

3

4

5

27. 4/98 standards ensure that students are
adequately prepared for inclusive
education

1

2

3

4

5

28. The TTA, DfEE and OfSTED offer
adequate advice and guidance to PE
teachers/trainees on SEN issues

1

2

3

4

5

29. Professional PE associations, ie:
BAALPE, PEA (UK), offer adequate
advice and guidance to PE
teachers/trainees on SEN issues

1

2

3

4

5

30. The Code of Practice on SEN and
Individual Education plans can be related
to PE with relative ease

1

2

3

4

5

31. 1am satisfied with the level of training 1
have received in relation to PE/SEN

1

2

3

4

5

Thank you for your time. Please return the questionnaireas advised by your tutor.
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APPENDIX 5 QUESTIONNAIRE TO RECENTLY
QUALIFIED PE TEACHERS
TRAINING THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION TEACHER FOR THE
INCLUSION OF CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL
NEEDS (SEN) WITHIN MAINSTREAM SETTINGS
Instructions:

Please complete each section in as much detail as possible.

1. Are you?
2. What University
attend?

Male

II

Female

II

did you

3. Was your course?
Undergraduate

[I

Postgraduate

II

4. Please indicate your age group:
18-24
1111

5.

25-30

31-36
11[I

36+

Did your course contain any of the following PE/SEN themes?
[]
b) Core
a) Option
c) Embedded themes throughout the course

6.

Please estimate the total number of course hours that you think you
spent on SEN and PE issues

7.

Estimate how much of this time was:
]
I
Theoretical
/.

Practical

8.

Please name any modules and or key points that you remember In relation to
any work you did on PE and or SEN issues whilst in training

9.

Please give details of any assessment tasks that you remember undertaking
specifically related to PE/SEN

that
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10. Do you feel that your initial teacher training course prepared you adequately to
support the inclusion of children with SEN in PE? (Please provide supporting
evidence)

Yes

[I

No

[I

Comments:

11. What have been the major challenges in general for you since qualifying
teacher?

as a PE

12. Please describe any teaching experiences that you have had or are currently
engaged in since qualifying that requires you to include children with SEN
within PE

13. Please list any SEN/PE courses, training or continuing professional
development experiences that you have gained since qualifying

14. Who or what is your major source of advice and support in relation to assisting
you with the Inclusion of children with SEN?
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15. Please indicate what you see as the key issues that Initial Teacher Training
Institutions should address in order to prepare PE teachers adequately for the
inclusion of children with SEN in PE.

16. Are you required to plan for differentiation
[I
Yes

17. Please state your definition/interpretation

within your PE lessons?
No

of inclusive PE for children with SEN

18. Please indicate the type of support you see the following agencies offering to
qualified PE teachers
Policy
Document

Practical
Resource
Materials

Other

Advicel
Guidance

Teacher Training Agency
Office for Standardsin Education
Departmentfor Education& Skills
British Associationof Advisors and Lecturers in PE

II

Physical EducationAssociation UK
English Federationfor Disability Sport
QualificationCurriculumAuthority
19. If you have ticked 'other' please indicate what additional
each of these agencies taking:
Other - please state

role/functions

you see

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------294

20. Children with SEN should be included in
mainstream schools

1

2

3

4

5

21. PE Teachers are adequately prepared for
delivering inclusive lessons for children
with SEN

1

2

3

4

5

22. Qualified PE Teachers will need further
training through Continuing Professional
Development in order to include children
with SEN

1

2

3

4

5

23. Children with SEN should be consulted
as part of their facilitation of inclusive PE

1

2

3

4

5

24. National Curriculum 2000 provides PE
teachers with a clear framework for the
development of inclusive activities

1

2

3

4

5

25. SEN issues should be integrated fully into
all PE initial Teacher Training courses

1

2

3

4

5

26. Teaching of children with SEN is just an
extension of any PE teachers mixed
ability teaching

1

2

3

4

5

27. 4/98 teacher training standards ensured
that you were adequately prepared for
inclusive education

1

2

3

4

5

28. The TTA, DfES and OfSTED offer
adequate advice and guidance to PE
teachers/trainees on SEN issues

1

2

3

4

5

29. Professional PE associations, ie:
BAALPE, PEA (UK), offer adequate
advice and guidance to PE teachers on
SEN issues

1

2

3

4

5

30. The Code of Practice on SEN and
Individual Education plans can be related
to PE with relative ease

1

2

3

4

5

31. 1am satisfied with the level of training 1
received in relation to PE/SEN

1

2

3

4

5

Thank you for your time. Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed self addressed
envelope.
295

