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Abstract
Research has shown a majority of main stream teachers lack training and understanding of hidden disabilities such as ASD and Asperger’s Syndrome resulting in some gaining a negative attitude towards these pupils as they do not understand the reasons behind their ‘challenging’ behaviour. It is possible their negative attitude and lack of knowledge about ways to handle and support these pupils and helping them progress will have significant impact. This research focusses on the effect of teacher comments, approach and attitude on ASD pupils. This study looks at the lack of ASD awareness i.e. diagnosis, behaviour management, understanding of ways of thinking and learning techniques of pupils with ASD for mainstream teachers. These areas will be researched through the use of qualitative research; interviews/questionnaires to pupils with hidden disabilities about their opinion of main stream teachers and how they have/have not helped them. Mainstream teachers were given scenarios involving ASD pupils and asked to answer how they would react as well as questionnaires investigating their experience of ASD pupils.
The responses received show that mainstream teachers do welcome inclusion of ASD pupils into their classrooms but do heavily rely upon the support of specialised classroom support when dealing with ‘challenging behaviour’ or incorporating strategies suggesting more ASD training needs to be considered in schools. It is also evident that inclusion, when done correctly, can promote and improve relationships between ASD pupils and their mainstream peers, resulting in them progressing emotionally and socially.
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How does training affect attitudes of mainstream teachers of 7-11 year olds towards children with hidden disabilities?
Introduction
There are currently 700,000 people currently living in the UK with autism (NAS, 2017). Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD), also referred to as Autism Spectrum Condition (ASC) is a lifelong disability which effects how a person perceives the world and communicates with others. People with ASD require support to enable them to interact and understand other peoples’ feelings, gestures, behaviours and how to cope in the vast range of social situations of which we are accustomed to. Some people with ASD are able to lead independent lives, however, some need ongoing support throughout their child hood and adult lives. This is due to the expansive nature of the autistic spectrum being so broad. This broadness of the spectrum means that all people with ASD can have different difficulties and no two autistic people are the same. Some encounter learning difficulties, medical or mental health issues, with some even encountering all three. 
ASD is considered a ‘hidden disability’ as it often does not display any physical or often apparent visible disabilities. Many people with ASD look and can appear completely ‘normal’ and their ASD can only become apparent in social situations or if they are in a situation which forces their ‘traits’ to protrude (e.g. hand flapping, pacing, visible sensory difficulties such as covering their ears). There is no 'cure' for autism (NAS, 2017). However, there is a range of strategies and approaches or methods of enabling learning and development which can be beneficial for those teaching or working closely with ASD children. My keen interest and awareness of ASD, in particular the behaviour strategies and teaching techniques required in comparison to teaching main stream pupils began when I started teaching in a Communication and Resource Education Base (CARE Base) in April 2015 which slowly and gradually integrates ASD pupils into mainstream education with specialised support and at their own individual pace. The CARE Base provision fully supports inclusive education of all SEN/ALN children by ensuring they are all supported in accessing a mainstream education but also allows for time to be spent in the Base for specialised interventions focussing on social, emotional and targeted skills identified in their Individual Action Plans (IAPs).
 As stated previously, 1 in 100 people currently suffer with ASD in the UK. I felt that with ASD being such a common disability, resulting in high numbers of ASD children accessing full time main stream education due to the lack of CARE Base placements available it would be beneficial to investigate teachers’ understanding of the disability. I am interested particularly in the strategies they currently use to aid and support ASD children within their classroom, and the positive/negative features of ASD children being taught by mainstream teachers. 
My interest was furthered by an article in The Guardian (2008). It referenced a report from the University of Birmingham's Autism Centre for Education and Research, which showed that too many teachers and support staff are unfamiliar with the needs of autistic children and struggle to teach them effectively. The report explored the story of John Davis, a child who is diagnosed with both ASD and Dyspraxia. John was described by staff as a very noisy and disruptive pupil, and they struggled with the fact that he would not behave like the other main stream pupils leading to him being frequently sent home. The report found that, despite the government's policy of inclusion of pupils with special needs, mainstream schools find it difficult to integrate pupils with autism. But, instead of recognising the atypical development of children and young people on the autistic spectrum, teachers tend to view them through a "typical lens", comparing their behaviour with children who do not have the condition. Some, like John's teachers, believe they can force autistic children to behave as other pupils do, or that it is a condition that they will grow out of.
The report highlighted that there is also general confusion about Autism. Teachers do not realise, for example, that the challenging behaviour can be accompanied by high intelligence. Dr Glenys Jones, who led the team of researchers, does say there is cause for optimism. "There are some examples of good practice in schools, but this needs to be better disseminated," she says. "There is no one-size-fits-all strategy because each autistic child is different. Not every child will need a specialist school or unit." The study concludes that teachers continue to find it difficult to access the appropriate training to enable them to frame their knowledge of individual children with a real understanding and knowledge of the condition, and this needs to be addressed. From reading this research, I found many similarities in schools I have previously taught in and have heard similar stories from those pupils who have transitioned from main stream education to a CARE Base provision. The report sparked my interest and I wish to investigate teacher attitudes further. 
The research will inaugurate by reviewing the pupils’ ‘annual review statement pupil view forms’ which are available to all teaching staff, the pupils’ guardians and the local authority via a computer server. Pupil view forms focus on questions about school and how pupils feel (one such question being ‘How do your teachers help you?).  Few of the pupils in my class have had experience of being in a mainstream class before coming to the CARE Base, so the five children chosen for my focus group will have experience of inclusion into main stream education (current as we focus on increasing integration to main stream or previous). The answers on the pupil view forms will be used to aid my decision for my focus group. The pupils chosen will be able to verbalise their opinions as we do have some pupils who struggle to explain/expand on questions asked of them due to their ASD resulting in them having processing difficulties. Consent will be gained from pupils’ parents before analysing pupil’s forms and using them as part of the research.
The focus group will be a small discussion group of five pupils having a semi-structured group interview. Both positive and negative scenarios will be shown that are common for those with ASD, such as walking out of class, gaining independence and asking to work with class mates rather than their support staff, screaming or throwing something at a child who is ‘annoying’ them, and ask them how they think a main stream teacher would react to this behaviour. I will record their discussion using field notes. The language used will be simple and I will use vocabulary they find easy to understand (language used on their pupil view forms). Scenarios will be in both picture/visual and oral form for pupils to gain the best understanding. 
Validity will be gained by triangulating the pupils’ discussion and views of teacher reactions by also interviewing main stream teachers about their understanding of ASD behaviours through the use of the same scenarios as previously shown to pupils. For example, let us consider the scenario of an ASD holding their hands over their ears and screaming every time you turn your back and write on the board. Consider how would you deal with this? What do you think caused this reaction? A comparison will then be made between teacher responses to the given scenarios and how the pupils think the teacher may react in each scenario.
The comparison of main stream staff answers to staff my own previous observations of staff who work in the CARE Base will enable me to comprehend specific ASD training makes a difference to behaviour techniques used, de-escalation strategies and their personal approach. Teachers will be asked to complete a short questionnaire based on the amount of training on ASD they have previously received, if they feel comfortable working with those with ASD and if they feel more training would be beneficial. 
My research focus group of both staff and pupils will remain anonymous throughout and following the study. The results will be discussed with the head teacher and dependent of what arises from my research will provide performance management targets. If I find agreement with the study by Dr Glenys Jones (The Guardian, 2008) then suggestions of more training/experience of ASD children will be advised.

Literature Review
Inclusion is an essential element in all education establishments. As stated previously, 700,000 people have ASD in the UK alone. Due to the limited availability of specialist schools and provisions many ASD pupils have no other option than to attend mainstream education. However, for some children with ASD inclusion and the integration into a main stream class room is progression towards becoming more independent and gaining social interactions with their main stream role models. The Make School Make Sense Report (NAS, 2006) highlighted that despite the continued emergence of inclusion and integration in LEA and school policies, 98% of the public feel all teachers should be trained in autism yet a high percentage are not, in mainstream schools only 27% of parents feel the mainstream teachers adjust their teaching approaches and materials to aid ASD pupils. It is assumed that the concept of inclusion was instigated by the Warnock report (1978). The report was viewed as the ‘normalization’ for Western countries with its focus being to include SEN pupils into different mainstream settings with opportunities to develop social skills and interaction in learning experiences and activities with mainstream peers. 
After much research it was concluded that it would be beneficial for SEN pupils to integrate into a mainstream class but only to the extent that is appropriate to their particular needs and circumstances. Daniels and Garner (2000:67) define inclusion as ‘children who are at a disadvantage for any reason are not excluded from mainstream education.’ They had previously stated ‘existing inequalities between children cannot be compensated for by the physical and teaching resources they are given at school. Those inequalities lie more importantly in opportunity, or lack of it, to do the same as other children, to share the same spaces as other children. For inclusion to be successful it has to happen in everything we say and do. It can’t just be added on, and that is why it shouldn’t be fallaciously labelled as integration. Inclusion should enable the child to feel part of a group, not segregated or different but to be fully part of the everyday activities, group work and social structure of a class.  During research Corbett (2001:24) interviewed a head teacher who reinforces the positive effect inclusion can have. He suggests that ‘inclusion is more powerful’ when the needs of the individual are at the heart of the decision making, enabling us to protect the needs of the ‘most vulnerable’ learners within our community.
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Villegas (2017)
 As seen from the diagram above (Villegas, 2017) there is a key difference in integration and inclusion into main stream education. Nedha (2015) appears to agree with Villegas’ (2017) model as he describes integration as a process where SEN children are ‘absorbed’ into mainstream education with the emphasis on them ‘fitting in’. This use of different methods and techniques can cause ‘labelling’ of the pupils resulting in their education being hindered. In comparison he goes on to suggest inclusion as being far more beneficial for SEN pupils as it is a process where children are educated in a way that benefits all students, not just the SEN pupils. This is why the inclusive approach is considered as ‘education for all’. In this approach, the students are not encouraged to fit into the mainstream education. On the contrary, the school changes to accommodate the needs of all. It accepts the diversity of students and use different techniques to benefit every student. Now in the modern education system, inclusion is considered as the best option as it discards labels and barriers that hold back students and encourage full participation.
The inclusion of children with hidden disabilities such as autism can be advantageous for all students if it is done in an appropriate manner with adequate professional support. Inclusion is supported across the world, in America the IDEIA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act) was passed to ensure that students with autism were included with their typically developing peers as much as possible (IDEIA, United States Department of Education, 2004). According to McGregror and Campbell (2001:190), ‘Integration of children with autism has two clear goals. The first is to honour the right of all members of a community to take full part in its day-to-day life. The second goal is to improve the quality of children’s social interaction and academic development through daily contact with typically developing peers.’ This is to allow them to participate in their society while they advance their academic and social skills. From my own observations inclusion gives students with autism the opportunity to look at their typically developing peers as role models. I have witnessed children with hidden disabilities can imitate their peers’ behaviour and follow their lead in order to complete tasks in a more socially acceptable manner. However, these goals previously stated by McGregror and Campbell (2001) are sometimes hard to attain given the challenges manifested by the disability.
There are contrasting opinions whether inclusion can develop mainstream pupils’ empathy towards pupils with SEN. Allan (1999) found that many mainstream pupils became very protective of those with SEN. She comments on a twelve year old who displayed great concern at an SEN child walking home. He decided to walk with him and help him up from the floor if he fell over. However, the SEN child had Down Syndrome so struggled physically and it appeared this obvious and visual difficulty of completing some everyday tasks promoted empathy from the mainstream pupil. Pupils were later observed helping the teacher discipline the child with Downs Syndrome and helping him behave and get rewards in class by reminding him of the behaviour rules and expectations.  In comparison, another pupil of the class was labelled as SEN but had moderate learning difficulties. Moderate Learning Difficulties is not a physical disability so could also be defined as a ‘hidden disability’. Allan (1999) also observed that most of the children did not agree with the extra support she had, said there was nothing wrong with her as she looked normal and presumed she was lazy and didn’t want to work. Pupils aided both inclusion and exclusion in Allan’s (1999) study. They helped to pupil with Downs Syndrome feel included and supported his behavioural, physical and academic difficulties which would have benefited the teacher greatly. However, they excluded the pupil with moderate learning difficulties as her SEN or disability was ‘invisible’. 
When studying main stream teachers’ attitudes to SEN children sharing an inclusive education Avramidis and Norwich (2010) found outlooks varied. Pre-school provision staff were the most enthusiastic about the idea of inclusion, class room teachers were the most cautious with head teachers and educational psychologists being in the middle. This exploration was supported by Garvar-Pinhas and Schmeilkin (1994) and Forlin (1995) who also found head teachers and special education teachers were the most positive whilst classroom teachers gave the most negative responses when discussing inclusion. Forlin (1995) went on the find that when comparing mainstream and special education staff of the same school the special education staff were far more optimistic about inclusion. This is also reflected in the Greek study by Padeliadou and Lampropoulou, (1997). This helped teachers see how they could improve their situation for other similar children. Teachers feel they need self awareness and understanding of diagnosis before reacting to certain difficult behaviours; ‘we may continue to respond to the many difficulties we encounter, not as professionals, but as our ‘untutored selves.’ (Kahn and Wright, 1980:74). 
There are many case studies which report negative attitudes from staff in relation to inclusion of SEN pupils into their main stream classroom. Vlachou (1997) and McGregror & Campbell (2001) found that many teachers did not agree with inclusion and had negative attitudes. During Vlachou’s discussion with one teacher who had six pupils with moderate learning difficulties in her mainstream class she felt that only two could be considered as ‘moderate’ and the other  as ‘severe learning difficulties’. She felt they would gain nothing from being mixed into her class. She disagreed that integration was essential for these pupils.  Vlachou (1997:87) went on to discuss the ‘trend’ of integration that main stream teachers did not approve of; they felt children were being integrated just for the sake of integration which added complications for the class teacher. Many teachers believed certain children with SEN, due to their deficiencies should not be educated together with mainstream children. As previously stated by McGregror and Campbell (2001) certain challenges faced by children with behavioural and emotional difficulties can be very challenging, daunting and time-consuming for a teacher who also has a class of 25 to 30 children to teach and support. Cassady (2011) conversed how teachers experience explicit tension due to the frustration from the manifestations autism has in their classroom. The significant stress that is continuously present affects the teacher’s acceptance of the student with autism and the desire to include them. 
McGregor and Campbell (2001:202) found that the ‘unpredictable nature of young children with autism has the potential to cause extreme confusion and distress with general education teachers. Consequently, educators must reorganize their class structure as well as their teaching methods in order to promote the acquisition and generalization of knowledge’. Cassady (2011) described autism as such a complex disability, it is hard for teachers to make generalizations regarding the best and most effective ways to teach the population. She felt it necessary to explore teachers’ opinions toward students with this condition because their attitudes greatly affect their relationship with the students as well as the overall quality of instruction. From case discussions Hanko (2000:76) found ‘a teacher may show he prefers or rejects a pupil on grounds of positive or negative identifications with him. This could cloud the teacher’s judgement and influence the way in which he uses his authority.’ This suggests that dependent on the child a teacher may over react to a behaviour in comparison to a calmer approach to a child they ‘like’. This is also identified in research by Vlachou (1997) who found that integration/inclusion can sometimes fail as one pupil who has more difficulties can be hard to cope with as their behaviour may upset the rest of the class. Subsequently, they have to be withdrawn more, which can be seen as unfair by the rest of the SEN children who also need the extra interventions.  Carrier (1990) and Ramasut (1989) also found that teacher’s strong association between learning difficulties and uncontrolled/uninhibited behaviour was no surprise. Many people associate learning disability with erratic and uncontrolled behaviour, with instability, unreliability, and even cruelty and violence.’ He went on to discuss that many negative attitudes towards SEN pupils have already been constructed by previous teachers/schools.  Many teachers had been highly influenced by the negative connotations that SEN can apply. Ramasut (1989) agreed that teacher attitude towards ‘difficult’ or ‘challenging’ pupils is often created from the opinions (whether they be real or imagined) of fellow colleagues.
There are many other variables to consider when looking at the reasons behind these negative attitudes towards inclusion. Forlins (1995) found teachers’ experience to be a leading factor in the pessimism. He found that teachers with under six years experience accepted SEN more than those with 6 to 10 years experience. The more experienced teachers of 11 or more years were the least accepting. Another variable to consider was discussed by Janney (1995:436), suggests that teachers initially expressed hesitancy in relation to integration as they were unsure of the perceived benefits:
‘Already wary of reform and overloaded with work, general education teachers’ initial balancing of the anticipated high cost of integration against its uncertain benefit created hesitation and resistance. Following their implementation experiences, teachers re-evaluated the balance between the cost of teachers’ time and energy as compared to the benefit for students and judged the integration effort successful.’

Shimmen (1990) found teachers had developed a negative stigma of SEN pupils integrating into their mainstream classroom due to their lack of confidence, expertise and training in the field. Shimmen found teachers who trained at colleges where SEN and integration were taught as part of the course were far more favourable of inclusion. This is supported by Dickens-Smith (1995) who found staff development is the key to successful inclusion. He found attitudes swiftly changed from negative to positive after a course of in- service training. Bowman (1986:133) found that 75.5% of teachers favoured integration of pupils with medical issues as they found them less challenging and completed their work. In comparison, only 31% favoured integration of those with emotional and behavioural difficulties such as autism. During his study of 14 nations involving UNESCO (The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization) Bowman studied 1000 teachers and exposed that in countries with law requiring integration the teachers shared more favourable reviews of inclusion (47 to 93 percent). However, in countries who only offered segregated SEN educational provision were less supportive (0 to 28 percent). Bowman’s research begs the question does inclusion need to be part of the law to gain acceptance? 
Another reason behind a negative attitude could be fellow colleagues. Hallworth (1962) and Hargreaves (1969) both found that pupils who were considered as well-behaved were also perceived as being good academically. During a study by Hargreaves (1969) it was found that pupils who were expected to work hard which coincided with good behaviour were placed in higher attaining streamed classes. However, those who were perceived by teachers as badly behaved, off task, miss a lot of school were considered as lower attainers and placed a lower banded streaming class as they were not expected to work. This negative attitude would then follow these children throughout their school life. Fry (1983:28) carried out an investigation surrounding teacher relationships with ‘challenging’ or ‘problem’ children. Fry found that ‘problem’ children received much more negative effect behaviours from teachers (both verbal and non-verbal body language). They were also less involved with the ‘problem’ children, asked them less questions. Wolfensberger (1997:21) ‘a person becomes devalued not through his/her ‘differentness’ itself but through negatively valued ‘differentness’ which is contingent upon other cultural and social factors.’ The Special Educational Needs and Disability Act (SENDA) revised section 316 of the 1996 Education Act (Dfes, 2001:75). SENDA strengthened the rights of children with SEN to be educated in mainstream education. Schools were not able to refuse pupils based upon individual needs (DfES, 2001:75). Teachers’ perspectives found by Vlachou (1997) were that teachers felt they needed to have adequate and specialised staffing or teachers who specializes in special needs.

Spencer (1983:11) suggested that ‘professional pride’ acts as a major barrier to teachers sharing their anxieties and frustrations in attempt to tackle their difficulties. When discussing the support offered by those with ‘special expertise’ (e.g. specialist teachers, referral teams, educational psychologist) Hanko (1985) exposed that many teachers felt their handling of an SEN/ASD child was perceived as inadequate and that those criticising failed to appreciate the demands of a school system and how the stress of dealing with a difficult pupil in front of a class and an ‘expert’ can effect their response. He found this can source a negative attitude towards sometimes necessary support; ‘can make teachers doubtful over offers of support by ‘omniscient’ experts and increases the obstacles for exerts trying to reconstruct their service, redeploy their skills and to include in their remit systematic, rather than incidental support work to reach a maximum number of teacher.’ Vlachou (1997:87) supported this lack of support as he found many teachers did not understand the difference between moderate learning difficulties in pupils and ‘resource groups’ of just lower attaining pupils. Eavis (1983:11) ‘groups of teachers and those with special expertise in the field of exceptional emotional and educational needs can work together’. 
Farrell (2005) distinguishes that many schools work hard to ensure children with SEN have enough support within the classroom by allocating extra time interventions and staff. However, he finds it a concern that most staff do not have sufficient expertise and experience of working with SEN or challenging children. Farrell goes on to discuss how expecting teaching assistants to work with SEN children for a considerable amount of their timetable is a weakness. Pupils are being denied a teacher’s knowledge and skills and at the same time the teacher is losing skills they could gain from teaching a child with SEN. The pupil can become dependent on the support and teaching of the teaching assistant and end up finding while class teaching very difficult, lowering their development of personal and social skills. Both the teacher and teaching assistant should allocate time to SEN pupils. Henkhuzen and Lee (1996) discuss how integration can be a successful initiative if the ASD pupils are supported by an LSA (Learning Support Assistant) who has experience of ASD. This would take pressure off teaching staff to watch their own class of children as well as the ASD integration group. They discuss how positive and well-managed integration would enable the children to feel part of the class as their behaviours and quirks are being controlled by an LSA and they have the opportunity to make use of specialist teaching and facilities e.g. (a science laboratory).

Hanko (1985) felt teachers could deal with issues raised by SEN children as ‘they were learning how to widen their perception of the problems so that they could be translated into interaction terms, on the basis that the disturbance producing situations and backgrounds were better understood.’
‘I didn’t have experience [of children with Down’s Syndrome]. I was very apprehensive. I didn’t know whether I was able to teach them because they seemed as though they would be awkward and not cooperative. They looked like they were not going to be cooperative with the teacher. But I was pleasantly surprised really after establishing a relationship with them.’ (Vlachou, 1997:92).

On the flip side Ramasut (1989) also suggested that children do the same thing as teachers and create their own opinion on teachers either based upon one experience or from listening to reports from other pupils.  Ramasut (1989:22) ‘our perception of others may be beyond the senses; less upon the ‘reality’, more upon the expectations of the observer.’ Rutter (1979:22) reported that the ethos of the school tends to maximise educational attainments but also the teachers’ attitudes to pupils. Their expectations are likely to cause pupils’ attitudes and behaviour in school. 
‘I fully support the principle of inclusive education, just not in my school and not when I am about to undergo an Ofsted inspection. I have a limited amount of resources and limited amount of teachers. These children with SEN take up a lot of mf teachers’ time that would be better spent working with children who could, with a push, achieve a level four in their SATs.’  (Hodkinson & Vickerman, 2013:82).

Leroy and Simpson (1996) studied the impact of inclusion over three years in Michigan. Their study found that’s as the teachers’ experience of SEN pupils increased their confidence to teach SEN pupils also increased, suggesting teacher negative attitudes may change as their experience and confidence increases. Much legislation and guidance has emerged over the past few years in relation to aiding mainstream staff integrating SEN/ASD children into their classrooms. Seachs’ ideas of elements that would be required in an effective training programme were partially included firstly in the Removing Barriers to Achievement (DfES 2004:35) which focussed on main stream staff gaining more positive attitudes towards children with SEN and a greater responsiveness to individual needs. The SEN Code of Practice (2004) point 1.23 stated that all schools and LEAs should work towards “securing training, advice and support for staff working in SEN.” The Removing Barriers to Achievement was later moved forward by a four year national strategy programme of CPD (Continuing Professional Development) identified as The Inclusion Development Programme DCSF (2007). The programme’s aims were “to increase the confidence and expertise of mainstream practitioners in meeting high incidence of SEN in mainstream settings and schools.” DCSF (2007) discussed how the programme focussed on a wide range of SEN. In 2008 it focussed on dyslexia, speech, language and communication difficulties, but for 2009 the focus moved onto ASD and finally behaviour, emotional and social difficulties. “Clearly we can see a commitment from the government for further inclusive practices but without resources and training for all practitioners they will not, by themselves, resolve some of the challenges inherent in effective inclusion” Wall (2010:131). A criticism of this is that the training is mostly available online. ION.com (2015) discuss the negativity of online courses and state that unless being part of a virtual classroom students may put less effort in due to the lack of dialogue between trainer and student, some are not computer literate so may struggle with navigating the course pages and even the most modern technology can be unreliable.
Overall, there is much research to support the inclusion of ASD/SEN pupils into mainstream education. The benefits stated previously include good peer role models, social interaction, mainstream pupils developing empathy and understanding of SEN pupils. However, even though there are many teachers who support inclusion and have witnessed the benefits much research does weigh more towards negative teacher attitudes and their apprehensions surrounding children with SEN integrating into their classroom. This review of literature has stemmed my interest into teacher attitudes towards those with SEN more enthralling. 
 
Ethical Considerations
 Ethical risks to this research will be diminished (see Ethical consideration form Appendix A). Participants may feel coerced if chosen from a class of nine pupils to take part in a study consisting of just five children. I will manage this risk by ensuring none of my pupils feel singled out. Before I proceed with my research/observations I will explain to pupils, at their level of understanding that I am carrying out a project which will mean I will have to watch them do activities and ask them questions. This is common practice within our classroom as children are observed on a weekly basis in a vast range of tasks and undergo many assessments by myself and educational psychologists; therefore, it will not be seen as an unusual practise. I will then get assent from children by briefly explaining my research to the class (in simple language they can understand) as well as write what I am saying on the interactive whiteboard for our visual learners. I will then ask if anyone does not wish to take part to write their name on the back of a sad face card and place it in the box. If they are happy to take part write their name on the back of the smiley face card and place it in the box. I will ensure they choose their card outside the classroom so they can not sway their friend’s decision and it is completely their own decision. My sampled group will be chosen from the children who show they are happy to take part in the research. The class SNSA will record who has held up a sad/smiley face to ensure my sample group are chosen correctly. I will explain to the children that they will have the option to opt out of discussion time at any point. I will leave a smiley face card on the table so if they feel like they want to leave at any point they can show me the card and leave. If they do not feel comfortable showing me the card they will have the option of showing either of the 2 SNSAs within the classroom the card and leave. I will also gain signed consent from parents (Appendix A). I will send out a consent form briefly explaining my research and an example of the questionnaire pupils will be completing and an option for them to opt their children in or out. Questionnaires completed by teachers will be anonymous and numbered (Appendix B1). 
As the researcher there is a risk of being vulnerable of complaint by participants, especially if they feel under pressure when completing focus group discussions. I feel I will be preventing any feelings of pressure by enabling children to firstly choose if they are happy to be observed and secondly by giving them the option to opt out of the activities at any point. I also feel I have managed this risk by showing the head teacher the details of my research project and gaining his consent. There will always be a SNSA in the classroom at the time I carry out the group discussions. Scenarios (Appendix C1) will be explained using both visual and oral explanations which the children in the class find easiest to understand. At the end of the research the data will be shown to the head teacher and stored in a secure ICT cloud (secure ICT system the school uses to protect all children’s data and personal information). Only school senior management team will have access to this cloud.
I will eliminate risk to the university by ensuring I abide to the BERA guidelines. I will conduct my research in a professional way by strictly abiding to the points above. This will ensure all children are happy to take part in the research, have the opportunity to opt out at any time and by the support of the class SNSA in collecting names of children who are willing to be observed and constantly being present when the research is being carried out. I will also explain the research and gain parental consent before conducting the research.

Methodology
This study followed the route of action research. Koshy (2005) defines action research as a way of facilitating evaluation and reflection which will therefore introduce new initiatives with increased understanding of the topic being researched. He also discusses how it is an approach of the researcher generating new knowledge. During this research new knowledge was generated. An ‘issue’ was identified within the teaching of ASD pupils in mainstream education and from researching studies carried out within the last  few years it initiated my interest of whether the ‘issue’ was perceivable within my own school and if so why.   ‘Action research is all about developing the act of knowing through observation, listening, analysing, questioning and being involved in constructing one’s own knowledge’ Koshy (2005:2). During my research I loosely followed Macintyre’s (2001:8) model of action research (Fig 1.1):
Reflection and analysis of current practise. General idea of research topic.
Narrowing down the topic, planning the action.

Refined topic – selection of key texts, formulation of question, organised and refined action plan.

Evaluation of entire process.

Scanning the literature, discussing with colleagues.

Tentative action plan, consideration of different research strategies.

Take action. Evaluation of strategy and research. Final amendment. 








Fig 1.1

As above in fig 1.1, I analysed current practise by researching studies associated with the topic and identified any links to mainstream teaching in the focus groups’ pupil view forms. I found there were many areas my research could have focussed on, for example academic or behavioural progression, strategies used or teacher understanding of these areas. However, I decided to follow Macintyre’s idea to narrow my topic and question down to the impact of mainstream teacher attitudes on pupils with ASD with a focus towards personal, social and emotional progression (PSE).  From researching a vast number of research strategies I found that the ones best tailored towards ASD pupils would be a strategy we already use in the classroom on a weekly basis; semi structured group interviews. We use this strategy quite often to assess pupil social skills in small group situations so felt this would cause less stress on the pupils as it is a familiar routine. Discussions with colleagues were also completed in a non-intrusive form as they were continuously told anything they say will remain anonymous. The aim of using scenarios rather than direct questions prevented the interviews from appearing formal and caused less stress on their answers to be ‘correct’. Bell (1999:8) ‘action research is directed towards greater understanding and improvement of practice over a period of time.’  Action research is about working towards practical outcomes which I feel the final questionnaire used during my research aided. From these questionnaires I was able to observe how much training teachers had undertaken in ASD and if they felt the required more due to the ever increasing numbers of ASD pupils accessing mainstream education. Action research was the correct procedure for this research as agreed by Koshy (2005) it enables the researcher to be part of the research which was essential when interviewing pupils with ASD as they find speaking to unfamiliar adults difficult and challenging so their answers may have not been truthful. Action research can be continually modified throughout as every outcome is evaluated on a regular basis. 
Qualitative rather than quantitative methods of data collection were used during this study. Evans (2009) defines the method of qualitative data collection as ‘an in-depth probing of phenomena such as people’s beliefs, assumptions, understandings, opinions actions, interactions or other potential sources of evidence of the processes of learning or teaching.’ A mixed methods approach was originally considered when planning this research, however, from looking at literature it can be argued that qualitative is the superlative process as supported by Koshy (2010) and Creswell (2009). Koshy (2010:79) ‘it must be stressed that qualitative data are not inferior in status and, in action research, that it can illuminate human feelings and provide rich insights into actions and their consequences.’ Creswell (2009:79) defines qualitative research as ‘a means of exploring and understanding the meaning of individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem.’ Qualitative data in educational research is also supported by Cohen (2007:166). He states ‘the social and educational world is a messy place, full of contradictions, richness, complexity, connectedness, conjunctions and disjunctions. It is multi-layered, and not easily susceptible to the atomization process inherent in much numerical research.’ When considering methods of data collection the issue of reflexivity, mentioned in Koshy (2010) and Locke (2007) was considered. Koshy discussed the importance of reflexivity for teachers as researchers and the impact this may have on their teaching should always be considered. They should also ensure this does not effect the interpretations they make on research found or cause any bias. This is also supported by Locke (2007) who defines reflexivity as it ‘introduces a range of strategic, ethical and personal issues into the qualitative research process.’ The strengths of qualitative data makes it ideal for this practitioner led research as described by Miles and Huberman (1994:10) it has ‘local groundness’ as the data collected is in close proximity to a specific situation, is based on natural ordinary events and shows real life situations. On reflection they define it as perfect for practitioner researchers due to ‘their ability to capture the richness and holism of a situation.’ As the research is only using one data collection method both reliability and validity was of high priority. 
Reliability refers to the consistency and trustworthiness of a piece of research. This study can be perceived as being reliable. I came to this conclusion after deliberating a question asked by Denscombe (1998:213) ‘if someone else did the research would he or she have got the same results and arrived at the same conclusions?’ In my opinion, yes another researcher would have found the same results as I have.As suggested by Nunan (1992) reliability could be achieved by an external researcher carrying out the same research and comparing conclusion. It is suggested the researcher to be external due to the possibility of transference bias between friends or colleagues. However, whilst this is feasible in quantitative research it is much more problematic in qualitative research. As supported by Evans (2009:116) ‘it is obvious that the chances of a qualitative study ever being repeated in the same context, using the same informants and procedures by an independent researcher are remote, or even, some would say, impossible since the context-dependent conditions of qualitative research are constantly subject to change: time passes, situations change, pupils are exposed to new learning and experiences and so on.’ Evans (2009) goes on to propose that reliability also relates to the research having clear aims and objectives. This has been achieved by backing my aims and ideas with a clear and focussed rationale. This rationale was backed with sufficient literature with a focus on past studies, own opinion, statistics for ASD organisations and observations from myself and other researchers.  The study considered theories, studies, and arguments before pupil perceptions. Rationale of pupil selection was achieved as I only focussed on pupils who had access to main stream education. The study was aimed at those who had either positive or negative experiences in main stream education so expecting answers from pupils who had not experienced main stream education would have been irrational, prejudicial and form inaccurate results. Reliability also depends on the accessibility of data. Data of the study has been stored safely, where it will remain for one year before being destroyed as this will follow protocol of the school. Transcripts of teacher interviews, semi-structures interview of the focus group, pupil view forms and teacher questionnaires are all available as a method of reliability. 
When considering validity, external validity was deemed as impossible during this qualitative study. Nunan (1992:17) describes external validity as to ‘generalize beyond the subjects under investigation to a wider population’. Evans (2009) suggest that external validity is inappropriate during qualitative studies as it is context bound and ‘contradicts the epistemological and methodological perspectives in the approach.’ However, as with all qualitative research, internal validity was highly considered during this study. Being a practitioner researcher enabled me to be at an advantage over an external researcher carrying out the research on my class as the contextual back ground of the research and reading pupils during the research is far more easily achieved. As the class practitioner I have knowledge of the pupils’ attitude, behaviours and academic performance in subjects. This is essential when working with pupils who are diagnosed as ASD as it is important to be able to read their body language, voice level and answers for signs of distress. It also enabled me to aim my questions at the right level for the pupils as they do have delayed processing skills so questions needed to be short, direct, with visual aids and a waiting time after each question of around 5 seconds to allow processing time. These are strategies an external researcher may not use due to their lack of knowledge of the pupils. Another important factor to maintain validity, especially with ASD pupils is trust. Trust has been built between myself and the pupils in the CARE Base as when they first attend the CARE Base they spend all day with the same members of staff so they have a ‘safe haven’, somewhere they can retreat to with any issues or problems, people who understands their needs once they start integrating into main stream a few months later.  Once integrating they still spend a proportion of every day in the CARE Base classroom with the same members of staff. A good understanding of ASD   was essential for this research. I used the strategy of ‘long term engagement’ identified by Evans (2009:119) as a one off observation of pupils discussing how they felt about a subject, situation, their feelings etc would be invalid as it is not familiar and out of routine so would produce invalid pupil responses. I used a method of semi structured interview with a small focus group that pupils are familiar with. As mentioned previously, this is part of our routine twice a week as pupils sit in a small group to discuss feelings e.g. ELSA, SULP. Validity was also obtained by not changing the environment they had their groups in and ensuring the data collection method of field notes were what pupils are familiar with. 
At the start of the research the focus group pupils’ responses on their pupil view forms were examined. These are forms which are completed by a child after a statement of educational needs review has taken place with parents, their teacher, social worker and Educational Psychologist once a year. It focusses on what the child enjoys at school, personal targets they wish to set and any ways in which teachers or parents can help/support them in the future. On occasions, if the child has difficulty writing the forms are scribed by a familiar adult of the CARE Base. These forms were used as a method of questionnaire during my research. Koshy (2005) outlined some advantages of using questionnaires. They enabled me to collect background information before starting my research project. Allowing me to gain a lot of information and insight into how the pupils felt about school in a short period of time. From looking at the forms it was obvious that many children did enjoy many topic related subjects they attended in mainstream such as Physical Education, Science and History and did state that teachers help them with their work and are there to support them. Conversely, some pupils did record they disliked Maths and English in their mainstream classes which led me to question if these subjects are disliked due to the increasing demand on high attainment in these subjects, resulting in possibly stressed staff and stricter rules whereas lessons with less emphasis on their attainment are more relaxed? I decided to follow this question through and gain a better insight into their responses during my group interview with the focus group. During the use of the questionnaires I was very aware of the disadvantages stated by Koshy (2005:88) the responses may have been influenced by what the pupils wanted me to hear. Even though it is stressed to pupils that no-one will see their responses they may still unconsciously believe teachers will see them and may not want to write anything negative that would be seen by the teacher. I did avoid being bias in the questions I asked as the pupil view forms were not designed by myself for this research and were used as merely a tool of gaining background information for the local authority and inclusion service to gain an insight into pupil attitude towards mainstream education and work with the CARE Base teacher to try and solve the issues outlined. 

I used scenarios (Appendix C1) as part of my semi-structured interview process with teachers. I felt this was less intrusive. ‘The main purpose of conducting interviews is to gather responses which are richer and more informative than questionnaires’ Koshy (2005:92).  From looking at considerations made by Koshy (2005) I ensured the teachers being shown scenarios were in a comfortable environment and the interview was not time consuming, lasting around 20 to 30 minutes. I used semi-structured rather than structured interviews as well as open ended questions so I could probe further into their answers to gain a better understanding of their response. For example, in response to a scenario where an ASD child had got upset over making a mistake in his work and began shouting and crumpled up his work a teacher stated she would ask him to leave the classroom. By the interviews being semi structured I was able to give the same scenario as all interviewees had heard but dig a little deeper into the answer. I was able to question what they would do if the child refused to leave and how long the child would be expected to be outside, to which the answer to both question was ‘I’m not sure’. This probing enabled me to firstly see a good understanding of ASD by removing the child from the stimuli that was making him cross but then the discertainty of what strategies to use if their proposal did not go the way they expected. Both positive and negative scenarios were used during the research as there are many positive scenarios involving ASD children that do also require strategies e.g. an ASD child wanting to work with his peers or accepting another person’s point of view even though they disagree is a huge progression for them and should be celebrated as a big achievement to ensure continuous progression. 
A semi-structured interview was also carried out with a small group of five focus pupils. I asked them four questions (from the pupil view forms they had completed before hand – Appendix D) and noted down their responses. Pupils were encouraged to discuss their answers with the group. Derver (2006) highlighted the benefits of using group interviews with young children as  them feeling less inhibited than meeting an adult, no matter how familiar on a one to one basis. I found keeping field notes of their discussions very useful as I could be flexible with the notes and record relevant information. Pupils are accustomed to seeing me writing field notes as we do this regularly during group work to aid assessment so they wouldn’t have felt any stress or change to routine enabling their responses to be relaxed and more truthful. However, as discussed by Koshy (2005) I did become tempted to write too much and did find I had to stop quite a lot due to the conversation going off subject which is a skill a lot of ASD children do find challenging – remaining on topic. In future, I would use a tape or video recorder as ‘students’ behaviours and attitudes can be captured in greater accuracy than by making observation notes’ Koshy (2005:103). Derver (2006) also suggests the use of a video or tape recorder over field notes as long as the recording is not too noisy or confused.  If I was to use this method for future research I would have to increase my use of recording devices within the classroom prior to research as pupils do not usually get recorded so they would find this highly distracting or would behave completely differently in front of a camera as it would be out of their comfort zone. Many pupils of the class find video recording intrusive and dislike having themselves recorded or their picture taken so would need to be desensitised to this which is a lengthy process. As discussed by Derver (2006) a non-directive approach was adopted which enabled me to determine the course of the discussion. This non-directive method was successful with teachers as many commented on how comfortable they felt during the interview, however, far more difficult to maintain with ASD pupils who struggle to remain on topic. Koshy identified many advantages of incorporating interviews into action research. As I established, interviews can make participants feel relaxed and enable exploration by the researcher. Group interviews can save time, especially in a class situation. Interviews can provide unexpected but useful perspectives. However, as I found, doing interviews can be very time consuming in comparison to just using questionnaires. Some children may struggle with interviews as they are not confident speakers, especially when in a group situation. Nonetheless, I feel I avoided his disadvantage as the children chosen for my focus group have gained confidence in speaking in large groups, as well as small, and frequently take part in group discussions/work such as ELSA (Emotional Literacy Support Assistant), SULP (Social Use of Language Programme) or friendship groups. In all these group activities pupils actively discuss any problems and questions asked by he member of staff. The small group interview was overall successful as pupils did give insight into why they disliked English and Maths in comparison to Physical Education, Science or History. They were also comfortable to discuss the same scenarios given to the teachers. Pupils were able to converse what they thought the teachers reaction would be to the described behaviour and some even went on to discuss if this strategy would of helped them. When discussing the same scenario identified above relating to the ASD child crumpling up his work due to a mistake, the teacher and child’s response corresponded with the child also saying the teacher would ‘shout at me to get out of the classroom’. The pupil then went on to discuss how they would need a five minute timer and maybe a chat with the CARE Base support outside the classroom before going back inside. This strategy was taught to the child during their time in the CARE Base as a method of self calming and a descalation technique. The teacher was unsure what to do once the pupil was outside which does beg the question is more support and guidance from CARE Base staff in relation to strategies required for individual ASD pupils within main stream classrooms?
The questionnaires used at the end of the research gave good insight into the level of training staff had previously undertaken in ASD, if they feel comfortable having an ASD child in their class with or without support and if they feel more ASD training would be beneficial to them. The questionnaires consisted of a mix of both open and closed questions with the open questions not asking too much of opinion but being more literal answers such as ‘what areas of ASD would you like more training in?’ Drever (2004:2) suggested four main advantages of using questionnaires. The questions used can be drafted in your own time and the respondents can answer when they have some free time making them less time consuming than most research strategies. Familiarity between the researcher and respondent can be a draw-back resulting in people wanting to give the ‘correct’ answer and be less honest. This was avoided by respondents being assured the questionnaire will remain anonymous and their data only being used for this research and not shared prior to it. Drever (2004:5) also suggests a high return rate of questionnaires given out as part of school based research as staff were reminded by myself to complete them by a given day. Another advantage was that all respondents had the same questions to answer with no scope to discuss the answer with myself as the researcher. The main limitations of using questionnaires which I tried to avoid were to ensure that the questionnaires did remain anonymous by the use of a numbering system and by trying to avoid bias and not interpreting what was written on the open questions into what I wanted to hear.  As previously stated I did avoid questions that would regulate an opinion to elude this limitation. 
The three research strategies of pupils’ pre-questionnaires, interviews and teacher questionnaires used assisted triangulation.  As previously stated internal validity was used to strengthen the research, which was then strengthened even more by the incorporation of this process of triangulation. Hopkins (2002:134) supports triangulation in all research as ‘each point of the triangle stands in an unique epistemological position with respect to access to relevant data about a teaching situation.’ When discussing the three points of the triangle he mentions that practitioner research is the best position to gain access via introspection of their aims and the pupils are in the best position to explain their attitudes to teacher behaviour/methods. He also mentions a third point of the triangle as ‘participant observer’. Even though there was not a ‘participant observer’ writing the field notes during the semi structured interviews I feel this can be justified by the challenges ASD pupils face and how an extra adult can enable them to struggle with focus and want to involve them in the conversation or feel under pressure of being observed and notes being written as they spoke. A familiar non-intrusive routine was essential for this study. I do feel I incorporated a third point into my triangle by ensuring teacher opinions and ideas were considered. During this study the aims were initiated by the practitioner researcher and the pupils did give their views, therefore, forming the other two points of the triangle and aiding triangulation and ensuring a valid study. 
Findings
From analysis of the teacher questionnaire results (Appendix B2).  Most teachers have experience or are currently teaching pupils diagnosed with ASD. In relation to their understanding of inclusion within the mainstream classroom six teachers stated inclusion referred to ‘SEN in class’ with three stating ‘all helping each other’ and the least amount of two teachers saying ‘not sure’ or ‘everyone being equal’. These results indicate that most teachers do understand that the inclusion of ASD pupils within the mainstream classroom means they are part of the classroom and do all need support whether it be off staff or peers but they appear to miss the main point highlighted in the School Autism Bill which is planned to be part of the Equalities Act (2010) that inclusion makes every pupil in that classroom equal taking steps to enable a disabled child to do what their non-disabled peers do and avoid putting them at a disadvantage because of their disability. 
From their answers the teachers appear to be describing ‘integration’ rather than inclusion which as Nedha (2015) states is more just SEN pupils fitting in and the methods used can still result in them being labelled. Integration is a great starting point for ASD pupils who have not attended a mainstream setting previously as they have the comfort of being in close proximity to Base peers and support staff they are familiar with and trust but the eventual goal is always to incorporate them into an inclusive classroom, working with them to gain independence and become academically and socially equal to their peers at a gradual pace that is right for the individual pupil. Therefore, incorporating inclusive practise of making them feel part of the class and no different to their neurotypical peers. This misconception of inclusion and lack of knowledge between the difference of integration and inclusion has been previously discussed by Nedha (2015:21) who stated that inclusion should be considered as an ‘education for all’ implying that pupils should be educated in a way that will benefit all the class pupils, making the education they receive equally beneficial for those with ASD and those who are not. As mentioned previously Daniels and Garner (2000) stated that inclusion should enable the child to feel part of a group and not different educationally or socially, therefore, enabling all pupils to feel equal through inclusive practise. Following research by Bowman (1986) it could be questioned if inclusion should be law to gain acceptance as he found that inclusion was favoured if it was the law by 47-93% of teachers yet if segregation of SEN pupils in mainstream education was enforced only 0-28% favoured inclusion. From looking at graph 1.1 it can be seen that inclusion of ASD pupils into mainstream education is prevalent in the school I have be researching.






Graph 1.1
The National Assembly for Wales has indicated as one of their key responsibilities of SEN education (Dauncey, 2015) is that local authorities in partnership with schools should place the ‘highest priority’ to promote high standards of education for all children. It also states that schools should be encouraging pupils with SEN to participate fully in their school and local community. It advises that to fulfil their role effectively, local authorities should provide inclusion for SEN learners in mainstream schools. This national sustenance and positive influence for inclusion of SEN pupils into mainstream education may be one of the reasons behind the positive response of most staff. Even though the difference between inclusion and integration appears to be misconstrued they do appear to have a positive attitude towards making SEN pupils part of their class which is a fantastic starting point.
 Graph 1.2
Sadly the biggest challenge of teaching pupils with ASD was the possibility of low grades in the national tests (Graph 1.2 above). Observations would suggest that challenging behaviour would been more pressing. Surprisingly my research into previous studies, in particular, Bowman (1986). He found that only 31% of teachers favoured ASD pupils with behavioural or emotional problems in comparison to 75.5% who preferred medical issues over behaviour and emotional as they were seen as less challenging and would complete their work. Hargreaves (1969) suggested that pupils who were considered as lower attainers were placed in a lower banded streaming class as they were not expected to work. Hargreaves suggested that this negative attitude would then follow these children throughout their school life. In 2014 Dauncey (2015) recorded that there were 105,303 pupils with SEN in mainstream education in Wales, 22.6% of all pupils which is a dramatic rise from 2010 which recorded 99,004 pupils with SEN in mainstream education. This rise in figures could be due to diagnosis being more prevalent and also teachers being more focussed on grades since national testing start date of May 2013 therefore having to group children into more strict ability levels. In 2014 Dauncey found at Key Stage 2 57.7% of all pupils with SEN achieved their core subject indicator/expected level in English, Welsh, Science and Mathematics. 
However, the pupils who access CARE Base provision are not just labelled as SEN they have to qualify as a school action plus pupil or have a statement of educational needs to be accepted in a CARE Base provision. Sadly few CARE Base pupils achieve the CSI at key stage 2 or 3.  Only 9.3% of pupils with statements actually received 5 or more GCSEs (grades A-C) and 17.3% of school action plus pupils. These results do provision the teachers apprehension of low attainment for those with SEN as they do score significantly lower than the average pupil and this would be highlighted on school data as a ‘cause for concern’ as with data most pupils are just a number and their difficulties are not always emphasised.  Although all received higher in 2014 than 2010 which may indicate that the push for inclusion into mainstream education with access to a CARE Base provision to work on targeted skills over the last few years may actually be benefitting ASD pupils.

 Graph 1.3
The rewards of teaching those with ASD submitted by teachers (see graph 1.3) firstly appear quite selfish and self-rewarding such as personal development and the gaining extra staff although only two members of staff wrote it would ‘look good on the CV’ as a rewarding factor. Personal development was closely followed by increased awareness of the condition and to see ASD pupils improve. In response to the reward of teaching ASD pupils being extra staff as suggested earlier by Henkhuzen and Lee (1996) integration can be a successful initiative if the ASD pupils are supported by an LSA (Learning Support Assistant) who has experience of ASD. They discuss how positive and well-managed integration would enable the children to feel part of the class as their behaviours and quirks are being controlled by an LSA and they have the opportunity to make use of specialist teaching and facilities. However, it is crucial that the class teacher works closely with the LSA to promote inclusion which will enable the LSA to take a step back from the pupil to gain independence and flourish academically and socially. 
None of the teachers who completed the questionnaire had received any training of ASD during university which seems deplorable as some were aged 35-50 so maybe ASD wasn’t as prevalent when they attended university but two of the teaching staff had only been teaching for three years. The reasoning behind this lack of SEN training at university level could be due to the ALN module being optional. From conversations with students on PGCE teaching practise at the school there is an option to choose between ALN and another module. From speaking to the students there does appear to be progression in giving student teachers opportunities to work with SEN/ASD pupils before they complete their degree. They discussed a proposed new program of study focussing on differentiation, studying a range of needs, behaviour strategies and wellbeing through a holistic approach with the opportunity to complete a two week placement in a special school/provision. However, this is would still be an optional program and is not compulsory. On reflection of research carried out by Forlin (1995) teachers with under six years experience more readily accepted those with ASD/SEN more than those with 6-10 years teaching experience so surely this research indicates that we should be aiming to train those who are fresh to teaching and enable a positive attitude to SEN pupils in the mainstream classroom before the lack of confidence previously discussed by Shimmen (1990) protrudes. This could be due to newly qualified teachers being more confident, readily accepting different needs as a way to expand their teaching potential but those who have been teaching for longer may lack confidence due to their lack of training rather than showing unwillingness.
 Graph 1.4
 From graph 1.4 it can be seen that many of the staff said they had to seek opportunities themselves and attend courses through school with some even saying they had received no training on ASD. Shimmen (1990) found that teachers who had received ASD training felt more comfortable with ASD children being in their class. The main barrier being ‘professional pride’ and accepting help, support and guidance off specialised staff with expertise in ASD whether this be liaising with specialist teachers or attending training courses which graph 1.4 correlates. The teachers who completed the questionnaires were keen to add that the training courses they had received during their teaching career were very sporadic and did not enable them to keep up with ever changing legislation, strategies and research. There was a positive correlation between the teachers who had seeked out and received training and those who identified inclusion as everyone being equal. This advocates that training in ASD will increase teacher understanding and the requirement for an inclusive education for mainstream and ASD pupils, how best to use staff to aid this and techniques to support their development. In addition to this Vlachou (1997) suggested that training was not the only way to develop understanding in ASD. A school could facilitate teacher understanding by the use of specialised teacher and staff. She found that many teachers could not cope with facilitating ‘good practise for all pupils’, which was not due to incompetence or lack of good practise but extra support to help with what they are expected to accomplish. 
Teacher and pupil responses to the scenarios (Appendix C2) were significant in this research. It was interesting to observe the similarities and differences in opinion of teacher reaction to different scenarios. In scenario 1 an ASD pupil shouts and storms out of class because he does not like to colour of the pen – green. Three out of four of the teachers said they would seek advice or support from the Base LSA in the class with only 1 teacher feeling confident enough to deal with the situation herself:
	I would follow Jack outside and explain that if he can calm in 5 mins (using the timer) and return to the class calmly I will change the pen colour.
	When Jack returns to the classroom I would change my pen colour to his choice (small choice of 2 pens) and explain that next time he feels cross he needs to put his hand up. I would also speak to CARE Base teacher so she could reiterate what I said.



From looking at the results of scenario 1 (Appendix C2) it is visible that most of the staff would rely upon the Base staff to calm and work on the next step with the pupil. This can be advantageous as Base staff have a variety of ASD techniques and strategies to use with the pupil but also disadvantageous for the teacher who is missing the opportunity to ask for advice and work on behaviour strategies for that particular child and gain control of the behaviour. It is imminent that Vlachou’s (1997) study is reflected on as she found that teachers did view inclusive practise as an additional burden added to their already unmanageable work load resulting in them becoming too reliant on specialised staff such as LSAs to work with the ASD pupil which can consequently result in the pupil becoming isolated. In contrast Hanko (1985) did find that many teachers felt their handling of an SEN/ASD child was perceived as inadequate and the stress of dealing with a difficult pupil in front of a class and an ‘expert’ can effect their response. In comparison to teacher responses it is perceptible that the majority of pupils think the teacher would get very cross or shout at this reaction with only one pupil reiterating the teachers’ main response of asking Base staff for support. Positively the ASD pupils being questioned could mostly say what their next step should be suggesting that if teachers gained the confidence to calmly speak to the pupil they would be able to tell them what calming strategy they use.
Scenario 2 (Appendix C2)  indicates some good descalation techniques amongst the teachers as they are aware of how quick a situation can escalate and that support may be required, indicating some training on positive handling. However, they then discuss the next step as keeping the boys apart after their disagreement which can sometimes make things worse with ASD children as they often need closure and would find it very difficult keeping away from the other child. only one member of staff identifies that the boys need to separated and the pupil with ASD needs to be taken to a quiet area of which he is comfortable and feels safe in whilst discussing the issue and a next step which she would then follow through in class so either of the boys are segregated. Only 2 out the 5 pupils asked said a teacher would be cross whilst the other thought the teacher would support them emotionally and they would make friends with the child showing that the ASD pupils feel they have a positive relationship with main stream teachers.
Scenario 3 (Appendix C2)  is evident that inclusion is supported within the school as all staff would celebrate and support an ASD child becoming more independent and moving away from integration into more of an inclusive education. However, they still realise the importance of Base support and encourage the member of staff to take a step back from the pupil but still be available if they are needed. This finding supports Corbett (2001:54) who discusses the importance of this type of reaction during a similar study where a blind pupil is celebrated within an inclusive classroom for his musical ability. She talks of how the celebration is an example of meaningful learning which properly includes him whilst not excluding others. She continues with ‘the celebration is an acceptance of the whole person and how they can get the most from an inclusive environment.’ The pupils also agree with the teachers’ responses and realise their teacher would be happy with their progression with only one pupil feeling empathy toward the support staff. There must be correspondence between staff and pupils as they both correlated responses that the inclusion would be a gradual process with the eventual goal being him going to mainstream without any support. 
It is evident from scenario 4 (Appendix C2) that the teachers support behavioural strategies being adopted by the Base by congratulating the pupil for listening and showing they are aware of the strategy and that he can achieve it. However, as discussed previously in scenario 1 and 2 the majority of teachers questioned did not feel confident enough to intervene or appeared to know what strategy was being used. If they did liaise with the support staff they could use the strategy themselves and gain control over the behaviour in readiness for inclusion and when the Base support is decreased.  In contrast teacher 2 did suggest a strategy she would use as a next step but did not say she would discuss it with the Base staff beforehand. This discussion would be vital as it may decrease the value of the strategy they are currently using or cause confusion for the pupil as there may be too many instructions. Most pupils agreed that the teacher would be pleased that the child had listened. 
Scenario 5 (Appendix C2) indicates a pupil with noise sensitivity. Most staff are quick to identify a noise sensitivity and that the pupil should be removed from the situation with a member of staff. This retracts from the positive response scenario 2 gave on inclusion as this reaction points toward segregation for the ASD pupil. Two out of five of the teachers interviewed showed promise of inclusion by changing the environment to support the pupil with ear defenders and lowering the music with the option to leave if they would like to. Only one pupil shared the teachers idea that they would use ear defenders with the others believing they would have a row.
The above evidence suggests that pupils trust their main stream teachers to support them emotionally but feel they would be told off if they disrupted a lesson or did not conform in the way mainstream pupils do. Teacher responses indicate that even though a small amount of staff would happily incorporate specific ASD strategies, promote inclusive practise whether it be ensuring every pupil is equal or working closely with the LSA to move gradually from integration to inclusion the majority are still unsure of the difference between integration and inclusion and feel unsure and wary of having a go at strategies whether this be because of feeling inadequate as suggested by Hanko (1986) or the fear of the unknown. However, these are skills that could be easily worked on by training or as suggested by Vlachou (1997) working more closely with specialised staff, both internally and externally. 
From the five pupils interviewed only one pupil stated he was good at a national curriculum subject (Maths) with the other stating they were good at Base interventions of Lego Therapy, cutting and turn taking games. This could suggest that time in the Base is beneficial for pupils as they work on targeted skills identified as an area that needs to be improved and have time completing short tasks that require little concentration, a break from the lesson structures that mainstream impart.
Question 2 asked pupils what they found difficult in school. Pupil 2 answered with: 
‘I find it hard to make friends because sometimes the boys run away from me or tell me I’m not in their class so can’t play but I do go to their class every afternoon, apart from Fridays!’
The above response supports Ball (1994:154) ‘if it can be assumed that a person chooses for his/her friends those who he/she perceives to be like him/herself in some significant respects the this perceptual division between ‘us’ and ‘them’, as reflected in a majority of children’s accounts, constitutes an additional hindrance to smooth interactions between disabled and non-disabled children.’  As Ball suggests pupils could be choosing to not play with pupil 2 based purely on them being different. Their response could also indicate the importance of inclusive education as the pupil is currently in the integration stage as they have never attended mainstream education before. Therefore, this highlights that until the final goal and inclusion is met then the mainstream pupils do not see the SEN pupils as part of their class or as equal. In contrast to Ball, Vlachou (1997) found that mainstream pupils liked having SEN pupils in their class. From interviewing pupils he found they enjoyed learning how to cope with them with one pupil commenting on if he becomes a teacher he would learn how to deal with SEN when he was younger to help him in his job. Pupils also commented on how they liked to help SEN pupils which I a desirable social feature but does need to be monitored by staff to ensure the SEN child has the opportunity to become independent, not needy and competent. Vlachou (1997:163) ‘children who had formed inclusive relationships with their disabled peers related to the other as a person rather than as a ‘stereotype’, by focussing on their humanity rather than on the disability of the person.’ In response to Vlachou’s findings pupil 2 was the only pupil to comment negatively about friendships with mainstream pupils. I extended the question using simple basic questioning and asked pupils if anyone else didn’t have friends in their mainstream class. Their response was optimistic as they revealed how mainstream pupils in their class look for them on the yard to play their games, walk them back to the CARE Base after lessons, offer to be their partners in PE and tell peers off who call them names. Effective inclusion can give pupils confidence and the ability to gain acceptance of those who are different and have hidden disabilities.
Pupil 5 – 
‘It’s hard to write and write fast. It makes my hand hurt and sometimes Mrs **** gets cross if I don’t finish my writing then I have to finish it on a Friday afternoon. That’s so unfair, I hate writing so sometimes I do get cross and shout at her.’
The above comment by pupil 5 could indicate a lack of ASD knowledge/behaviour strategies surrounding the member of staff. Many ASD and SEN pupils find literacy and writing a challenge so following discussions with specialised staff the teacher could implement strategies which would prevent the ASD pupil having a melt down every Friday afternoon such as typing work rather than writing, using a writing aid, pencil grip or having realistic expectations discussed with the pupil of how much they should be writing. I feel this could be alleviated through ASD training for the teacher or as previously mentioned close liaison with specialised staff. All five pupils said Base staff help them if they find something difficult, none said mainstream teacher signifying that mainstream staff need to work with specialised staff to understand these pupils. As previously mentioned by Shimmen (1990) teachers need to push their professional pride to one side and focus on what counts – gaining an understanding of ASD pupils in an inclusive education.
Conclusion
It would be appropriate to conclude that there are considerable virtues within the current setting, as staff are supportive of their understanding of inclusion. Even though there is much evidence of SEN/ASD pupils being accepted into mainstream education (see graph 1.1) and their achievements being celebrated by staff (Appendix C2, Scenario 4) it is discernible that most teachers are unsure of the actual meaning of the word ‘inclusion’ and do appear to confuse it with ‘integration’, Although both approaches have a similar outcomes and goals teachers need a clearer understanding of these. In respect of Villegas’ model (2017) previously discussed there is a clear visible difference between integration and inclusion. During this research it was observed that all classes utilized an integration approach as opposed to an inclusion model of class organisation. Integration consists of ALN pupils being part of the mainstream class but being kept together with in that classroom e.g. sat on a table together with a teaching assistant. Yet inclusion consists of these pupils not necessarily being sat on their own table together but being absorbed into the mainstream classroom, with teaching assistant support available but not as procurable as integration. 
With reference to previous research Vlachou (1997) and McGregror & Campbell (2001) found that many teachers did not agree with inclusion and had negative attitudes. This research opposes Vlachou’s discussion with one teacher it was concluded she felt they would gain nothing from being mixed into her class. She disagreed that integration was essential for these pupils.  Cassady (2011) conversed how teachers experience explicit tension due to the frustration from the manifestations autism has in their classroom. It was not evident in my findings that teachers did not agree with integration or inclusion of ASD pupils in their classrooms, From looking at graph 1.1 it is visible that eleven out of twelve teachers asked do have ASD children incorporated into their main stream class. Graph 1.3 emphasises that even though personal gains were being listed ‘increased awareness’ and ‘see them improve’ was also mentioned as a positive aspect to having ASD pupils in their class. As previously shown in graph 1.4 and scenario responses (Appendix C2) teachers just lacked understanding and would often rely of teaching assistants/LSAs with experience or good knowledge of ASD when implementing strategies or reacting to a behaviour. Henkhuzen and Lee (1996) agreed that teachers should be seeking advice and support from professionals with ASD experience as this would take pressure off teaching staff to watch their own class of children as well as the ASD integration group. They discuss how positive and well-managed integration would enable the children to feel part of the class as their behaviours and quirks are being controlled by an LSA. The outcomes of my research highlight the importance of the collaboration between the LSA and the teacher in identifying needs which aligns positively with the work of Henkhuzen & Lee (1996) as teacher questionnaires show three out if four teachers said they would ask for LSA assistance or support when in the scenarios listed. 
 The main negative factor to having ASD pupils in a mainstream classroom was the low attainments achieved by SEN/ASD pupils. Research evidenced that pupils have access to a CARE Base provision and integrate into mainstream education are unlikely to achieve their CSI at both key stage 2 and 3. The research highlights the anxieties faced by mainstream teachers of low academic achievement and the impact this might have on their personal class data sets. End of year data does not display a pupils SEN need or measure how far they have come socially or even academically, but focusses on their current grade, which is often significantly lower for a child with SEN in comparison to an average mainstream child. A recommendation to solving this negative feeling many mainstream staff have would be for those pupils who have access to a CARE Base to be excluded from mainstream school data but to have their own measured data which focusses on skills the CARE Base works on developing such as social and emotional progression as well as academic to get an overall picture of areas the pupils have made progression in.  Performance related pay may also be a leading factor in the concern for low grades as teachers want to reach their target CSI scores at the end of every academic year to gin a pay increment.
 There is some evidence from my findings that staff have started ASD training as questionnaires and scenarios 1, 2 and 5 (Appendix C2) indicated that teachers had many de-escalation techniques and were able to identify noise sensitivity straight away and think of a good strategy to support the pupil. It begs the question is it training or just experience of ASD pupils in their classrooms as Vlachou (1997) suggested that training was not the only way to develop understanding in ASD. A school could facilitate teacher understanding by the use of specialised teacher, staff and actually having ASD pupils in their classroom. The research conducted found that pupils did like having SEN/ASD pupils in their class. By having regular contact with these pupils and observing positive interactions between staff and the pupils mainstream pupils will imitate these behaviours and gain acceptance for those with SEN/ASD.
 In relation to my initial question; how does training affect attitudes of mainstream teachers of 7-11 year olds towards children with hidden disabilities? This research has shown that even though much literature does emphasise the negative attitude of staff to those with ASD/ SEN by having teachers who accept inclusion and work closely with staff who have knowledge and experience with ASD pupils the pupils do feel happier in school. From the findings it is evident that inclusion has enabled the pupils to be accepted by their mainstream peers. Only one out of the five pupils interviewed felt they did not have any friends in mainstream, yet four out of the five commented on how mainstream pupils appeared to care and make time for them, helped them feel involved socially and feel as though they had true friends, a great step socially for ASD pupils. To answer my original question, there is research that suggests that lack of training does affect teacher attitudes to pupils with a hidden disability such as ASD. The evidence provided in this study also highlights the reliance on trained LSA’s and ASD teachers incorporating behaviour strategies and the lack of confidence to trial these themselves whether it stems from lack of training at university level, lack of training opportunities in school or lack of hands on experience. However, there appears to be progression in the area of lack of training that my results exposed. Universities are supplying an optional ALN module with a proposed program involving placement in a special school. In support of Dr Glenys Jones’ (Guardian, 2008) who originally gained my interest in the topic she is proven correct, that teachers continue to find it difficult to access the appropriate training to enable them to frame their knowledge of individual children with a real understanding and knowledge of the condition, and this needs to be addressed. The Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) have proposed the Additional Learning Needs in Education Tribunal (Wales) 2018. It is anticipated it will take effect in September 2020. All learners to have independent learner plans where all agencies involved in supporting ALN pupils will all work together in partnership e.g. school, medical and parents to create the plans. As part of this implementation WAG will also be ensuring that all teachers who work with ALN pupils will be trained in the correct skills. The aim of the act is to create a fair and inclusive education, helping ALN pupils overcome barriers and achieve full potential.
Recommendations
My recommendations to future research stems from Ramasut’s (1989) discussion of the importance of training. Questions should be raised in relation to our Initial Teacher Training courses, as graph 1.4 previously highlighted teachers did not experience any ALN training at university level and had to seek opportunities for training themselves whilst in a teaching post. .A whole school approach to SEN is vital to influence curriculum, staff development, resources, and pupil and parent involvement. Barton (1989) In China, in-service training is offered to educate newly qualified teachers about SEN. Barton reported that since 1985 training has been carried out in Beijing and Nanking. 
As evident from the research teachers have a positive attitude to SEN/ASD pupils being in their class but appear to heavily reliant on specialised support staff. From looking at questionnaires it is evident that most staff have not received any ASD training whilst teaching. My recommendation would be that more support is offered to mainstream teaching staff, in particular, echoing the research by Forlin (1995) at university or even NQT (Newly Qualified Teacher) level to avoid any negative attitudes that have been recorded by many researchers over many years. As stated previously the support could entail specific training or additional support being offered to the main stream teachers by specialised teachers who will listen to concerns and decide actions together with the main stream teacher, leaving them feeling supported and not criticised or inadequate. 
As previously discussed, Seachs’ ideas of elements that would be required in an effective training programme were partially included firstly in the Removing Barriers to Achievement (DfES 2004:35) which focussed on main stream staff gaining more positive attitudes towards children with SEN and a greater responsiveness to individual needs. The Inclusion Development Programme DCSF (2007) was a programme focussed on a wide range of SEN. In 2008 it focussed on dyslexia, speech, language and communication difficulties, but for 2009 the focus moved onto ASD and finally behaviour, emotional and social difficulties. This shows a great commitment from the government to improve teacher knowledge and understanding of ASD and a range of SEN needs but it is not often enough but leaves us to question what about the teachers who qualified post 2009? They have missed the opportunity to participate in the development programme. A minority of universities are beginning to include SEN training as part of their teacher training program, for example, University of Wales Trinity Saint David have developed an optional module whereby student teachers have to carry out a case study on an SEN child, resulting in them researching the child’s condition, strategies used, support they receive in school and from outside agencies, their difficulties/strengths and their attainment level. This a great start but I do feel this module should be made compulsory along with the proposed program involving two weeks placement within a special school/provision which will entail more training and hands on experience focussing on specific difficulties pupils will encounter during their teaching career.
To conclude compulsory ASD classroom experience or opportunity to work with an ASD child in mainstream education would be a great opportunity for trainee teachers to gain an understanding and develop confidence in working with those with ASD during their future teaching career. With ongoing support from the government by lawful acts such as The Additional Learning Needs in Education Tribunal (Wales) 2018 we can succeed in having an inclusive education system.
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Yes	Question1	11	No	Question1	1	Column1	Question1	



Column1	Low grades	Behaviour	Class disruption	Extra staff	8	2	1	2	

Sales	See them improve	Personal development	Increase awareness	Given extra staff	Something for the CV	3	4	3	4	1	

Series 1	None	During university	Course during my teaching career	Had to look for opportunities myself e.g. speaking to SEN staff	5	0	6	4.5	Column1	None	During university	Course during my teaching career	Had to look for opportunities myself e.g. speaking to SEN staff	Column2	None	During university	Course during my teaching career	Had to look for opportunities myself e.g. speaking to SEN staff	
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