[bookmark: _GoBack]Critically analyse and reflect on policies and legislation that have shaped ALN provision and inclusive practice and your professional practice. Comment on and evaluate the impact the changes will have on ALN and inclusive practice for you, your school and within your local authority.

Education, specifically education for those with additional learning needs (ALN), has seen a lot of changes over the decades since compulsory education was first introduced at the turn of the 19th century. Education then compared to now had very different aims and expected outcomes, and ones that were generalised to all children. Policies and legislature have been introduced, updated and disregarded over the years, resulting in the current education system that can be observed in England and Wales. However, education is not something that can ever be perfected or completed, and even now is an ever-changing system that can differ between local education authorities (LEAs). Changes are still being made with every report that is published and research suggests that the ideas that have been introduced in recent years, with particular reference to Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015), the document detailing the proposed curriculum for Wales which will be implemented in the next few years, is a clear example of how past ideas and proposals, once disregarded as being “out-dated”, are being revived. Moreover, practitioners have even been noted to be now changing their minds on their own past ideas, notably Baroness Warnock, clearly showing how ALN education is an ever-evolving concept. It has been said that ALN provision has transformed significantly in terms of shifting focus from being concerned mainly with the medical needs of children with specific physical disabilities, to broadening the understanding of educational needs to include mental health issues and neurodevelopment conditions such as autism and global developmental delay. Practitioners are now identifying the best ways for children with these needs can be supported through various types of provision such as special schools and units, something that historically did not exist in and education setting; there were no teachers specifically trained to educate those with ALN. Publications such as the Warnock report (1978), the Plowden report (1967) and the introduction of the National Curriculum (1988), among many others, have acted as catalysts to these changes in terms of the understanding and implementation of ALN provision in the UK. Teachers among other professionals have turned to higher education institutions including universities and colleges to extend their existing knowledge to ensure that they can provide their learners with the most effective and relevant education possible. Despite these huge leaps, change is still happening; most recently, the SEN Code of Practice in England was re-written to extend ALN provision for children from the age of eighteen to twenty-five and abolished the SEN Statementing process, and the Welsh Government have developed the Additional Learning Needs and Educational Tribunal Bill (2018), which details the proposed changes in Wales in the coming years which will closely follow behind England’s developments. 
The Factories Act (1802) saw the beginning of compulsory education for children aged five to thirteen years. Subjects then were identified as reading, writing, arithmetic and religious studies. Despite the differences between education at this time and the system we see today, some ideas are still shining through. For example, there was a Pupil Teacher system, whereby an older pupil would teach a younger pupil, something which empirical evidence suggests is still happening in primary and secondary schools across the UK, for example where a Key Stage Two pupil supports a Foundation Phase pupil with their reading. The 1800s also saw the dawn of the Industrial Revolution, which saw many social changes across the country. These changes also affected attitudes towards education – schools were now focused on producing workers, and other subjects became compulsory, including science. The Welsh Intermediate Act (1889) then saw the introduction of more subjects to the education system, now including the arts and business skills, influenced by John Ruskin. The fundamental ideas of this act, that the arts should be a vital part of the education system, is something that can be seen to be pushing back through to today’s legislature – “Engagement with the expressive arts requires application, perseverance and close attention to detail, capacities that have benefits across learning more widely” (Donaldson, 2015). The concept of challenging the idea that the arts aren’t “valuable” in education continued to be relevant in the early 1900s, detailed in the Acland report ‘Practical Work in Secondary Schools’ published in England (1913).
Another report that is echoed in the proposed curriculum in Wales by Donaldson (2015) is the Hadow report (1931). Hadow was the first to suggest that the ‘specially bright’ and ‘retarded’ should have their needs met through ‘appropriate arrangements’ (1931). Hadow also suggested that a topic or project approach should be used rather than separate curriculum subjects to ensure that the curriculum is focused on the children's knowledge and experience, not on abstract generalisations or theoretical principles, including 'what is essential to their healthy growth, physical, intellectual and moral, during this stage of their development' (Hadow, 1931).
Children with profound and multiple learning difficulties (PMLD) did not have access to formal education in the UK until 1971. That fact is shocking to most, and difficult to digest. Historically, children with what is now be identified as ALN were often disapplied to formal education, being seen as “ineducable”. This conclusion was drawn from medical reports, intelligence tests such as IQ tests, and social competence. Hadow first suggested these assessment strategies in ‘Psychological Tests of Educable Capacity and their possible use in the public system of education’ (1924), however it was made clear  that intelligence tests should supplement and not substitute the current methods already in place. Hadow also disregarded the usefulness of other tests that were used by teachers at the time, including tests of memory, perception and attention skills.
The 1960s and 1970s saw the expansion of ALN provision across the UK. The Education Act 1970 brought ALN provision into alignment within the framework of special education at the time. LEAs were for the first time tasked with providing education for ALN children in schools; children who had previously been identified as ‘unsuitable’ for education in schools and had historically been the responsibility of health authorities. (Adams, 1990). Historically, children with ALN have been treated according to medical assessment and needs rather than from an educational perspective. Overall, “doctors had control of selection and assessment procedures for special education”, while teachers and educational practitioners were concerned with the removal of “troublesome” children (Tomlinson, 1982). 
This decade also saw the expansion of many mainstream schools to developing ‘remedial’ classes and units, often for the deaf or ‘educationally subnormal’ children, another huge step forward for ALN education (Adams, 1990). ALN education was making huge leaps, but still falling behind the developments that were being made in mainstream education as they were being reviewed around this time by national committees (Plowden, among others) and it was widely accepted that ALN education would not be able to ‘catch up’ without its own committee dedicated to its development. 1973 saw Secretary of State for Education Margaret Thatcher establish a new national committee, chaired by Warnock, to ‘review the educational provision in England, Scotland wand Wales for children and young people handicapped by disabilities of body or mind, taking account of the medical aspects of their needs, together with arrangements to prepare them for entry to employment; to consider the most effective use of resources for these purposes; and to make recommendations’ (Adams, 1990). The final report, published by Warnock in 1978, identified integration and inclusion as the main central issue in ALN education at that time. The report attempted to change attitudes from identifying what was wrong with the current practice to what was needed in order to improve standards in ALN provision for the future (Adams, 1990). Warnock began by identifying new terminology to describe children with ALN, previously described as ‘subnormal’ or ‘remedial’, and suggested the term ‘special educational needs (SEN).  Children with SEN were defined as those with individual learning difficulties assessed by a multi-professional team, including medical professionals and educational psychologists. This definition, in terms of its acknowledgement of a ‘multi-professional team’, is one that is particularly relevant to developments in ALN recently in England, i.e. the development of the new SEN Code of Practice. For example, the main changes introduced with the new code were that statements of SEN would be replaced with education, health and care (EHC) plans, combining the assessments and observations made by both educational and medical professionals, which will stay with a child from birth to twenty-five years. Silas (2015) describes how the main theme behind the development of this new code was to ‘seek better integration of education, health and care provision’. This concept is something that Wales also wishes to introduce with the introduction of the new ALN Bill, leading into a new code of practice later this year.
The Additional Learning Needs and Educational Tribunal bill (WG, 2018) proposes to develop a new Individual Development Plan (IDP) for every ALN child in Wales that will stay with them up to the age of twenty-five. The plan will be developed as one document contributed to by teachers, parents, local authorities and health services; the aim is to provide a more consistent and holistic approach to developing provision for ALN children. The child’s feelings, thoughts and needs must also be included in the plan to ensure that the child remains at the heart of any decisions made and is fully involved where possible. It is proposed that the local authority will be responsible for writing the plan, taking into account the notes and records from all other agencies and professionals involved with the child. The IDP will be reviewed every 12 months, when someone requests for it to be reviewed, or when circumstances change for the child. Alun Davies, Minister for Lifelong Learning in Wales, has said that he ‘is confident the new system proposals under the Additional Learning and Educational Needs Bill, will introduce an inclusive process that will ensure the views of learners and the opinions of parents will be considered throughout’ (Duff, 2018). A key part of the new bill is that the term SEN will be replaced totally by ALN. This is the first change in terminology in ALN education since Warnock’s radical report. 
Despite Warnock’s intentions to bring positive change to ALN provision, research suggests that Warnock made room for ‘negative labelling’ (Barton and Tomlinson, 1984). This comes from the fact that prior to the report’s publication, 2% of children were attending special schools, while 18% were attending mainstream education with learning difficulties/disabilities – these figures were combined to create the 20% of children that Warnock describes as having SEN. Research suggests that Warnock was aware of the possible backlash that the new terminology would create among teachers and practitioners when the report was published (Barton and Tomlinson, 1984).
Interestingly, Warnock is more recently suggesting the original published report may not have contained the greatest possible advice for moving forward with ALN education, which is a major U-turn in terms of attitudes towards inclusion. Warnock (2005) suggests how it has now gone ‘too far’, and some pupils have suffered at the hands of being integrated into mainstream education, particularly those with autism and social, mental health and emotional difficulties. Warnock suggests that children with ALN can become isolated in mainstream schools if their needs are not met appropriately. She has suggested that special schools are victims of patronising attitudes towards what they do and can be viewed as no more than places of containment, just as day-centres or the long-stay hospitals that were once a part of ALN education history. She proposes the building of more special schools to appropriately meet the needs of these learners (Warnock, 2005).
The introduction of the Education Reform Act (1988) also saw huge changes for ALN provision. The overall aim of the act was to promote the ‘spiritual, moral, cultural, mental and physical development of the pupils at the school and of society’, and to prepare pupils for ‘the opportunities responsibilities and experiences of adult life’ (Page 1). The act began to adjust what was meant by ‘good practice’ by introducing new ideas. The product of the act was the National Curriculum, which saw radical changes for how learning and teaching looked at the time, including introduction of the idea of teaching prescriptive, separate subjects. The national curriculum aimed to be ‘broad and balanced’, although whether this is true for learners with ALN has divided opinion since. This divide stems from the blurred line between whether the national curriculum supports inclusion for all children, and individualised provision for those learners who need it, such as children with PMLD. On one hand, it can be said that the introduction of the curriculum saw provision for ALN learners widened as some learners may have been denied access to some subjects previously to its making subjects statutory (Wedell, 1990). In addition, the curriculum leaves some room for providing for children with ALN through differentiation; guidance provided alongside the curriculum details how teachers can use levels appropriate to individual children which may be above of below their actual age/stage (Wedell, 1990). Regulations for disapplying ALN learners were also enforced with the introduction of the curriculum. Disapplication procedures were tightened to only apply to children who have been identified as ‘more able and talented’ (MAT) (Wedell, 1990). On the other hand, teachers and practitioners were concerned that it was not detailed how children working below Level 1 would be provided for in the curriculum (Wedell, 1990). This gap was not filled until the introduction of P Scales/Levels in 1998, although the use of P Scales has since been abolished in England and replaced with pre-key stage standards. This introduced a more appropriate way of assessing learners with ALN working below Level 1 (Wedell, 1990). In addition, it was suggested that there was a danger that learning would become less ‘individualised’ and ‘flexible for learners’ needs’, thus learning could become too generalised and not tailored to individual needs (Daniels and Ware, 1990). Although the National Curriculum would mean more consistency between teachers, schools and local authorities, this raised the idea that there would be a ‘glass ceiling’ out on meeting learners’ needs, running the risk that there would be pupils in schools that would never reach their potential because the national curriculum doesn’t not hold relevance for them and their needs (Wedell, 1990).
ALN education has always been subject to the Inclusive vs. Exclusive argument – i.e. should children with ALN be segregated from their peers at all, and is it necessary? When analysing the pros and cons of this argument, Low (2007) suggests that inclusion teaches children with ALN how to cope in a mainstream world by exposing them fully to it as soon as possible. Low also suggests that this method also exposes mainstream children to disability as a natural, “normal” human variation, instead of something “alien”, and “promotes the mutually accepting social relationships which are so important for full participation in society” (Low, 2007). In these terms, inclusion beginning from school age can be seen to combat discrimination in later life. Low suggests that education should be inclusive “as far as humanly possible” (Low, 1992). However, in contradiction to this message, it has also been suggested that every effort should be made to meet the needs in mainstream “without removing other options in case we should fail” (Low, 2007) – i.e. we should not disregard the need for special school provisions for pupils who need it, suggesting that mainstream isn’t suitable for every child, no matter how far we stretch the idea of inclusive education and teaching. This correlates with Warnock’s 2005 ‘u-turn’ on her own previous suggestions. Since the publication of her original report in 1978, Baroness Warnock has suggested that her initial views on inclusion were taken ‘too far’ and should be redesigned. She suggests that special schools are still a vital part of the education system and inclusion is not suitable for all children – some children cannot receive the support and resources they need to learn from a mainstream school (Warnock, 2005).
Lazarus (2017) explains that it “is possible for the vast majority of children to integrate successfully into mainstream primary education” but goes on to identify problems with this approach; firstly, “there needs to be an expert in the school who can push for this type of inclusion”. This correlates with the idea that teacher training and management with specific expertise in ALN is vital for successful inclusion (Avramidis et al (2000). Secondly, “for some children, mainstream is just not suitable, as their difficulties cannot successfully be addressed in a mainstream environment”. This idea correlates with the views of Dr Penny Lacey (2011), and Warnock (2005). Speaking to parents, Lazarus (2017) suggested that “if mainstream doesn’t feel like the right place for you child, it probably isn’t”. This idea, that individual children should be considered, and that one single approach will not work for every child, is what lies at the core of ALN education today, despite this arguably not always being case. 
Overall, balance between providing what children need and discriminating for having additional needs is what is strived for. Both sides of the argument have been given fair voice in the past, but total equal balance between the two is still yet to be achieved, although there are schools that are aiming to blend the two approaches by writing their own curriculum. Dr Penny Lacey (2011) describes how she has been working with Castle Wood (Special) School in Coventry to develop a curriculum that is developed specially for teaching children with PMLD. She describes how some of the curriculum is influenced by the 1970s and 80s ‘when the emphasis was on developmental checklists and behaviour modification’, while also taking notes from ‘the National Curriculum years, when the emphasis moved to giving access to school subjects’. Penny describes how it is a ‘natural progression’ to blend these elements together and ‘take a developmental perspective on basic learning and life skills embedded in interesting contests which are influenced by relevant school subjects’ (Lacey, 2011).
Empirical evidence suggests that inclusion is viewed as a ‘tick box exercise’ and holds very little value to the children in claims to support. True inclusion can only exist when appropriate resources, including equipment, staff expertise, funding, etc. are firmly in place. 
Teacher training in terms of teaching methods and understanding of children’s needs is imperative in ensuring that ALN education is effective for learners in terms of providing them with ample opportunity to improve and make progress. Analysis completed by Avramidis et al (2000) revealed that teachers who have active experience of inclusion via implementing inclusive programmes in their respective schools possess more positive attitudes towards the concept of inclusion. In addition, the data revealed the importance of professional development in the formation of these attitudes. Teachers who had received university based professional development held more positive attitudes towards inclusion and described themselves as confident in meeting the needs of their students with ALN. Further evidence that teacher training in terms of inclusion in mainstream schools is a major factor in effective and successful inclusion is found in the work of Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996). They identified that the majority of the mainstream teachers asked supported the concept of inclusion for ALN children in mainstream schools, despite less than half identifying that they would feel comfortable teaching children with disabilities in their own classrooms. Over half of the teachers asked felt that inclusion in mainstream schools for ALN children could provide some benefits, although less than half believed that they possessed adequate time, skills, training or resources necessary for effective inclusion in their own schools. It is also noted in the findings that these attitudes did not appear to covary with geographical region. This attitude that teacher training is vital in developing confidence and competence in meeting ALN learners’ needs, in both mainstream and special schools, came originally with the introduction of the 1981 Education Act (Warnock, 2010). 
Empirical evidence suggests that Initial Teacher Training (ITT) does not provide newly qualified teachers (NQTs) with enough experience with teaching children specifically with ALN in a specialised setting or in a mainstream class. In correlation, research published in 2016 by the National College for Teaching and Leadership founded that less than 50% NQTs felt that their ITT did not prepare them adequately for their induction year and did not feel comfortable teaching children with ALN based on the theory and experience they had been provided with. This correlates with the findings of Avramidis et al (2000) who surveyed 135 students in England that were completing their ITT at a university School of Education. Avramidis et al (2000) found that generally the students’ attitudes towards inclusion were positive, but their professed confidence dropped according to the severity of the children’s needs as identified in the Code of Practice for Identification and Assessment of Special Educational Needs”. It was also identified that children with emotional and behavioural difficulties were seen to be causing more distress and concern than those seen to have other types of SEN. 
“Finance dominates all decision-making.” (Evans, 2007).
Each Local Education Authority (LEA) is free to have their own views on assessing the needs of ALN pupils and deciding the provision and resources that is required to meet them, within the constraints of the law (Evans, 2007). Every Local Authority begins the financial year with the monumental task of assigning its budget to each of its services. The authority needs to consider the amount of tax made payable to them, the spending of the previous financial year, the grants it receives and delegates, the financial commitments the council may have already entered in to, the demands of the education service, as well as any other services. The money assigned to the education service is filtered down into its own spending, and eventually the special educational needs budget is determined. This budget is then assigned to its own demands, such as staffing costs, any debts incurred in the previous financial year, and the requirements of the children already within the special school system. This budget is then subject to very little change throughout the year as the allocations are very rigid and cannot be altered without a very strict process (Evans, 2007).
Terzi (2008) suggested that the unequal allocation of resources/funding between local education authorities (LEA) may have contributed to the tensions created when it comes to inclusion in education. Differences between LEAs may occur through a lack of professional judgement, to avoid preferential treatment of any one type of disability, or to reduce discrimination to one type of need (Evans, 2007). To avoid any of these circumstances, many LEAs adopt a mechanical system of assessment of need. This may include a bidding system or a matrix system, both of which are resource-led to ensure that there is fairness across all cases, with some room left only for very specialist circumstances. Some LEAs operate a test-dependant system, which then leads to money allocated according to the outcome of a standardised test. There is an argument here for injustice as it is impossible to design a test that is accurate and fair for every child in the LEA (Evans, 2007). Professional judgements, for example made my teachers and educational psychologists, have been argued to be fairer as there is more room for consideration of individual circumstances and needs. Any decision made by a LEA is based on their own policies, budgets and circumstances which are designed in line with the most recent edition of the SEN Code of Practice. 
In some cases, parents can make the decision to take their child’s case to a tribunal. There is an argument here that cases taken to tribunal are treated more fairly as individual circumstances are considered, although tribunal cases can have a ‘knock on’ effect for the rest of the LEA (Evans, 2007). For example, if one child gets increased provision according to their needs as a result of a tribunal case, then children with similar needs within the LEA will need to be allocated the same provision in order to keep the fair treatment of all children in the LEA. If this did not happen, each case would be taken to tribunal by the parents of every child with ALN in the authority, and there would be no feasible way to ensure the fair treatment of all children, and no way the LEA could manage to allocate the necessary resources to each individual child within its identified financial constraints – it would not be practical or possible (Evans, 2007). Evans suggests problem can only be solved with a change in the law.
Evans suggests that the law would be better based on disability discrimination principles. This approach could eliminate the possibility of inconsistent allocation of resources between LEAs. Evans’ idea includes the notion that, should a case be taken to a tribunal, schools would need to provide evidence that they had made adjustments to resources allocated to the child, while the LEA would need to provide evidence that appropriate resources were provided to the school to allow for the adjustments to be made. This would also mean that the LEA would need to justify the treatment that they provided for the child, and the tribunal could then decide whether any discrimination has occurred in the individual case. This system would reduce the risk of discrimination occurring between LEAs and individual cases, thus avoiding the ‘knock on’ effect to the rest of the education service in terms of allocating funding.
Through discussions in trust groups, it is clear that LEAs differ vastly in approaches and priorities; each has different policies regarding funding, placements for children, etc. The new ALN Bill (Wales) will provide consistency between LEAs by setting a template for them to follow, and ultimately solve this problem.
In my own school, a range of policies are laid out to ensure equality of provision throughout the school. Inclusion is very much seen as the most beneficial strategy, and this works across the LEA. Schools in the authority are encouraged to provide learners with opportunities to mix with their peers, children of similar age and abilities in other schools, and members of the wider community. This is achieved through college courses, work experience opportunities and off-site educational visits.
It is the policy of the LEA that ‘all children, as far as possible within the terms of the Education Act 1996 (amended by the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act 2001), should be educated in mainstream schools with support provided where necessary’ (RCTCBC, 2018). The Access and Inclusion service in the LEA supports those children with ALN and is committed to the equality of opportunity for all children in all schools in the LEA, social and educational inclusion, school improvement strategies, partnership and collaboration, and effective communication between services (RCT, 2018). 
Empirical evidence suggests that inclusion works only up to a certain point for ALN learners. Children with severe needs, such a cerebral palsy or low-functioning autism, in some cases would be better suited to being provided with a placement in a special school. In one school a child with cerebral palsy spent her entire primary school career in a mainstream school with her peers, which allowed her to develop sound relationships with children her own age, but did not allow her, in my own opinion, ample opportunities to develop her physical strength, sensory awareness or understanding of the wider world on her own level of educational understanding; she was observed to be missing out on vital sensory opportunities as a result of inclusion in a mainstream setting, and could have benefited from special school provision from an early age. This child was heading towards the beginning of secondary school in a special school setting, meaning although she would be moving into a setting arguably more suitable for her needs as she continued to grow and develop, she would now be being separated from the peers she built relationships with in mainstream school – she conceivably would be been better placed in a special school from foundation phase. A very similar situation came about with an autistic child in the same class. She was high-functioning, but again would have benefitted from, in my opinion, more explicit sensory activities to help her develop her sensory awareness and coping strategies to use when she became distressed. I believe that there is sufficient evidence to suggest here that both children would have benefitted from a special school placement, and should not have been placed in a mainstream setting purely because it is what is wanted by the Welsh Government.
In conclusion, ALN provision has seen radical changes since its birth in the early 1970s. Catalysts to these changes include Government legislation, government funded reports, and research projects. ALN provision has been subject to many debates regarding particularly whether inclusion or exclusion is the ‘right’ way, and overall, research has found that what is needed in ALN provision is a truest balanced approach that takes into account the broad spectrum of needs that is covered by the umbrella ‘Additional Learning Needs’. Wales and England have both made leaps in recent years towards achieving this goal by introducing strategies to create a more holistic approach to identifying appropriate provision by including education, medical and other reports and conclusions in one personal plan – the EHCP in England, and the IDP in Wales, although Wales’ new code of practice is not yet completed but is highly anticipated. Teacher training has also been a major factor in ALN provision developments over the years. Motivation for teachers to participate in training in ALN has been affected by social issues over past decades, including the industrial revolution and the Second World War. Funding has also been affected by these social changes, but has suffered ever since in education as a whole sector. LEAs have seen funding cuts with increased demand for provision, in many cases beyond their means. Parents across the country have been battling for adequate provision for their children for decades, and the steps England and Wales have taken aim to reduce this conflict and form a team with the same overall goals for every child with ALN – to provide them with the necessary resources to allow the child to reach their full potential. My own LEA has taken its own stand on inclusion and developed its policies in line with the viewpoint that children with ALN children should be included in mainstream settings in the first instance. 
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