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Preface

The first edition of The SAGE Handbook of Special Education (2007) located its starting point in the debate
about the nature and purpose of special education that became dominant in the 1980s in response to
sociological critiques of special education, and the emergence of inclusive education as an alternative.
Significantly, the Handbook focused on special education as a form of provision and an area of research rather
than on categories of disability or learning difficulties. A review of the Handbook in the Journal of Cognitive

Education and Psychology noted:

Probably the most remarkable thing about this Handbook is that most topics discussed in it would have been almost unimaginable 20 years
ago. While the standard accounts of special education focus on how to identify special needs students and provide educational services
appropriate for their deficiencies, the Handbook offers a range of views on how to empower all learners to transcend their current
performance and go ‘beyond the limits.” The concept of transformability that a couple of decades ago was perceived as something of an oddity

in psycho-educational literature, has nowadays a central place in the Handbook discourse. (Kozulin, 2008, p. 288)

This second edition continues and extends this project. Constructive criticisms provided by nine
anonymous field reviewers from around the world generated a list of topics to include in the second edition.
This was followed by a broad trawl of relevant education journals (2006-2010) to identify recent additions to
the literature not previously considered. International policy documents, notably the 2006 United Nations
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and the reports of the 2008 International Congress on
Education, ‘Inclusive Education: the way of the future, and other grey literature on the education of people with
disabilities were reviewed. This process provided a comprehensive foundation for the second edition. Many
authors were invited to update chapters and prominent new authors were selected to reflect current
scholarship consistent with the distinctive non-categorical approach taken by the book. The range of
contributors from the non-English speaking world was expanded, as was the coverage of developments in
other world regions. Each chapter was anonymously peer-reviewed by at least one colleague from outside the
author’s country. This was undertaken to enhance the rigour of the peer review process and to ensure the
book’s relevance to a wide international audience.

As with the first edition of the Handbook, this two-volume second edition is intended as a source book of
information and ideas about special education. It aims to reflect advances in research on learning and teaching
in the foundation disciplines as well as renewed calls for engagement with the moral purpose of education and
its supporting philosophical ideas. To this end, the book makes a number of demands on the reader as the
authors start from different national and theoretical perspectives. The book does not attempt to provide a
comparative analysis but includes new chapters that explore special needs education and the development of

inclusive education from non-Western and non-English speaking perspectives.
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In keeping with the theme of empowering learners to transcend their current performance and go ‘beyond the
limits, the contributors to this edition all share a commitment to improving educational and social outcomes
for students with disabilities and those who experience difficulties in learning or are marginalized in
education. Implicit in their contributions are a range of views and a theoretical diversity that collectively map
the field and address the problems and challenges faced by those who are concerned with educational access

and equity for everyone.
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Endorsements

‘This new edition of a well-established handbook provides a wide-ranging and stimulating overview of the
special educational needs field. It is a mine of information and challenging ideas. It is particularly timely as the

UK legislation is being substantially revised — but the ideas are relevant beyond national boundaries.’

Professor Geoff Lindsay, Director, Centre for Educational Development, Appraisal and
Research (CEDAR), University of Warwick, UK

‘Since the 1994 Salamanca Declaration the world of special education has undergone a revolution, with
commitments to the integration of children with special needs into mainstream schools and, later, a critical
reflection on the extent to which those institutions themselves were inclusive. This book marks the possibility
of another significant moment of change, perhaps best represented as a challenge to the ‘normal curve’
assumptions of schooling. The new paradigm seeks to include everyone in the learning community of the
classroom, even while recognising that all have individual differences that need to be accommodated: the key
change lies in the starting assumption that all belong, not that some have to be ‘fitted in’. If this is to be
realised it will require new practices, new pedagogy, but most of all, entirely new conceptualisations about the
nature of schools and schooling. The chapters in this book provide the roadmap for this revolution in our

thinking and practice.’

Tony Gallagher, Professor of Education and Pro-Vice-Chancellor, Queen’s University Belfast

‘We live in difficult times. The economic crisis severely affects people’s lives, attitudes and educational
opportunities. In this context, educational and social inclusion is a real challenge. This stunning book appears
at the right time: we need a new perspective to open our minds and develop our competences in order to
achieve a new education for all. We need to promote knowledge and pedagogy, and ensure trust and hope. If

you are looking for something like that, this is your book.’

Alvaro Marchesi, Secretary General of the Organisation of Ibero-American States For Education

35



36



Introduction

Today, there is a growing recognition that the field of special education must change in response to 21st-
century concerns about what it means to provide an education for students who have been identified as having
special educational needs and disabilities (Eisenman & Feretti, 2010; Warnock, Norwich, & Terzi, 2010).
Throughout many parts of the world, the field has been challenged by a sustained critique that clearly locates
the problem of special education in the broader structure of education. This second edition of the Handbook is
based on the view that although certain structural features of schools can create special educational needs, ‘this
is the case only when what is generally available to most students does not appear to work in particular cases’
(Florian & Kershner, 2009, p. 173). By focusing on extending the quality of what is generally available to an
increasing range of students, and developing new ways of working collaboratively with colleagues in
mainstream, special education can help meet the demand for better quality educational provision for everyone.

This is an important but subtle change in focus for the field that places an emphasis on developing practice
in schools. While this is not meant to ignore specialist knowledge or provision in specialist facilities, the
position here is that a focus on learning and teaching matters more than debates about where that teaching
occurs. Mainstream schools are where most students with disabilities in the developing world are educated,
and from where most students with disabilities in the developing world and countries in transition are
excluded, despite national and international policy frameworks that support rights-based education for
everyone.

Moreover, the pervasive variability in the quality of educational support for student with disabilities even
within developed countries is too wide and too commonplace. As a recent report in England found, although
many students with disabilities are well-supported and making good progress in school, too many others had a
different experience. As the report argued, ‘the crucial issue is that both experiences happen within the same
system’ (DCSF, 2009, p. 2). Reducing the variability in practice — both between countries in terms of access to
education, and within countries as a matter of equity, are key challenges that point to new directions for
research and practice.

While the first edition of the Handbook sought to present a range of perspectives about the nature and
purpose of special education, this two-volume second edition focuses more explicitly on a reconceptualization
of special education and notions of special educational needs. It argues that while special education alone will
not change the organizational context of schools to which it is so inextricably bound, it can set new standards
by which it can be held to account based on the core values of equal opportunity, respect for human dignity,
and a belief in the capacity of all people to learn. It can also do more to avoid the problems associated with
marking some students as different. This is discussed more fully in Chapter 1.

This two-volume second edition retains the five-part structure of the first edition, revising and replacing
content on some topics and adding content on others. As with the first edition, the terms special education
and special needs education are used interchangeably to mean ‘educational intervention and support to address

special educational needs’ (UNESCO, 1997). Volume I includes three sections that draw upon different
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disciplinary perspectives and research traditions to explore how special educational needs are constructed and
understood as well as how knowledge for the field is produced. The second volume focuses on issues of
teaching and learning, and future directions for the field. Each volume contains the complete table of contents

but the glossary and index appear only at the end of the second volume.

VOLUMEI
HOW SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS ARE UNDERSTOOD

This section considers how special educational needs are understood from historical, sociological, psycho-
educational and critical perspectives. Although the emphasis is on developments in the English-speaking
world, the chapters review the evolving concept of special educational needs, and consider how these are
shaped by cultural beliefs that are construed differently at different points in time.

Understanding what constitutes a special educational need is not a straightforward task. Norwich provides a
review and critique of categorical approaches to special education. He asks if categories have outlived their
usefulness and considers the pros and cons of emerging classification systems. This is of particular relevance
when considered alongside Harry’s analysis of how institutional racism reverberates in educational placement
of ethnic minorities in special education provision. Her chapter focuses on the situation in the United States,
but the problem of overrepresentation is also made by others in other sections of the book; notably Nes calls

attention to the overrepresentation of Roma students in special education in Europe.

THE CHALLENGE OF INCLUSION

The second section of the Handbook considers notions of disability rights in education, inclusion and inclusive
education as a model for meeting educational needs. Rioux takes up the issue of rights in education. Through
an analysis of key education cases that have come before the courts, she critiques the arguments in support of
segregating children in education and identifies what she calls the myths that deny inclusion. Other chapters
provide an in-depth analysis of equity issues in education and consider some of the responses that can be made
to address these. Pijl considers how special education funding can support inclusive education.

Inclusive education is increasingly understood in the context of ‘Education for All, or EFA, an
international movement promoting universal access to basic education for everyone. Opertti, Walker and
Zhang give an account of this international movement and the evolving concept of inclusive education. They
provide an analysis of in the issues and challenges faced by six world regions; Africa, the Arab States, Asia-
Pacific, the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), Europe and Latin America. Two further chapters

discuss developments in China and India, both countries with populations of over 1 billion people.

KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION

In keeping with the guiding principles about the content of this volume, this section focuses on theoretical
positions and ideas that support and articulate these principles. Some of the most contentious material in the

book is included in this section. Thomas critiques the kind of scientific inquiry that underpins much
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traditional special education knowledge but other contributors make different arguments. Odom and Lane
focus explicitly on the contributions that quantitative research methodologies used in special education can
make.

Ridley and Watts introduce Amartya Sen’s capability approach and provide a compelling example of how it
can be applied in special needs education. The usefulness of the capability approach to empower people with
severe disabilities to live lives they have reason to value is a welcome example of the kind of reimagination of
special education that merits further research. Similarly, Black-Hawkins presents a useful framework for
developing deeper understandings of the complex task of inclusive education.

While some might argue that behavioural and sociocultural views of learning are incompatible, they both
reject the view that learning capacity is fixed. Entire chapters are given to these two perspectives on learning
because of their implicit rejection of determinist views of ability, and because they do not rely on medical-
categories of disability for coherence. Goswami’s chapter on educational neuroscience provides a much needed
overview of current developments in this area of research, along with associated theoretical ideas about
learning and their future implications for educational interventions, particularly for learners who struggle with
learning to read. While readers will form their own views about the value of each of these perspectives, all
make important contributions to understanding the difficulties learners encounter and as such deserve careful

consideration.

VOLUME II
TEACHING AND LEARNING

Significantly, this renamed section of the Handbook has been expanded to include new chapters on pedagogy.
It leads with Hart and Drummond’s revised chapter exploring work of classroom teachers who reject ability
labelling, and is followed by an international review on specialist pedagogy, a chapter on universal design for
learning (UDL) and a chapter focused specifically on meeting the needs of children with severe intellectual
disabilities.

The section contains a six-chapter subsection on assessment, with important new chapters on formative and
summative assessment to supplement the revised and updated chapters on self-assessment and assessment
accommodations. In addition, revised chapters specific to each of the four main phases (early years,
elementary, secondary and postsecondary) are included in a separate subsection. As in the first edition, these
chapters are all located in the same national context. While they are not intended to be read as an
endorsement of any one model of provision, because so much research in special education is undertaken in
the United States and exported elsewhere, it is useful to foreground this work in an understanding of special
education as it is has developed there. A final subsection on cross-phase issues contains extensive coverage of
technology as well as new chapters on interagency work and families to supplement the revised chapter on

friendships between children with and without difficulties in learning.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

The final section of the Handbook considers some areas for change raised by many of the contributors. It also
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considers change that has nos occurred. A chapter on personhood and cognitive disability serves as important
reminder of the broader context in which people with severe and profound disabilities and their families
continue to be assaulted by the indignity of being seen as morally inferior beings. While it acknowledges the
progress that has been made since the days of eugenics, it calls attention to the disturbing implications of
extending moral status to nonhuman animals on the grounds of cognitive ability. As ideas about the post-
human world become more widespread, there is scope to reconsider some of the most basic principles of
humanity and the role that education plays in fostering them. Interestingly, the chapter on medicalization in
schools raises a similar point about basic principles of humanity with implications for research and practice.
Gallagher’s updated analysis of the debates within the field of special education provide an account of some
promising shifts in thinking that are occurring away from polarising debates towards new understandings.
Three chapters on professional knowledge and the opportunities that now exist, not only to enrich its
development, but also reform its content are included in this section. Two further chapters outline important
topics for the future: the effects of the relentless drive of standards-based reform as a strategy to improve

performance outcomes, and the contribution that special education can make to education more generally.
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SECTION 1
How Special Educational Needs are Understood
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Reimagining Special Education: Why New
Approaches are Needed

Lani Florian

... it is arguable that while Special Educational Needs are often located on the fringes of education, it is in this location at the boundary that

Special Educational Needs acts to define and ensure the continuity of education’s normative centre. (Youdell, 2006, p. 22)

INTRODUCTION

As a parallel system of education to that which is provided to the majority of children, special education
occupies contested terrain. In countries without a system of special needs education, little educational
provision is available to disabled children (Peters, 2007). Yet where systems of special education do exist, there
are problems. For example, in many parts of the world, students from minority groups are more likely to be
identified as having special educational needs than are others (e.g. Blanchett, Klinger, & Harry, 2009;
Fredman, Kriglerova, Kubdnova, & Slosiarik, 2009). This leads to a situation where placement in special
education offers access to education for some, but perpetuates discrimination for others. Special education’s
policy framework, which is intended to ensure the right to education for those who would otherwise be
excluded from schooling, has paradoxically created problems of inequality within education.

Yet, without a policy framework to guide provision of specialist support and resource allocation, many
people with disabilities would be denied an opportunity for meaningful participation in the activities that
typify everyday because impairment, by definition, is something that limits functioning, unless it is mediated
in some way. This dilemma has been acknowledged in the special education literature (Artiles, 1998; Dyson,
2001; Norwich, 2008) and has been the subject of intense debate about whether special education itself is a
problem of, or the solution to, issues of social justice in education.

This chapter, and indeed this book, focuses on the role that special education can play in disrupting
education’s normative centre in support of improving education for all. The central argument is that those
who work in, on, or at the boundaries of special education, whether they identify themselves as special
educators, disability advocates, inclusionists, critical special educators or disability studies scholars, can do
more to address its core problems and dilemmas, but doing so will require some shifts in thinking. As the
chapters in this book discuss, the many contributions that special education has made to the broader context
of education are not disputed, but the problems and unintended consequences associated with it, including
difficulties with identification and classification of disability, differential schooling outcomes, differential
treatment based on social class, remain deeply disquieting.

This chapter presents an overview of current international understandings of special education, and special
educational needs, along with two key policies that specify the context for these understandings. Each section
identifies a problem that points to why new approaches to future work in the field are needed. The second

part of the chapter outlines one of the shifts in thinking believed to open up new possibilities for future work
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and presents one such possibility. Other chapters in the book highlight further shifts in thinking and practice

both inside and outside of schooling that collectively have the potential to move the field forward.

Definition of special (needs) education

In 1997, the International Standard Classi fication of Education replaced the term special education with
special needs education in order to differentiate it from earlier international definitions of special education as
that which took place in special schools or institutions (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development [OECD], 2005). This was an important change in terminology that differentiated the provision
of special education services, which can occur in a variety of settings, from the placement of children in special
education schools or classrooms and enabled more accurate data to be collected.

Special needs education is defined as ‘educational intervention and support designed to address special
educational needs’, wherever that intervention takes place. Whether the term special education, special needs
education or something else is used (e.g. Scotland uses the term ‘additional support for learning’), there is a
common understanding that it involves something ‘different from’ or ‘additional to’ that which is generally
available to others of similar age in schools. This is the first problem. That is, definitions of special education
and special needs education throughout the world, including Scotland’s definition of ‘additional support’, are
based on the notion that what schooling systems ordinarily provide, will meet the needs of most learners,
while a few, at the tail ends of a normal distribution, may require something additional or different. In this way,
special education is positioned alongside the idea/ place where schooling occurs — its normative centre — and it
is in this location that it affirms the ‘bell-curve thinking’ (Fendler & Muzaffar, 2008; Hart, 1998; Thomas &
Loxley, 2001) that both gives rise to it and defines it as an entity. ‘Bell-curve thinking’ is the term used by
Fendler and Muzaffar to refer to the widespread acceptance in education of the assumption that most
phenomena (e.g. intelligence, ability, performance) can be distributed according to the statistical principles of

the normal curve.

Deﬁning special educational needs

The concept of special educational needs is broad, extending beyond categories of disability, to include all
children who are in need of additional support. However, many countries use categorical descriptions of
disability to determine eligibility for special education provision, though these categories vary across time and
between jurisdictions. Even in countries that do not use categorical descriptors, some process of classification
remains in place because in providing for all children, some way of determining ‘all’ has to be established.
Specifying particular groups of learners as a way of determining ‘all’ is problematic because the many sources
of variation within and between any identified groups raise questions about their educational relevance. The
‘triad of impairments’ associated with autistic spectrum disorder (ASD), for example, describes a condition
that covers many different individuals, levels of functioning and skill, despite the common feature of
impairments affecting social interaction, communication and imagination. In addition, when students are
classified as needing something different or additional to others of similar age, they can become marginalized

within education by virtue of these ‘additional needs’. The second problem is how to make educational
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provision available to ‘all’ without the stigma of marking ‘some’ children as different.

Education for all?

Through the auspices of the United Nations (UN) agencies, countries are urged to provide for the basic
learning needs of all people, both children and adults, because education is seen as a human right with
intrinsic value, as well as a means of achieving other important rights, such as development rights which are
intended to reduce poverty and promote prosperity. Concern for the education of students with disabilities has
been linked with these efforts through the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization’s
(UNESCO) ‘Education for All' (EFA) movement. Following the 1994 World Conference on Special Needs
Education in Salamanca, Spain, which recognized that all children should be educated within an inclusive
education system, the Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education (UNESCO,
1994) stipulated that: ‘a child with a disability should attend the neighbourhood school that would be
attended if the child did not have a disability’ (p. 17). This was a significant development because the
legislative framework in many countries continues to exclude or restrict access for children with disabilities to
the general education system even where education is compulsory and free.

More recently, the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) has affirmed
the rights-based nature of inclusive education by specifying that States shall ensure ‘an inclusive education
system at all levels’ so that ‘persons with disabilities receive the support required, within the general education
system, to facilitate their effective education’ (United Nations [UN], 2006, Article 24 §1). Clearly, the
availability of specialized support is seen as an important aspect of inclusive education. But there are questions
about how this support can be provided without positioning special education at the boundary of education’s
normative centre. While these are important questions, they also shift the gaze away from the failure of the

‘mainstream’, the ideal place, the normative centre, to provide for everyone. This is the third problem.

WHY NEW APPROACHES ARE NEEDED

Is the paradoxical nature of special education an inevitable feature of its location at the boundary of
education’s normative centre, or can the work of schooling children who have disabilities, or experience
difficulties in learning, be reconsidered in ways that make new approaches possible? The three problems
identified above: special education as something ‘different from’ or ‘additional to’ that which is provided to
others of similar age; questions about how to make educational provision available to a// learners, without
marking some learners as different; and the failure of the mainstream to provide for everyone, are further
complicated by two intersecting constructs that make it difficult to answer this question. These are difference

discourse and the idea of normal.

Difference discourse

Difference discourse is a term used by Ford (2005) to describe a set of interconnected beliefs, conversations
and practices that are mutually reinforcing and socially pervasive. Though he uses the term in an analysis of
the concept of racial culture, he points out that it is applicable to other social classifications and identities. For

example, many disabled activists and scholars argue for a concept of disability culture, a kind of identity
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politics that seeks to challenge representations of disability as deviant, grotesque or otherwise impoverished
(e.g. Mitchell & Snyder, 2000). This is important work that serves to uncover and expose the deeply held
belief that disability is tragic, because it is abnormal. The problem is that although this discourse helpfully
brings questions about what is normal to the fore, it also unwittingly affirms the concept of normalcy. While
those who argue for a positive concept of disability culture seek to change the difference discourse, Ford’s
work suggests that by virtue of engaging with what it sets out to critique, difference discourse inevitably serves
as a form of collusion with the status quo. As a result, it might alter, but will not resolve, the problems of
marginalization and discrimination faced by those who are marked out in some way as different. In other
words, changing the language of special education, long thought to be an important strategy in changing

special education (e.g. Corbett, 1996) is insufficient for changing practice.

The idea of normal

It has been noted (Nussbaum, 2004) that with respect to disability, the idea of normal is linked to two very
different notions: statistical frequency (usual and unusual) and a normative conception of good or bad (proper
and improper, or appropriate and inappropriate). Nussbaum questioned why these ideas were linked when
there are so many examples of things that are common and typical that may not be good, and things that are
unusual that are good. Her answer was that normal is a construction that permits people to protect themselves
from the imperfections about which they feel the deepest shame. If this is the case, then no matter what
educational rights special education protects, or what it achieves for individuals, it can never really be ‘good’
because as long as it remains focused on what is different, ‘normal’ can be defended as an appropriate
standard, just as the critique of difference discourse suggests.

If this is the case, can the work of special education ever be more than a Faustian pact with education’s
normative centre? How can special education become an integral rather than marginal part of a school’s
response when students experience difficulties? These are not new questions. They are of longstanding
concern to all who have been disturbed by the injustices of schooling and they are addressed by many of the
contributors to this book. But the intractable nature of the problems of special education implies that new

approaches to solving these problems are needed. In the previous edition, I suggested that:

... three things, clearer thinking about the fulfilment of the right to education, the challenge to deterministic beliefs about ability, and a shift
in focus from differences among learners, to learning for all, set an agenda for special needs education that can change the nature of what

special education is and might become in the future. (Florian, 2007, p. 18)

The sections that follow extend this speculation and suggest that addressing these directly can mitigate some

of the negative effects of the structural problems associated with special education as form of provision.

What do we mean when we talk about educational rights?

Education is defined as a universal right by Article 26 of the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (UN, 1948). As such, it is commonly invoked for the purposes of establishing standards for the right to
education and for human rights in education. Thus education is both a human right and a means of achieving

human rights. As the concept of human rights has evolved, education has also come to be seen as a
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development right (Gearon, 2003), and as an economic, social and cultural right (Tomasevski, 2001).

Though there is great philosophical promise in a rights-based concept of education, it is important to note
that the right to education is situated within its broader purposes, notably economic prosperity and
development, as well as citizenship and the exercise of various freedoms. In today’s world, the curriculum is
driven by international competition that places a premium on the skills thought to produce economic
advantage. The principles of the marketplace have produced an emphasis in education on high standards and
competition. While the stated aim of these policies is to improve standards for everyone, competition between
students, schools and jurisdictions produce league tables that rank order, the top students (standardized
achievement tests), the best schools (school inspections), and the highest performing jurisdictions
(international comparison tests of student performance by country). Student performance assessments, based
on the statistical assumptions of a normal distribution (bell-curve) affirm education’s normative centre as its
ideal place where most students do well. But to maintain this centre, boundaries are needed to define
performance standards, which in turn determine curricular offerings and organize learning opportunities.

Outside of these boundaries, special education offers something different to that which is more generally
available in the normative centre, but the idea that rights-based special education policies would serve to fulfil
educational rights for those with disabilities and others outside of the normative centre has been only partially
realized. In an education system dominated by bell-curve thinking, identification of ‘special educational needs’
has been shown to lower a teacher’s expectations about what is possible for a student to achieve (e.g. Hart,
1996). Here, the right o0 education may be achieved, but rights iz education are limited by the inequities
imposed by bell-curve thinking and the subsequent restricted opportunities to learn. This distinction makes it
possible to see how special education can be both a strategy to achieve educational rights by securing access,
and at the same time, one that denies educational rights by placing limits on the possibilities for learning that
are inherent in systems of schooling organized in terms of a normative centre underpinned by deterministic

beliefs about ability which are assumed to be normally distributed.

The challenge of deterministic beliefs about ability: the problem with ‘normal’ is ‘most and someé

As noted above, schools are organized by grouping students in education’s normative centre based on a
utilitarian principle of the greatest good for the greatest number (e.g. according to bell-shaped statistical
norms of ability, where what is average is normal) and other commonly agreed categories such as age. In this
way, what is ordinarily provided will meet the needs of most learners, while a few at the tail ends of the bell-
shaped distribution, may require something additional to or different from that which is ordinarily available.
This is not to suggest that individual differences are unimportant. Two students may be experiencing what
appear to be similar difficulties in learning but differences between the students (e.g. a learner with English as
a second language and a learner with Down Syndrome) means that the nature of the misunderstanding is
different in each case, necessitating different responses to the difficulty. Indeed, knowledge about many kinds
of human difference is important. However, just as a student who is an English-language learner is different
from a student with Down Syndrome; a 6-year-old is different from a 16-year-old, and so forth. In many
ways, teachers are responding constantly to individual differences between learners. They know that every

classroom contains diverse student groups and they take account of all kinds of difference in their daily
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practice. The point is, they do this work in the normative centre for ‘most’ students, but not for everybody.
Some students, often those with disabilities or learning difficulties, continue to be marginalized within the
classroom by interventions that are determined for them by others on the basis of a judgement about what

they cannot do.

The shift in focus from differences among learners to learning for all: A problem of individualization

The presumption that certain individuals need something different or additional to that which is provided to
others of similar age has had profound implications for the development of special education interventions.
The idea that individual interventions and individualized education plans can and should be matched to
individual needs remains popular in policy and practice in many countries. Individualized education is a
hallmark of special needs education and it is a central feature of rights-based education.

In practice however, the focus of the teaching is on learning as a shared activity within the classroom
community. Class teachers often use strategies that are matched to the purposes of learning for groups, and as
noted above, they respond to differences on the basis of their knowledge of individuals within their
classrooms. However, when a student is identified as having a disability, or a special educational need, the
presumption of individual need means that many class teachers feel unprepared to meet the additional needs
of ‘some’ students. Indeed, teachers often resist the placement of students identified as having special
educational needs in their classrooms on the grounds that they are not qualified to teach them. Moreover,
many specialists agree that this is the case. The conventional wisdom that different kinds of difficulties in
learning require specific responses based upon knowledge of the difficulty remains popular despite the lack of
evidence for this position. The following example from a colleague with dyslexia shows how this can be a

barrier to learning.

Text to speech software is often recommended by experts as useful for pupils diagnosed with dyslexia and having
struggled for many years with reading and writing, I was advised that text to speech software would help me ... 1
found the main difficulty with text to speech software was ifs adaptability to context specific tasks, particularly tasks
involving collaboration with others. In a shared office headphones are a must in order to not disturb colleagues. Also,
having the text on the screen read aloud did not help me to understand the text any better. With the text being
highlighted on the screen, I found myself following the words and not the dialogue. By the end of a paragraph, I was

able to recall what words had been spoken, but not the message being conveyed.

Furthermore, it was in working collaboratively with colleagues where such tools provided the greatest challenge because
of the way the tool determines how reading and writing tasks should be carried out. I was not able to participate in
writing activities that involved creating a piece of writing together in meetings to talk about reports. Whilst I would
say the tool sometimes helped me to learn and verbalize specialized vocabulary, it did not help my reading and

writing. Consequently, I do not use such tools.

This is an important example that demonstrates how an assistive technology device served as a barrier to
participation rather than an enhancement. In considering this example, a number of issues are raised. One is

that the device did not serve its intended purpose. It did not become the ‘cognitive prosthesis’ promised by the
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technology. Not only was the device unhelpful, it actually functioned to exclude my colleague further from
working collaboratively within his team. It is easy to see how such examples can occur in school settings where
the focus is on planning for individual needs.

A second issue is raised by the assumptions that are made about learners and individual needs when
individualized interventions are recommended. Often the idea of matching a specific difficulty in learning to a
strategy drives the decision-making. However, when an intervention is based solely on an individualized (or
personalized) response to impairment, or a specific difficulty in learning, important contextual requirements
may be overlooked, exacerbating the problem of ‘most’ and ‘some’ discussed above. As was seen in the case
example, a text to speech assistive technology device intended to support individuals with dyslexia interfered
with, rather than supported, my colleague in completing professional reading and writing tasks. As his story
shows, focusing on individual difficulty (having struggled for many years with reading and writing, I was advised
that text to speech software would help me), rather than the demands of the task (creating a piece of writing
together) did not lead to meaningful engagement with the professional task. If this case were approached from
the requirement of writing a report together rather than on generalized assumptions about the difficulty of
one of the individual’s undertaking it, a different and ultimately more productive course of action may have
been possible.

Thinking about learning as a shared activity, where a single lesson is a different experience for each
participant, encourages a shift in thinking away from teaching approaches that work for most learners existing
alongside something ‘additional’ or ‘different’ for those (some) who experience difficulties, towards one that
involves providing rich learning opportunities that are sufficiently made available for everyone, so that all
learners are able to participate in classroom life. It is the ways that teachers respond to individual differences
during whole-class teaching, the choices they make about group work and how they utilize specialist
knowledge that matters. The shift in thinking is about how to extend what is generally available to ensure that
everyone has the opportunity for meaningful engagement in the learning community of the classroom. This is

discussed more fully below.

A SHIFT IN THINKING FROM ‘MOST AND SOMFE’  TO EVERYBODY

A shift in thinking away from the idea of special education as a specialized response to individual difficulty,
towards one that focuses on extending what is ordinarily available to everyone in the learning community of
the classroom, while acknowledging there will be individual differences, represents a subtle difference with
profound implications for special education practice. Supporting class teachers to extend what is generally
available to everybody rather than including a// students by differentiating for some, is an important shift in
thinking that can avoid the negative effects of treating some students as different. While it is not the only shift
in thinking required to change special education’s relationship with education’s normative centre, it is an
important addition that opens up new possibilities for the development of inclusive practice that can help to
reduce variability in provision. If taken seriously, it can transform the role that special education can play, in
aligning its practices more closely to its core values of equal opportunity, respect for human dignity, and a
belief in the capacity of all people to learn. These values are consistent with the international EFA movement,

and a social justice agenda for education.
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Focusing on how class teachers extend what is ordinarily available in a classroom lesson or activity, offers an
alternative perspective that has emerged from the study of the craft knowledge of classroom teachers
committed to the principles of inclusive education that tried to capture the complexity and demands of their
practice (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2011; Florian & Linklater, 2010; Florian & Spratt, 2013). It has been
shown that teachers who are adept at embedding responsiveness to individual need within the process of
whole-class teaching are able to sustain inclusive practice (Jordan, Schwartz & McGhee-Richmond, 2009;
Jordan & Stanovich, 1998). Following Huberman (1992), we were interested learning more about how
classroom teachers go about ‘tinkering’ in their classrooms to expand their repertoire of responses to the
difficulties students encounter in learning. We found that embedding responsiveness to individual need within
the process of whole-class teaching foregrounded the importance of participation in classroom activities in
terms of choice and relationships to others. For example, rather than setting work for students based on
teacher judgement, a teacher might make a range of differentiated lesson options, based on knowledge of the
range of interests, previous experiences, needs and abilities of everyone, available to the whole class. By giving
everyone a choice, individual needs were met without pre-determining who could or would do what. We have
described this as inclusive pedagogy, or the inclusive pedagogical approach. While it is broadly similar to
universal design for learning (UDL), it varies in the extent to which it engages students in directing the course
of their own learning and encourages teachers to abandon practices that pre-determine what students can

achieve.

Table 1.1 Evidencing inclusive pedagogy
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The interest in how learners differ and the ways in which they can be helped to overcome the difficulties they
experience drives much research in special education. But, when the work is done in collusion with a
difference discourse that dichotomizes learners on the basis of ‘impairment’ or some other classification, it
cannot help to resolve the dilemmas of difference. Nor can it help with improving what is generally available
to everyone in schools.

The focus of research that seeks to understand how teachers extend what is generally available to others
taking account that there are always individual differences between them offers a new direction for enquiry
that can help disrupt education’s normative centre. Table 1.1 presents a framework through which the study
of the shift in thinking from most and some, to everybody, can be located. Initially developed as a lens to
guide research on developing the inclusive practices of primary and secondary classroom teachers (Florian &
Spratt, 2013), the framework provides a structure within which practice can be studied in context.

As shown in Table 1.1, shifting the gaze from ‘most’ and ‘some’ to ‘everybody’, as suggested by the inclusive
pedagogical approach is underpinned by three assumptions and associated actions for practice. Key challenges
that impinge on the associated actions are presented in the third column. The hope is that by engaging with
the challenges described in the table, more nuanced and sophisticated understandings of how to support the

participation and learning of everyone can be developed.

CONCLUSION

Supporting a culture shift in education’s normative centre is necessary work for the field of special needs
education. This chapter has argued that while special education has made an important contribution to the
education for all, the limitations and unintended consequences associated with it require a shift in focus away
from its problems and limitations towards more equitable educational provision for everyone. Clear thinking
about the fulfilment of the right to education, a challenge to deterministic beliefs about ability, and a shift in
focus from differences between learners, to learning for all, were suggested as providing opportunities to open
up new possibilities for addressing the longstanding problems and unintended consequences of special
education. The inclusive pedagogical approach to classroom teaching is presented as an example of how
practice might develop as a result of calls for a shift in thinking. In time these new possibilities may also help
challenge the exclusionary concept of the ‘normative centre’. It may help to change the organization of
educational provision and prevailing concepts of schooling, so that the reimagining of special education can
become a reimagining of diversity in education. The future task for special education is not to defend what is

‘special’ about additional provision, but to challenge complacency about what is generally available in schools.
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Confronting Difference: A Brief History of Special

Education

M. A. Winzer

This chapter is designed to provide an overview of historical developments in the field of special education
stressing the North American experience. Obviously, the chapter is a brief tour, not a comprehensive journey.
A quick review cannot capture the subtle ways in which particular contentions have been woven together to
generate arguments for varied ideological stances; the contributions of the brilliant, innovative, often
controversial, and erratic philosophers and pedagogues who provided a rich heritage to the field; the ideas that
were disputed and discarded or embraced and implemented; the multiple reforms and fervent appeals to new
ideals and paradigm shifts that characterize the area; or the mosaic of concepts, approaches, and models that
have evolved.

To provide an interpretative framework, location — the school addresses where students with disabilities
received services — is the central motif. Location points to a gradual humanizing stance from society and
encompasses changing opinions about school attendance — from a privilege to a right, to the notion of
education matched to individual needs, to significant thrusts for access to general school environments and

curriculum.

PIONEERING EFFORTS

Prior to the mid-18th century, individual deviations were rarely tolerated. Persons with disabilities were
generally outcasts in society and subject to callous, cruel, or dismissive attitudes. Because it was widely held
that disability was inflicted by God or the devil and could be cured only by divine intervention, political and
ecclesiastical thought shunned disabled persons and questioned their capacity for spiritual achievement and
social responsibility. Most were seen as incapable and incompetent, unable to benefit from instruction of any
kind.

Scattered evidence of philosophical and religious interventions exists, but it was not until the middle
decades of the 18th century that Europe and Britain turned to the education of persons with disabilities. Of
the many prompts, the pervasive influence of the European Enlightenment was striking. Although the chief
intellectual project of the Enlightenment was to build a sound body of knowledge about the world, a strand of
humanitarian philosophy spoke to the equality of all people and the human responsibility to take care of
others. Enlightenment philosophers directed attention to those in society denied equality by social status and
simultaneously studied persons with disabilities in attempts to solve the vexing problems of those denied
equality by nature (Winzer, 1998). Reform movements to improve the conditions of disadvantaged and
marginalized groups and rapid educational advances were achieved within the new set of social boundaries.

Intervention for disabled persons was no longer merely a subject of philosophic curiosity: permanent facilities
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and pedagogical models emerged in a number of national contexts. France is credited with the most generous
vision. In fact, an 1881 writer observed in somewhat hyperbolic tones that ‘the great designs and inventions
for the removal or palliation of physical or mental disabilities which stand as significant indices on the road of
modern civilization were all of them fostered on the fertile soil of France’ (Perkins Institution for the Blind,
1881, p. 60).

A progression that became a fairly constant pattern in provision emerged in France; that is, deaf persons
were the first to be served. Philosophers advancing novel views of human nature and the role of language
made deafness ‘a compelling force for philosophical reflection’ (Davis, 1997, p. 113). The Abbé Michel
Charles de 'Epée (1712-1789) joined Enlightenment ideals of equality, novel concepts about language and its
development, and the sensationalist ideas of John Locke and the French philosophes to build unique methods
for those who were deaf. Earlier attempts had been made to teach deaf people, but de 'Epée’s work was of a
different nature from the pioneer efforts in England, the Netherlands, and Germany. Those attempts made
oralism — efficiency in speech reading and the acquisition of speech — the apex of instruction. To the Abbé,
speech was not the essential aim. Instead, he devised a silent language of the hands — sign language.

Valentin Hiuy, moved by the spirit of the times and, by his own account, deeply impressed by de 'Epée,
opened a school for blind persons in 1782. Edouard Seguin, a pioneer of acute importance to the American
enterprise (he emigrated in 1848) began his prestigious career with individuals identified as mentally retarded
in 1810. Seguin ‘brought to the study of the minds of imbeciles a singularly acute and original intelligence’
(Here and there, 1943, p. 213). His work lent a note of optimism to the entire field and entranced the public
with the ‘cult of curability,” the notion that many mental defects could be ameliorated or eliminated entirely.
Most importantly, Seguin’s hugely influential Idiocy and its treatment by the physiological method (1866) was

foundational for myriad institutional and educational developments for persons with intellectual disabilities.

INSTITUTIONAL MODELS

Throughout the 19th century, there was much mutual investigation of education between nations, with
Prussia and France being the principal target countries. Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet, Samuel Gridley Howe,
Horace Mann, Henry Goddard, and a host of other North American pioneer educators followed a relatively
valorized routine when they travelled to Europe to examine different systems. Over the decades, a plethora of
initiatives germane to special education were borrowed. From France, for example, institutional models, sign
language, Braille, and IQ_tests; from Germany, the ideas underlying ungraded and unruly classes, special
classes, industrial schools, and normal schools.

In the opening decades of the 19th century, concepts borrowed from Europe melded with American
evangelical commitment and unbounded philanthropy and stimulated reformers to undertake programs to
improve the lives of people who were weak, dependent or disabled. From 1819 onwards, a complex of
institutions catering to disabled individuals grew rapidly in the United States and British North America
(Canada). The initial institution, the American Asylum for the Education and Instruction of Deaf and Dumb
Persons, was founded by Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet after he returned from France armed with the sign
language and accompanied by a French pedagogue, Laurent Clerc.

Institutional establishment coincided with a period of wide social reform and embodied the three major
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principles of 19th-century child rescue: protection, separation, and dependence. With these ideals in the
foreground, the system that emerged provided students with disabilities unique forms of organization.
Segregation within institutions shielded vulnerable children and youth from a callous world and
simultaneously relieved the world of disabled people.

Institutional settings created separate educational worlds that demanded unique policies and practices. Two
essential tropes defined schooling and curriculum. First was the ideal of spiritual redemption. Religious
training founded on an ideology of rehabilitation within evangelical Christian beliefs — all people were capable
of being saved — was made ‘a matter of first importance’ (Stone, 1848, p. 145). What the institutions also
confronted was the need to establish an employment role for their students. Founded on the equation of
disabled and dependent — ‘a helpless class’ — as opposed to able bodied and productive — ‘happy and useful
citizens' — (Ontario Institution for the Education and Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb, 1885, p. 15)
industrial training and post-school productivity occupied schoolmen. Practical instruction in trades and
domestic skills turned consumers into producers and disabled people into productive, law-abiding workers.

The American institutional network did not develop within the framework of a stable school system:
permanent facilities for disabled students predated the common school movement by decades. Contemporary
sensibilities held that special schooling was a charitable enterprise and disabled persons pensioners on the state
— dependent, deviant and worthy of charity. The founding organizations depended heavily on meager state
appropriations and the machinery of private charity. Given the enduring concerns about funding, the
institutions were impelled to become self-sufficient congregations. Pupils contributed heavily to the upkeep of
their home institution through work in the garden, farm, or sewing shops. They produced articles for sale and
took part in public exhibitions of their attainments. Another strategy to increase support was to locate
institutions in the hearts of communities. Schools for those intellectually disabled were ‘opened at or near the
capitols of their various states, in order that the members of the legislature might closely watch their
operation’ (Fernald, 1893, p. 209). Most schools for blind children were confined to large cities or located at
or near the state capital, ‘the more thoroughly to convince the legislators of what the blind were capable of
accomplishing’ (Best, 1934, p. 282).

In the early-19th century, the clergy regarded themselves, and were regarded by the people, as men of real
ability, sound knowledge, and impeccable character — the natural guardians of education with the schools
under their particular supervision. By the 1850s, the work of educating persons with disabilities was motivated
more by statute than the dictates of conscience. The clergy withdrew from their traditional alliance with
institutional settings and left the system open for capture by professional schoolmen. Two basic qualities
began to characterize the schools: a highly progressive and reformist zeal among the leaders, and an increasing
reliance on the expertise of a scientific and professionalized teaching corps.

Teachers of the deaf were the first to assert a sense of unique professional identity: the process of
professionalization began during the 1840s when various organizations, such as the Convention of American
Educators of the Deaf and Dumb, were established. In 1853, teachers of the blind first formally met. In 1871,
the American Association of Instructors of the Blind was established. Edouard Seguin lent his influence to

form the Association of Medical Officers of American Institutions for Idiots and Feeble-Minded Persons.

CREATING A PURE AMERICA

58



In the latter third of the 19th century, the trend in the areas of deafness and blindness was toward loosening
the institutional ties. Segregated arrangements were complemented by a host of private and day schools, some
grand and generously funded, others modest and unpretentious. Connotations of charity gradually
disappeared. The idea of a purely educational journey became increasingly manifest and schooling ‘more
distinctly an integral part of the state’s educational economy’ (Best, 1934, p. 293).

In direct contrast, the field of intellectual disability ultimately and critically retained its affiliation with the
institutional side. Care and containment, not education and potential cure, became the governing motifs. The
designator school was replaced with asy/um, students became inmates, and the service clientele changed from
the individual to society. Institutional size and populations expanded dramatically and moved from their
central to rural locations. Noble sentiments about education and cure that had driven early efforts gave way to
utilitarian practices as the institutions slipped into revised roles — from the training of children who would
return to family and community to the prevention of mental retardation in subsequent generations through
the segregation of adults. The changes in direction were most rapid and encompassing after 1880, peaked in
the first decades of the 20th century, and then settled into inertia. However, the custodial nature persisted
into the 1960s, although the idea of the institution as a conveyor belt back to the community was partially
resurrected.

Dozens of disintegrating factors dating back to the mid-19th century circled intellectual disability. Broader
trends included fears that the nation was in danger of being swamped by undesirable immigrants and home-
grown deviants; absolutist American morality; emerging specialization in professional organizations; the
dominance of medical men; and advances in scientific and archaeological knowledge (Winzer, 1993). A host
of social problems brought escalating rates of moral panic that indicted two large groups — the tide of
immigrants flooding into America and an enormous homegrown underclass that garnered a host of unsavory
labels.

At first, the ‘intellectual inferiors’ and ‘simple-minded members of the community’ (Yerkes, 1917, p. 293)
were simultaneously described as degenerate or feeble-minded. According to the prevalent view, disease and
dysfunction were not natural, but rather evidence of moral failure. What took root then was the conviction
that social difference, in and of itself, was a mild form of mental deficiency. The poor, prostitutes, criminals,
the insane, drunkards, tramps, many immigrants, and the intellectually disabled were all seen to be cut from
the same degenerate cloth. And, because degeneracy was hereditary — a manifestation of an individual’s
inheritance of a ‘degenerate constitution’ — affected persons inevitably undermined social stability and
presented a growing danger to the American way of life. Researchers, writers, universities and colleges,
religious groups, and the popular media began to elevate ‘the threat of the feeble minded’ to the status of a
national concern (Winzer, 2009).

The thinking underlying conceptions of degeneracy was a mix of early genetic science, Social Darwinism,
and scientific racism. Darwin’s 1859 On the origin of the species inevitably drew attention to differences within
the species and to the selective significance of inborn differences in human beings and led to Social
Darwinism — the idea that social relations could be explained by evolutionary theory. Scientific racism, which
views the races as biologically different, indicted immigrants.

When these various subcultures melded with the ideology of race improvement, they entranced a new breed

of moral entrepreneurs who began to crusade for a genetically and socially pure America. Numerous human
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betterment movements emerged to counter the presumed threats to the future of the nation. However, it was
the fervent and extreme pseudo-science of eugenics that became the most popular. The term was coined in
1883 by Francis Galton, a British scientist, who joined the Greek words for wel/ and born to create a new
word, eugenics which, at the simplest level, promoted unions of the fit and deplored those of the degenerate.
Despite its roots, the British remained reticent and aloof from extreme eugenics. Americans were enthralled.
In North America, from the 1880s to the 1930s, eugenicists claimed the political, medical, and social terrain:
the eugenics preoccupation colored the discussion of a vast variety of topics (Winzer, 2009).

Two events moved eugenics from merely discussions within intellectual and medical circles to a quasi-
scientific doctrine. First was the rediscovery of Mendelian genetics in 1899. Second was the advent of 1Q
tests, created in France by Binet and Simon in 1905 and brought to the United States in 1908 by Henry
Goddard, a psychologist from the Vineland Institution for Feeble-Minded Boys and Gitls in Vineland, New
Jersey. Once Goddard translated the Binet scale into English, testing became the mainstay of the crusade for a
pure America. For the first time, the nebulous phenomenon of intelligence could be measured and numerical
values attached to the fit, the degenerate, and the feeble-minded. When Goddard and his associates
assiduously tested various large groups — students at the Vineland Institution, typical children in Vineland’s
public schools, and incoming immigrants at Ellis Island — the results pointed to the rising tide of homemade
degenerates and also forged a complex nexus between immigrants and feeble-mindedness (Goddard, 1910,
1911).

Professionals — chiefly medical men who served as the superintendents of institutions for the intellectually
disabled together with Goddard and like-minded psychologists — were convinced of the absolute necessity of
restraining the misfits caught in their wretched cycle of immorality, promiscuity and improvidence. Every
superintendent of every state school professed ‘A belief in the necessity of permanent care for all this defective
class’ (Johnson, 1898, p. 467). They insisted on the ‘absolute necessity of life-long guardianship’ and did so ‘in
the name of science, of sociology, as a matter of political economy, of the protection of homes, and all that
man holds dear’ (Barr, 1913, p. 68).

How to accomplish total segregation when faced with the limitations of legislative appropriations was a
constant irritant. A set of interrelated plans developed. First, increase the population of institutions; second,
abandon any optimism about education, cure, or return to the community; third, use higher-functioning
residents to work the land and take care of others; and finally, adopt sterilization as a panacea for the
elimination of socially undesirable people (see Landman, 1932).

Pioneers such as Samuel Gridley Howe and Edouard Seguin defined the ideal institutions as small and
home-like, but did not intend them as permanent homes. Seguin recommended accommodating no more
than 150-200 children — the number that the superintendent could know, care for medically, plan for, and
study throughout their school careers (Talbot, 1964). By the 1870s, however, promoters were convinced that
it was more advantageous to congregate larger numbers under protective care. States scrambled to build
custodial facilities and the number of institutions grew. By 1876, for example, 34 states had institutions for
persons considered to be retarded accommodating approximately 25,000 inmates (Thurston, 1876).

By the mid-1880s, the rural institutions had evolved into farm colonies consisting of a custodial
department, a training school, an industrial department, and a farm where ‘the trained capacities of the

stronger’ were ‘made available for the aid of the weaker and for the diminution of public charge’ (Kerlin, 1886,

60



p- 269). Inmates labored on the farm, tended the animals, and worked the heavy machinery in the laundry,
print shop, or boiler room. Females performed domestic chores, did the sewing and mending, and the hand
laundry. As the institutions began to productively employ the inmates’ labor, education programs were
disbanded and the practical training—vocationally-oriented programs originally designed to be the corridor
from the institution to the community became a dead end. The eventual release of inmates grew increasingly
doubtful: maintenance of the institution itself was the pressing issue.

Even with prudent economy and inmate labor, institutionalization was outrageously costly and could not
possibly accommodate the enormous tide of degeneracy. When Francis Galton proposed sterilization as a
means of controlling breeding in 1891, many ardent eugenicists found the idea compelling. They saw
sterilization as the way to solve a vast array of problems, remove almost every social ill, and ensure the
continued progress of society.

The first state sterilization law, passed by the Indiana legislature in 1907, provided for the ‘prevention of
the procreation of “confirmed criminals, idiots, imbeciles, and rapists” (Landman, 1932, p. 55). A
hodgepodge of state laws then emerged: by 1921, 15 states had laws on sterilization (Carr-Saunders, 1926).
Still, eugenics lacked an effective reinforcement mechanism. The landmark decision appeared in the case of
Buck vs Bell, decided on 2 May 1927 by Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes of the US Supreme Court. Holmes
contended that ‘three generations of imbeciles are enough’ and that society ‘had the right to insist that those
who were feeble-minded should forego the privilege of propagating their kind’ (Higbee, 1935-1936, p. 12).

By upholding the constitutionality of a sterilization law, the Supreme Court legitimized a state’s right to
sterilize the unfit. Other courts upheld the principles of the decision. By 1934, 150 million people worldwide
lived under laws providing for eugenical sterilization in selected cases (Poponoe, 1934). Of the 30 US states
with enabling legislation on the books from 1907 to 1958, California was the most energetic eugenics state.
Two Canadian provinces, British Columbia and Alberta, had laws in effect from 1928 to 1973. By the end of
1940, 35,878 men and women had been sterilized or castrated (Winzer, 1993).

COMMON SCHOOLS

The common school reform is often dated from 1848 when Horace Mann reorganized public education in
Massachusetts as a state vehicle. To Mann and his fellow reformers, the schools served as a cloak under which
a great many secondary projects and ideas sought substance and advancement. Political, social, economic, and
educational domains were all part of the mix. The primary object was the socialization of all children. Child
savers and educators believed that the common schools represented the unique means to instill American
values into students with diverse ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and religious backgrounds. They also served ‘as a
preventative of pauperism and vice, and as a benefit to the industrial pursuits of life’ (Ryerson, 1848, p. 175).
The initial vision of the common schools embraced all students, from the docile and tractable to the deviant
and intractable. But almost from the outset, the reformist and optimistic impulses faltered when confronted
with disobedient, rambunctious, and nonconforming students. Seeking to maintain order, discipline, and high
standards, school districts embarked on sustained efforts to address students who violated social mores, failed
to conform to the expectations of teachers, and mounted threats to the placidity of general classrooms. By the

1870s, jurisdictions in the eastern United States were experimenting with processes borrowed from Germany
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— ungraded classes aimed at restoration and remediation, and unruly classes to handle those recalcitrant,
disobedient, and truant.

The early special classes are best viewed as the birth of a trend rather than a definitive reform. Many
faltered — they lacked trained teachers, materials, official commitment, and funding. Little distinction existed
between obstreperous pupils and defective learners. Only small numbers attended. School systems tended to
preserve the rights of the majority: conduct and personality traits beyond those considered normal served as a
plausible excuse for exclusion or suspension. As one administrator pointed out in 1909, these students ‘tend to
drop out, or be forced out, of school and the problem of the exceptional child disappeared with him’ (in
Tropea, 1987, p. 31).

SPECIAL CLASSES

By the time that the 20th century opened for business, responses to student heterogeneity were more
organized. Institutional settings continued to grow but most expansion came in the form of special, segregated
classes beginning in about 1910. The special classes were both the cause of, and the result of, multiple
interwoven processes, actions, and disciplines. New medical and scientific knowledge, increasing social fears,
and a climate of interventionist social reform provided the historical context within which the end result was
steadily increasing numbers of children identified as in need of special schooling. School systems were deeply
affected by the tightening of compulsory attendance laws that meant that they could no longer ignore part of
the clientele; their reluctance to confront difficult and recalcitrant youngsters; rapidly mounting numbers of
immigrant children entering the schools; the lessened participation of youth in the labor market; decreases in
child mortality and child morbidity; the testing movement; the development of the fields of psychiatry,
psychology, social work, and health care; the mental hygiene movement; and new psychological and medical
findings that made professionals, parents, and the public more alert to the educational implications of physical
and mental disabilities.

Only a few common threads are readily discernible among the multiple arguments that underlay the
founding special classes. One responded to calls for the reduction of retardation and other learning and
behavioral problems plaguing the schools. The cost of laggards within overcrowded schools and large classes
in terms of finances, teacher time, and classroom disruption was a constant irritant to administrators seeking
order, efficiency, and economy, as well as an important political and economic issue (Ayres, 1909). Another
echoed those for the earlier ungraded and unruly classes. Segregated classrooms effectively removed the
‘flotsam and the jetsam’, and the ‘hold backs and the drags’ (Wallin, 1914, p. 390) so that they could not
disrupt classrooms or contaminate the learning of others. In a nod to the eugenists, classes were viewed as a
means of protecting society from ‘the threat of the feeble-minded’. Educators could ‘ensure diagnosis and
treatment at an early age’ and use the classes or ‘clearing houses for personnel segregation before adult life is
reached’ (Fernald, 1912, p. 9).

The years between 1910 and 1930 witnessed a huge spurt in enrolments in and types of special classes.
Educators operationalized the medical model: they assumed that disorders had distinct patterns of symptoms
and signs that resulted from different causes and responded to different treatments. Children were labeled

with particular disability designations and propelled toward certain classes and pedagogical practices. Along
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with the traditional groups of deaf, blind and intellectually disabled, schools discovered those who were hard
of hearing, near blind, undernourished, crippled, academically maladjusted, emotionally disturbed, speech
defective, tubercular, dyslexic, and gifted. Soon there were special classes under a variety of generic titles such
as auxiliary, opportunity, open air, welfare, and steamer to serve immigrant children who could not speak
English. Mild mental retardation was positioned in a central place. The category absorbed more classes and
more teachers, saw more special education curriculum and methodology, and attracted more funding and
legislation than did any other group (Winzer, 2009).

Rapid growth spawned a number of predictable results. For one thing, special education was a fairly well-
kept secret within the entire education establishment. The system was separate from general education with
different settings and classes, alternate guidelines for program planning and service provisions, and specialized
training for its teachers. For another, the clientele of special classes confirmed for general teachers the
parameters of acceptable achievement and behavior in their own classrooms. The ensuing social rejection and
stigmatization of pupils and perceptions of special education as unique and different soon widened into a
chasm that separated sets of education players within a dual system.

Increased financial support for special classes after World War I spurred much growth followed by an
evaporation of optimism throughout the 1930s. Together with the burdens of the Great Depression and the
fiscal focus of World War II, school systems confronted mounting dissatisfaction with inadequately planned
classes staffed by untrained or poorly trained teachers, the complete segregation of children, and the watered-
down curriculum. Although some workers held that “The immediate purpose of most of these special classes
is, of course, to enable the pupils to mingle in due course with normal children’ (Percival, 1946, p. 237), this
rarely happened. By the late-1940s, vexatious questioning about accessibility and support were articulated by
parents’ organizations and professional groups.

Despite rumblings, special classes were almost universally accepted in the early 1950s. But although special
education enrolment jumped, the number of districts providing services increased, the number of teachers
grew, and teacher training facilities and allied specialists expanded, not more than 15% of the estimated 5
million school-aged disabled children received special help (Porter, 1953). Education policy was generally
characterized by varying layers of exclusion. Some students were allowed into regular schools, but excluded
from general classrooms; others were within the school system but excluded from general schools; others were

excluded altogether (Winzer, 2009).

DIRECTIONAL CHANGES

Dramatic reforms in special education can be traced to the 1960s. Throughout that decade, a fervent
egalitarianism brought large-scale political, social, and economic change in the context of many
disenfranchised and marginalized groups; created a wholly new climate for disability; and underlay a paradigm
shift in special education. As new conceptions of social justice that included individual and civil rights, equity,
and equal opportunity redounded, special education found sociopolitical analyses particularly appealing. These
orientations, often lumped together as the social model, discarded the traditional medical model and instead
showed that disability was profoundly shaped by contextual conditions and meanings and by human purposes
and interests (Winzer & Mazurek, 2012).

63



Cracks appeared in the veneer of two closely related fields — the social services that provided institutional
care, mainly for persons with intellectual disabilities — and the education sector that celebrated segregated
education for students with disabilities. Two basic ideologies — normalization and mainstreaming — took root
and flowered.

Among other positive outcomes, the principles of normalization brought exposés of the deplorable
conditions in institutions, the President’s Panel on Mental Retardation, and the birth of the field of disability
studies. Support and demand for the cloistered, costly, and segregated institutions seriously eroded. Policy
analysts recommended either massive reform or closing the institutions. A trend ensued that saw the
continuing movement of residents to community alternatives such as regional centers, group homes and foster
care.

An array of factors nourished change throughout special education. Legislation, litigation, parent advocacy,
the so-called efficacy studies, the perceived discrimination in segregated classes, the reasoning of the Supreme
Court in the 1954 Brown vs. Board of Education decision, and freely flowing funds for research, training and
program development all contributed.

The appropriateness of the system, as well as the classification and placement of some students within it for
the majority of their educational experiences, came under heavy attack. Special schools and special classes were
seen as stigmatizing, discriminatory and unequal, not a fulfillment of the right to education but instead a
denial of that right by virtue of exclusionary practices. A gradual (though not uniform) progress in public
sentiment emerged. ‘More and more’, observed one commentator, the exceptional child ‘is being considered a
positive national asset, with potential that must be mobilized, rather than a liability that must be tolerated for
sentimental reasons’ (Krugman, 1962, p. 245). Cultural perspectives that opposed the inviolable and narrow
subtexts of medical interpretations were particularly powerful agents of change. Questions related to the
education of students with disabilities began to be passionately debated through the lenses of morality, equity,
civil rights, and the location and transformation of sources of inequality in social, economic, political, and
educational structures (Winzer & Mazurek, 2012).

By the early-1970s, the educational integration of students with disabilities was the central theme of special
education. Notions about segregation that had appeared so connected and obvious a decade earlier were quite
rapidly replaced with a movement toward new delivery models designed to bring marginalized students into
mainstream classrooms. These dramatic changes did not answer the educational decision-making process and
were not representative of research findings. Instead, they focused on the new educational and social
philosophies that spoke to specific versions of social justice that were then solidified in a broad framework of
prescriptive federal legislation and state laws designed to define the rights of individuals with disabilities and
ensure their access to public education.

The seminal legislation, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94 142, EHA; 1975)
represented official recognition by the US Congress of a growing dissatisfaction with placing students with
disabilities in separate settings. It led to the dismantling of segregated facilities and classrooms; provided the
impetus for dramatic changes in the ways that disabled students were served in the public schools; structured
the way that educators identified, diagnosed, placed and taught such students; and popularized the notions of
the least restrictive environment (LRE) and a cascade of educational services.

The LRE, interpreted as mainstreaming, was reinterpreted as the Regular Education Initiative (REI) which
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sought to unite balkanized and dual streams of special and general education and create a system that
recognized and taught all children in general settings, with shared responsibility between general and special
education (Will, 1986). The rallying cries of mainstreaming and the REI were rapidly replaced by calls for full
access to a restructured mainstream, known as inclusive schooling, a term and concept co-opted from the
general education reform movement of the 1980s manifest in the airing of A nation at risk: The imperative for
education reform (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).

Inclusive education identified with much deeper philosophical ideals than did integration, mainstreaming,
and the REI. As an outgrowth of a liberal-democratic social philosophy, it was anchored in social justice and
social models. Operationalized, the inclusive process attempted to entrench the assumption that a common
education for almost all students is possible. The ultimate goal of educational inclusion may be
straightforward, but the process of negotiating new understandings has been — and is — contentious. The
philosophy and practice are larded with concepts that are ambiguous, complex, and value laden. Undoubtedly,
there are multiple successes, an abundance of effort and will, and a stream of innovations and responses. At
the same time, there remain many issues and constraints in the interpretation and implementation of the
agenda and analyses of inclusive schooling repeatedly call for events that do not happen.

The key policy issue — an egalitarian-inspired imperative manifest as equal access — has been largely
accomplished, but the general classroom has been elevated to the most highly-valued setting which
complicates the task of reaching common education goals for all learners. Mere compliance with the law does
not offer a serious challenge to inequality and marginalization. Even the most ardent advocates of inclusion
cannot ignore the anomaly of school failure. Among students with disabilities achievement and test scores

have not really improved, drop-out rates are alarmingly high, and graduation rates depressingly low.

CONCLUSION

The history of special education is a complex of interwoven debates, issues and controversies often shaped by
emotional responses and historical and cultural beliefs. This brief survey of the major stepping stones in
development shows that there has been a gradual humanizing attitude toward persons with disabilities
manifested as societal attitudes, as the right to education, and as school addresses.

Throughout the 19th century, the official rationales for the existence of institutions went through periodic
changes. The founding establishments were built on charity and intrinsically associated with changing social,
economic, political and religious determinants. For deaf or blind students, the final three decades of the
century saw mounting agitation for free and compulsory education under local school board jurisdiction.
Charity connotations slowly dissipated; the settings transmuted into schools, albeit separate and special, but
with educational goals. At the same time, mounting social change and turmoil dramatically altered
perceptions of the intellectually disabled population which then spilled over to create shifts in the policies and
practices of institutions, their administration and leadership, the clientele, and training and inmate labor.

America discovered degeneracy, an encompassing and sinister category that forged a link between
behavioral and social indices and mental disabilities. To alleviate the double threat of immigration and
degeneracy, advocates of a better America embarked on a quest to improve the race. Born on converging

currents of elitism and racism, eugenics emerged as the most powerful social movement. The eugenics
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position held that social problems could be cured by removing the genetically inferior from the gene pool.
Segregation was an appealing solution: it protected the public by circumscribing the growth of a potentially
dangerous class of persons and prevented intellectual disability in subsequent generations. Sterilization served
the same purpose and became a standardized element legitimized by professional and political approbation.
The advent of tests of mental ability bolstered the claims and credibility of race betterment movements.
Mental tests became the requisite harbingers of grand social reconstruction: everyone could be counted and
classified and there was scientific ground for making socially relevant decisions.

Reformers who created the common schools may have celebrated the philosophical notion of universal
education, but the numbers of deviant and different students magnified the pressures on school systems and
eroded the common school ideal. Student diversity was addressed through the mechanisms of ungraded and
unruly classes. Although not successful in their own time and context, the early classes cleared the route for
the massive expansion of segregated classes that began in the first decades of the 20th century. Until the 1960s
at least, segregated classes remained the unchallenged and preferred settings for students with disabilities.

The 1960s witnessed broad changes in the concept and practice of special education and the social services.
As the principles of normalization flowered, institutional settings became the target of serious criticisms. Ideas
changed from those of socially responsible custodial care to those of social integration. In special education,
the press toward integration was mobilized within the rhetoric of social justice. Arguments held that persons
with disabilities had a civil right to live, attend school, and work in the same environment as others.

The next decade introduced overarching and prescriptive federal enabling legislation that included the
concept of the least restrictive environment, interpreted as mainstreaming. Reform movements in general
education in the 1980s were adopted by special education as inclusive schooling. Today the inclusion of
students with disabilities into neighborhood schools and general classrooms has become an article of
unshakeable conviction. So embedded are the ideals in legislation, policy, and the consciousness of educators,

parents, and the general public that inclusive schooling is now more a faiz accompli than a reform.
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Models of Service Delivery and Forms of Provision

Tony Cline and Norah Frederickson

The models of service delivery and forms of provision for children who have learning difficulties or disabilities
develop out of the traditions of education in a society and the way in which these special educational needs
(SEN) are conceptualized within the prevailing culture. Expectations regarding inclusion, integration,
segregation and specialization will be determined, in part, by the social and cultural context in each society.
These expectations will have a profound influence on national forms of provision and models of service
delivery. In order to illustrate the range of provision that is possible we will examine the development over
time of concepts of SEN and the provision for inclusion in a small number of contrasting jurisdictions —
England, Scotland and Singapore. Until 1999, when the legal responsibility for Scottish education was
devolved, England and Scotland followed parallel paths in their legislation and provision on SEN.
Subsequently, however, they have adopted (or plan to adopt) contrasting strategies because of quite different
ways of conceptualizing SEN. Singapore, which became fully independent from Britain in 1965, has taken a

distinct path from these two models, partly at least because of cultural contrasts with European traditions.

EVOLVING CONCEPTS OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS AND MODELS OF
SERVICE DELIVERY

a) England

From 1944, the legal framework for SEN provision in England required local education authorities to ensure
that there was sufficient school provision in ‘number, character, and equipment to afford for all pupils
opportunities for education’, taking account of ‘their different ages, abilities, and aptitudes’. Among other

things they had to have regard to:

the need for securing that provision is made for pupils who suffer from any disability of mind or body by providing, either in special schools or
otherwise, special educational treatment, that is to say, education by special methods appropriate for persons suffering from that disability.

(Education Act 1944, clause 8)

Some argued in Parliament that as many pupils with disabilities as possible should be ‘retained in the
normal stream of school life’ (Minister Chuter Ede, quoted in Heward & Lloyd-Smith, 1990, p. 25). But the
subsequent regulations were based on the competing assumption that special schools would offer the most
appropriate, tailored provision for pupils whose disability was ‘serious’, but where that was impracticable, or
where the disability was not serious, alternative arrangements could be made in other types of school. If there
was reason to believe that a pupil might have a ‘disability of mind or body’, a formal assessment was required
so as to ensure that they received education by ‘special methods appropriate for persons suffering from that

disability’ (Education Act 1944, clause 8). There were 11 categories of handicap, each of which was assumed
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to require distinctive, specialized teaching. These developments gave a considerable impetus to the
development of provision in special schools which increased in number by 41% between 1945 and 1955 with a
parallel increase of 51% in their pupil population. Sixty per cent of the new places were in residential schools,
and 68% were for pupils described as educationally subnormal (Department for Education and Science
[DES], 1978, para. 2.49).

The link that was made between a compartmentalized notion of handicap and separate forms of schooling
was in line with a prevalent general view of child development at the time. Children who did not have SEN
were routinely tested and categorized at the end of their primary school years. The decision on where they
received secondary education would depend on an evaluation of their abilities and aptitudes, and a prediction
about how long they might be expected to remain at school (Chitty, 2009). This would determine whether
they should attend a grammar school (designed for the academically able), a secondary modern school (which
was expected to suit the majority) or a secondary technical school (designed for those with a technical or
scientific aptitude). Educationists who were accustomed to the existence of a hierarchy of schools in
mainstream education had no difficulty with seeing special educational treatment in similar terms. For
example, they could expect there to be educationally subnormal pupils ‘who, by reason of limited ability or
other condition resulting in educational retardation, require some specialised form of education, wholly or
partly in substitution for the education normally given in ordinary schools’ (Ministry of Education, 1945).

Experience with these arrangements revealed that there were serious flaws in the thinking behind them.
The first major challenge arose because a substantial group of children were excluded from the education
system altogether. Those who were deemed mentally handicapped were classified as ‘unsuitable for education
at school’. If they received provision outside the family home at all, it was in a unior training centre’ run by
the local authority health department. Campaigners successfully challenged the assumption that this group of
children had a form of arrested or incomplete development that prevented them from benefitting from
educational provision. In 1971, local education authorities assumed responsibility for the education of
mentally handicapped children, the junior training centres and the staff employed in them were transferred to
local education authorities, new training arrangements were introduced, and many new special schools were
built. Over the next 15 years, a new professionalism and enthusiastic curriculum development transformed the
experience of this new group of school pupils (Mittler, 1986).

At the same time, it was proving difficult to fit the children who had been covered by the 1944 Education
Act into the neat categories of handicap prescribed by the Ministry. They often had a range of difficulties and
not just a single primary ‘handicap’, and the disability categories did not always predict what teaching
approaches or classroom management style would suit a child best. In addition, individual children in different
categories might have similar educational needs, so in 1975 a committee was established under the chairman-
ship of Mary Warnock to review the situation. They duly recommended that the statutory categories of
disabled pupils should be abolished and instead proposed that children who required special educational
provision should be identified on the basis of a detailed profile of their educational needs (DES, 1978). The
absolute medical concept of a ‘disability of mind or body” was replaced by a relative educational concept of
‘learning difficulty’ (‘a significantly greater difficulty in learning than the majority of children of the same age’
or ‘a disability which either prevents or hinders the child from making use of educational facilities of a kind

provided for children of the same age in schools within the area of the local education authority’) (Education
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Act, 1981). There was assumed to be a continuum of special educational needs, which meant that a ‘graduated
response’ would be needed to discover how much help at what level was required to address the difficulties the
child was experiencing. The assessment of a child’s needs shifted away from the simple diagnosis of a
condition that might be present or absent. What was now required was an analysis of how a child’s particular
pattern of strengths and weaknesses might interact with the curriculum and the type of support available to
produce their current level of attainments, attitudes to learning and social adjustment in school. Provision
would be graduated in response (Department for Education and Skills [DfES], 2001).

These changes are often celebrated for having replaced a medicalized approach to decision-making in
special education by asserting the primacy of educational principles. More fundamentally, the Warnock
Committee’s recommendations reflected a well-established cultural shift in the country from absolute to
relativist values. In mainstream education, the new relativism had been expressed in an authoritative call for
primary schools to be more responsive to individual differences among children (Plowden Committee, 1967)
and in a major reorganization of secondary education into comprehensive schools (Armstrong, 2007). The
rejection of a rigid categorization of handicapped children as separate laid the basis for tentative moves for
some children with SEN towards forms of special educational provision that were more integrated in
mainstream schools. However, the rhetoric of inclusive education was not always reflected in substantial
changes in schools.

In the first decade of the new century, public debate on SEN in England began to focus on a number of
problems that had been experienced with the post-Warnock arrangements — individual special needs being
identified too late in a child’s school life, parents finding it difficult to get the support that they felt their
children needed, and pupils with SEN continuing to show serious levels of underachievement. More children
were drawn into the ‘SEN net’, but there was no firm evidence base behind some of the widely used strategies
for supporting them, such as the provision of non-specific support through extra teaching assistant hours in a
mainstream school. Schools were accused of manipulating the relatively loose specification of SEN in order to
attract additional resources (Maddern, 2010). Mary Warnock, who had led the committee that initiated the
changes, made an influential public recantation of some of their recommendations (Warnock, 2005).

In 2011, a new Coalition government led by a minority Conservative Party interpreted these concerns
through the prism of a different set of priorities for education services. They had a broader commitment to
enhance parents’ rights and localize decision-making and funding. This was expressed through enabling
independent groups of parents and others to set up ‘Free Schools’ funded by the state, and through
encouraging existing schools that were maintained by local authorities to gain greater independence as free-
standing ‘Academies’. In the field of SEN, the government published a consultation paper which placed the
principle of parental choice above the principle of inclusive education. The arrangements they proposed were
designed to ‘remove the bias towards inclusion’, to ‘prevent the unnecessary closure of special schools by giving

parents and community groups the power to take them over’, and to ensure that

parents of children with statements of SEN will be able to express a preference for any state-funded school — including special schools,
Academies and Free Schools — and have their preference met unless it would not meet the needs of the child, be incompatible with the

efficient education of other children, or be an inefficient use of resources. (Department for Education [DfE], 2011, para. 7)

Independent special schools have always played a part in the overall pattern of provision, but in the past
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they have often been seen as an interim response to a gap in publically maintained provision that should be
filled as soon as possible (e.g. DES, 1978, para. 8.58). However, the vision of free parental choice in the future
will not be possible unless there is provision for surplus places in alternative forms of provision. It is not clear
how that will be funded at a time when overall budgetary limits are tightening. A review of funding
mechanisms has been promised, but those with experience of the existing systems at school level have
expressed scepticism that the outcome will be fair or generous to those parents with least confidence to make
demands on their child’s behalf (Frood, 2011). Reforms that were driven by a commitment to give more

power to service users are threatening to privilege some groups of users over others.

b) Scotland

New legislation for Scotland in 1945 was based on the same fundamental thinking that had underpinned the
English legislation a year earlier. By 1974, the country had over 170 special schools and departments as well as
64 ‘Junior Occupational Centres’ for children who were then called mentally handicapped (Milne, 1978, pp.
120-121). Subsequently, in Scotland as in England, the Warnock Committee’s recommendations laid the
basis for new legislation. The committee had included members and assessors from Scotland, and its
recommendations were implemented in new legislation there a year earlier than in England and Wales. The
Education (Scotland) Act 1980 introduced the same definition of SEN to replace what had previously been
nine legal categories of handicap. The terminology and some of the procedures differed from the English
version, but after the devolution of national responsibility for education to the Scottish Parliament in 1999,
SEN policy developed quickly in a different direction. Within 4 years, a new blueprint for provision was
introduced with a decision to replace the concept of special educational needs (SEN) with a broader concept of
additional support needs (ASN).

While many of the practical issues that caused concern in England were aired in public debate in Scotland
(Tisdall & Riddell, 2006), the new plans built more directly on a set of explicit values, aiming to develop an
education system that ‘is inclusive, welcomes diversity, and provides an equal opportunity for all children to
develop their personality, skills and abilities to their fullest potential’ (SEED, 2003, para. 1). The aim was to
eliminate the negative connotations of the concept of SEN which was considered to place too much emphasis
on ‘weaknesses and problems’ (para. 11). There could be many circumstances where children might require
additional support to learn at one point or another during their school career. The provision to meet ASN
would include ‘all children who face barriers to accessing and progressing in learning, for whatever reason’
(para. 12). In addition to those with SEN, the broader ASN category might cover those who are looked after
by local authorities, Gipsy and Traveller children and those with English as an additional language. Within
that large group, there would be some children who face long-term complex or multiple barriers to learning
and who require support beyond the resources that are normally available to schools and pre-school centres.
The arrangements for this support were to be covered by a new Coordinated Support Plan (CSP) with statutory
backing (para. 29). A parallel multi-agency initiative, Gezting It Right for Every Child (GIRFEC), was
designed to change the culture of care and education for all children, including those with less-extreme
support needs. A superficially similar initiative in England, Achievement for All, focused on supporting schools
and local authorities to help children with SEN to ‘fulfil their potential measured in terms of basic

attainments, attendance and behaviour. In contrast, those involved in the GIRFEC initiative explicitly
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referred to a much broader range of targeted outcomes across many aspects of development for a broader
range of children.

Where the principle of inclusion was downgraded in the recent English proposals, a commitment to
inclusiveness was central to the plans in Scotland. This was to be expressed through a requirement ‘that,
wherever possible, children will be educated in mainstream schools’ (para. 8). This commitment was made in
the context of broader goals of equality and social justice, but there have been reports of continuing concerns
about uneven provision both from surveys of parents (e.g. Riddell, Edward, O’Neill, & Weedon, 2009) and
from official inspection reports (HMIE, 2007). A study of government statistics showed that, as would be
expected, ASN were recorded more often in areas of high social deprivation (Riddell, Stead, Weedon, &
Wiright, 2010). That might suggest that the education service was having some success in directing provision
to those with additional needs from social as well as other causes. However, in the reformed system, a key
factor in the allocation of significant additional resources to individual pupils is whether or not they have a
formal CSP. When the distribution of these Plans was studied, it was found that they were disproportionately
issued to children in less-deprived neighbourhoods. So, it appeared that children with ASN from socially
advantaged families were doing better in terms of access to the provision and support they needed. The
research team interviewed a small sample of parents about how disputes with their local authorities on
assessment or provision had been resolved. The accounts given by those from middle-class backgrounds
indicated greater skill in managing negotiations with professionals and officials so as to ensure an outcome
that they saw as in their child’s best interests. The arrangements for allocating provision gave advantages to
those with greater social and cultural capital (Riddell et al., 2010).

A review by HM inspectors agreed that better consistency was needed in the provision of CSPs for children
and young people who meet the relevant criteria for having one. Their Task Force recommended that
particular consideration should be given in this context to children and young people who are looked after, are
young carers, or have mental health disorders (HMIE, 2010). In a separate paper, Riddell et al. (2009) argued
that a more radical reform would be needed if the social goals of the Scottish legislation were to be achieved.
What was needed was a shift from talking in terms of individual needs to developing a discourse that
emphasized individual rights. Only then would ‘teachers and administrators accord much greater respect to

children with additional support needs and their parents, rather than treating them as unwelcome customers’

(Riddell et al., 2009, p. 294).

(c) Singapore

The late 1940s saw the establishment of the first special schools in Singapore, although there was no
legislation relating to special education, a situation that continues to this day (Yeo, Neihart, Tang, Chong, &
Huan, 2011). The special schools were established by voluntary welfare organizations for children with
significant sensory and physical disabilities. Over subsequent years, additional special schools were opened,
each focused on specific categories of need. The first school for children with intellectual disabilities was
established in 1963 (Yeo et al., 2011), again by voluntary organizations and, in a significant departure from
the development of such provision in England and Scotland, they have remained under voluntary organization
management, albeit with increasing involvement by the Singapore Ministry of Education (MOE). The view

has frequently been expressed that voluntary organizations are best placed to run services for the disabled,
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including special schools, on account of their strong sense of mission (Lim & Nam, 2000). As described
below, a dual approach has been adopted where mainstream and special education in Singapore have
developed along separate tracks.

Support to people with disabilities in Singapore has been characterized by the ‘Many Helping Hands’
metaphor for the importance of all sharing responsibility and the fostering of close relationships between the
individual, family, community, voluntary and governmental sectors. This draws on the family and collectivist
orientations of the three main cultural groups of which Singapore is comprised: Chinese, Malay and Indian,
and on societal concern about the dangers to commercial competitiveness perceived to be posed by any move
towards a ‘welfare state’ (Loong, 2011). The influence of the ‘Many Helping Hands’ approach can be seen in
the history of the development and management of special schools until comparatively recently. From their
initial establishment by voluntary organizations, special schools have increasingly received government
funding, initially from the Ministry of Community Development, but since 1990 from MOE, which assumed
responsibility for administration more broadly at that point following an influential report by the Singapore
Advisory Council on the Disabled (Lim & Tan, 1999). Acceleration of training programmes for teachers in
special schools was another result. In the past year, there has been acknowledgement of parental dissatisfaction
with lengthy waiting lists for special schools and a commitment to build more. In justifying the public
expenditure entailed there is a pragmatic view of young people with disabilities as untapped resources who,
with appropriate education, could be making a greater contribution to their family and to society.

Mainstream education in Singapore has developed very differently to special schooling. Education has long
been regarded as a vital tool in ensuring the competitiveness and continuing international success of a small
country with no natural resources but its people. Although education is seen as the key means by which
individuals can achieve advancement, the underlying philosophy is very much collectivist, with the focus on
the needs of society. Meritocratic principles serve both aspects and schooling in Singapore is characterized by
frequent testing of achievement in a highly centralized curriculum from which are published league tables of
school performance, streaming into programmes geared to different educational and vocational outcomes and
rewards (including monetary rewards) for achievement and improvement across programmes (Lim & Tan,
1999; Ng, 2010). Concerns about stresses placed on children and premature judgements constraining their life
chances have been countered with reports of reductions in drop-out rates from primary and secondary schools
following the introduction of streaming in Singapore in 1980, without negative effects on pupil self-concept
or attitude to school (Quah, 1990).

Given the ideologies underlying the development of separate systems of education for children with and
without special needs it is perhaps not surprising that there was no commitment to inclusion over much of
this period. However, this does not mean that no children with special educational needs and disabilities have
been educated in mainstream schools in Singapore. As early as 1988, the Singapore Advisory Council on the
Disabled had recommended that ‘whenever appropriate and feasible, special education should be provided
within the regular education system. A child should only be placed in a special school if [he/she] cannot be
well educated in a regular school’ (cited in Lim & Tan, 1999, p. 343). A peripatetic specialist teacher service
has long been provided by the voluntary organizations to support in mainstream schools children with hearing
and visual difficulties who were able to follow the mainstream curriculum and, with the specialist support

provided, to access the teaching being delivered in the mainstream classroom (Quah, 1990). It should be
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noted that the term ‘special educational needs’ tends to be applied to children with particular disabilities, not
to children identified in the early years of education whose achievement in English language, literacy or
numeracy is slower than expected. Such children are enrolled in learning support programmes implemented
with small groups on a daily basis through the first and, if necessary, second year of primary school by specially
trained teachers, Learning Support Coordinators (Quah & Jones, 1997).

Nonetheless, it had long been recognized that pupils with SEN, whether formally identified or not, may be
found at all levels of the education system (Quah, 1990) and in 2004, following calls by the prime minister for
an inclusive society in Singapore, MOE announced government-funded initiatives which have since been
developed to help students with mild to moderate levels of special needs who could cope with the regular
school curriculum to remain in the mainstream schools and do well. Described by Chen and Tan (2006) and

Chen and Poon (2008), these can be summarized as follows:

¢ Training and deployment to each primary school of at least one paraprofessional Special Needs Officer, now re-named Allied Educators
(Learning and Behavioural Support) to support children with mild special needs (including dyslexia, autism spectrum conditions and
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder) to provide in-class support, individual/small group learning interventions, and small group
training in social, study and organizational skills.

e Resourcing a number of secondary schools to support students with dyslexia or mild autism-spectrum conditions.

e Training in special needs for selected teachers in mainstream schools. Around 10% of primary and 20% of secondary teachers have been
trained to provide individual and small group teaching, share strategies and resources with other teachers and parents, and assist with
monitoring the progress of students with mild special needs.

e While these developments appeared to represent a departure from previous practice, they did not represent a change in principles or
criteria for education in mainstream schools. Rather, they indicated the recognition of special educational needs relating, for example, to
dyslexia and high-functioning autism-spectrum disorders where the provision of support could enable the pupil to follow the curriculum

and access the teaching being delivered in mainstream education.

In this context, the use of the term ‘inclusion’ as opposed to ‘integration’ would be disputed by many authors,
although it is a very common concern across many school systems internationally that children with special
needs are welcomed into mainstream to the extent that the special support provision in place ensures they can
be assimilated without significant curricular or pedagogic accommodations to their needs being required
(Vislie, 2003). In Singapore, there is at least transparency on this issue. Except in a few respects, such as
exemption from Mother Tongue and subject banding, significant modifications to the content of the
curriculum in mainstream schools are not seen as desirable. The centralized mainstream curriculum is the
focus for the high-stakes testing on which personal advancement depends. The school placement of pupils
with SEN will typically depend on their ability to meet extant academic and behavioural expectations. This
has been described in relation to pupils with autism spectrum disorders by Aljunied and Frederickson (2011).
Those pupils with autism spectrum disorders who are able to meet the academic demands of the mainstream
curriculum and respond fairly independently to the social and behavioural demands of learning in large group
settings will be educated in mainstream schools. For those who can meet mainstream curriculum demands,
but need additional support to cope with the behavioural and social demands of learning, special schools for
children with moderate SEN are available to provide customized environments and learning approaches to
mediate access to the mainstream curriculum and to develop life skills. For children with the most severe
needs, special schools are available that, in addition to support for behavioural and social-communication

needs, provide a fully customized curriculum where the content and emphasis in teaching and learning shifts
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from an academic focus to one that stresses the acquisition of functional literacy and vocational skills.

In this chapter so far, we have discussed the development of special education in each of the countries
examined in relation to changes over time and cross-national differences in influential values, concepts and
models in education and in society. However from the descriptions of those developments it is also apparent
that the forms of provision actually made in the three countries have many superficial similarities. In the next
section, we extend the analysis of forms of provision to consider a range of dimensions and levels which

provide the basis for a more detailed differentiation.

FORMS OF PROVISION
Dimensions of variation in provision

Our aim in this section of the chapter is to examine how the different values, concepts and models in the three
societies we have considered above are reflected in the forms of service provision that they have developed for
children with SEN. This requires a detailed consideration of the ways in which forms of provision differ. That
is challenging because historically, the analysis of forms of provision has focused on just one dimension — how
close it is to the form of provision made for other children. The Warnock Committee in England presented a
typical list ranging from full-time education in an ordinary class with any necessary help and support provided
in-class through to long-term education in hospital and home tuition (DES, 1978, para. 6.11). This single
dimension of inclusion-segregation has been the central focus of debate on SEN provision for 50 years. It
reflects an important feature of provision but fails to record many aspects of schooling that have a crucial
impact on the experience and learning of pupils with SEN. For example, the descriptor ‘full-time education in
an ordinary class with any necessary help and support’ leaves it uncertain what forms of help and support
might be necessary. The outline account of extra staff support in a formal Statement of SEN might be explicit
but also vague, e.g. ‘a special needs assistant for three hours per day to support this child in collaboration with
the class teacher’. Studies of the arrangements made in England for children with social, emotional and
behavioural difficulties (Groom & Rose, 2005) and children with autistic spectrum disorders (Symes &
Humphrey, 2011) showed that the nature of the support varied markedly and that the staff involved were
often ill-prepared for what they were required to do. In Scotland, a sample of parents of children with ASN
also expressed varied judgments on the value of such support (Weedon & Riddell, 2009).

The Warnock Committee themselves had recognized that provision might vary along dimensions that had
nothing to do with inclusion-segregation. For example, they might be provided with special means of access
to the normal curriculum (e.g. through special equipment or through modifying the physical environment), or
they might follow a curriculum that is modified to meet their learning needs. But their list did not by any
means exhaust the possible sources of variation in provision that a child’s special needs might require. John
Fish, who had acted as an expert assessor for the Warnock Committee, later advocated a model of provision
with 16 dimensions along which increasing levels of modification might be required as children’s SEN
became more complex. The list included not only well-established factors such as curriculum, environment and
relationships, but also aspects of provision that had been largely ignored in earlier attempts to develop a
systematic model, such as the time intensity (how often?) and time duration (for how long?) of any

intervention. This ambitious framework does not appear to have been adopted or directly developed by others
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subsequently, but several of the dimensions which were highlighted by Fish have received increasing attention
in recent years. For example, two of the dimensions concern the knowledge and skills of the staft who work
directly with pupils in the classroom. What exactly do those who teach a pupil with SEN need to know and
be able to do that goes beyond their generic competence as teachers or teaching assistants? Lewis and
Norwich (2005) analysed accounts by specialists on different types of SEN to show that the most important
special knowledge that might be required will be knowledge of the nature of the special needs group. It is
through this that other forms of knowledge (e.g. of the psychology of learning and of particular curriculum
areas) will be filtered to develop a tailored teaching strategy that will be distinct from what might be offered to

most pupils.

DIFFERENCES IN PROVISION BETWEEN ENGLAND, SCOTLAND AND
SINGAPORE

Apparent similarities in patterns of provision and the support for provision across these three countries partly
reflect shared participation in underlying international trends. Thus, in all three countries, there has recently
been an emphasis on improving the training of teachers for working with pupils who have SEN. In England,
for example, ‘meeting the needs of all learners’ is a key feature of the professional standards that a newly
qualified teacher must achieve. Initial training courses are required to provide opportunities for trainee
teachers to develop core skills for that purpose, including planning and teaching for inclusion, providing access
to the curriculum, skills in behaviour management, and an awareness of the emotional and mental health
needs of pupils (to build their self-esteem as learners) (DfE, 2012a), though critics have thrown doubt on the
effectiveness of these requirements in England (Hodkinson, 2009) and in Scotland (Donaldson, 2010). Since
2004, the pre-service curriculum for teachers in Singapore has included compulsory modules in special needs
(Heng & Tam, 2006). However, in spite of all the efforts that have gone into initial and in-service teacher
education, teachers are often reported to feel under-prepared for their work with children who have SEN in
England (e.g. DfE, 2011), Scotland (e.g. HMIE, 2007) and Singapore (e.g. Heng & Tam, 2006).

But those similarities conceal significant cross-national differences which relate to the cultural and political
contrasts highlighted earlier. This is illustrated, for example, in a top-down initiative in the funding
arrangements in Singapore for the training for special needs support staff who are not qualified teachers.
Significant government funding was made available so that 236 paraprofessional Allied Educators (Learning
and Behaviour Support) could be trained and deployed to schools between 2005 and 2010. Training initially
consisted of a part-time university diploma, which became a one-year full-time programme in 2006 (Chen &
Poon, 2008). This contrasts markedly with government involvement in England which has focused on the
production of induction training materials for special needs assistants (SNAs) (DfES, 2000, 2001), though
recently earmarked funding has been made available to make a start on the specialist training of at least some
of these staff (DfE, 2012b). As might be predicted from the account of their respective educational cultures
above, Singaporean Allied Educators have been allocated to a primary school to support the education of its
pupils with special needs. In contrast, in England, SNA hours are attached to particular individual children.
While the provision of SNA hours has generally been positively evaluated by teachers, it has been suggested
that in too many cases primary responsibility for engaging, and even teaching, the pupil with special needs is

devolved to the SNA, removing any requirement on the teacher to create a more inclusive classroom
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environment (Giangreco & Broer, 2005; Howes, Farrell, Laplan, & Moss, 2003). Indeed accounts of
inadvertent detrimental effects of SNA allocation on social dimensions of provision (e.g. interference with
teacher engagement and peer interactions, encouragement of over dependence and stigmatization) have been
recognized for some years (Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli, & McFarland, 1997). These observations, alongside
a lack of evidence that SNA support leads to improved academic outcomes (Blatchford et al., 2011), have led
to renewed discussion about alternative ways of making provision. These have included attention both to
meeting the specific needs of an individual pupil and to developing the capacity for response of a whole school
in promoting successful social and academic inclusion (Giangreco, Broer, & Suter, 2011).

Among suggested alternatives to the overreliance on paraprofessional support reviewed by Giangreco,
Halvorsen, Doyle and Broer (2004) is the proposal that SNA hours should be traded for qualified special
educator input. With an estimated ratio of 4 to 1, this would result in a shift in staffing numbers and expertise
representing something halfway between the current situations in England and Singapore. However, most
prominent among suggested alternatives are the increased use of peer support strategies (Carter, Cushing,
Clark, & Kennedy, 2005; Giangreco et al., 2004). The persuasive rationale is that these strategies are among
the best-documented approaches for promoting successful social and academic inclusion (Cross & Walker-
Knight, 1997; Nind et al., 2004). While positive outcomes both for children with special needs and their
classmates have been recorded from a range of both whole class and peer to peer strategies, these all require
appropriate training and preparation of parents, as well as pupils, to ensure understanding of the aims and
effective delivery. Given the lower levels of special needs staffing in Singapore, it is not surprising that peer
support strategies have long featured as an important element (Quah & Jones, 1997). As global economic
pressures come to have an increasing impact on educational provision, calls for international collaboration in

investigating efficiency and effectiveness across forms and dimensions of provision are only likely to grow

(Webster, et al., 2010).

CONCLUSION

The resourcing of provision for pupils who have SEN in the three countries discussed in this chapter reflects
the broader social and cultural values of each society, at least as expressed through their governments. The
governing parties in London have elected to prioritize individual entitlement, choice and empowerment; the
Scottish government has emphasized the goal of broad social equity; and the government in Singapore has
relied on mutual voluntary collective support. The frameworks for resourcing provision are likely to have a
considerable influence on the actual forms that provision takes. It is too early to judge the impact of the
proposal to ‘remove the bias towards inclusion’ in England, but there may be some very tentative signs in the
statistics that the bias was already being overturned anyway: the proportion of children with new Statements
of SEN during 2010 who were placed in resourced provision or SEN units in maintained mainstream schools
dropped by 0.3% compared to 2009 and the proportion placed in all types of special school increased by 0.2%
(DfE, 2010). This compared with a 1% change for both statistics in the opposite direction during the
comparable period 10 years earlier (Department for Education and Employment [DfEE], 2000) and little
indication of a trend in either direction for much of the decade in-between (House of Commons Education

and Skills Committee, 2006).
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Corbett (1998) analysed the ‘equality rhetoric’ behind the principle of entitlement to services. She argued
that when it is based on the image of a market and led by parents as consumers, knowledge becomes power,
and ‘without an astute awareness of how to work the system’ entitlement is likely to prove elusive (p. 46). The
authorities in Singapore have discovered that, as demands and expectations rise, the resources of the state may
be required to support the efforts of voluntary organizations to provide for SEN. The reports from Scotland
by Riddell et al. (2009, 2010) indicate that a national government can also find it difficult to deliver an
equitable and inclusive system of provision in the face of effective parental pressure. The proposals for
England were stimulated by a faith in localism and in the likely impact of parental choice. It remains to be
seen whether this market solution will lead to an expansion or narrowing of the range of provision. In each
country, the national strategy for SEN provision is based on an assertion of national cultural values and yet has
encountered common universal challenges. An international programme of comparative research may be
needed to illuminate how distinct policies based on diverse cultural values evolve overlapping but distinct

patterns of provision.
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Categories of Special Educational Needs

Brahm Norwich

INTRODUCTION

The classification of children’s difficulties in learning into categories has played a key role in the history of
special educational provision. Categories have been at the root of the endeavour to identify and provide for a
group of children and young people identified as being exceptional. Categories are the basis for parents who
group themselves into specific voluntary organizations to promote the interests of a broad group of children.
Researchers use categories to sort and describe the groups of children they study. Service managers use
categories to monitor and plan additional educational provision, while teachers are prepared professionally and
have their professional identities in terms of categories. Without some system of categories or a position about
the place and function of categories, there would be no system of special or additional education, as it has been
known. Yet, it is very difficult to find a systematic, coherent and evidence-based position about classification
that commands wide support. This is a situation that has not improved much over the last 25 years, since
Ysseldyke (1987) drew attention to these issues. The aim of this chapter is to examine the issues associated
with categories and consider some of the options that need to be confronted.

When examining classification schemes the various aspects of categories in these schemes need to be

considered. The first is what is being categorized. Categories have been used to determine the:

. patterns of exceptional child functioning relevant to education,
. underlying disorders, disabilities or impairments relevant to child functioning in education,

. kinds of exceptional placement and general provision (by location, kinds of resources allocated), and

A LN =

. kinds of curriculum design and content, and teaching strategy.

The traditional focus of special education categories, one which is still dominant internationally (Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2000), is a mixture of exceptional child functioning
and underlying disorders, disabilities or impairments. A second aspect concerns the nature of the system for
differentiating; whether difference is represented in terms of kind or degree. Where classification systems
represent differences of kind, these can be either in terms of single or multiple axes. By contrast, differences of
degree are represented by dimensional systems in which the child is placed along a continuum or set of
continua. However, regions within these continua are often defined to identify groups of children. In this way,

differences of degree become difference of kind, but more finely defined categories.

PURPOSES OF CATEGORIES

The historic basis for special education and the function of categories has been to delineate a group for

different or additional educational provision of some form. The purpose of categories, in this sense, is an
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administrative one of additional resource allocation. These additional resources, compared to what is allocated
for children not identified with additional needs, are often justified in terms of compensating for
disadvantages, a kind of affirmative action. Several points can be made about what could be called this
political-administrative reason for needing categories. One is that there are different areas where ‘additional
needs’ have been recognized in addition to the traditional special education focus on difficulties and
disabilities. There are children whose first language is different from the language medium of the school they
attend. In the UK, they might be called children with English as an additional language. Another is the area
of ‘gifted and talented’ for very high-attaining and able children and those with specific talents. A fourth area
concerns children who are identified as ‘at risk’ of school difficulties, but without clear-cut disabilities, what is
sometimes referred to in the UK, as ‘vulnerable children’, those ‘at risk of educational exclusion’.! The
prominence of these three allied areas of additional need varies with the priorities of Government educational
policy, as shown recently in the UK, for example. There are similar issues about the definition of categories to
specify eligibility for and the limits to the additional provision in these three allied areas as there are for
educational disability. There are also issues about the overlap between these areas, for example, children with
educational disability and English as an additional language (Cline, 2011).

As regards the disability area of additional needs, it is possible to use only a single broad category, like
‘educational disability’, a kind of super-category for political-administrative purposes. An example of this was
the introduction of the term ‘special educational needs’ (SEN) in the UK with the 1981 education legislation
based on the Warnock Report (Department for Education and Science [DES], 1978). Though the Report has
been interpreted as abandoning categories, it actually replaced a set of disability specific categories with a more
general category. This move avoided the issue of overlapping disability categories and enabled a focus on the
individual needs of children in curriculum and teaching terms rather than just the membership of a category
group. Categories for political-administrative purposes are therefore about additional resource allocation and
do not in themselves imply that distinct curricula, teaching or placements are required. The eligibility criteria
for additional resources are by their nature general and not necessarily about specific education needs at the
level of face-to-face teaching.

Another main purpose for categories in education has been concerned with curriculum and teaching. This
has taken the form of using categories to inform decisions and sometimes to determine decisions about
curriculum, teaching and placement for children. Associated with this has been the use of categories to
determine teacher preparation and training. Though the historic role of categories for curriculum and
placement decisions has declined, their role in teaching has continued, and, for some categories, increased.
Categories for these teaching purposes have their historic origins in the use of medical classifications and
categories of disorder and impairments in the diagnostic assessment of children with learning difficulties.
Several points can be made about the role of categories with medical origins for teaching purposes. The first
point is that these categories are meant to be diagnostic in the sense that they aim to identify causal factors
(aetiology) that underlie the presenting difficulties and have implications for future outcomes (prognosis)
(Cromwell, Blashfield, & Strauss, 1975). The validity of the category depends on identifying interventions (or
treatments) with known outcomes. However, this idealized diagnostic-intervention aspect of medical
categories does not apply to many developmental conditions either as curative or rehabilitative kinds of

intervention. This is because the historic medical categories used in special education (e.g., intellectual
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disability, autistic spectrum disorder [ASD], attention deficit hyperactivity disorder) do not approach the
criteria for adequate classification (Kirk & Kutchins, 1992). Some medical categories, e.g., ASD, are by
definition general and encompass a range of diverse functioning. For example, in the proposed DSM-5
definition of ASD (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2012), there are four main criteria or features;
for the first two, there are sub-sections, not all of which are required for ASD identification, and in one
criterion a general impact judgement has to be made. In addition, there are levels of ASD in terms of support
required. Two children could therefore be identified using DSM as having ASD with distinct patterns of
functioning. In this case, the category itself cannot be expected to fit diagnostic-intervention assumptions.
These kinds of categories cannot be expected to have specific implications for the planning of curriculum and
teaching of individual children. So, children identified as having needs associated with a particular special
education category (e.g., mild intellectual disability in the USA, or moderate learning difficulties in the UK)
might require different teaching approaches; as children in different categories might require the same
teaching approach.

A second point about the role of the medical categories used in special education is that they have
reinforced some particular false assumptions and ways of thinking that have undermined educational
assessment as the basis for the planning of teaching. One assumption is that diagnosis is in terms of general
child difficulties or deficits rather than in terms of the child’s strengths and difficulties in interaction with
learning environmental supports and obstacles (Adelman & Taylor, 1993% Wedell & Lindsay, 1980).
Another assumption is that specifying differential characteristics is seen to be enough to justify category use
and validity. These false assumptions arise from the lack of understanding of the incomplete nature of the
medical categories imported into and used in special education. Ysseldyke (1987) summarized this situation in
special education as the use of ‘an inappropriate and invalid diagnostic-intervention paradigm’ (p. 256) and
classification practice not being treated theoretically. However, none of this discussion implies that medical
categories cannot and do not have some relevance to special education, as the chapter will illustrate in what

follows.

CURRENT CATEGORY SYSTEMS

Despite the fact that the broad category ‘special educational needs’ was used in legislation and sub-categories
were widely used in service delivery in the UK system for a quarter of a century, the UK system has been
represented from an international perspective as having a non-categorical system (OECD, 2000). The reason
for this view was the official focus on need and the abandonment of sub-categories in the 1981 legislation.
From the OECD perspective, the UK was similar to Denmark, which also had distinguished between
significant SEN and less significant SEN — in UK terms SEN with and without Statements — within a
philosophy which responds to exceptionalities rather than defining student categories. In the OECD analysis,

the definitions used in 23 countries were presented as fitting four basic patterns:

. use of disability categories only (e.g., France, Germany),
. use of disability categories + disadvantaged students (e.g., Greece, New Zealand),

. use of disability categories + disadvantaged students + gifted students (e.g., Spain, Turkey),

A LW N =

. base provision on the need to respond to exceptionalities rather than defining students (e.g., New Brunswick, Canada, UK, Denmark).
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Though this is an interesting and useful set of international distinctions, it does not explain the detailed
aspects of the definitions of need in the fourth pattern, such as the degrees of need and how what is needed is

conceptualized in provision terms. The OECD only defines SEN as:

those with special educational needs are defined by the additional public and/or private resources provided to support their education.

(OECD, 2000, p. 8)

The reference to ‘additional resources’ shifts the focus away from child characteristics to the available
educational provision, its flexibility and appropriateness, but does not advance the provision-focussed
approach. It is in even less detail than the analysis presented in the introduction of this chapter, in terms of
patterns of child functioning, disorder and disabilities, on one hand, and kinds of exceptional placement,
curriculum and teaching, on the other. But, what the OECD needs-focus does offer is a way of bringing
together the four areas of exceptional need into a common framework. Though this kind of thinking probably
has its origins in the UK Warnock critique of child-focussed categories, the OECD position highlights the
anomaly in the UK system between adopting a provision-focus and separating provision for disabilities from
that for ‘gifted and talented’, English as a second language and social disadvantage.

The UK (England) Government introduced a national system for monitoring individual school children
(Department for Education and Skills [DfES], 2003), which includes details of the kind of SEN and is still in
current use. What characterizes this classification is that SEN is not defined in terms of provision but child
difficulty categories; 11 areas of SEN? similar in principle to the 11 categories of education handicap used
until 1980, which formed the basis for the pre-Warnock system of special education. This 2003 classification
system applied to children at only two of the three levels of SEN, those with Statements (about 3%) and those
at School Action Plus (about 6%), not to the larger groups of children with SEN at School Action (about
11%). This move brought the English system into line with other countries, like the USA, where federal
regulations under the IDEA legislation prescribed 12 separate disabling conditions, covering similar areas to
the UK (England) one, but using different terms (OECD, 2000). Though the different States making up the
USA may vary in their classification policies, most use the federal one with some changes in terminology.
Since 1997, States and school districts in the USA have the option of eliminating disability classification for
children aged 3-9 years, a practice also found in other countries, such as South Korea, for example. However,
the key point is that though the UK language is about needed provision, classificatory practice still focusses, as
in other countries, on the child’s difficulties and developmental delays.*

The OECD study also provided an interesting higher-order system of cross-country categories for

comparing the categories of 22 countries. These were represented as:

1. Category A — where there is substantial normative agreement about the categories, e.g., sensory, motor, severe, profound intellectual
disabilities,

2. Category B — difficulties which do not appear to be attributable to factors which lead to categories A and C; what could be called
‘contested’ disabilities (Dyson, 2002),

3. Category C — difficulties that arise from socio-economic, cultural and/or linguistic factors; some disadvantaged or atypical background

which education seeks to compensate for.

When the national panels classified their national SEN classification system in terms of this scheme, it

showed very wide variations between countries. For example, the USA was reported to have 5.6% of all
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primary and lower secondary-aged children in category A (normative agreement about disabilities) and almost
70% of these children in regular classrooms; whereas Holland which only had 1.8% in category A, had 87% of

them in special schools.

THE PROBLEMS UNDERLYING CATEGORIES

During the consultations over the proposed English SEN classification in 2002, the arguments about
categories re-surfaced, especially over those areas identified as contested disabilities, category B in OECD
terms. Over the past two decades, there has been persistent criticism of the concept of SEN from a critical
sociological perspective as part of a wider critique of the special education system (Booth & Ainscow, 2011,
Tomlinson, 1982, 1985). Tomlinson (1985) argued that the concept of special needs was ambiguous and that
it had become part of a rhetoric that served little educational purpose. It was tautological because needs were
defined in terms of additional provision without specifying who was to have this additional provision, other
than that it was for those with special needs. Tomlinson’s point was that while the identification problem had
not been resolved, the SEN concept was expanded by the 1981 educational legislation.

However, it has been and still remains unclear whether the normatively agreed versus contested disabilities
distinction is one of causation, severity of disability, the setting and use of norms or some combination of
these aspects. If it were one of causation, then it parallels one made traditionally in medicine between
organically and functionally or psycho-socially caused conditions. However, this is currently not a clear
medical distinction as even organically-based conditions might also be associated with psycho-social causal
and maintenance conditions. Also, all medical disorders, whatever their causation, are initially identified in
terms of social norms and values (Kennedy, 1980). To use a current example, whether over-activity and
attention difficulties are interpreted either as an attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (AD/HD), or as a
reactive difficulty to social-emotional conditions or as adult intolerance of child energy is initially a matter of
how norms are set. If a child’s ‘problem’ is identified, then this is judged in terms of a deviation from the
norms, whether it is identified as a disorder or reactive difficulty.

Following the OECD scheme, there is more agreement in some ‘problem’ areas and less agreement in
others over the norms. One interpretation of this difference is that more normative agreement is found where
there are identifiable biologically-based impairments and where there are greater deviations from the norms
and a lower frequency of identification (sometimes called low incidence). By contrast, contested categories are
found more in those areas where functioning cannot be attributed clearly and mainly to biological
impairments and where the degree of deviation is less from the norm or average and identification rates more
frequent (sometimes called high incidence). There is some evidence for this interpretation of the difference
between category A and category B areas in the data from the OECD study. For nine of the 11 countries
(82%) for which there was incidence data, there were higher national percentages of children in the contested
category B areas than normatively agreed category A areas, even though there were many more categories in
category A than category B. Also, in the 14 of the 22 countries (64%) where national panels identified

contested disabilities, the most frequent areas were:

1. learning disabilities (50% of countries), as understood in the USA, or specific learning difficulties, as understood in the UK,

2. learning difficulties (43% of countries), with reference to social origins, slow learning and remedial needs,
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3. social-emotional difficulties and/or behaviour disturbance or difficulties (50% of countries).

These are the SEN areas where there is less deviation from the norms and/or biological causation is more

uncertain.

HAVE GENERAL CATEGORIES OUTLIVED THEIR USEFULNESS?

The recent UK (England) system is interesting internationally in view of the earlier policy of ‘abandoning’ and
then re-introducing categories. The Warnock position of rejecting child categories because there was no clear
dividing line between disability and no disability conflicted with its other recommendation for more positive
sounding categories. Attention was distracted from this contradiction by its other proposals; by the distancing
of medical categories through concentrating on educational needs and provision, and by highlighting the
individuality of needs that could not be captured by crude general categories. That the Warnock position was
based on traditional categories was clear from its dependence on well-known epidemiological studies, like the
Isle of Wight study (Rutter, Tizard, & Whitmore, 1970).

There have been several challenges to the Warnock philosophy in the UK. One has been the resurgence of
interest in the causal role of within-child causal factors in the interaction with the role of the social and
learning environment. This has been especially from interest groups defining themselves in terms of medical
categories, such as, dyslexia, dyspraxia, autism and attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. A different
challenge has also come from members of a rights-based disability movement, who reject the term ‘needs’ as
implying paternalistic and professional control. A third challenge to the Warnock orthodoxy has come from a
financial management perspective, best exemplified in the recent case for common national definitions of need
by the UK Government-funded Audit Commission (Audit Commission, 2002). This third challenge has
been followed in the current Government’s proposal, in the context of public service funding cut-backs, to
redefine and reduce the identification of SEN by reducing the percentage identified by half, from about 20%
to 10% (DFE, 2011).

The contemporary justification for defining national common categories of SEN, was expressed by the
Government Department for Education and Skills (DfES, 2003), in terms of the need for planning and
monitoring provision. Strategic planning of the education services is possible, it was argued, only if there are
clear and consistent definitions of need; comparison with health planning is made here. This is presented as
an equal opportunities issue; consistency of service requires common definitions across schools and Local
Authorities. However, this justification for re-introducing categories is problematic. Though Government
language persists in talking about SEN, these are presented only as a mix of definitions of areas of difficulties,
impairments and disorders; so losing the benefits of the Warnock switch to educational needs and provision.

There have been criticisms of the UK (England) SEN classification in terms of its validity, desirability and
necessity (Gray, 2003). The validity issue, as discussed above, is about whether the categories have
implications for specific provision or interventions for those in a category compared to those not in the
category and those not having SEN. Ysseldyke (1987) concluded in the US context that with the exception of
children with sensory impairments there were no teaching strategies and techniques that were uniquely
effective for certain categories of children. Mercer and Mercer (2001) and McDonnell, McLaughlin and

Morison (1997) have come to similar conclusions about the validity of categories for teaching and curriculum
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more recently in the USA. Other US authors also recognize that ordinary teachers can use teaching practices
associated with specific SEN/disability areas (Cook & Shirmer, 2003) and that in relation to learning
disability (in UK terms: specific learning difficulties) the distinctive aspects are about the ‘delivery of
instruction’ (Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2003). In the UK, Lewis and Norwich (2004) concluded that the
traditional SEN categories, used in the UK and internationally, have some but limited usefulness in the
context of planning, monitoring, teaching and learning in most areas. Where they are judged to be useful, the
categories operate as orienting concepts and inform decision-making about teaching as one of several other
important elements. Davis and Florian (2004) also concluded that teaching approaches associated with many
specific areas of SEN could not be differentiated enough from those used with all children.

These criticisms about the desirability of SEN/disability categories connects with the political-
administrative reasons for categories, discussed in the introduction, as related to additional resource allocation
decisions. One criticism has been that they create pressure and incentives to increase the rate of identification
of children with SEN, what are called ‘perverse incentives’. The problem of ‘perverse incentives’ can be dealt
with in two broad ways. One is to counter the pressures to over-identify by using systems of external checking
of assessment judgements by external professionals, such as psychologists, or external teachers to moderate
audits of a school’s identification of SEN. The other way is not to use categories at all — but this will
undermine the basis of a system of additional educational resourcing for children with SEN and disabilities.
This raises the question of the necessity of categories. One position is that services can respond to individual
variations if they focus on what is to be achieved, by focussing on outcomes (Gray, 2003). It has been argued
that additional resources can be funded at a school level, based on aggregate baseline attainment levels and
measures of social disadvantage. However, like others who have advocated this alternative in the UK (Dyson,
2002), nobody advocates the full replacement of child level resourcing and planning, only a reduction in the
numbers involved in child level resourcing. In this situation, some decisions are needed about which children
are to be covered by the SEN categories and about the individual identification and planning SEN
framework. So, the category question does not go away with more school level resourcing, just the number of
children covered by it is reduced. Also, even if all additional resourcing was based on school level aggregate
baseline attainment and social disadvantage indicators, decisions within schools about resource allocation

would most likely call for some child level allocations and thus some classification system of child difficulties.

HARD DECISIONS AND FUTURE OPTIONS

It is possible to conclude that SEN categories have limited validity in terms of specific curriculum and
teaching needs, while justifying the continued use of some child-focussed categories for compensatory
additional resource allocation. The differentiation in a SEN classification marks the threshold at which some
children would get more educational resources than others, between more and less resource worthy groups.
However, disability is the not the only area in receipt of additional resourcing. There are also doubts about the
children who come into the OECD category B — contested disabilities — would they receive additional
resourcing in terms of disabilities, as at present, or in terms of social disadvantage? Whether additional
resourcing is in terms of disability or disadvantage, there are hard decisions or dilemmas both ways about

difference and differentiation — to identify or to not identify differences such as difficulties in learning

89



(Norwich, 1993, 1996, 2008). These dilemmas arise from the positive and negative conceptions in our society
about human differences, and what is called differentiation in education. The negative perspective is that
‘difference’ reflects lower status and stigma and so perpetuates inequalities and unfair treatment. The positive
perspective is that ‘difference’ reflects the recognition of individuality, individual needs and interests. It is the
tension between these conceptions of difference which leads us to address dilemnmas of difference. The dilemma
is that both options, to recognize or not to recognize difference have negative risks. Recognizing difference
can lead to different provision, which might be stigmatized and devalued; but not recognizing difference can
lead to overlooking and ignoring individuality. The tension is between the values of inclusion and
individuality. From an inclusive perspective, SEN categories can be seen as a form of terminological
separation and exclusion.

From this dilemmatic perspective, the challenge is to provide appropriate and individually relevant
provision, while minimizing stigma and devaluation. One way of doing this is to adopt a three-dimensional
model of educational needs. This sets special or specific group based educational needs within the context of
general needs common to all, on one hand, and unique needs, on the other (Lewis & Norwich, 2004;

Norwich, 1996). Individual educational needs are considered at the same time in this framework in terms of:

1. general needs common to all,
2. specific needs associated with group membership,

3. unique needs.

Disability categories, as do other general categories, do not therefore fully define a child’s educational needs.
Children coming within a broad category, e.g., ASD, will share some needs in common with those not in that
category (common to all needs). Also, different children within a category will have some needs that are
unique to them (unique needs). Common needs could include the central place of respect for all, irrespective
of differences, and provide the basis for avoiding stigma and devaluation.

If categories are useful for political-administrative purposes, then there is still the need to determine which
groups or areas of educational need require additional resources and what the relationships are between these
areas. This is important in policy terms as the additional resourcing can come under different legislative and
administrative systems or titles. In the UK (England), for example, additional resourcing for disability (called
SEN) operates differently from additional resourcing for social disadvantage (currently under the heading of
the ‘pupil premium’). How additional resourcing is organized and titled is also important in terms of the
quality of services, the assurances and controls available to parents about appropriate additional provision, and
the social identities of children who receive additional provision and their parents. Is it justifiable that the
areas of moderate learning difficulties, specific learning difficulties and social, emotional and behaviour
difficulties, to use the UK (England) SEN classification, continue to be regarded as area of SEN with the
implication that they are disabilities? In international terms, using the OECD scheme, what is the future for

category B areas, the contested disability areas of SEN? These are some options:

1. to keep them with disabilities, as in the UK,
2. to treat them like difficulties associated with social disadvantage,
3. to separate them into two areas, the more severe, complex and pervasive problems, which will be treated as disabilities, which will be

differentiated from the milder and less pervasive problems, which will be treated like social disadvantage.
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In a North-American context, it has been argued that the equivalent of the UK categories of moderate
learning difficulties (MLD; mild intellectual disabilities), specific learning difficulties (SpLD; learning
disabilities) and social, emotional and behaviour difficulties (SEBD; behaviour disorders) cannot be
distinguished from each other. Johnson (1998) exemplifies this position, in using the generic term ‘mild
educational disabilities’. It is interesting that this generic approach is widely used in preparing and licensing
special education teachers for teaching children with mild disabilities in the USA (Hardman & McDonnell,
2004). Johnson argues for the merging of the mild educational disabilities category with the wider group of
children at risk of educational failure on the grounds that the student-based risk factors are very similar in the
at-risk and the mild disability groups. The benefits of merger are that the at-risk framework includes a range
of environmental at-risk factors (class, school, neighbourhood, family, societal) that enables more and broader
systemic interventions that connect educational needs in schools with other social and personal needs. In the
UK context, Norwich and Kelly (2004) in a review of the field of MLD identified three options about the

future of the MLD category, based on the assumption of a dilemma about identification:

1. retain and specify operational criteria for a revised tighter MLD category as an area of disability,

2. abandon MLD as a disability category and merge with a non-disability low-attainment group with educational provision under a social
inclusion framework,

3. abandon MLD for the majority of children currently identified (as in the second option), while redefining a new tighter category of mild

mixed difficulties as a new disability category for a minority of the children currently identified.

It was argued that empirical research is needed to examine whether there is a justification for the MLD
category as distinct from allied disability categories (SpLD and BESD; Behaviour, Emotional and Social
Difficulty) and the at-risk or low-attaining group. It is clear that a similar set of considerations would apply to
examining the other two allied SEN areas, SpLD and BESD. This was relevant in the UK context with the
introduction of the 2003 SEN classification without empirically-based research and development work. It is

still relevant and also likely to be relevant to other national classifications too.

OTHER BROAD CLASSIFICATION OPTIONS

Though it has been argued that some system of categories can be justified in terms of political-administrative
reasons of additional resource allocation, it does not follow that the traditional classification like the recent
UK (England) 11 categories, and other similar systems, best serves this purpose. Identifying educational needs
or requirements for children with disabilities and difficulties involves balancing common and different needs.
The three-dimensional model provides a way to resolve conceptually the dilemma of difference in practice as
regards identification (Norwich, 2009). This involves starting with and using commonality strategies as far as
these can go. Where significant differentiating strategies begin depends on how well common systems can be
geared to individual needs. The more inclusive the provision, the less need there is for sub-group categories
and identification. This has been the basis for the 3 Tiers and the Response to Instruction (RTI) models of
identifying disability and difficulties in education (Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003), which has been influential in the
USA and internationally, and been adopted in the ‘Wave’ model in the UK (National Literacy Strategy,
2003). The RTT approach takes seriously that additional needs is based on an interaction between a learner

and her/his environmental context. It has been characterized as an assessment for intervention or teaching, not

91



assessment for determining categories or labels.

The UK Wave model links general to special education in this way:

e Wave 1: The effective inclusion of all children in a high-quality differentiated literacy programme,
e Wave 2: Additional small-group intervention in addition to Wave 1, for children who can be expected to catch up with their peers as a
result of the intervention,

e Wave 3: Specific targeted approaches for children, not responding to Wave 2, identified as requiring specialist support.

However, the relationship between Wave 3 (specialist support) and the graduated system of identifying SEN
(School Action, School Action Plus or with a Statement) has not clarified in its UK use. In the USA, by
contrast, RTT has been required in some States for identifying specific learning disabilities (equivalent to
specific learning difficulties in the UK).

This RTI model underlies US attempts to reconceptualize specific learning disability by avoiding what has
been called the ‘wait to fail' model, where identification does not derive from nor is linked to teaching and
learning settings. The basic principle underlying RTT is early response to signs of not progressing in literacy
through an intensive fixed-duration programme. Non-responding is used as the criterion for identifying a
learning disability that requires special educational programming. Whether RTT can replace traditional child-
focussed psychometric assessments has been the source of much contention in the USA (Fletcher & Vaughn,
2009; Reynolds & Shaywitz, 2009). These issues will not be examined in this chapter, but they have led some
authors to recognize that there may be value in having further assessment and identification procedures
beyond a simple ‘response to instruction’ model (Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003).

Another development which is also based on bio-psycho-social assumptions and has particular relevance to
the issues raised in this chapter, is the WHO’s International Classification of Functioning for Children and
Young People (ICF-CY) (World Trade Organization, 2002). This classification framework represents a basic
move from using medical disease and disorder categories (e.g., based on DSM and ICD) to a focus on
functioning in various social contexts (Simeonsson, 2009). In this sense it represents an integration of what
have been called, social and medical models into a multi-level, multi-disciplinary and interactive model.

The ICF model represents disability in terms of the interaction of 1) bodily functions/structures, 2)
activities (tasks and activities that can be executed) and 3) participation (what the person can do in current
environment) — see Figure 4.1. These inter-related dimensions are influenced by health conditions
(disorders/diseases), on one hand, and contextual factors (environmental and personal factors), on the other.
However, the ICF system has been designed to cover functions, activities and participation in general across a
range of life contexts, and therefore goes well beyond those aspects that relate specifically to educational
functions, needs and specific contexts.

One of the advantages of the ICF framework is that it can break the hold that administrative and
diagnostic categories have had for decisions about eligibility for special or additional provision. While
eligibility decisions are made differently internationally, in terms of central versus local decisions and tight
(e.g., USA) versus flexible criteria (e.g., UK), there have been concerns about how such decisions are also
influenced by other factors such as ethnicity, gender and class (Florian & MacLaughlin, 2008). Hollenweger
(2011) suggests that the ICF provides a framework that opens up the issue of over- and under-representation,

without having a fixed set of eligibility criteria, while establishing eligibility compatible with the human rights
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of people with disabilities. This, she argues, can be done within an ICF framework by opening up debate on
thresholds for taking up access to special or additional provision. The ICF framework can also be seen to be
compatible with the RTI approach, discussed above, because of its focus on assessment for intervention and
programming rather than assessment for labelling.

In her extension of the ICF framework to education, Hollenweger underlines eligibility decisions as a
problem-solving process that considers different professional as well as parent and child perspectives; the
collecting of data from different sources. Her educational extension is based on the educational principle that
eligibility is concerned not only with current but also future participation. This requires taking account of
educational aims and goals as well as methods and practices. Figure 4.1 shows this educational expansion of
the ICF framework in two ways. The first is to cover specific environmental factors in terms of relevant
methods, services and provision, and the second is to add a dimension of educational/developmental goals that
set the direction for enhancing current activity and participation levels (Hollenweger, 2011). Though this is
early days for this kind of development and there are some issues associated with the ICF framework, the ICF

is potentially a very important conceptual development with practical promise (Imre, 2004).

CONCLUSION

This chapter has come to similar general conclusions as Ysseldyke (1987), some 25 years later, though from a
different national context and in a changed international educational context. Classification has not be
addressed in theoretical terms and despite some positive moves in the UK after the Warnock Report (DES,
1978) to consider classification from an educational perspective, the current situation is still characterized by

inappropriate models and a lack of theoretical analysis.

Health conditions:
disorders/diseases

Y Y Y
Body function & | _ .| Activities i3 .| Participation: | ; . | Educational and
structure: 7| (limitations) =7 (restrictions) = 7| developmental
(impairment) i ] goals

T A
| |

Environmental Personal
factors factors

A

L L
Methods, = .| Educational vision of
provision, services citizen in society

Figure 4.1 ICF expanded for educational use

The chapter has been based on the distinction between categories for political-administrative purposes and
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for curriculum, teaching and provision purposes. Some system of categories for resource allocation is
necessary, but this does not require the traditional 11-13 special education categories. Research reviews and
analyses have consistently indicated the limited usefulness of these categories in many areas, especially in the
contested disabilities (for children coming under the OECD contested disabilities — category B). Even when
categories have some educational significance, their general nature means that they inform rather than
determine specific education planning and provision for individual children.

The chapter has also explained the hard decisions about identification that need to be addressed in this field
in terms of dilemmas of difference. The identification dilemma arises from positive and negative conceptions
about differences in education and society generally, of which disabilities are the most notable. Categories may
be justified in positive compensatory terms, for disability and other areas of additional need, but at the risk of
negative outcomes such as stigma, devaluation and exclusion. Recognizing the tension is the first step to
finding classifications which best support compensatory provision while minimizing the negative risks and
consequences. Using categories within a three-dimensional model of educational needs is one way of ensuring
a focus on common needs for all (including respect for all), while recognizing unique needs as well.

Three broad areas for future classificatory development were considered as well. One was about the
boundaries between disabilities and social disadvantage for the large proportion of children identified as
having mild educational disabilities — in the area of the OECD category B. Another was about the 3
Tiers/RTI model that has connected general to specialized provision. The third was the development of
sophisticated multi-dimensional category systems based on the ICF assumptions and model, but geared to
educational contexts and purposes. All three areas depend on national and international commitment to
research and development work about classification systems. The criteria by which we should evaluate
classification systems were outlined many years ago: they should be reliable, have coverage, be consistent,
useful, acceptable to users, reviewed periodically, and evaluated in terms of the balance of gains to losses to

those affected by them (Cromwell et al., 1975). It is time to take them more seriously.

NOTES

1 Boys and girls, minority ethnic groups, travellers, asylum seekers, refugees, English as additional language, SEN, gifted and talented, looked
after by/in the care of Local Authority, sick children, young carers, children where families under stress, pregnant schools girls, at risk of

disaffection and exclusion (at risk of educational exclusion: Office for Standards in Education).

2 Transactional model of causation: a continuum of person—environment transactions — at one pole type-I problems where causation is mainly
environmental, type-II problems where causation is equally caused by person and environment, and type-III problems where causation is

mainly in the person.

3 A) Cognition and learning needs: Specific Learning Difficulty (SpLD), Moderate Learning Difficulty (MLD), Severe Learning Difficulty
(SLD), Profound and Multiple Learning Difficulty (PMLD).

B) Behaviour, emotional and social development needs: Behaviour, Emotional and Social Difficulty (BESD).
C) Communication and Interaction Needs: Speech, Language and Communication Needs (SLCN), Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD).

D) Sensory and/or physical needs: Visual Impairment (VI), Hearing Impairment (HI), Multi-Sensory Impairment (MSI), Physical
Disability (PD).

4 No change in focus can be expected given the recent Government SEN Green Paper (consultation and position paper about SEN policy for
England: DFE, 2011)
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The Disproportionate Placement of Ethnic Minorities
in Special Education

Beth Harry

Ethnic disproportionality in special education refers to the fact that students from certain historically excluded
minority groups have been placed in special education programs at rates that are disproportionate to their
presence in the student population as a whole. For a variety of reasons that will be explained in this chapter,
this pattern, noted in the US since the inception of the federal legislation guaranteeing the right to education
for students with disabilities, has been the source of controversy as to whether disproportionality represents
discriminatory decisions that result in the excluding or stigmatizing of historically oppressed minorities.
Although the focus of this chapter is on the situation in the US, low achievement and/or special education
placement of certain ethnic minority groups are of concern in many countries. An international view provides
us with a key insight: First, it is not race, as a biological construct, which accounts for low educational
achievement, but rather the historical status of a given ‘minority’ group within a society. Thus, ‘race’ is really a
proxy not just for low socioeconomic status as some have argued (MacMillan & Reschly, 1998), but for an
enduring history of discrimination and exclusion. A second insight essential to the argument of this chapter is
that high incidence disabilities (disability categories which tend to be determined by clinical judgment rather
than evidence of biological or organic anomalies) represent social constructions by which relatively arbitrary
points on the continuum of achievement are designated as ‘disabilities’. Moreover, as O’Connor and
Fernandez (2006) argued, the very notion of ‘success’ is a social construction utilizing White middle-class
achievement as the reference point. When both race and disability are viewed as socially constructed
categories, it is easy to see how the educational difficulties of minorities are statements about societies rather
than about children. In brief, the argument of this chapter is that the main reason the overrepresentation of
ethnic minorities in programs for students with ‘high incidence’ disabilities is problematic is that it is rooted in
a paradigm of categorization and classification which, despite good intentions, tends to perpetuate inequities
historically ingrained in the society. Of course, as Dyson and Gallanaugh (2008) observed, disproportionality
also exists in many other aspects of social life, such as poverty, poor housing, and employment. Some interpret
this relationship as causative, that is, that poverty is the main component that leads to special education
placement. Rather, I would argue that this pattern points to special education disproportionality as one more
feature reflecting deeper structural inequities — or as Waitoller, Artiles, and Cheney (2010) argued, it is ‘the

miner’s canary’, alerting us to a host of difficulties in the mines.

THE IMPACT OF ETHNIC MINORITY STATUS ON EDUCATIONAL
ACHIEVEMENT

Cross-cultural studies of the educational performance of minorities indicate that the lowest achievers are
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typically those minority groups who have experienced a history of exclusion and stigmatization within a
society. Integral to this pattern are education systems with a history of having provided inferior and, often,
separate schooling for these groups and having excluded their cultures or languages from the curriculum. It is
clear that, while these minority groups may or may not be racially different from the mainstream, their
relegation to the lowest rungs of the society reflects their history as outsiders or dominated peoples within the
society. In discussing the ‘social construction of difference’, Gillborn and Youdell (2000) observed that groups
defined socially by gender, ethnicity, race, or class are ‘defined by social convention, not by inherent, fixed or
‘natural’ differences’ (p. 4). Hence, there can be no assumption of intrinsic differences in group members’
capacity to participate successfully in the educational arena.

Collections of studies by Skutnabb-Kangas and Cummins (1988) and Gibson and Ogbu (1991) exemplify
the global pattern of minority underachievement. For example, ‘outsiders’ who exhibit low achievement
include Koreans in Japan, Finns in Sweden, West Indians, Pakistanis and Bangladeshis in Britain (Gillborn &
Youdell, 2000; Office for Standards in Education, 2013), and Moroccans in Spain (Escandell, 2002). These
studies and others show that indigenous minorities fare even worse than immigrant groups: To name but a
few — the Burakumin in Japan (De Vos & Wagatsuma, 1966), the Sami in Finland, Aboriginal natives in
Australia (Jordan, 1988), the Maori in New Zealand (Barrington, 1991) and Gitanos (Roma) in Spain
(Enguita, 1999).

The point at which low achievement comes to be interpreted as ‘disability’ represents the intersection of
general and special education. Besides the US, only a few countries have so far explicitly noted that
disproportionately low minority-achievement leads to disproportionately high placement in special programs
for the ‘disabled’, but this is confounded by the differing ways in which special services are defined. The US
seems to be the most reliant on categorical identification and placement within the general education system,
making disproportionality easier to track. In the UK, the designation Special Educational Needs (SEN)
provides for children to receive special services within the general education system, on the basis of any
‘learning difficulty’, usually determined by educationally focused assessment rather than disability
categorization (Dyson & Gallanough, 2008). Despite this difference, however, both the latter authors and
Strand and Lindsay (2009) have noted a trend of overrepresentation of Black Caribbean students in the SEN
categories based on clinical judgment, particularly related to behavioral concerns. In Germany, where students
are tracked after the fourth grade into different levels of schools based on their academic achievement levels,
Werning, Loser and Uvan (2008) reported that students from low socio-economic (SES) circumstances as
well as immigrant students are overrepresented in schools for children with learning difficulties. A pattern of
disproportionate underachievement and special school placement of immigrant students has also been noted
in Sweden (Berhanu, 2008).

Despite differences in the construction of disabilities, the foregoing cases support the view that historically
oppressed or excluded minorities are particularly vulnerable to undesirable educational outcomes and
perceptions of low ability, which often lead to further discrimination and separation from the educational
mainstream. Most notably, in the Czech Republic, the charge that special classes were being used for the
purpose of discrimination was brought to public attention in 1999. The Roma, commonly known as ‘gypsies’,
whose history is marked by exclusion and discrimination across Europe, charged that their children were

grossly overrepresented in special schools for the disabled. While the court ruled that discrimination could not
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be proven, there was no dispute that 50% of Roma students were in special schools as compared with 1.80% of
non-Roma students (European Roma Rights Center, 2005). In Slovenia, where the Roma had experienced
enslavement for several hundred years, the government has set up a commission to investigate the
overrepresentation of Roma children in classes for children with ‘special needs’ (Petricusic, 2004).

Another challenge in comparing disproportionality rates across nations is the varying definitions of
minority groups. A review of information on discrimination in education against immigrant and non-migrant
ethnic minorities in 15 member states of the European Union (Luciak, 2004) pointed to the socially
constructed nature of the identity of minorities. Noting the difficulties of gaining accurate comparative data,
Luciak cited differences in data collection, terminology, and classification of ethnic groups, different types of
ethnic groups and different educational systems. Despite these differences in data collection, Luciak’s study
revealed that several member states evidenced an overrepresentation of migrant and ethnic minority groups in
‘educational institutions with lower academic demands, an overrepresentation in special education, as well as
disproportional early drop-out and expulsion rates’ (p. 2). As in the studies of indigenous groups cited earlier,
these difficulties were evidenced more intensely by students from non-migrant ethnic groups, a pattern that
Luciak linked to the distrust in the educational system engendered by ‘a history of social exclusion,
assimilationist tendencies, and a monocultural orientation in education’ (p. 3).

In the US, the concern with race as the main marker of minority status has resulted in a categorization
system that simultaneously reflects the nation’s over-simplification of race, yet also its increasing racial
heterogeneity and complexity. Up until the national census of 2010, the five official ‘racial’ categories
represented a mixture of skin color and ethnic designations, i.e., ‘White’, ‘Hispanic (regardless of race)’, ‘Black
(not of Hispanic origin)’, ‘Asian/Pacific Islander’, and ‘American Indian/Alaskan Native’. In that system, it
was evident that Hispanic and Asian/Pacific Islander were broadly generalized categories that included a wide
variety of racial, ethnic and linguistic features, while White, Black and American Indian/Alaskan Native
presumably represented recognizably discrete racial, and, possibly, ethnic groups. It seems the US
classification system did not consider color an important dimension in identifying its ‘Asian’ and ‘Hispanic’
citizens, but did care to distinguish between citizens who are White, Black, or American Indian. This
approach is not as nonsensical as it appears. Rather, it reflects America’s historical and continuing
preoccupation with a presumed Black/White binary and with the history of exclusion and oppression of what
Ogbu (1987) referred to as America’s two main involuntary minority groups — those of African origin who
were brought to the North American continent through enslavement and the native peoples of the continent
who were conquered by the European invasion.

The 2010 census (US Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, 2010) attempted to correct the confusion
of race/ethnicity by allowing the addition of several choices based on nationality and also by allowing more
than one choice of race. Much of this attempt to discriminate between race and ethnicity targeted Hispanics,
but the same effort was not made for the category ‘Asian/Pacific Islander’, which remains the only category
that represents a geographic, not a racial or ethnic, category. An intriguing example of the complexity of the
Asian/Pacific Islander group, and of Ogbu’s argument that a history of domination portends low educational
achievement, is the fact that students in the sub-group, ‘Native Hawaiians’, are known to be
disproportionately represented in special education (US Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights,

2012). This is the only group of Americans of ‘Asian’ origin whose culture, language, and religion were
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outlawed by virtue of conquest by the US, and who therefore fit Ogbu’s categorization as an ‘involuntary’
minority group. Whether or not one agrees with Ogbu’s theory, the trends within sub-groups of minorities
indicate that historical oppression in the US has left a legacy of structural discrimination that is hard to undo
and that continues to have the most negative impact on those ethnic groups who experienced intense
historical exclusion.

The concept of the social construction of categories, which was first explicated by Berger and Luckman
(1966), is now a well-known framework for understanding how social decisions come to be reified through
institutionalization. As with race and minority status, the high incidence disability categories, as defined in the
US, are socially constructed categories that have little to do with disability and everything to do with the
effects of the society’s historical cultural agenda on the education system. I will begin with an overview of the
extent of ethnic overrepresentation in the three categories of concern, Severe Learning Difficulty (SLD),
Intellectual Disabilities (ID) and Emotional and Behavior Difficulties (EBD). I will then discuss the
implications of these patterns, placing the discussion in the context of historical educational structures in the

United States.

RATES OF ETHNIC DISPROPORTIONALITY IN THE HIGH INCIDENCE
CATEGORIES

The continuing pattern of ethnic disproportionality in the US has been so troubling that the Office for Civil
Rights (OCR) has collected data on the high incidence categories since the early 1980s, and the Office of
Special Education Programs (OSEP) has done so since 1997. In addition, two panels of the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) have studied the issue (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Heller, Holtzman, & Messick,
1982). In outlining the extent of the problem, I will rely mainly on data from the latter report and from
reports to Congress from the OSEP.

In studying the extent of ethnic disproportion in special education, scholars have determined three main
ways of comparing rates across groups: A composition index, a risk index and an odds/risk ratio (Donovan &
Cross, 2002). The composition index compares the ethnic group’s composition in the student population to
their composition in the special education program. This method is now considered too cumbersome because
both percentages must be known to make the comparison. More efficient and most commonly used now is a
two-step process in which a within-group risk ratio is calculated for each ethnic group, and is compared to the
rate within other ethnic groups. For example, OSEP data for 2006 indicated that 1.33% of all African-
American students were placed in EBD programs, as compared with 1.12% of American Indian/Alaskan
Natives, 0.19% of Asian/Pacific Islanders, 0.42% of Hispanics and 0.65% of Whites. Each group’s risk index
is then divided by the combined risk indices for all groups, to yield a risk ratio (RR), which, as explained by
OSEP (2008), ‘compares the proportion of a particular racial/ethnic group served under IDEA, to the
proportion served among other racial/ethnic groups combined’ (p. 54). For example, as shown in Figure 5.1,
OSEP’s report to Congress (US Department of Education, Thirtieth Annual Report to Congress) stated that
Black students have a RR of 2.28 for the category Emotional/Behavioral Disturbance, which means that their
likelihood of receiving special education services is 2.28 times greater than all other racial/ethnic groups
combined. The RR for Native American/Alaskan Native students was 1.63, indicating that this group was

1.63 times more likely to receive this designation, while Asian students were the least likely of all groups to do
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SO.

For students ages 6 through 21, how did the proportion of a particular raciallfethnic group served
under IDEA, Part B, compare to the proportion served of all of the same age students in all other
raciallethnic groups combined?
Risk ratio for students ages 6 through 21 served under IDEA, Part B, by race/ethnicity and dis-
ability category: Fall 2006
American Asian/

Indian/Alaska Pacific Black (not White (not
Disability Mative Islander Hispanic) Hispanic Hispanic)
Autism 0.76 1.29 0.95 0.58 1.34
Deai-blindness 2.00 0.98 0.9 1.01 1.01
Emotional disturbance 1.63 0.26 2.28 0.55 0.85
Hearing impairments 1.30 1.20 1.10 1.30 0.77
Intellectual disabilities 1.33 0.49 2.75 0.72 0.63
Multiple disabilities 1.41 0.64 149 0.67 1.02
Orthopedic impairments 1.00 0.83 0.98 147 0.94
Other health impairments 1.30 0.35 1.19 0.48 1.47
Specific learning disabilities 1.81 0.39 1.46 119 077
Speech or language impairments  1.44 0.74 1.03 0.94 1.05
Traumatic brain injury 1.69 0.59 112 0.67 1.23
Visual impairments 1.42 1.01 117 0.97 0.91
All disabilities above 1.56 0.51 1.46 0.93 0.89
Source: Reprinted from OSEF, Thirtieth Annual Report to Congress on the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, p. 54.

Figure 5.1 Race/ethnicity and disability statistics

Figure 5.1 displays the RR for all ethnic groups in the categories of SLD, ID and EBD as reported by
OSEP in the Thirtieth Report to Congress on the IDEA (US Department of Education, 2008). In ID, the
predominant pattern of overrepresentation is for African-American students, who are 2.75 times as likely as
Whites to be so designated. In SLD, American Indian/Alaskan Native students are at the greatest risk of
placement, although the rates are high for all minorities except Asians. In EBD, African-Americans are 2.28
times as likely as Whites to be so identified. Overall, despite many regional variations and some shifts over
time, the pattern of overrepresentation described in 2002 by Donovan and Cross continues, showing that
‘both black and American Indian/Alaskan Native children are at heightened risk for identification as having
mental retardation and emotional disturbance ...” (p. 82).

Beyond these general patterns there are three notable trends. First, the dramatic changes in these figures
over time, which indicates the instability of the categories. According to Donovan and Cross (2002), between
1974 and 1998, the following trends were obtained in the student population as a whole: A reduction in the
use of ID from an overall rate across groups of 1.58% to 1.37%; an ‘epidemic’ (p. 47) increase in the use of
SLD, from 1.21% to 6.02%; and an increase in the use of EBD, from just over 0.28% to 0.93%. Further, a
comparison of data from OSEP (as reported by Donovan & Cross, 2002) shows that disproportionality in
EBD has continued to increase for Blacks, from 1.59 in 1998 (p. 50), to 2.28 in the 2008 OSEP report (US
Department of Education, 2008, p. 54). In the ID category, Black overrepresentation has also continued to
increase — from a RR of 2.35 in 1998 (OSEP data cited in Donovan & Cross, 2002, p. 45) to 2.75 in the 2008
OSEP report to Congress.
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Second, when examined by geographical region, the issue of variable categorization intensifies. Zhang and
Katsiyannis (2002), analyzing nation-wide data from the Twenty-Second Annual Report to Congress on the
Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), found extensive variability in SLD, ID and EBD placement rates among
Hispanics and African-American students according to five geographic regions of the nation. Specifically,
rates of placement of Hispanics for all disabilities were significantly higher in the North East than in the other
regions, while rates for African-Americans in all three categories varied widely by region. On the other hand,
Artiles, Rueda, Salazar and Higareda (2002), arguing for a more discriminating examination of sub-groups
within the population of English-Language Learners (ELLs), reported that secondary age ELLs in 11 urban
school districts in California were twice as likely as English-proficient students to be placed in special
education programs. Overall, Donovan & Cross (2002, p. 67) indicated that, while nation-wide figures
showed African-Americans and Hispanics to be not overrepresented in SLD, the rates differed widely across
states, including an RR range for Black students from 2.33 in Georgia to 12.19 in Delaware, and an RR range
for Hispanic students from 2.43 in Georgia to 8.93 in Delaware.

The third dimension of variability is the level of the school district. One line of work has examined the
relationship between socio-demographic features of school districts and patterns of placement by each of the
high incidence disability categories as well as by gender (Coutinho, Oswald, & Best, 2002; Coutinho, Oswald,
Best & Forness, 2002; Oswald, Coutinho, Best, & Nguyen, 2001). Focusing on two competing hypotheses —
either that there is bias in the placement process, or that ethnic groups are differentially susceptible to
disabilities — these researchers found such complexity in the data that they concluded that disproportionality is
‘multiply determined’ (Coutinho et al., 2002, p. 55). For example, just taking the variable of the relative
presence of White and non-White students in the school population, the researchers found exactly opposite
effects for Black as compared with American Indian students: In the EBD category, placement of Black
students increased in the presence of high White enrolment while, conversely, EBD placement of American
Indian students increased in the presence of high non-White enrolment. Moreover, although these researchers’
findings indicated that poverty increases the likelihood of special education placement, even poverty worked in
opposite directions for Blacks as compared to Whites, with White students more likely to be labeled SLD in
higher income neighborhoods, and Black students more likely to be so placed in low income neighborhoods.
With relation to the EMR (now ID) category, the opposite was true — that Black students were more likely to
be so labeled if they were in higher income neighborhoods with a higher proportion of White peers.

Eitle (2002) found similar, though even more complex patterns. Based on national survey data of 1,203
school districts, she examined the relationships between disproportionality and variables representing school
district structural factors, local racial and political-economic structures, and school desegregation politics.
Similar to Oswald et al. (2001), Eitle found increased Black overrepresentation in EMR programs in the
presence of high White economic resources, but also in districts where there was court ordered school
desegregation and in southern regions with a history of de jure segregation. Eitle interpreted these patterns of
overrepresentation as ‘alternative forms of segregation’ (p. 599) and called for research that could delineate the
social processes by which placement decisions are made. Recent studies utilizing multilevel modeling point to
the power of sophisticated statistical analyses to tease out the complex interactions of race, SES, and gender in

this pattern (Sullivan & Bal, 2013).
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Opverall, the variability across categories, time, and place strongly contest the belief that the high incidence
disability categories represent meaningful interpretations of children’s difficulties in schooling. Rather, much
evidence points to the enduring impact of the confluence of the socially constructed nature of disabilities with
America’s history of educational sorting of its students.

There are, however, some anomalous patterns in Figure 5.1 (US Department of Education, 2008) that give
rise to questions about the low incidence categories. Most notably, the figures for Native American/Alaskan
Native students showed some over-representation in several categories that are based on biological evidence
rather than clinical judgment, in particular — deaf-blindness (RR = 2.00), multiple disabilities (RR = 1.41),
and traumatic brain injury (RR = 1.69). In that year’s data, Black students also showed an RR of 1.49 for
multiple disabilities, and Hispanics 1.30 for hearing impairments. These data point to the need for research
into the social and/or environmental pressures that could account for evidently biological anomalies. A
contrary curiosity, however, shows in the RR of 1.47 for White students in the other health impairments
category. While there are no clear data explaining this pattern, it is widely known that this category is often
used to serve students who have a diagnosis of Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD), which is considered a high
incidence condition. Many practitioners speculate that this category is more frequently assigned to White
students instead of the more stigmatizing EBD. A similarly intriguing question arises with regard to the RR

of 1.34 for White students in the autism category.

THE SORTING AND CLASSIFYING PARADIGM: THE CONVERGENCE OF RACE
AND DISABILITY

Race and ability are inextricably woven into the history of American public education. The society’s project of
racial exclusion was reinforced by the eugenics movement, in which presumed inherited deficits became
inseparable from beliefs regarding the racial inferiority of non-White peoples and were reinforced by the
‘Americanization’ program of the 19th-century common school movement (Tyack, 1993, p. 20).

Until the middle of the 20th century, discrimination on the basis of ability and race represented two parallel
streams of exclusion within the educational system. The school desegregation ordered by the Brown v. Board
of Education (1954) decision represented the first official step towards the vision of education as a vehicle of
equity. While the moral power of this decision remains unquestionable, it is also true that it resulted in at least
two unintended consequences. First, racial desegregation, despite representing the beginnings of equal access
to education, meant a loss of solidarity and a re-framing of identity for many African-American children who
had to struggle with the experience of being rejected and viewed as deficient in integrated schools (Ferri &
Connor, 2005; Irvine & Irvine, 1983; Morris & Morris, 2000; Siddle-Walker, 1996). Second, the reluctance
of many states to comply with the Brown ruling resulted in the use of classes for ‘slow’ or ‘mildly retarded’
students as a means of continuing the marginalization of African-American and other traditionally devalued
groups.

This covert form of racial segregation was officially recognized by the courts in the 1971 case of Johnson .
San Francisco Unified School District (Prasse & Reschly, 1986). Of several subsequent cases charging racial and
linguistic discrimination in IQ_testing and tracking (Diana v. State Board of Education, 1970; Guadalupe
Organization v. Tempe Elementary School District No. 3, 1972; Larry P. v. Riles, 1979; Marshall et al. v. Georgia,
1984), the two most famous, Larry P. and Marshall, resulted in opposite judgments. The court in the Larry P.
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case concluded that IQ_tests were culturally biased against African-Americans while the courts in the
Marshall case disagreed. Despite different outcomes of these cases, however, the continuing salience of race
was underscored by the fact that in neither case did the school districts deny the existence of significant
overrepresentation of African-Americans in low tracks and programs for the mildly retarded. Even if, as
Reschly, Kicklighter and McKee (1988) suggested, the discrepant placements were a result of poverty rather
than race per se, this in itself points to the enduring intertwining of racism, economic inequity, and

educational outcomes.

THE CATEGORICAL FRAMING OF DISABILITY UNDER THE EHA/IDEA

This history of classification and exclusion by race and disability left an indelible mark on the special
education system. Essentially, the provisions of the EHA superimposed one more layer of categorization upon
a system already built on a sorting and classifying paradigm, into which racial and socio-economic inequities
were tightly interwoven. In the words of Skrtic (1991), special education represents ‘the institutional practice
that emerged in the 20th century to contain the failure of public education to realize its democratic ideals” (p.
46). The categorical framing of the high incidence categories of SLD, ID and EBD purported to construct
them as distinctly different conditions, but this effort has been confounded by definitional dilemmas that

reflect close ties to issues of race and socio-economic status.

The conundrum of Intellectual Disability vs. Learning Disability

The construct of Mental Retardation, now referred to as Intellectual Disability (ID), is defined as
‘substantially sub-average’ development over a range of developmental tasks, to be determined by a score of 70
or less on a standardized 1Q_test. Prior to 1969, the cut-off point was 85, which underscores the socially
constructed nature of the definition. The construct of SLD purports to represent an entirely different
population, and was proposed in the 1960s as a category that would encompass children who were having
serious difficulties in acquiring academic and/or communication skills, but whose overall intelligence appeared
to be within the normal range.

The SLD construct, first defined by Kirk (1962), grew out of the early work of researchers such as Strauss
and Werner (1942) whose discovery of certain deficits in reading, writing, and/or communication among war
veterans with known brain injury led to speculation that the presence of such deficits in otherwise normally
developing children might also indicate brain injury. Despite the leap in logic in making this inference, the
field of special education quickly became enamored of the notion that normally-developing children who
demonstrated deficits in school learning had probably suffered ‘minimal brain injury’. Although that original
concept has since been discredited, research has continued in search of an organic cause for the symptoms of
SLD. In a series of studies, Shaywitz et al. (2003), using brain imaging technology during the performance of
a reading task, noted differential patterns of brain activity between good readers and poor readers. Up to this
time, however, these studies (Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2009) have not provided evidence of the direction of
these effects, that is, of whether differential brain activity is a result or a cause of deficits in reading skills.
Moreover, their finding that the brain activity of poor readers changed after intensive instruction in reading

strongly suggests that the brain patterns are the result of learned reading habits and not the other way around.
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The notion of an intrinsic cause remains a central tenet of both ID and SLD constructs. In the case of 1D,
it was sufficient to require that developmental delays be manifested before the age of 18, with measures of
deficit on tests of both intellectual and adaptive functioning. For SLD, however, the tenet of intrinsic deficit
resulted in a convoluted set of criteria for diagnosis, much of which revolved around the exclusion of
competing explanations. Thus, the definition relied upon the logic of default, by which the clinician should
determine that the child’s difficulties were caused neither by other disabilities, such as mental retardation or
sensory impairments, zor by social and environmental disadvantages such as poverty or family stress. Another
central criterion was that there be evidence of a discrepancy between a child’s intellectual potential as
measured on an IQ _test and his/her actual achievement. Thus, the element of unexpected underachievement was
essential to a diagnosis of SLD.

Keeping in mind the history of racist beliefs that were only just being challenged at the time of the
emergence of the SLD construct, it is not hard to see how the foregoing definitions would come to work, in a
paradoxical way, against children of color, by making it less likely that low achievers within these groups
would be assigned an SLD label. First, SLD was clearly a more desirable diagnosis than ID, since it is less
stigmatizing to be seen as having accidental damage to specific areas of the brain, than as having global
deficits that affect one’s total development. Sleeter (1986, 2010) argued that the differential social power of
Whites was the driving force behind the pattern that quickly emerged in the years just preceding the EHA —a
pattern of disproportionate incidence of White students in the SLD category, as contrasted with the
disproportionate incidence of non-White students in the ID category. Updating this argument, Ferri (2004)
noted that, as the placement of Black and Hispanic students in SLD programs becomes more common, there
is an increasing focus on ‘dyslexia and research aimed at identifying subgroups of students labeled as having
SLD’ (p. 512). Ferri queried whether this development might ‘serve the unanticipated function of
resegregating the category of SLD in ways that mirror earlier racial hierarchies’ (p. 512).

In addition to the relationship between social desirability and social power, there was the fact that the SLD
definition itself would exclude many children whose environments could be construed to account for their
learning difficulties — that is, children living in poverty, a disproportionate number of whom continued to be
non-White. Further, as Collins and Camblin (1983) cogently argued, the cultural bias inherent in IQ_tests
meant that children of color would be likely to earn scores that were too low to allow for the required
discrepancy between IQ_and achievement. In the absence of this discrepancy, minority children were more
likely to be diagnosed as ID than SLD.

The result of these definitional and social discrepancies between the ID and SLD categories was that, from
the time of the emergence of the SLD category in the 1960s until close to the end of the century, the
overrepresentation of African-American students in special education occurred in the ID category. Over the
past decade, however, an increase in representation of Black students in the SLD category has been noted
(Gottlieb, Alter, Gottlieb, & Wishner, 1994; MacMillan, Gresham, & Bocian, 1998; MacMillan & Reschly,
1998).

Coutinho et al. (2002), noting that increasing poverty was associated with higher rates of Black, Hispanic,
and Asian male placement in SLD programs, concluded that the clause excluding environmental effects was
not being applied, and pointed out that this could be construed as a biased process that could result in

disproportionately large minority placements in SLD. These authors observed, however, that the converse to
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this argument could also be true — that if we believe that poverty and other environmental detriments do in
fact contribute to SLD, then to exclude them would mean excluding many minority students from services
they need. Indeed, the conundrum of the SLD category’s desirability/undesirability was reflected in the case of
Crawford v. Honig (1994), in which African-American parents charged that their children were being
excluded from needed SLD services by virtue of the California courts ruling (Larry P. v. Riles, 1979), against
the use of IQ_tests for any purpose.

The debate around the IQ_achievement discrepancy model has resulted in recent developments in research
on SLD, which propose an approach, now known as Response to Intervention/Instruction (RTT), which seeks
to rule out the possibility that poor achievement may simply be the result of poor instruction. Thus,
identification of SLD would be made only after intensive, tiered instruction has been implemented (e.g.,
Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003). The strength of this RTI model was marked by a symposium of researchers
organized collaboratively by Vanderbilt University and the University of Kansas (National Research Center on
Learning Disabilities, 2003), and was acknowledged by the 2004 reauthorized IDEA as one alternative to the
1Q-discrepancy model, and is now allowed by 43 states and mandated by seven (US Department of
Education, 2011).

Emotional Disturbance, the third high incidence category with which we are concerned, is equally
problematic in terms of definition and equally susceptible to social influences and to co-morbidity with
cognitive difficulties such as SLD or ID (Montague & Rinaldi, 2001). The federal regulations for EBD
require that a child consistently, and in different settings, exhibit mood and relationship difficulties that
cannot be explained by other disabilities. While the more extreme end of the spectrum includes mental
illnesses such as schizophrenia, at the milder end it is evident that professional judgments will vary according
to personal tolerance of non-compliance as well as to the social and cultural norms of different groups. Several
authors have pointed to the many ways in which culturally conditioned behaviors may be interpreted
depending on the cultural lens with which they are viewed (Cartledge, Kea, & Simmons-Reed, 2002; Obiakor
et al., 2002; Townsend, 2000). Further, an increasing body of literature notes the disproportionate use of
punitive disciplinary practices against African-American youth (Leone, Walter, & Wolford, 1990; Maag,
2001; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2000).

In sum, the ambiguities and contradictions outlined above, and the historical ties of the categorizing
paradigm to racism and classism in the US, undermine the validity of the high incidence disability categories.

The NAS report (Donovan & Cross, 2002) was clear in its assessment of these ambiguities:

In terms of cognitive and behavioral competence, students fall along a continuum ... there is no black and white distinction between those
who have disabilities or gifts and those who do not. At the far ends of the continuum there is little dispute about a child’s need for something
different ... But as one moves away from the extremes, where the line should be drawn between students who do and do not require special

supports is unclear. A variety of forces push on the lines from opposing directions ... (p. 25)

This variety of forces, they argued, included ‘key aspects of schooling itself’ (p. 27).

Coming as it does from the most influential and comprehensive publication on the topic of
overrepresentation, this statement reveals the essential fallacy of the notion of high incidence ‘disabilities’. If it
is impossible to say where low achievement ends and disability begins, why should the field continue to use

the frame of disability for the provision of services to students in the ‘high incidence’ categories? In the
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absence of ‘a medically diagnosed disability’, is the term ‘disability’ in fact a misleading misnomer that
inappropriately implicates the abilities of minority children and youth? It is evident that these categories are

social constructions that fall far short of science.

DISPROPORTIONALITY AND SOCIETAL INEQUITY

Along with many others (Artiles, 2003; Dyson & Gallanaugh, 2008; Hilliard, 1995; Patton, 1998; Skiba,
Knesting, & Bush, 2002), I contend that minorities’ disproportionately large share of difficulties in schooling
represents an extension of the societal inequities to which historically oppressed minorities continue to be
disproportionately subjected. As Wilson (1998) emphasized, ‘the impact of the structure of inequality’ (p. 508)
must be understood as the context in which inequitable outcomes occur for individual members of minority
groups in all areas of society. To name but a few from Wilson’s list — education, residential patterns, labor
market, financial markets, government policies and corporate decisions. Special education, as a discrete arm of
the education system, cannot be the sole answer to this mountain of inequity, especially because it perpetuates

the deficit view of minority children.

The uniqueness of special education: The criterion of intrinsic deficit

The argument that ethnic disproportionality in special education represents inequity reflects a painful paradox:
Why should a program that provides costly and specialized services be construed as inequitable? In the words
of MacMillan and Reschly (1998), ‘Something weighs so heavily on the minds of critics that it more than
offsets these apparently desirable features’ (p. 22). These authors concluded that disproportionality is seen as
problematic because of minority stakeholders’ suspicion that it is tied to beliefs about inferior genetic
endowment, and because special education programs are not seen to be effective. These are, indeed, two
powerful concerns. But there is yet another, which is the simple fact that special education is unique in the
educational system in its focus on intrinsic deficit. This alone is enough to render it suspect, except in the case
of clear-cut (low incidence) disabilities, where performance deficits are incontrovertible, and where, for the
most part, ethnic disproportionality in placement Aas not been noted. Thus, for example, while Head Start,
Chapter I and other compensatory programs for the poor are perceived as additions to children’s educational
opportunities, special education’s unique focus on deficit in the high incidence disabilities is marked by four
concerns: Placement usually means removal of the child from the general education program; it is often,
though not always, imposed rather than freely chosen by parents; there is a requirement for testing to confirm
a ‘disability’; and there is a societal stigma attached to the concept of disability. Against the context of

historical and continuing discrimination, why should minorities trust this process?

Inequity and risk in families, communities and schools

The second NAS report, by Donovan & Cross. (2002), in its search for causes of disproportionality, pointed
to both home and school environments. In considering the former, the report focused on biological and
environmental conditions typically occasioned by poverty, such as high lead content in urban homes, iron

deficiency in the diets of infants, and poor access to health care. These were linked to problems such as
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developmental delay and hyperactivity. The social conditions identified implicated both socio-economic status
and ethnicity or cultural behaviors in matters such as drug or alcohol abuse, child rearing practices, and early
educational activities such as introducing children to print or to basic numeracy.

These arguments gave rise to two concerns by critics. First, by not discussing the policy context that allows
for such environmental inequities, the report gave the impression of a ‘blaming the victim’ argument by which
minority groups choices and behaviors were seen as the sources of their children’s difficulties (Harry,
Klingner, & Hart, 2005). As an example of the effects of policy contexts, the NAS itself, within the same year
as its Donovan & Cross report (2002), published a separate report (NAS, 2002) presenting resounding
evidence of active discrimination against minorities in health care. The second objection to the NAS’ focus on
environmental effects was that the report’s analysis did not succeed in linking the detrimental practices and
influences to actual special education placement rates (Losen & Orfield, 2002).

The notion of lasting effects of detrimental family and community environments has both an intuitive and
research-based appeal. For example, the work of Sameroff, Seifer, Baldwin and Baldwin (1993) analyzed the
effects of poverty in terms of a group of risk factors, which, when combined, can have devastating effects on
children’s mental and physical health. These researchers argued that, since the IQ_scores of children in poverty
were found to remain stable when tested at early childhood and again in early puberty, this indicates the
lasting power of early negative influences. In a similar argument, Blair and Scott (2000) concluded that
neonatal factors such as low birth weight and mother’s education accounted for low IQ_scores in adolescence.
There is, however, an important missing piece in these correlational studies, namely, the effects of schooling
in the years that intervened between the early measures and 1Q testing at puberty.

Indeed, the lack of attention to the mediating power of ‘school risk’ (Keogh, 2000) is a serious omission.
The reason schooling itself cannot be excluded from a list of risk factors in a study based on IQ scores is that
1Q_scores represent knowledge and skills that children have had the opportunity to learn both in their homes
and schools. A look at the popular WISC (Weschler, 1974) test, for example, makes it clear that much of the
verbal content represents information that can be learned at the dinner table, from the media and/or in the
classroom. The NAS (Donovan & Cross, 2002) report described these tests as ‘measures of what individuals
have learned ... reflecting broad, culturally rooted ways of thinking and problem solving’ (p. 284). Thus, while
a 4-year-old child’s home may not have prepared him/her well for the kinds of information valued on IQ
tests, it would be reasonable to expect that 6 or 7 years of effective schooling could make a difference to the
same child’s scores at age 14. When children’s scores remain stable on a test that places high value on school
learning, it should not be assumed that innate limitations account for this pattern. It is possible that the child
has not received adequate schooling. Numerous studies of the quality of curriculum, instruction and human as
well as material resources in schools verify that children living in poverty and many English language learners
receive distinctly inferior schooling (Anyon, 1997; Darling-Hammond & Post, 2000; Harry & Klingner,
2006; Kozol, 2005). As Skiba et al. (2002) argued, the reliability of standardized test scores may be an
accurate summary of ‘the tragic history of limited cultural and educational opportunity that led to those

depressed capacities’ (p. 70).

Inequity and risk in the special education placement process
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Beyond the provision of poor quality instruction prior to referral, the process that leads to special education
placement is often another contributor to the over-representation of minorities in special education. The first
NAS panel on disproportionality (Heller et al., 1982) argued that disproportionality should be considered
problematic if either the precursors to, or the outcomes of placement are biased or inadequate. Thus, bias in
the referral process, inappropriate or biased assessment, and ineffective instruction in the special education
program are all important.

It is well established that the vast majority of students who are referred for special education evaluation will
be tested and the vast majority of those tested will be placed (Gerber & Semmel, 1984; Ysseldyke &
Algozzine, 1983). According to Donovan and Cross’s (2002), review of this topic, referred children, regardless
of ethnicity, typically do exhibit severe academic and behavioral deficiencies for their age. Nevertheless, Harry
and Klingner’s (2006) ethnographic investigation of referral processes found wide variability across 12 schools
in the same school district, and concluded that although referrals for academic reasons were based on more
objective criteria than were referrals for behavioral issues, even academic referrals were seriously influenced by
local norms and by concerns about state-wide testing. Similarly, Mehan, Hartwick and Meihls (1985) found
that referral and placement decisions were more driven by organizational concerns than by children’s needs.

Another thorn in the side of the special education process has been the longstanding debate about potential
bias in testing. While it is beyond the scope of this review to detail this debate, the highlights must be
mentioned. According to Travers (1982) key interpretations of this issue turned on a contrast between
technical and holistic interpretations of bias, the former focusing on bias in specific test items, as contrasted
with the latter, which examine the possibility of an overall depressive effect on a group’s scores as a result of
the cultural dissonance both in the process and content of testing. Further, Skiba et al. (2002) place the issue

in the larger context of societal inequity, which is also the central argument of this chapter. They state that:

Neglecting the contribution of educational opportunity when interpreting minority test scores may in fact introduce statistical error,
regardless of whether a specific test can be shown to be ‘unbiased’ ... Failure to take into account issues of limited educational opportunity for

disadvantaged students thus increases measurement error. (p. 71)

The testing process itself has also come under scrutiny. In Harry and Klingner’s (2006) ethnographic study,
observation and interview data identified six sources of social influence on the assessment: Teachers’ informal
diagnoses of children’s problems; school personnel’s negative perceptions of children’s families; external
pressures for placement, such as the desire to remove low achievers from state-wide testing; the exclusion of
information on classroom ecology; variable choice and implementation of assessment instruments; and
psychologists” varying philosophical orientations. The researchers concluded that the power of ‘unofficial
practices and influences’ undermined the belief that the assessment is either scientific or objective.

Opverall, regardless of proofs of the technical adequacy of IQ tests, the logic of the holistic argument is easy
to see. In Hilliard’s (1995) words: ‘Item content is simply a matter of the arbitrary choices of an in-group of
item writers. Certainly the Afro Americans are poorly represented, if at all. To many Afro Americans the

“norm” is abnormal’ (p. 197).

Inequity and risk in special education programs
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As many have observed (e.g., Heller et al., 1982; MacMillan & Reschly, 1998), the problematic nature of
ethnic disproportionality in special education cannot be discussed without asking whether its outcomes are
positive and equitable. Key dimensions of concern are the law’s requirement that children be placed in the
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), relative drop-out rates and relative rates of return to the general
education program.

Restrictive programming appears to be the most detrimental effect of the high rates of overrepresentation of
Black students in ID and EBD programs (Fierros & Conroy, 2002). Despite the fact that the case of Corey H.
et al., v. Board of Education of the City of Chicago et al., and the 1llinois Stated Board of Education et al. (1992)
resulted in stringent requirements that the school district and the state of Illinois correct its pervasive use of
restrictive placements for students with ID (Soltman & Moore, 2002), the disproportionate segregation of
minorities through restrictive programs continues to be evidenced across the country. The Thirtieth Annual
Report to Congress (US Dept of Education, 2008) indicated that, in 2006, while approximately 51% of all
students with disabilities were served inside the regular classroom for more than 80% of the day, when this is
disaggregated by ethnicity, only 44.8% of Black students met this criterion as compared with 57.7% of
Whites. Moreover, 24.8% of Blacks were served inside the regular classroom for less than 40% of the day as
compared with 14% of Whites.

Parrish (2002), in examining California placement data, found glaring disparities on several dimensions
related both to the cost and the quality of services. For example, of all the children served in the EBD
category in California, Hispanic students represented 47% of those placed under the jurisdiction of the
California Youth Authority, compared to 15% of White children. The situation was reversed in costly private
special education residential schools, where Hispanics represented only 15% of the students, as compared with
58% of Whites. Thus, Hispanic students were roughly three times more likely to experience what Parrish
described as the ‘more punishing than remedial’ (p. 27) services of the California Youth Authority than were
their White peers. The California data also showed that Black students were more likely to be placed in the
most restrictive settings than were Whites, who generally were only so placed when their need for intensive
services was high.

With regard to post-special education outcomes, accurate rates of exit from special education are difficult to
find. OSEP data on exit are framed in terms of just about all means of exit except return to general education.
Graduation and drop-out rates for students in special education are further cause for lack of confidence in the
efficacy of special education, and further reinforce the performance patterns of the ethnic groups. OSEP’s
Thirtieth Annual Report to Congress (US Department of Education, 2008) indicated that almost a third of
students with SLD and over a half of those with EBD failed to graduate. Moreover, while the report shows
that, overall, drop-out rates decreased and graduation rates increased between 1996 and 2006, the pattern of
variability by ethnicity continued. For example, of students served under IDEA, Black and Hispanic students
had the lowest graduation rate (41.7%) as contrasted with graduation rates of 68.4% for Asians and 63.8% for
Whites.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, there is no question that the disproportionate placement of minorities in special education
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reflects deep societal inequities embedded in the educational system. Notwithstanding the historical
importance of the disabilities movement and its culmination in the 1975 EHA, the direction of special
education is now in need of revision. What were once two parallel streams — exclusion by race and by disability
— have converged in the special education system. Further, special education’s categorical framing of the high
incidence disabilities has resulted in decision-making that can be described, at best, as arbitrary, at worst, as
discriminatory. The resulting placement patterns are so variable and contradictory as to defy accurate analysis
and to produce outcomes that are seriously questionable. Overall, the ambiguities of the high incidence
categories indicate that it is not worthwhile to continue using the construct of disability to provide services to
children at the low end of the achievement spectrum. Rather, special education needs to be re-conceptualized
as a point on the continuum of instruction, rather than requiring a redefinition of struggling learners as
‘disabled’ and an arbitrary placement into categories of deficit.

To reconceptualize special education will require a restructuring of the funding, hiring, and resource
provisions that perpetuate inferior general education schooling for minorities. As recommended by a
comprehensive report by Rouse, Brooks-Gunn, & McLanahan (2005), universal preschool opportunities
should be a sine qua non in this wealthiest of nations. Incentives for teachers in the form of additional
stipends, decreased class size, administrative and material supports, and on-going professional development
are essentials if the neediest children are to receive equitable schooling. Referral for special services should be
reconceptualized to mean referral for specialized assistance, not for removal from the mainstream of general
education. Assessment of children’s learning and behavioral difficulties should be educational assessment,
whose purpose is to determine instructional practices that will assist the struggling student. Instructional
support should be offered by specialists trained in remediation, with no need for categorical labeling or
placement.

Indeed, important revisions have begun with the reconceptualization of the SLD category, the
implementation of the RTT model in many school districts around the US, and the requirement under IDEA
2004 that states must develop and implement policies and procedures to identify and address inappropriate
identification or disproportionate representation of students of color in special education. As argued by
Johnston (2011), the acceptance by all states of the use of the RTT model, either in tandem with or instead of
the traditional IQ-discrepancy formula for LD, indicates an attempt to resolve issues of SLD definition, the
high rates of SLD designation, ethnic disproportionality, and the increasing research base supporting the
effects of early intervention. Undoubtedly, however, despite an increasing research base on the effectiveness of
RTI (Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & McKnight, 2006), there is as yet no clear data on the challenges of
implementation in school districts.

With regard to the requirement for state accountability, the states’ response reflects a total lack of
commitment to the intent of the law. Since there has been no agreement on what constitutes ‘significant’
disproportionality, statistical methods for reporting disproportionality and the criteria for significance vary
widely across states (Cavendish, Espinosa, Mahotiere, & Menda, under review). Indeed, Albrecht, Skiba,
Losen, Chung, and Middleberg (2011) noted that, between 2005 and 2008, states increased their RR criteria
and, by 2008, no state had set a criterion lower than 2. This means that every state agrees that it is alright for
ethnic groups to be represented in special education disability categories at a rate double that of other groups,

and some agree that up to five times the likelihood of placement is acceptable.
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In summary, the centerpiece of the entire argument of this chapter is the need for the field to recognize that
the obsession with categorization further entrenches the hegemony of a norm based on the achievement levels
of the mainstream of the society. Those levels are the result of home, community, and school preparation, not
of intrinsic capability. Thus, the criterion for special education services should be, simply, a specified level of

achievement, rather than ambiguous ‘proof’ of some innate deficit.
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A Sociological Perspective on Special Education

Sheila Riddell

INTRODUCTION

This chapter identifies social theories currently in play in the field of special education, drawing on literature
from Scotland, the wider UK and Europe, with some reference to North America and Australia. Particular
reference is made to the Scottish policy context, placed within a wider UK and national context. An
underlying assumption is that theories of special/additional support needs and disability are crucial in terms of
understanding policy responses in school and the wider society. As Kirp (1982) noted, the way in which a
‘social problem’ is constructed says a great deal about how it will be resolved. In this chapter, I suggest that
two broad perspectives relating to social theory may be identified in research and policy making in the field of
special educational needs, namely functionalist and critical paradigms. Within a functionalist paradigm, it is
assumed that current approaches have developed in order to meet children’s needs most effectively, and that
amongst these it is possible to identify best practice. Critical approaches, which dominate within the sociology
of special education, seek to problematize existing practice, asking more demanding questions about which
social interests are being served by existing arrangements and dominant discourses. For example, Fulcher
(1989) observed that the discourse of inclusion can be deployed for tactical purposes by different interest
groups to justify almost diametrically opposed practices.

Drawing on the sociology of special education, which deconstructs theories and practices, this chapter
examines the way in which functionalism and critical social theory have been applied in special education
policy, practice and research. Functionalist thinking is rooted in the ideas of the French sociologist Emile
Durkheim, which were set out a hundred years ago. Durkheim developed the view that social cohesion was a
natural and desirable state, and conflicts which threatened this social stability were to be repressed. The aim of
the healthy society was to include as many people as possible, and neutralize or reform those at the margins.
Exclusion was thus seen as residual rather than endemic (Levitas, 1998). Critical paradigms, on the other
hand, rather than seeing conflict and challenge as abnormal, regard these as manifestations of unequal power
relations or social interactions. Accounts located within critical social policy and socio-cultural theory serve as
important challenges to common sense notions of how the world is and should be organized, particularly

during a period of growing inequality and economic crisis (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development [OECD], 2008).

THE CURRENT STATUS OF SPECIAL AND INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

At the present time in most developed countries, in line with international agreements, it is evident that the
trend is for disabled children and those with special/additional support needs to be included within

mainstream schools. Following the publication of the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994) inclusion has
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been accepted as the policy orthodoxy of the European Union and member states. Article 24 of the UN
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities underlines the importance of inclusive education as a
means of enabling disabled people of all ages ‘to participate effectively in a free society’. Article 24 specifies
that states have a responsibility to provide reasonable accommodations and appropriate support tailored to
individual needs.

Vislie (2003) suggested that from the 1970s onwards, there has been a clear trend across Europe towards
more inclusive educational provision, although progress has been rather slow. Rather than disappearing
altogether, separate provision has taken different forms, with considerable variation between different groups
of countries. In Northern and Western Europe, countries such as Norway, Sweden, England and Scotland
have created broadly inclusive systems, although in all four countries there is evidence of increased use of
special classes and special units attached to mainstream schools. The use of special units may blur the extent to
which segregation is taking place, since children may spend large parts of their day in separate settings, but be
officially enrolled in mainstream school (Riddell, 2012, chapter 2). There is also concern in the UK about the
use of ‘illegal exclusions’, whereby parents are requested to keep their children at home until a more suitable
placement can be found, but no official record is kept of this practice (Reid, 2009).

Significant use of special schools continues to be evident in countries in Central and Eastern Europe, where
the Soviet tradition of individual pupil deficit or ‘defectology’ was strongly embedded (Radoman, Nano, &
Closs, 2006; Tsokova & Becirevic, 2009). Countries seeking accession to the European Union have been
under considerable pressure to adopt more inclusive practices in their school systems, but such changes have
sometimes been cosmetic. For example, in Lithuania, Kugelmass and Galkiene (2003) suggest that the
development of inclusive education has been hindered by a range of factors including the following: lack of
competent and appropriately trained educators; a tendency to blame families for the problems of their
children; and financial difficulties facing countries during a period of economic and political transition.

To summarize, despite the international dominance of discourses of inclusion, it is evident that exclusive
practices persist and special settings are often rebranded as particular forms of mainstreaming. In the
following sections, I review the broad sociological theories which underpin special and inclusive education and

the types of research which have been informed by particular approaches.

FUNCTIONALIST PARADIGMS
Essentialist or individual needs approaches

Early approaches to special education were informed by eugenic ideas which were in the ascendancy in Europe
and the US in the late 19th and early 20th century (Kerr & Shakespeare, 2002). Francis Galton distinguished
between positive eugenics, which focused on encouraging good stock to breed, and negative eugenics, which
focused on discouraging the mentally and morally unfit from reproducing. Those exhibiting mental or
physical deficiency should be isolated from the rest of the population to avoid contamination. IQ_tests,
developed in the early 20th century, provided educational psychologists with an additional tool to use in
determining whose intelligence might be deemed to fall outwith the normal range. Lubeck and Garrett
(1990), describing the construction of the ‘at risk’ child in the USA, noted that American pioneers of mental

testing believed that intelligence was inherited and fixed rather than malleable, and was linked to racial origin.
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Henry Goddard, an early proponent of mental testing, was invited by the government to administer the Binet
Simon scale and other performance tests to recent immigrants at the Ellis Island receiving station. Goddard’s
work, published in 1917, showed that around 80% of Jews, Hungarians, Russians and Italians were feeble-
minded.

Translated into practice, eugenic thinking was sometimes brutal in its insistence on incarceration, but could
sometimes adopt a more benevolent face, suggesting that identifying the weak and feeble-minded was
essential in order to provide appropriate treatment. Tomlinson (1982) noted that the Egerton Commission of
1889 recommended access to basic vocational education for the blind to prevent them becoming a burden on
the state.

Early eugenic social theories played a pivotal role in shaping the emergent systems of special education in
the US and Europe. In most developed countries, the focus was on identifying individual deficits, leading, at
least in theory, to an appropriate form of special placement. In Scotland, for example, prior to 1980, individual
assessments were geared to the identification of the following nine legal categories of handicap: deafness,
partial deafness, blindness, partial sightedness, mental handicap, epilepsy, speech defects, maladjustment and
physical handicap. If a child was suspected of having one of these conditions, parents were legally obliged to
present the child at a clinic for medical assessment with a view to ascertaining whether ‘special educational
treatment’ was required. In urban areas, special schools were set up to deal with each of these conditions,
whilst in rural areas children were either educated within local schools or sent to residential establishments at
some distance from their homes. Until 1974, a certain proportion of children were deemed ‘ineducable and
untrainable’, and the health board rather than the local authority had responsibility for their care.

Following the Warnock report (Department for Education and Science, 1978), legislation in England and
Scotland replaced the legal categories of handicap with the overarching category of ‘special educational needs’
(SEN). This new category was intended to emphasize that SEN were not solely located in the child, but
signalled a mismatch between school provision and the conditions required by the individual child to make
educational progress. Control of the special education terrain shifted from medical practitioners to educational
psychologists, who orchestrated the process of assessment and recording. Teachers were accorded only a
subordinate role in assessment and diagnosis. Despite the apparent rejection of the deficit approaches,
children’s principal difficulties were still recorded and published by the Scottish Government.

In Scotland, the concept of SEN was replaced under 2004 legislation by that of additional support needs,
reflecting the view that failure to make progress in education may arise as a result of social problems as well as
learning difficulties and disabilities. The difficulty of moving away from categories of deficit, however, is
clearly indicated by the Scottish Government’s decision to gather and publish data on reasons for support.
These cover the traditional categories of learning disabilities, sensory and physical impairments, but also cover
social factors such as interrupted learning, having English as an additional language and being looked after by
the local authority.

To summarize, the individualized, or essentialist approach, which regards mental or physical deficits as
being rooted in the individual, is the traditional approach to special education throughout the developed
world, with the vast majority of countries adopting SEN classification systems (OECD, 2007). Challenged in
the late 1970s and early 1980s, classification systems are currently enjoying something of a resurgence. Parents

and voluntary organizations, supported by allies in medicine and psychiatry, have campaigned for the re-
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adoption of particular labels such as ADHD (Graham, 2010; Lloyd, Stead, & Cohen, 2006), often with a
view to accessing resources or avoiding more stigmatizing categories. The individual needs approach also
creates a triangular tension for resource allocation, with parents, professionals and bureaucrats pulling in
different directions. In practice, professionals were often co-opted into the work of the bureaucracy, ensuring
that their assessments did not conflict with budgetary controls (Riddell, 2006, chapter 3). It is also worth
noting that, despite the extensive advocacy of individualized assessment and teaching approaches in the
professional literature, there is little research-based evidence to suggest that most children with SEN require
provision which is completely different from that which is delivered to the majority of children. The vast
majority of children with SEN, it would appear, require adaptations related to the intensity of support and the

pace of learning but not an entirely different curriculum and pedagogy (Lewis & Norwich, 2005).

Managerialist or systems-based approaches

A particular branch of sociology of special education draws on a range of approaches to management, based
on the fundamental assumption that if organizational systems are correctly aligned, public sector institutions
will operate smoothly and effectively. In the UK, from the early 1980s to the mid-2000s, the focus was on
making mainstream schools more inclusive by reformulating the curriculum, pedagogy and classroom
organization. For example, Hart, Dixon, Drummond and Macintyre (2004) maintained that if mainstream
schools were geared to provide additional support as part of normal provision, then special needs labels would
be redundant.

The role of the learning support teacher or ‘special educator’ in comprehensive schools has dominated
discussion in the professional literature. For example, Dyson and Gains (1995) point out that the emergence
of the ‘whole school approach’ resulted in problems of ‘uncertainty, ambiguity and conflict’, as learning
support teachers, known as Special Educational Needs Coordinators in England, were expected to adopt
significant management and legal responsibilities for which they often lacked training and institutional back-
up.

Management discourses within special education became increasingly dominant with the advent of new
public management from the 1980s onwards. Informed by the ideas of economists such as von Hayek, and
drawing on behaviourist psychology, the central thesis of new public management was that everything
associated with the workplace can and should be measured. Targets were promoted as essential to human
motivation and external regimes of accountability were deemed necessary to discipline the actions of otherwise
self-serving professionals (Clarke & Newman, 1997; Pollitt, 1993). Within the field of special education,
questions were increasingly asked about the performance of children with SEN and the extent to which the
funding allocated to this area of education was delivering improved results. In the UK, this type of thinking
resulted in the promotion of Individualized Educational Programmes (IEPs) as a means of charting individual
progress and assessing the effectiveness of interventions. Research on the implementation of IEPs in Scotland
suggested that whilst teachers welcomed the opportunity to chart the progress of individual children against
personal goals, they were hostile to the idea of accountability at the level of the institution or the individual
teacher (Banks et al., 2001).

In the US, IEPs have long been regarded both as a means of accountability as well as a formal document
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specifying the additional resources to be allocated to individual children (Russo & Osborne, 2011). Instituted
under the terms of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act 1975 (PL 94-142), about 12% of the
pupil population in US schools has an IEP, compared with about 4% of the Scottish school population.
Gallagher (1972) argued that legal contracts should be established ‘with parents as equal partners in the plan,
using objective measures of goal attainments, and developing punitive consequences of failure to deliver
(Goodman & Bond, 1993, p. 411). Legal sanctions for failure to achieve objectives were necessary, according
to Gallagher, because ‘bureaucracies such as educational systems will move institutionally only under threat or
duress’ (Gallagher, 1972, p. 531).

More recently, there has been concern that the requirement to include all students in states’ wider target-
setting and testing programmes may widen the use of IEPs and incentivize the use of extensive curricula and
assessment accommodations (McLaughlin & Tilstone, 2000, p. 57).

To summarize, policy-making in the field of SEN has tended to be informed by functionalist assumptions
about assessing individual needs and/or managing special education systems to maximize efficiency. Research
has often been geared to supporting these enterprises, but has also revealed difficulties in using individual
assessments to determine optimal types and levels of support and in using individual targets to monitor

systemic efficiency.

Critical paradigms

Materialist or critical social policy approaches

Materialist approaches in the sociology of education have sought to understand the link between education,
the reproduction of social relations within capitalism and the way this relationship is regulated by the state. In
the 1970s, neo-Marxist writers such as Bowles and Gintis (1976) suggested that social and curricular divisions
in school corresponded directly to those in the labour market. Children in vocational programmes were
prepared for their future role in blue collar jobs, whilst the academic elite were groomed for their future place
in the professions. The label ‘learning difficulties’ might be applied to some of these children, but academic
excellence was not expected of those destined for manual work and therefore poor literacy and numeracy skills
were regarded as less of a problem.

Willis (1977), in his classic text Learning to Labour: How Working Class Kids Get Working Class Jobs,
presented a slightly more complex picture. Working class boys who understood that their future lay in hard
manual labour responded by celebrating a particular version of masculinity. School was to be treated as a ‘laff,
since it had very little relevance to their future lives. Studious boys were labelled the ‘ear ‘oles’ and were treated
with the derision suggested by their name. Girls who conformed to the role of the supportive home-maker
were dubbed ‘good as gold’. Willis characterized the lads’ rejection of schooling as a form of heroic resistance,
since it allowed them to assert a degree of agency, whilst forcing them into a life of exploitation. Were the

same group of lads to be observed in a contemporary classroom, the label of behavioural difficulties, learning

difficulties or ADHD might well be attached to them.
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Figure 6.1 Percentage of pupils from publicly funded schools in Scotland with particular types of difficulty
by the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation decile (2009)

Over recent years, behavioural difficulties have been regarded as classroom management problems and there
has been less analysis of competing subcultures and their relationship to the capitalist social relations. This, of
course, reflects the fact that government funders of research want to know what behaviour management
strategies work in school, and are unsympathetic to the message that behavioural difficulties are an unwelcome
by-product of unequal social relations. The implicit social determinism of neo-Marxist accounts is sometimes
at variance with attempts by government to achieve social cohesion through inclusive education and
employment policies, as outlined in Levitas’ (1998) analysis of the social inclusion discourse which
characterized many aspects of social policy under the UK Labour administrations of 1997-2010.

A body of literature has applied a materialist analysis to the construction of special education. For example,
Tomlinson (1985, 2012) noted that the expansion of the category of SEN in the early 1980s coincided with
the collapse of the youth labour market in the late 1970s, with particularly negative consequences for
traditionally male areas of employment such as manufacturing. Whereas in the 1940s, only 2% of UK pupils
were deemed to require special provision, by the 1980s this had increased to 20%. By labelling young men
from socially disadvantaged backgrounds as unemployable, politicians were able to avoid responsibility for
managing the demand side of the labour market more effectively. As Armstrong (2003) pointed out, the
expansion of special education was accompanied by an increasing tendency to pathologize the behaviour of
black pupils. ‘Special educational needs’, he noted, ‘is a convenient tool for legitimising discrimination, racism
and the lack of opportunities generally for young people’ (Armstrong, 2003, p. 121). The disproportionately
high identification of pupils from minority ethnic groups across the developed world is discussed in greater
depth by Harry (2007).

The social class differentials in England, noted by Tomlinson, are also evident in Scotland, and are
particularly pronounced in relation to certain categories of difficulty. Using the Scottish Index of Multiple

Deprivation (SIMD) as a measure of poverty, Figure 6.1 shows the proportion of pupils with particular types
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of difficulty by area deprivation decile, with 1 being the most deprived and 10 being the least deprived. There
is a very strong association between stigmatized categories such as social, emotional and behavioural
difficulties (which is also the largest category), but a weak association between disabilities such as visual
impairment, hearing impairment and dyslexia, which are relatively unstigmatized categories (Weedon,
Ahlgren, Riddell, & Sugden, 2012).

The importance of intersectional analysis, which explores the inter-connections of a range of social
variables, is underlined by Riddell and McCluskey (2012). Boys are much more likely than girls to be
identified as having additional support needs, to be excluded from school and to be educated in special
settings. In 2011, Scottish Government statistics showed that 70% of pupils with SEN, 67% of pupils
attending special schools and 80% of those excluded from schools were male (Riddell & McCluskey, 2012).
OECD data (2007) confirm that in all countries boys make up more than 50% of pupils identified as having
SEN and receiving additional support (Riddell, 2012).

Social constructionist approaches
Thus far, we have reviewed social accounts of special education which locate difficulties in learning within the
individual child, within the management structures of the organization or within wider social structures rooted
in economic relations. In this section, we explore the use of interactionist ideas in the sociology of special
education. Goffman (1968) challenged the thinking of Durkheim and Parsons by questioning the extent to
which behaviour is an expression of a rigid system of defined status and roles. For example, in his work
Asylums (1968), Goffman examined the ‘career’ of mental patients and prisoners in their respective closed
institutions. His aim was to understand the way in which individuals make sense of the world and negotiate
their social identity, often in very difficult circumstances. This may well involve resisting unwelcome labels
imposed by others in establishing their own definition of the situation. The familiar criticism of interactionist
work is that, in emphasizing the power of individual agency, it may underplay the power of wider social forces,
such as those associated with gender or class inequalities. It may also present all perceptions of the world as
equally valid, attracting the criticism of naive relativism. Nonetheless, he argues that this approach may
contribute usefully to the study of educational inequality by introducing cultural elements into highly
deterministic macro-theories, injecting human agency into theories accounting for social inequality and
opening the black box of schooling to examine the reflexive relations between the institutional practices and
students’ careers.

The socio-cultural approach is particularly evident in a number of recent Swedish studies which seek to
understand the reification of labels in the field of special education. For example, Hjérne and Siljo (2004)
explore the use of the term ADHD/DAMP in Swedish schools in the context of the politics of

representation. They comment:

ADHD/DAMP as a category, thus, has established itself within schooling, and in this sense is both a social fact and a resource that is actively
used for dealing with problems. It has implications for the manner in which teaching is organised and for the use of limited resources. It will
also have consequences for the student’s educational career, and obviously, a neuropsychiatric diagnosis, indicative of a brain injury, will play a

critical role identity formation of young people. (Hjérne & Siljo, 2004, p. 7)

Their analysis of verbal exchanges in pupil-student welfare team meetings illustrates the way in which
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professionals focus on evidence which supports the emerging idea that a particular pupil has a specific form of
neural deficit, seeking only confirming rather than disconfirming data. In their discussions, practitioners
tended to ignore the influence of pedagogy, curriculum and classroom ethos, which might provide alternative
explanatory accounts of individual children’s failure to learn. Many parents accepted the professionals’
diagnosis quiescently, with only one parent challenging the teacher’s version of events. Whilst emphasizing
the role of everyday interactions in building social reality, Hjorne and Silj6 are also aware of the wider social
context. They suggest that the use of categories such as ADHD/DAMP reflect changes in public schooling in
Sweden, as the increase in free schools threatens to undermine the principle of universal education provided in
comprehensive schools. As noted by Lloyd and Norris (1999) and Graham (2010), disputes over the label
ADHD have been taking place in many parts of the world.

A further example of the exploration of the establishment and contestation of labels in special education
may be found in the Scottish study of dyslexia conducted by Riddell, Duffield and Brown (1994). Drawing on
interviews, surveys and observation, the researchers noted the different understandings of dyslexia promoted
by different groups. Voluntary organizations and some doctors tended to believe that dyslexia was inherently
different from other forms of learning difficulty. They believed that the condition was physiological in origin,
favoured forms of psycho-metric assessment designed to identify discrepancies in ability and promoted
particular teaching methods which were best delivered by specially trained teachers. Educational
psychologists, education officers and teachers, on the other hand, believed that children with specific learning
difficulties (their preferred term), did not represent a discrete group but were part of a continuum, with a
diverse array of abilities and difficulties attributable to environmental and individual factors operating
interactively. According to this perspective, there was no absolute dividing line between children with
‘common or garden’ learning difficulties and others. The preferred form of assessment was classroom
observation of difficulties in order to devise a range of teaching strategies, to be implemented by the class or
learning support teacher, without the need for intervention by an educational psychologist. Faced with a
refusal to acknowledge dyslexic children as a discrete group with specific problems and teaching needs, parents
often became extremely frustrated, and adopted a range of strategies including engaging independent
psychologists to conduct assessments and, in England, taking appeals to the Special Educational Needs
Tribunal.

To summarize, struggles over the creation and negotiation of categories within the field of special education
are still taking place, and social interactionist theories have a great deal to offer in terms of understanding the
material consequences which ensue. In the final section, we consider the influence of the sociology of
disability, which has had a major impact on thinking about special and inclusive education over the past two
decades (see the collection of papers edited by Arnot, 2012, for a review of this work and of the contribution

of Professor Len Barton to the field).

Civil rights approaches

According to early social model theorists such as Oliver (1990) and Barnes (1991), disabled people are
systematically excluded or marginalized within capitalist societies. Whilst impairments may have real effects,

these are not automatically disabling. Rather, disability is always experienced within a specific social context
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and it is always political, cultural and economic arrangements, rather than impairments, which exclude.
Recently, the sociology of disability has diversified. For example, some of the literature on learning difficulties
adopts a strong social constructionist position (Goodley, 2001). Corker and Shakespeare (2002) have
emphasized the historical contingency of disability, describing it as a postmodern category because of its
mutability. Abberley (1987) drew attention to the fact that many impairments arise as a result of war, disease
and global economic oppression.

The social model of disability has had a major impact on everyday thought and action, and has led to
significant political progress for disabled people, reflected in anti-discrimination legislation such as the US
Americans with Disabilities Act 1990 (as amended in 2008) and the GB Equality Act 2010. Anti-
discrimination legislation generally conceptualizes disability as being a characteristic of the individual, but
places an onus on public bodies, including schools, to make reasonable accommodations in order to minimize
the impact of the disability on a person’s social experiences and life chances. Anti-discrimination legislation
often dovetails with education legislation to provide legal protection for children and young people with SEN
and their parents. However, as illustrated by comparative accounts of the socio-legal aspect of special
education (Harris & Riddell, 2011), in most developed countries the balance of power continues to lie with
professionals and policy-makers, with parents and children often having little opportunity to realize their
rights in practice.

Despite the power of the social model as an analytical tool and a driver of legislative and wider societal
change, only a small number of studies have explicitly adopted this approach in research. For example,
Riddell, Baron and Wilson’s (2001) study of the meaning of the learning society for people with learning
difficulties is clearly informed by social model thinking, as is Armstrong’s (2003) retrospective study of the

experience of special schooling by people with learning difficulties.

CONCLUSION

It is evident that many social theories jostle for position in making sense of the field of special education. This
chapter grouped theories into functionalist and critical paradigms. The former are based on the idea that
stability and cohesion are natural and desirable social states, whilst the latter see tension and conflict as an
inevitable product of capitalist social relations. Functionalist accounts have traditionally reflected the view that
the role of special education is to identify those children who should be excluded or marginalized because of
the threat which they seemed to pose for the social order. Over recent years, within developed countries, a
growing emphasis has been placed on inclusion as a key ingredient in the creation of a modern knowledge
economy. However, debates continue with regard to which children should be excluded from the mainstream
classroom and what sort of provision should be made for them. These struggles are often over the allocation of
scarce educational resources, as government insist that more attention should be placed on recognizing the
needs of individual children, whilst targeting resources on improved educational outcomes for higher
achieving children.

Whilst functionalist accounts tend to be favoured by parents, practitioners and policy-makers because of
their focus on how to improve educational efficiency and effectiveness, critical paradigms provide important

insights into the forces of change and challenge without necessarily providing a route map to guide future
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developments. Given the array of social forces operating in the field of special education, each perspective
contributes distinctive understandings of ways in which the field of special education has developed thus far,

and the tensions and challenges which continue to shape its future direction.
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Social Justice in Education for Students with
Disabilities

David J. Connor

Interest in the application of social justice (S]) theories to education has grown exponentially in the United
States since the mid-1980s, multiplying almost 20-fold (Connor, 2012). The ‘currency’ of SJ is reflected in
edited books (Ayers, Hunt, & Quinn, 1998), professional journals (e.g., Education, Citizenship, and Social
Justice), conferences (e.g., Conference on Equity and Social Justice, 2012) and mission statements on
university webpages (e.g., Brooklyn College). However, the phenomenon of SJ in education gives rise to many
questions, including: Where did it originate? How did it grow? What and who does it encompass? And,
perhaps most importantly for readers of this book: What does it actually mean for students with disabilities
(SWD) and the educators who work with them?

In this chapter, I endeavor to answer these questions by addressing three interconnected areas outlined as
follows. First, I link the inception of SJ to contemporary times and related issues in special education as both a
field of study and a structural system for SWD. Second, I describe as a matter of SJ, the need for reframing
disability beyond restrictive notions foundational to the field of special education. Third, I explore examples of
proactive pedagogy to educate about disability throughout the curriculum in order to challenge widespread

ableist beliefs and practices.

LINKING THE ORIGINS OF SOCIAL JUSTICE TO HUMAN RIGHTS

The term ‘social justice’ was first used in the mid-19th century by Luigi Taparelli d’Azeglio, a Sicilian priest in
response to changes wrought upon society by the industrial revolution, and the Church’s position on these
changes (Zajda, Majhanovich, & Rust, 2006). In a tumultuous era of unfettered capitalism that gave birth to
socialist movements in opposition to dehumanizing conditions, Taparelli denounced the separation of
morality from ‘positive law’, a man-made legal system that bestowed or removed privileges from a particular
group of people in society. In contrast, it was generally believed that ‘natural law’ upheld universal, inherent
rights bestowed by nature or God. By viewing society as a multi-leveled system comprised of many sub-
societies — and not as a monolithic entity composed of individuals — Taparelli asserted that all people at every
layer had rights and responsibilities. Furthermore, he believed that for the benefit of all people, these rights
and responsibilities should be respected by everybody. In sum, Taparelli advocated that people from all levels
of society should work together toward meeting everyone’s needs without resorting to competition, conflict, or
violence. From these origins, we can begin to see the premise of SJ as promoting and upholding equality
among people — for the greater good of all.

Of course this simple notion — for the greater good of all — often clashes with structures, systems and

governmental policies in societies around the world. This chapter is admittedly contextualized within the US
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where the traditional dominant ideology is to ‘make it on your own’, mythologized through tales of rugged
individualism and self-sufficiency within a competitive free-market that exists through minimal governmental
involvement. However, a byproduct of Jasseiz faire capitalism has always been massive discrepancies among
salaries that results in a sizable portion of the population existing as an underclass with few resources and little
economic opportunities (Sleeter, 2007).

In a comment laced with sarcasm, Nieto (2010) states that some people ‘... liken social justice to socialism
and the end of the civilized world as we know it’ (p. ix), referring to a curious phenomenon within the US of
equating socialism with communism, and the related fear of some people losing their liberties when equality is
being advocated for others. Scholars working within SJ recognize that effective fear-mongering results in large
groups of people remaining disenfranchised within the systems that constitute our society. Predictably,
marginalization is frequently based upon one or more markers of identity such as race, class, gender,
immigration status, disability, sexual orientation, and so on. In response, members of these groups and their
allies seek to change conditions that disadvantage them in comparison to other citizens, enabling all access to
a larger world enjoyed by the majority of people.

Taparelli’s original thoughts have stretched throughout a century and a half, taking root across the world,
influencing the conceptualization of human rights. Once introduced to the world at large, the discourse of
human rights became integrated into existing social movements. For example, African-Americans within the
US were keenly aware of how their community sacrificed their own lives to protect the rights of European
citizens, while the same rights were denied them on returning home (Wynn, 1993). In sum, the Civil Rights
movements of the US, originated by African-Americans, soon grew to include other ‘second-class’ citizens
without recognition from and freedoms within the larger community. These groups included: women
(Steinem, 1969); gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender and queer-identified people (GLBTQ) (Alsenas, 2008);
and people with disabilities (Fleisher & Zames, 2001). Through their struggles, all of these groups made

progress and gained greater access to all aspects of society, including education within schools and universities.

DEFINING SOCIAL JUSTICE IN EDUCATION

While much as been said and written about the need for, and value of, a SJ perspective in understanding the
world, there have also been concerns about who is defining SJ and how. For example, Novak (2000) notes
that, ‘Whole books and treatises have been written about social justice without ever offering a definition of it.
It is allowed to float in the air as if everyone will recognize an instance of it when it appears’ (p. 11).

Multicultural education scholar Nieto asserts that:

... a close look at U.S. educational history makes it obvious that few controversies have been unrelated to social justice in education, whether
these have focused on segregated schools, bilingual education, education for youngsters with special needs, or gender-fair education, among

others. (2010, p. x)

It is clear that the overarching concept of SJ encompassing these and other issues is so broad that it can
appear, for some, too widespread and therefore problematic. Chapman and Hobbel express concern that, ‘The
increased use of the term “social justice” has led to a diffusion of meaning that threatens to make the concept
of social justice ineffective and difficult to document through empirical research’ (2010, p. 3). This diffusion

provokes scholars such as North (2008) to dismiss the concept of SJ as ‘education’s latest catchphrase’,
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charging that individuals using the label ‘often fail to elaborate the substantive meaning of social justice and
the implications of its use’ (p. 1182). The seeming paradox of omnipresence without clear definition, and
unclear consequences of its use, has thankfully prompted several SJ scholars to articulate what S] means to
them.

For instance, Nieto and Bode (2007) describe SJ education as ‘a philosophy, an approach, and actions that
embody treating all people with fairness, respect, dignity, and generosity’ (cited in Chapman & Hobbel,
2010a, p. 1). The crucial element within their definition is actions; actions based upon a philosophy that
guides a specific approach to teaching and learning. This expectation of taking action is echoed by other SJ
scholars such as Steinberg (2009) who states, ‘... We — teachers and instructors — are the agent of social and
cultural change’ (p. xiii). Likewise, Ayres, Quinn, and Stovall (2009b), note that SJ embraces ‘three Rs:
Relevant, Rigorous, and Revolutionary. We change our lives, we change the world’ (p. xiv). At the same time,
Ayers et al. acknowledge that SJ in education is still very much a work in progress, and perhaps, by its very
nature, may always be this way, stating, ‘... in this dynamic, forward-charging, imperfect human endeavor,
there is always more to know, more to uncover, more to expand and embrace’ (2009a, p. 725), conveying its

unfinalizability.

SOCIAL JUSTICE AND STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

The previous sections serve as a context to the central question of this chapter: What does SJ actually mean for
SWD and the educators who work with them? Some readers may argue that the very structure of special
education is a form of SJ. After all, since 1975, the passage of major US law PL 94-142 (The Education of All
Handicapped Children Act) and its subsequent reauthorizations as Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(1990, 1997) and Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Education Act (2004) guarantee a free and
appropriate public education for all SWD. Indeed, there are traditional scholars working within the field of
special education who argue that this trajectory does constitute SJ (see, for example, Anastasiou & Kauffman,
2011). However, the same field has also been consistently critiqued ecause of the educational structures that
materialized in which to educate students with disabilities (Skrtic, 1991). In brief, despite good intentions
embedded within protective law, the experiences of and outcomes for students with disabilities signal a need
for change.

For example, in comparison to their non-disabled peers, students in the special education system are likely
to have: high drop-out rates (Thurlow, Sinclair, & Johnson, 2002), low graduation rates (Advocates for
Children, 2005), a lengthier time completing school (US Department of Education, 2005), less likelihood of
entering college and more likelihood of leaving without graduating (Gregg, 2007), unemployment or
underemployment (Moxley & Finch, 2003), and higher rates of incarceration (Children’s Defense Fund,
2007). Within the special education system, students continue to experience segregation according to
disability, with students of color and/or from linguistic minorities still being placed in more restrictive settings
(Losen & Orfield, 2002). As has been argued elsewhere (Ferri & Connor, 2005), when it became illegal to
separate schools by race, segregation according to disability materialized as a loophole that permitted ongoing
racial divisions. Indeed, for many scholars interested in education and disability, the very concept of ‘special

education’ is problematic because it signifies a monopoly of thought about these related concepts, and
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represents a variety of meanings to different people — from a benevolent, enabling system of protections and
services (Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995) to an oppressive, disabling structure, functioning as a precursor to
unemployment, low-level jobs, and jail (Karagiannis, 2000; Kim, Losen, & Hewitt, 2010). These troubling
outcomes follow the same patterns around the world, as has been seen in recent research from Austria, the
UK, Germany, Sweden, South Africa, India, Kenya and Argentina (Artiles, Kozleski, & Waitoller, 2011).
Their findings serve to remind us of Slee’s (2001) charge for educational research to be more explicit in its
connections to SJ.

Although divisions within the field of special education have existed since its inception (see, for example,
Danforth, 2009; Dunn, 1968; Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1986), the field has been hostile to critiques,
frequently silencing potentially productive discussions, limiting a plurality of perspectives and imposing an
ideological ‘orthodoxy’ (Gallagher, Heshusius, Iano, & Skrtic, 2004). At the turn of the 21st century, a
gathering of prominent special education scholars met to debate ‘the divide’ in special education between
subgroups of traditionalists and reconceptualists. These subgroups illustrated the depth of this schism: the
former desirous of staying the course, while the latter invoked SJ in their wish to reimagine and redevelop
special education along different lines (Andrews et al., 2000).

Around the same time, a core group of critical special educators united in their rejection of self-imposed
limitations within the field of special education, motivated by a desire to develop alternative ways of
theorizing and researching disability that would, in turn, impact practice and policy. Influenced by the multi-
disciplinary field of Disability Studies (DS), these scholars began the sub-discipline of Disability Studies in
Education (DSE) (Baglieri, Valle, Connor, & Gallagher, 2011). Initially, in large part, a critique of special
education’s knowledge base that served as the bedrock undergirding claims and practices (see chapters by
Gallagher and Biklen in this volume), DSE has grown to assert its own identity, claiming disability is a form
of human diversity, and openly aligning itself with issues of SJ, including inclusive education (Connor, Gabel,
Gallagher, & Morton, 2008).

People with disabilities have long critiqued the disposition, conceptualizations, and motivation of disability-
focused researchers, calling attention to the minimal impact of their work on the material lives of people with
disabilities. Oliver (1996) has characterized most disability-related research as, ‘... at best irrelevant, and at
worst, oppressive’ (p. 129). This situation provoked the grass-roots mantra for knowledge claims about
disability research, ‘Nothing about us without us’ (Charlton, 2000, p. 3). Prominent scholars of disability who
have disabilities frequently make explicit links to their lives and professions with issues of SJ, activism, access,
and inclusion (see, for example: Asch, 2001; Fine & Asch, 2003; Gabel & Peters, 2004; Linton, 2006;
Wendell, 2000).

REFRAMING DISABILITY AS HUMAN DIVERSITY: A SOCIAL JUSTICE ISSUE

In general, DS are interested in understanding, differentiating among, and critiquing, all models of disability.
The most prevalent models addressed within DS are the medical, social and personal
(individualized/hermeneutic) models. Although each will be briefly discussed in this section, each merits more
attention than space permits. Other models of disability include lenses constituted by a variety of factors such

as economic, religious, cultural, expert, moral, market, spectrum, etc. (see www.disabled-
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world.com/definitions/disability-models.php). The three main models — medical, social, personal (and others)
— are neither singular nor free-floating, but rather intersectional phenomena that co-exist in time and place.
By reframing disability and viewing it through different and/or multiple lenses allows educators, scholars,
people deemed disabled and able-bodied, to contemplate disability in more rich and nuanced ways, serving to
expand our understanding of bodily differences. The very notion of ‘disability’ becomes interrogated as a

marker of identity that we take for granted, offering us new ways of looking at familiar things.

The medical model

The major critique of special education by DSE scholars has been its dogged adherence to conceptualizations
of disability primarily grounded in science, medicine and psychology, all of which frame disability as deficit,
disorder, and dysfunction (Dudley-Marling & Gurn, 2011). In brief, special education locates the problem of
disability within the individual as an intrinsic state of being, something in need of a cure. The language of
special education is rife with medical terminology that subsequently imbues its practices with the authority of
pseudo-science. Valle and Connor (2010) describe assessment, eligibility, and special placement procedures

delineated under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act:

The ‘patient’ (student) presents with ‘symptoms’ (educational problems). The ‘scientific expert’ (school psychologist) performs an
‘examination’ (psycho-educational assessment) in order to confirm or rule out a ‘diagnosis’ (disability). Once a ‘diagnosis’ (disability) is
identified, a ‘prescription’ (Individualized Education Plan, or IEP) is written with recommendations for a ‘course of treatment’ (special
education placement and individual instruction) intended to ‘cure’ (remediate) the ‘patient’ (student). A ‘follow-up appointment,” (annual IEP

review) is scheduled to evaluate the effectiveness of the ‘treatment plan’ (special education services). (2004, p. 40-41)

In pathologizing human difference as disability, the field of special education (and the foundational

knowledge it is built upon) has historically offered a very narrow lens for teachers to view this classification.

The social model

As a field, DS largely self-defines as being undergirded by the social model of disability. That said, in the US
and the UK, the grounding of the social model of disability is quite different, prompting some scholars to
argue that researchers should clearly identify which definition of the social model is being used and in what
ways (Gabel & Peters, 2004). Others have said it is more accurate to describe ‘social interpretations’ of
disability, allowing for greater understanding of theories existing within DS (disability identity, disability
discourse, embodiment, etc.) (Gabel, 2005).

Without wishing to oversimplify, the movement in the UK that gave rise to DS in the 1970s was arguably
more grass roots than its US counterparts in its vehement rejection of imposed medical authority.
Interestingly, the UK movement differentiated between impairment as a bodily function and disability as
social oppression promulgated by widespread practices, structural barriers, and bureaucracies that actively
disabled its impaired citizens. It urged for greater access to all aspects of society, including jobs,
transportation, living conditions and education.

Within the US, in a roughly parallel timeframe, the civil rights movement gave rise to the rights of people

with disabilities being conceived as a minority group. In comparison to the UK, the US movement was viewed
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as more eclectic in nature, and did not stress impairment vs. disability. According to Gabel, the US
‘emphasized the social construction of disability rather than the sociopolitical processes of disablement’ (2005,
p- 5). Another interesting turn — and major difference — is that DS in the US has been dominated by the
humanities (Snyder, Brueggemann, & Garland-Thomson, 2002), whereas within the UK, DS has stayed true
to its sociological roots (Barnes, Mercer, & Shakespeare, 1999).

Both versions of the social model have been widely used to promote much-needed changes in policy,
especially in the UK (Lang, 2001). However, these models have also been critiqued as somewhat outdated,
having served their original purpose of advancing, and complicating disability theory (Gabel & Peters, 2004).
For example, once staunch advocates for the social model, Shakespeare and Watson consequently called
attention to its limitations, including the need to retain a medical perspective, especially when it comes to

disabilities that cause physical and mental pain. They write:

For us, disability is the quintessential post-modern concept, because it is so complex, so variable, so contingent, so situated. It sits at the
intersection of biology and society and of agency and structure. Disability cannot be reduced to a singular identity: it is a multiplicity, a

plurality. (2002, p. 18)

In addition, they critique the minority model of disability as presumptuous and limiting, claiming:

Many disabled people do not want to see themselves as disabled, either in terms of the medical model or the social model. They downplay the
significance of their impairments, and seek access to a mainstream identity. They do not have a political identity, because they do not see
themselves as part of the disability movement either ... What is wrong with seeing yourself as a person with a disability, rather than a disabled
person, or even identifying simply as a human being, or as a citizen, rather than as a member of a minority community. After all, identity

politics can be a prison, as well as a haven. (Shakespeare & Watson, 2002, p. 19)

The comments of Shakespeare and Watson complicate any simple or universal interpretations of disability
through any model. At the same time, while they do critique the social models, these frameworks still hold

great sway by their primary location of disability within social contexts rather than individuals.

The individual or hermeneutic model

An individual model of disability privileges the lived experience of people with disabilities, upholding a core
tenet of DS. Given that the majority of knowledge circulating about disability is generated by deficit-based
discourses (science, medicine, psychology, education, etc.), a hermeneutic model provides counter-narratives
to master-narratives or dominant scripts of disability. Hermeneutic sources can range from mainstream
memoirs (Kleege, 1999; Knipfel, 1999; Mooney, 2008), to poetry (Clare, 1999; Ferris, 2009), to research
which foregrounds the voices of individuals with disabilities (Rodis, Garrod, & Boscardin, 2000). It also
includes children and youth in special education who offer astute insights into: the nature of disability
(Connor, 2008), how our education systems often disadvantage many students with disabilities (Keefe,
Moore, & Duff, 2006), and life at the intersections of disability and race (Collins, 2003), class (Harry &
Klingner, 2006), gender (Ferri & Connor, 2010) and sexual orientation (McRuer, 2006).

All of these individualized accounts contribute to understanding disability as unique, with knowledge
claims not universalized or generalization in the scientific sense, but rather offering a deeper understanding of

the contextual and the particular. At the same time as being predominantly anti-essentialist, such accounts do
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provide insights into the actual lives of people with disabilities to reveal the tangle of disability discourses that
an individual must navigate to make sense of the world in general, and her place within it. In valuing the
experiences and perceptions of students and adults with disabilities, educators can come to know the material

implications of living with a disability.

THE VALUE OF A PLURALITY OF PERSPECTIVES ON DISABILITY

Because DS (and by extension DSE) is interdisciplinary, and deliberately eclectic, it can appear diffuse — even
confusing to some educators. However, it also offers an open-ended view of disability that is a valid alternative
to traditional special education discourse. Scholars who have helped to develop the subfield of DSE are
motivated by a desire to change society in its broad understandings of disability, including how the institution
of special education functions. By providing an alternative framework through which to view disability
(instead of relegating anything to do with disability and education into the default box of special education),
DSE has invoked SJ as a foundational principle. Using a SJ-based DSE lens ultimately opens up increased
possibilities in contemplating theory, research, policy, and practice in the education of SWD.

In brief, DSE urges disability to be included in contemporary notions of diversity promulgated within SJ
texts (Ayres et al., 2009b; Chapman & Hobbel, 2010a) and multicultural anthologies (Steinberg, 2009). By
unpacking what constitutes normalcy (and abnormalcy) in terms of students and research upon them, DSE
troubles the fixity of dis/ability categorizations, the legitimacy of traditional research methods and knowledge
claims, and surety of existing educational structures and practices. It is worth noting that scholars within the
field of special education (and other disciplines) who share a disposition toward SJ issues have made
significant contributions. For example, Harry and Klingner (2006) focus on how children of color become
overrepresented in special education categories and segregated placements; Hehir (2005) illustrates how
ableism works within education; Baker (2002) reveals taken-for-granted disturbing practices within schools
that ‘hunt’ for disability; Varenne and McDermott (1998) portray the varied social contexts in which disability
alternately appears and disappears for students; and Blanchett (2006) reveals instances of institutional racism
that combine with ableism to contain African-American students. In addition, the work of Artiles, Kozleski,
Trent, Osher and Ortiz (2010) calls attention to how research in traditional special education has been
extremely narrow, to the point of ignoring many important issues.

It seems that when learning is conceptualized as an individual process, the task of documenting child
factors is relatively straightforward; fairly clear answers can be obtained in such studies. However, when issues
of context and institutional and interpersonal processes are included in research questions, it is not clear
whether researchers used research methods and/or theoretical frameworks that would enable them to capture
systematically the link between mind, history, and society.

The lack of cultural competency by many researchers in special education is evident in the inattention paid

to issues such as race, class, and culture. As Arzubiaga, Artiles, King, & Harris-Murri (2008) have noted:

Systematic analysis of empirical studies published over substantial periods of time in peer refereed journals in psychology, special education,
and school psychology show that researchers have neglected to ask questions, or to document and/or analyze data that would shed light on the
role of culture in human development and provide alternative explanations for student achievement and behavior other than student deficits,

which are often assumed with minority group status. (p. 311)
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Disability and race are intimately connected throughout US educational history (Connor & Ferri, in press),
a nexus that is alive and well as evidenced in the over-representation of students of color in disability
categories.

In order to come closer to understanding inequities around race and disability, it is necessary to trouble the
limitations of existing educational research in favor of a more diverse, multi-layered approach that
incorporates many factors ignored or unaddressed in traditional special education studies. As Artiles (2011)

notes:

The interdisciplinary examination of the racialization of disability promises to transcend substantial limitations of previous equity research in
terms of how difference is theorized; the unit of analysis used in this literature; the role of culture, power, and history in institutional
practices; the systematic juxtaposition of culture, space, and time ... [because such a framework] takes into account the dynamic, culturally

situated, and historically produced nature of difference and its consequences. (p. 443)

It is clear then, that special education has neglected a plethora of important SJ-related issues including:
disability as a highly contested category; the need to analyze disability in various contexts; schooling practices
that actually disable some of the most vulnerable children; the need to use multiple lenses to understand the
lived experience of disability in and out of schools; ways in which disability always intersects with a variety of
markers of identity; and how disability is inextricably woven with historical understandings of race
(Annamma, Connor, & Ferri, 2013; Erevelles, 2006).

In neglecting these ‘unpalatable’ issues, and uncritically asserting disability as a deficit, special education’s
clinical disposition has sidestepped SJ issues. However, disability 7s an issue of SJ, prompting us to recognize,
and challenge, ongoing beliefs and practices that diminish individuals with disabilities who often evaluate
themselves as ‘less than’ human (Pelkey, 2001). This challenge can be done through theorizing with view to
action, developing educational policies that include students with disabilities, researching with students
identified as disabled, and personally practicing a pedagogy that challenges the current status quo
understanding disability in very limited ways. In the following section, as part of a broad SJ framework, I
explore different ways in which educators can use pro-active pedagogy to engage students in issues around

disability and diversity.

TEACHING ABOUT DISABILITY: USING PROACTIVE PEDAGOGY

Understanding disability as part of the broad spectrum of SJ issues means that it can be integral to all aspects
of teaching. In other words, there lies potential to incorporate disability throughout the entire curriculum. For
many disability activists, this is imperative, given the need to counter pervasive master narratives of deficit,
dysfunction, disorder, tragedy, charity, and so on (Charlton, 2000; Linton, 1998; Shapiro, 1993). By
developing a SJ-based proactive pedagogy, educators can use DS to teach against limited and oppressive
understandings of disability and toward human diversity, disrupt notions of normalcy, challenge pervasive
stereotypes, and provide alternative renderings of dis/ability. Above all, a proactive pedagogy offers ways to
confront the many forms of ableism, including manifestations within school practices, structures, and

ironically — sometimes within special education itself.

CONFRONTING ABLEISM IN EDUCATION
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Originally termed ‘handicapism’ (Bodgen & Biklen, 1977), the current term ableism denotes the different
treatment of people with disabilities as inferior to people without disabilities. Akin to racism, sexism,
heterosexism, and ageism, ableism signifies the belief that people lacking one or more characteristics do not

qualify as fully human. Described by Rauscher and McClintock (1996) as:

A pervasive system of discrimination and exclusion that oppresses people who have mental, emotional, and physical disabilities ... Deeply
rooted beliefs about health, productivity, beauty, and the value of human life, perpetuated by the public and private media, combine to create
an environment that is often hostile to those whose physical, mental, cognitive, and sensory abilities ... fall out of the scope of what is

currently defined as socially acceptable. (p. 198)

People with disabilities have long described their status as second-class citizens (Fleischer & Zames, 2001)
without this being fully acknowledged by non-disabled people.

By using the voices, experiences, and perspectives of people with disabilities to guide the counter-narrative
to the dominant discourse of deficit, educators can begin to re-value rather than devalue the concept of
disability. After all, schools are a microcosm of a macro society, simultaneously reflecting and shaping cultural
values and norms. Hehir (2005) calls attention to peoples’ attitudes, that ‘... uncritically assert that it is better
for a child to walk than roll, speak than sign, read print than read Braille, spell independently than use a spell
check, and hangout with nondisabled children rather than with other disabled children’ (p. 15). His
comments reveal ways in which the microcosm of schooling has traditionally been configured to shape the
macrocosm society, and its focus on differentiating between able-bodied and disabled people. The result has
been a historically inflexible system, largely intolerant of children who do not — or cannot — ‘fit’ into school
cultures, who then become relegated to specially designated classrooms, schools and institutions.

Given the pervasive nature of ableism, manifest throughout all aspects of society, there are many
opportunities for proactive pedagogy. In the following sections, I outline ways in which educators can
participate in the ‘cultural work’ of teaching about disability as human variation. I begin by focusing on college
curriculum in general and then teacher education programs specifically, before moving to include several ways

in which disability can be incorporated within elementary, junior high, and high schools.

TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

The place of disability within teacher education programs is constantly subject to the push-and-pull of
numerous forces. On one hand, teachers are increasingly required by the educational establishments to: focus
on high stakes testing; use a lock step curriculum; adhere to standardizing children (for example into
‘performance’ categories of 1, 2, 3, 4); push relentlessly toward this uniformity; and be fearful of penalties,
punitive measures, and public humiliation via published ratings should their students not sufficiently measure
up to standards. On the other hand, teachers are expected to: teach a population composed of children with a
diverse range of abilities and disabilities; be cognizant of multiculturalism and student diversity in general,
(including gender, social class, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and so on); use differentiated instruction in
order to meet various needs; and motivate all children to learn. It is safe to say that multiple tensions exist
within these expectations that pose what many perceive as conflicting demands (Cochran-Smith & Power,
2010).

Teacher education programs often contribute to this tangle of tensions as they rarely capture the current
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‘reality’ faced by teachers, and even if they do urge teachers to be subversive, the teachers face real risks in
maintaining their jobs and securing tenure (Santos, 2010). Governmental policies such as No Child Left Behind
have created situations in which children identified as disabled are increasingly being held back (Davey, 2005),
provided inappropriate alternative assessments (Kotrinsky, 2012, personal communicaton), encouraged to
transfer schools (Oyler & Fuentes, 2012), and are not guaranteed admission to charter schools at the same rate
as their non-disabled peers (Sweet, 2006). In addition, federal initiatives such as the reduction of racial
minority students in special education are inherently flawed as each state is allowed to define its own index
that constitutes overrepresentation, with the average state determining 300% — and others up to 500%
(Artiles, 2011).

In general, despite movements triggered by IDEIA’s push to connect special education teacher education
programs to general education, curricula and classrooms are still largely separated within universities (Young,
2008). This continued separation of space, administration, qualifications and orientation to human difference
continues to impact the grounding of special and general educators, creating two ‘types’ of educator, with the
special educator likely to operate within a framework deeply rooted in deficit models (Brantlinger, 2006).

As teachers become enculturated within the professional field of education, rather than sidestepping these
institutional practices and highly problematic developments, it is incumbent upon educational institutions to
take an honest look into what is occurring in contemporary school systems and the classrooms they support.
Indeed, as the standards movement now also dominates teacher education programs, it is important for faculty
to clarify the difference between technical expectations and the contextual work of culturally competent
teachers (Le Roux, 2002). As critical educators attest, sites of dissention are opportunities for productive
dialogue (Freire, 1970).

In terms of curriculum, teacher education programs afford many possibilities for undoing the accumulated
negativity-without-possibility view that people have learned about disability, and reframe it through multiple
lenses. For example, recognizing and challenging forms of ableism can be modeled and discussed as student
teachers learn content, strategies and methods that will serve them throughout their careers. These include
combating multiple forms of ableism at personal, institutional, and social/cultural levels. First and foremost,
due to the pervasive nature of ableism, students enter teacher education programs with limited knowledge and
oppressive conceptions of disability (Valle & Connor, 2010). By casting disability primarily within a
sociological context, and focusing on how society actively disables people through a multitude of social
practices based upon beliefs, attitudes and expectations (Shakespeare, 1994), that in turn, influence all of our
actions, students can then ‘unlearn’ oppressive conceptualizations and come to reframe disability in more
socially aware ways. This work is actively linked to undoing longstanding stereotypes (including those, in part,
forged through special education) that are limited, inaccurate, damaging, and unhelpful to teachers of SWD.

While space limitations prevent an expansive list of possibilities, I will mention five areas of curriculum that

are worth considering and within reach of all teacher education programs:

e Materials. All materials should be viewed with a critical eye toward representations of disability. Articles such as 10 Quick Ways to
Analyze Children’s Books for Ableism describe how teachers can evaluate texts in a variety of ways including: omitting characters with
disabilities (CWD); analyzing images of CWD; reviewing the role(s) of CWD, including victims or heroes; the promotion of ableism as
a plot device; negative or positive messages about CWD; the degree of three dimensionality when portraying CWD; and the motivation

of the author (Myers & Bersani, 2010). This approach helps teachers to eliminate and/or challenge representations throughout
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children’s literature.

e Language. People with disabilities have found much of the medical-based language typically used within special education (diagnosis,
disorder, dysfunction, deficit, disturbed, retarded, comorbidity, symptoms, etc.) to be highly offensive (Mooney, 2008). Alternatives that
do not ‘reduce’ people to a singular, deficit-based label are often preferred, such as ‘a student with learning differences’. In addition, an
analysis of the English language reveals almost every disability-based phrase to be associated with negativity, including: schitzo, retard,
crazy, insane, nuts, ‘crippled economy’, ‘lame excuse’, ‘the blind leading the blind , ‘fallen on deaf ears, ‘unable to see? (i.c., understand)’, ‘a
limp response’, ‘stand up for your rights’, etc. Educators can call attention to this and teach ways that actively reduce using the language
and reframe these connotations.

e Disability simulations. Many education programs include disability situations such as being blindfolded, using a wheelchair, writing
with a non-dominant hand, or reading a jumbled text. However, Blaser (2003) has pointed out that these are misleading and dangerous.
They are misleading because, at best, they only allow a non-disabled person to temporarily pretend they are disabled. They are
dangerous, as they can confirm the fear of disability as a loss, rather than differently experienced integration of senses, and delude
students into thinking that they actually know what it is like to be disabled. (It is worth bearing in mind how inappropriate this activity
would also be if a white person donned blackface, or a male dressed as a female, and claimed this experience as authentic.) Instead of
simulations, Blaser suggests more real and far less titillating experiences such as not entering all places that are inaccessible.

e Crediting experts. Educators can be proactive in selecting the source of knowledge about disability, making sure that those who have
experienced the label are given primary place. Sources in which people with disabilities are recognized as experts allow them to ‘talk
back’ to dominant discourses. Texts can be in the form of autobiographies (Mooney, 2008; Valente, 2011), autobiographical poetry
(Clare, 2007; Ferris, 2004), and fictionalized accounts of life experiences (McBryde Johnson, 2006). Rich perspectives can also be found
of edited books of autobiographical essays (Keefe et al., 2006; Rodis et al., 2000), and participatory research (Broderick & Ne’eman,
2008; Connor, 2008), as well as documentaries (Habib, 2008; Raymond & Raymond, 2011; Wurtzburg, 2011).

o Universal design for learning (UDL) and differentiated instruction. Using the two compatible concepts of universal design for learning
and differentiated instruction can be applied to all grade levels and content areas, helping teachers actualize the inclusion of diverse
students. As previously described, UDL emphasizes pre-planning with all students in mind (Council for Exceptional Children, 2005).
Differentiated instruction respects the notion that students can learn in various ways including the content selected, the process of

engagement, and the demonstration of skills and knowledge (Tomlinson, 2001).

CONCLUSION

In DS parlance, ‘cripping the curriculum’ means problematizing existing curriculum with view to changing it
to have a greater presence of accurate information and depictions of disability. Based in a cultural perspective,
‘cripping’ can best be understood as (1) bringing to bear an analytical lens of disability, largely composed of
social models, to (2) deconstruct negative representations and meanings of disability, and (3) create new
connections and meanings that claim disability as an integral part of human variation (see, for example, Ware,
2001). In sum, by challenging normalcy through valuing disability, DS creates opportunities for all of us to
rethink how we interpret and place meaning on human differences, and the profound implications this has for
students.

In revisiting the guiding question of this chapter — What does it (SJ) mean for SWD and the educators who
work with them? — it is my hope that suggestions within this chapter may serve as a starting point to
contemplate the important issue of how we understand human diversity. A major irony exists for many
children in that special education has exacerbated the ‘problem’, rather than contributing to the solution, of
understanding diversity (Keefe, et al., 2006). The work of critical special educators and/or DSE scholars
continuously calls attention to how special education is conceptualized, operationalized, and generalized,
thereby hindering rather than helping how natural human difference is understood. As Sapon-Shevin (2000)
writes, ‘[e]ducators need to transcend discussions of diversity as a classroom problem and regard it as [a]
natural, desirable, and inevitable occurrence that enriches educational experiences for both teachers and

students’ (p. 34). Until that occurs more frequently, SWD will remain an integral part of the SJ in education
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movement.
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Disability Rights in Education

Marcia Rioux®

Its strong association with abnormality and monstrosity made disability the quintessential marker of hierarchical relations used to rationalize

inequality, discrimination, and exclusion. (Reid & Knight, 2006, p. 19)

The best reparation for the suffering of victims and communities — and the highest recognition of their efforts — is the transformation of our

society into one that makes a living reality of the human rights for which they struggled. (Mandela, 1999)

A recent development in understanding education is to contextualize it from the perspective of human rights.
That is, to put it in the framework of social justice. However, it is by no means certain that the entitlement to
education as a human right will be able to defeat the overbearing technology and pedagogical theory that has
become the evidence base to judge the capacity of children to learn and the ability of people to participate in
our current education systems. Added to this, are the public and governmental attitudes that reflect a
hegemonic economic analysis favouring the idea that the economic well-being of nations is dependent on
schools training a productive labour force. Growing class, gender and race-based stratification is also drawing
recognition and criticism within public education systems worldwide (Brantlinger, 2003). This is furthered by
the privatization of schools in many countries. Providing education opportunities based upon flawed notions
of meritocracy are powerful inhibitors to the right to education for those who are perceived as ‘different’.
Difference has been used to marginalize many in the school industry.

Education is influenced by a variety of social, economic and environmental factors, and not just by access to
school. Equity in education is a commitment of the public education system to social justice. To implement a
rights-based approach to education requires using human rights as a framework for pedagogical theory, for
access to places of learning, for testing of capacity and for measuring success. It makes principles of human
rights integral to the design, implementation and evaluation of policies and programmes, and it means
assessing the human rights implications of education policy, programmes and legislation.

A human rights and social justice approach enacts the use of various categories of rights and recognizes how
rights have to be a concern in thinking about approaches to education and social policy that enhance, rather
than diminish, the well-being of all people. These include political and civil rights, such as the right to life,
freedom of opinion, a fair trial and protection from torture and violence. These are the rights that are the
most common concern of nations, particularly in countries of the North and West. The global south
introduces a number of other issues (Armstrong, 2003). Human rights also, however, include economic, social
and cultural rights such as the right to work, social protection, an adequate standard of living, the highest
possible standards of physical and mental health, education, enjoyment of the benefits of cultural freedom and
scientific progress. Finally, human rights include the right of nations to development, economic autonomy

and security of their citizens. It is increasingly being recognized that the interdependence of these rights is
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central to enabling access to education (Alur & Rioux, 2003; United Nations, 2011b).

Education, law and rights are inextricably intertwined. The surprise is how little attention has been paid to
putting a human rights lens on education despite the obvious importance of this to ensuring equitable access.
As Amartya Sen (2000) has argued, we need radical reform to overcome barriers of social and economic
disadvantage. He advocates embracing diversity, equal freedoms and allowing for direct participation in

decision-making:

Since participation requires basic educational skills, denying the opportunity to schooling to any group, for example, female children, is

immediately contrary to the basic conditions to participatory freedom. (Sen, 2000, p. 32)

Recognizing that, Sen (2000) maintains that there is a need for social action in removing deprivation, gender
inequality, illiteracy and barriers to schooling. He sees communal or social benefits of basic education that are
more than simply the gains of the person being educated. He maintains that a general expansion of education
and literacy in a region can facilitate social change, including women’s control over their own reproduction
and mortality as well as helping to enhance economic progress from which everyone benefits. In other words,
education is not just about reading and writing, it is about increasing the health and well-being of a
population.

There is a growing consensus of disability advocates, experts and researchers recognizing that:

the most pressing issue faced globally by persons with disabilities is not their specific disability, but rather their lack of equitable access to
resources such as education, employment, health care and the social and legal support systems, resulting in persons with disabilities having

disproportionately high rates of poverty. (United Nations, 2011a p. vii)

The challenging questions ahead are: What is our commitment to ensuring that all children have access to
rights-based education? What is the opposition to the evident benefit that can be claimed by inclusion and the
entrenchment of the right to education? What is the international context of this right as a matter of social
justice? What have the courts been able to provide? What are the prevailing attitudes towards a right to
education and the opposition that blocks its entrenchment?

Despite international recognition of the importance of education as a fundamental right (United Nations,
1989, 2006), it is not uniformly provided in countries around the world. Estimates report that there are 113
million children worldwide with no access to primary education, and 880 million adults remain illiterate
(UNESCO & Peppler Barry, 2000). ‘Of the 75 million children of primary school age who are out of school,
one third are children with disabilities ... Over 90 per cent of children with disabilities in developing countries
do not attend school’ (United Nations, 2011b).

Universal access to education and knowledge is still a distant goal. And universal access to quality inclusive
education is an even more remote goal. Girls and children with disabilities continue to be denied schooling as

compared to others, regardless of economic class. The recent World Report on Disability reports that:

children with disabilities are less likely to start school than their peers without disabilities, and have lower rates of staying and being promoted
in schools. Education completion gaps are found across all age groups in both low-income and high-income countries, with the pattern more

pronounced in poorer countries. (World Health Organisation and World Bank, 2011, p. 11)

The implications of not receiving an education are also significant. ‘People who have a low income, are out of
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work, or have low educational qualifications are at an increased risk of disability’ (World Health Organisation
and World Bank, 2011, p. 8).

Empirical evidence from Disability Rights Promotion International field studies monitoring disability
rights shows the impact of missing out on going to school for children with disabilities.> ‘Worldwide a
significant gap was found to persist between educational rights on paper and the enjoyment of those rights on
the ground’ (Rioux & Pinto, 2010, p. 624). While there were stories of people participating and succeeding in
regular classrooms in schools, more often, the stories reflected discrimination, exclusion and disrespect that
left people with disabilities without an education.

The United Nations High Commission has recognized the importance of universal education, calling on

States:

to give full effect to the right to education and to guarantee that this right is fully recognized and exercised without discrimination ... [and] to
take all appropriate measures to eliminate obstacles limiting effective access to education, notably by girls ... children with disabilities ...

(United Nations General Assembly, High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2004)

Just as education is an issue of human rights, so too is disability. As a human rights issue, disability is not
about the medical condition of people, it is about social justice, about fairness, and about opportunities to
participate in everyday life.

It is in fact, increasingly recognized today that:

education is both a human right in itself and an indispensable means of realizing other human rights. It enables children and young people to
develop a sense of their own worth and respect for others. In doing so, it fosters their ability to contribute and participate fully in their

communities. (Human Rights Commission [New Zealand], 2009, p. 3)

The exclusion of children with disabilities from school or their discriminatory treatment in the education
system is thus recognized to impact their opportunities and available resources throughout the life cycle.
Importantly too, exclusionary or disrespectful practices towards children with different levels of abilities in
school are viewed as having consequences not just for these students, but for all learners. Deprived from the
early experience of respectfully dealing with and accepting disability as part of human diversity, non-disabled
children will more likely become adults who will themselves reproduce, instead of combating, prejudicial and
discriminatory practices towards persons with disabilities and their place in society.

As Johan Pestalozzi (1746-1827) claimed more than three centuries ago:

Education is nothing more than the polishing of each single link in the great chain that binds humanity together and gives it unity. The
failings of education and human conduct spring as a rule from our disengaging a single link and giving it special treatment as though the
strengthened utility of the link came from its being silver-plated, gilded, or even jewelled, rather than from it being joined unweakened to the

links next to it, strong and supple enough to share with the daily stresses and strains of the chain.

“To understand disability in a human rights context means to recognize the inequalities that are inherent to
our institutional structure’ (Wills, 2000). Moreover, ‘It is to understand the international community has an
obligation to all people, including those with disabilities, to address those conditions that result in social and
legal exclusion and maltreatment’ (Eigner, 2000, as cited in Wills, 2000). The onus is most often on the
individual to fit within the system, not on the system to fit the individual. Professionals retain the power and

expertise and though they may be well-intentioned, they are compelled to make decisions about what is in a
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person’s ‘best interests’ that may contradict the person’s own goals and desires. Interventions based on ideas
about disability as an individual pathology, which are intended to be beneficial, can at times compromise an
individual’s rights and equality (Rioux, 2001, 2003).

The policy of labelling children based on their perceived capacity to learn often results in exclusion from
school which is unjust and unjustifiable. Current special education practices are most commonly based on a
psycho-medical model (Rioux & Riddell, 2011) of disability where the ‘problem’ to be ameliorated lies within
the child (Mitchell, 2010). Assessment and identification processes often lead to specific interventions
including programme accommodations and placement modifications. However, the susceptibility of bias
within the process of disability identification has led to a substantial over-representation of historically
marginalized students being placed in special education. This is particularly true for poor and racialized
students. Once in special education, students face onerous barriers in reaching graduation or any form of post-
secondary education (Brown & Parekh, 2010). As opposed to closing the achievement gap through supports
and specialized services, special education has become a process through which students are methodically
streamed away from valued education opportunities.

The common practices of segregating children leads to the creation of vast numbers of children who are
denied ordinary childhood experiences and the potential to live ordinary adult lives (Barnes, Mercer, &
Shakespeare, 1999; Barton, 1995; Oliver, 1996). These are the children who are segregated, not just
physically, but because a school or a curriculum does not take into account the very diverse and unique
learning patterns of every child.

We are then challenged to think about education as inclusive education, not as special education and not as
benevolence (as spelled out in United Nations, 2006, Article 24). Within the framework of the disabled
persons’ movement for human rights, equal opportunity, citizenship and development, the first priority is
access to basic essentials including income, housing, public transportation and education. School is a place for
children to learn to reach their full potential. Education is arguably ‘... both an end in itself, that is, a process
through which personal development and respect are obtained and a means to an end, that is, integral part of
the achievement of social citizenship’ (Basser, 2005, p. 534).

The responsibility of the school system is to develop and sustain a place of learning that enables every child
to exercise her or his fundamental right to education and learning. It is about the right of children to an equal
place in society. And to exercise those other rights that are dependent on that learning: for example, to vote,
to work, to participate in activities in the community and society. Taking a social determinants approach to
disability means examining the physical and pedagogical accessibility of schools. There is a presumption that
public policy and programmes will reflect a social responsibility to reduce civic inequalities and address social
and economic disadvantage that results from educational disadvantage. However, recent studies have shown
that, even at the school level, public school systems continue to reproduce the social disparity observed in
society at large. Socially valued programming is more likely to be offered in areas of affluence leaving children

in poorer areas without access to marketable education opportunities (Parekh, Killoran, & Crawford, 2011).

HOW THE LAW DEALS WITH EXCLUSION

Legal cases decided in Canada, and Australia, provide some perspective on how the complicated issues related
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to inclusion are framed in law and in policy.

The Eaton case from the Canadian Supreme Court (Eaton v. Brant County Board of Education, 1997) is a
case study of the inherent tensions and contradictions of the arguments about segregating children in
education. It raises the fundamental presumptions that are hidden behind arguments for exclusion, exposes
charity cloaked as technical expertise, and it unveils how easily fundamental infringements of rights can be
explained away as being in the best interests of the student and the school. This is important because the
Eaton case is often hailed as an important example of entrenching rights, of using technical expertise and
pedagogical tools to find ways to give a child the greatest opportunity to learn. As with many rights issues, it is
sometimes the subtleties rather than the blatant discrimination that tells the most (Rioux, Basser, & Jones,
2011).

In 1997, the Supreme Court of Canada heard an appeal in the case of Emily Eaton, a 10-year-old with
cerebral palsy, living in Ontario (Eaton v. Brant County Board of Education, 1995). Her parents claimed an
entitlement to being educated in a regular classroom in a regular public school. While Emily started school
and went to her local public school for kindergarten and grade 1, the Brant County School Board and the
‘Identification, Placement and Review Committee’ (IPRC3) decided that she should be placed in a
congregated special education class for disabled students only, in grade 2.

As with many education systems, the system in Ontario, Canada® allows the school board to decide who is
an ‘exceptional student’ — that is, a student whose ‘behavioural, communication, intellectual, physical or
multiple exceptionalities are such that s/he is considered to need placement in a special education program by
a committee established by the board’ (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2001, A3). The school remains
responsible for the education of the child in providing special education programmes and special education
services without cost to the families. Although students are not legally required to either undergo an IPRC
review or designated exceptionality to receive services or supports, many school boards continue to assess and
label students based on a deficit model. The IPRC process provides the only opportunity for parents to appeal
special education decisions.” Every board of education in Ontario therefore has to have an IPRC process
available for this purpose.

Students, who are identified as exceptional, either because they have disabilities, or because their
educational needs are outside the range of what is offered in a regular age-appropriate programme, are
provided with either academic supports and/or services appropriate to their needs. Each student is required to
have an individual education plan.

At the Special Education Appeal Board the decision was that it was in Emily’s best interests, based on
expert evidence, to receive her education in a congregated special education class. Emily Eaton’s parents
appealed the decision to the Courts, believing it was Emily’s constitutional right under the equality clause of
the Canadian Constitution for Emily to be educated along with her peers (Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, Part I of the Constitution Act, 1982, being schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (U.K.), 1982).% In
the ruling from the Ontario Court of Appeal (Eaton v. Brant County Board of Education, 1995), the Court
found that the Ontario Education Act (1990) and subsequent regulations to the Act were unconstitutional
under the equality rights provisions of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, because they did not
provide the equality rights of children with disabilities to be educated with their peers. Justice Arbour (now

the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights), writing for the Court found that:
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Inclusion into the main school population is a benefit to Emily because without it, she would have fewer opportunities to learn how other
children work and how they live. And they will not learn that she can live with them and they with her. (Eaton v. Brant County Board of
FEducation, 1995)

Arguing as well that pedagogical theories can be inherently exclusionary and on that basis questionable, she

found that:

In short, the Charter requires that, regardless of its perceived pedagogical merit, a non-consensual exclusionary placement be recognised as

discriminatory and not resorted to unless alternatives are proven inadequate. (Eaton v. Brant County Board of Education, 1995)

On appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada, however, the decision that was rendered did not enable Emily to
go to school with her peers. Despite making clear that inclusion of children in the regular schools should be
considered to be the norm, the Court fell back onto the presumptive premises, which suggest that selective,
evidence-based exclusion is an appropriate model for organizing learning.

The arguments were relatively straightforward and reinforced the inequity that is masked by expert evidence
about discriminatory pedagogical theory. The ruling re-entrenches evidence-based discrimination that
perpetuates the notion that children with disabilities fall outside the range of what is offered in a regular age-

appropriate programme:

Contflicting opinions from expert witnesses have become a consistent feature of similar court or tribunal hearings in both the United States
and Australia. Experts provide evidence according to their own informed educational philosophies about inclusion or in some cases according

to their own stereotypical attitudes, values and beliefs. (Keefe-Martin, 2001, p. 31)

The Purvis v. New South Wales (Department of Education and Training) (2003) case in Australia also illustrates
the underlying contradictions that arise in the decisions by school authorities when they determine that a
disabled child cannot be in the regular school system. The case involved a disabled student who was
suspended and later expelled from school because of violent and disruptive behaviour. In 1998, Mr. Purvis, the
foster father of Daniel Hogan, complained to the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission
(HREOC) that the State of New South Wales discriminated against Daniel on the ground of his disability.
The Commissioner appointed by HREOC found that the school had treated Mr. Hogan less favourably than
it would have treated another student in similar circumstances because it did not adjust the policy to his needs;
it did not provide teachers with the skills to deal with his behavioural problems and it did not get expert
advice on how to deal with the problems that were manifested. This decision was subsequently overturned in
the Federal Court, a decision that was upheld by the High Court. The majority of the Court accepted that
less favourable treatment owing to behaviour that is the result of disability could in fact be less favourable
treatment because of the disability. However, in considering whether there was a duty to accommodate that
would have required the school to make adjustments to ameliorate Daniel’s behaviour, the Court found that
under the terms of the Act a positive duty of that nature could not be implied. In a dissenting decision by

Justices McHugh and Kirby, they argued that the case should have turned on:

... the failure of an educational authority to treat Mr. Hogan equally with other students by taking steps that would have eliminated or
substantially reduced his disruptive behaviour and allowed him to enjoy the same quality education as his fellow students enjoyed ... To avoid

a finding of discrimination against a disabled person, a person may have to take steps that cause expense and inconvenience to that person.
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(Purvis v. New Soutlh Wales (Department of Education and Training) (2003, p. 6)

The ruling of the Court suggests that it is not possible to require that the education system provide the
accommodations necessary to enable a student to gain equal benefit from a school.

The recognition that a student’s behaviour is the result of the complex and unpredictable interaction of the
student, the school environment and the pedagogy in the school, is left unexamined in deciding that the
school cannot cope with the student and the student cannot cope with school. Far from identifying the
student’s difference as a means of providing the student with additional support, it identifies the student’s
behaviour as an individual characteristic that is the cause of his behaviour without any consideration of the
part that the school system itself plays in that behaviour. It justifies discrimination without consideration of
the environmental factors that may be the source of the behaviour. However, as Freire argued, the solution is
not to ‘integrate’ students into the structure of oppression, but to transform the structure so that they can
become ‘beings for themselves’ (Freire, 2000, p. 74).

The use of these cases is illustrative and is not to suggest that Canada and Australia are somehow in the
backwaters of inclusive education. Both countries have, in fact, been reasonably progressive in initiating and
furthering inclusive education. Their courts have tried to struggle with equality and rights in the context of
education, without being overshadowed and trumped by the notion of the least restrictive alternative. What is
clear, however, is that even in jurisdictions where inclusion is held to be as the desired norm, that right is
circumscribed by conventional notions of education, of the place of difference within that system, and of the
capacity to learn in a conventional manner. International competition for access within the knowledge
economy is intensifying and adding pressure to policymakers to promote aptitude over equitable opportunities
(Peters, 2001). What the student has a right to is to show that he or she can conform to the pedagogical
methods and the policies and procedures of the local school board. The right to equal and non-segregated
education would require a significantly different set of standards — where the onus of changing would fall on
the school authority rather than on the individual student. However, continued evidence of stratified student
achievement and high rates of students with disabilities dropping out of school demonstrates the effect of a

rights-based institution adopting pro-market ideologies (Basu, 2005; Smith & Routel, 2010).

MYTHS THAT DENY INCLUSION

Both Eaton and Purvis are exemplars of the complicated issues raised by inclusive education, and they suggest
a number of presumptive and prevalent ideas which underpin the notion that selective exclusion is the best
model for organizing learning. These premises have become fundamental to the justification used by courts
and policy makers to maintain segregated education for people with disabilities in the face of disability
discrimination laws, constitutional equality provisions and disability and education policies that have a
contrary intent. The principle of ‘separate but equal’, the principle that was defeated as the basis for
desegregating race-based education in the United States, in Brown v. Board of Education (1954) is precisely
the principle that is relied upon in many arguments to segregate.8 It is argued that separate and segregated, is
both equal, preferable, and in the best interests of the student who is different (MacMillan & Hendrick,
1993). This assumption is often held as fact and underpins many of the policies and programmes that are in

place.
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The underlying myths of the arguments for the benefit of separate but equal are found in 21st-century
education philosophy and practice. First, most countries stand by the assertion that education is universal and
is universally available, independent of personal characteristics. Education has been held as both a right and a
necessity within a democratic society. Consequently, in most Northern countries, a certain level of education
is compulsory as a way to teach a basic set of social values to all children. Historically, disability has been
viewed as a matter of deviance, deficiency or disease — a failure to achieve a standard of normalcy. It is the
standard of normalcy that has been the dividing line between those who go to regular schools and those who
are not given the choice of attending regular state-funded schools. Schools (or school boards) are generally
presumed to have the ability to distinguish those individual students who will be able to benefit from their
pedagogical skills and those who will not; those who, in other words, can meet the continually rising standard
of normalcy on which they base their teaching methodology. The error underlying this thinking is the
inference that disability is a condition inherent to an individual, to a student, rather than the structural
conditions and in particular, the pedagogical practices of the school (Underwood, McGhie-Richmond, &
Jordan, 2005). The assumption that the academic ‘problem’ rests within the child negates board responsibility
from having to investigate the impact of structural conditions on student learning. The provision of a
segregated programme within the school allows for boards and nations to insist that they offer universal
education despite a severe disparity in programming.

The second myth is that the education that is available is equitable. It is argued that a supposedly fair
spectrum of qualities is targeted in education — that is, that there is a normative student to whom curriculum
content and pedagogical methods can be directed (Kauffman, 1999; Sasso, 2001). If this is done well, the
argument hypothesizes, then students will rise to the expectations and people who fail are legitimate failures.
The structure of the process of targeting, however, makes it difficult to question whether the narrow spectrum
of intellectual properties targeted are the entire range of properties on which education ought to focus.
Another central part of the educational experience is the way in which students adapt to the learning
environment. Even if a student meets the norms expected of the student body, there is no guarantee that he or
she will succeed in meeting the standards that are imposed. How well a student does is substantially impacted
by the skills of the teacher (Jordan & Stanovich, 2003; Kagan, 1992). The more homogenous the students,
and the more the teacher shares similar privilege and culture experiences with the students in their class, the
greater the chance the student will achieve high grades. Arguments that rely on the equity of education then
provide an easy rationale for excluding students because they cannot make it, a finding that is then proved by
the student’s lack of success.

The third idea that contributes to the argument that selective exclusion is the best model for organizing
learning is the myth of meritocracy. There is a widespread belief in education, in government, and in the
public, that the way in which the current education system operates is necessary for the social and economic
system to function. The public school system is upheld as an objective, dispassionate, impartial, rational
mechanism for ensuring that children learn and for differentiating the abilities of students to determine who
will have access to higher levels of education, credentials, and jobs. Arguments in favour of school exit exams,
such as in the United States (and other jurisdictions), generally include the case that they allow the state to
remain competitive in the market economy (Karumanchery & Portelli, 2005; Vinson, Gibson, & Ross, 2001).

The school system then is an important pillar of the meritocracy,9 which is not only justified but is necessary
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for the economic efficiency of any society. A presupposition of inequality is essential to that notion.

When grounded in the notion of meritocracy, equality is based on a narrowly defined and measurable set of
abilities that contribute to the social and economic order rather than on human characteristics or attributes.
This slips quickly into the argument that the economic and social distributions in society are a reflection of
biological capacity. So it is fair that some people have more and some less because it simply reflects their
contribution to society. Education is the lynchpin to the argument because it is the school system which is
responsible for knowing and judging intellectual ability and thus justifying the social and economic place of
individuals. The school system is structured then to act as a sorting mechanism for the long-term social and
economic order rather than to equalize opportunities. Those who fail, or are filtered out, are, for the most
part, denied the desirable social outcomes and benefits.

The outcome of these ideas and arguments for selective exclusion, far from being benign, fundamentally
deny the ability of people who are different, from being able to exercise their right to education. The dilemma

of differencel®

is not then about, as it should be, being identified as a way of being privileged for additional
attention. It is instead about being identified for justifying disadvantage (Minow, 1985, 1990). It reverts to the

argument of separate but equal, a fundamentally flawed principle that was discredited 50 years ago:

It then occurred to me that the right to be the same ... and the right to be different ... were not opposed to each other. On the contrary, the
right to be the same in terms of fundamental civil, political, legal, economic and social rights provided the foundation for the expression of
difference through choice in the sphere of culture, lifestyle and personal priorities. In other words, provided that difference was not used to

maintain inequality, subordination, injustice and marginalisation. (Sachs, 1997, p. 15)

INTERNATIONAL RECOGNITION OF DISABILITY RIGHTS IN EDUCATION

It seems clear that the right to education is a universal right. Significantly, international initiatives from the
United Nations (UN), UNESCO, the World Bank, and non-governmental organizations jointly contribute to
a growing consensus that all children have the right to be educated together, independent of disability or
learning difficulty (Quinn, Degener, & Bruce, 2002). Thus, the human right to education is expressed in
education systems that are inclusive of all learners.

In the 1982 UN World Programme of Action Concerning Disabled Persons, there was a statement of the

importance of the preference of inclusive practices in education:

Member states should adopt policies, which recognize the rights of disabled persons to equal educational opportunities with others. The
education of disabled persons should as far as possible take place in the general school system. Responsibility for their education should be
placed upon the educational authorities and laws regarding compulsory education should include children with all ranges of disabilities,

including the most severely disabled. (United Nations General Assembly, 1982, Resolution 37/52).

In 1993, the UN General Assembly adopted the Standard Rules on the Equalization of Opportunities for Persons
with Disabilities'” (United Nations General Assembly & High Commissioner For Human Rights, 1993)
which sets an agenda for promoting inclusive and equal education for children with disabilities. The Ru/es
specifically mandate inclusive education with attention to disability issues forming an integral part of national
educational planning, curriculum development and school organization. Supports and services needed to
ensure accessibility of mainstream education are also addressed. Specific attention is paid to structural or

systemic strategies, widely-communicated policy, flexible curriculum, differentiated instruction, and the
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provision of quality materials, ongoing teacher training and support for teachers. Special education is
considered only in those cases where the mainstream school system does not yet adequately address the needs
of students with disabilities, and the Rules specify that it should be aimed at preparing students for full
inclusion.

The Convention on the Rights of the Child (United Nations General Assembly, 1989), an authoritative
international standard, sets a framework for education for all, which has been taken up internationally as a
goal in policy and practice. How far the Convention includes children with disabilities when it is interpreted is
unclear. In addition, a number of important international conferences have also addressed standards that
ought to guide national priorities in issues of the education of children with disabilities. This includes the
World Conference on Education for All in Jomtien, Thailand, in 1990 (United Nations Development
Programme, UNESCO, UNICEF, & World Bank, 1990). The World Declaration on Education for All
(WDEA), adopted at that meeting, reaffirms the principle of integrated education for all children with
learning or educational needs (UNESCO, 1990). The Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action
(UNESCO & Ministry of Education and Science Spain, 1994) has the clearest support to date recognizing
inclusive education. Nearly 125 countries have signed this declaration which proclaims that every child is
unique and has a fundamental right to education. The conference participants agreed to a Framework of
Action that stipulated the inclusion of all children with disabilities in regular schools, under the rubric of

Education for All. Article 2 pointed to inclusion as a model of best practice:

[Rlegular schools with inclusive orientation are the most effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes, creating welcoming

communities, building inclusive society and achieving education for all. (UNESCO, 2005, p. 13)

Inclusion and participation are framed as ‘essential to human dignity and to the enjoyment and exercise of
human rights’ (UNESCO & Ministry of Education and Science Spain, 1994, section 1, para. 6, p. 11). Its
guiding principle is that ordinary schools should accommodate all children, regardless of their physical,
intellectual, emotional, social, linguistic and other differences. The Framework directs that all educational
policies should stipulate that disabled children attend whatever school they would have attended if they did
not have a disability. Governments are called upon to make improving education a priority and to adopt the
principle of inclusive education as a matter of law and policy. This was followed in April 2000 with the World
Education Forum in Dakar, Senegal, sponsored by UNESCO (see UNESCO & Peppler Barry, 2000).1? In
response to the concern that education for all applied to children with disabilities created some difficulties, the
frameworks for action adopted at these conferences laid out plans of action to work towards full inclusion.

In 2006, the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) was adopted by the UN and came
into force on 10 May 2008 (United Nations, 2006; United Nations Enable, current website). It makes very
specific recommendations on education from its preamble in which there is recognition of the need for
accessible education through to a number of articles that recognize education in various contexts. For example,
Article 8 mandates the education system at all levels to foster, ‘an attitude of respect for the rights of persons
to disabilities’ and Article 24 recognizes a general right to education for all persons with disabilities. The
CRPD states that all education systems should be inclusive at all levels regardless of the student’s severity of
disability, making it unambiguous that education is a right for persons with disabilities. Other articles in the

CRPD relevant to education include Article 3 (General principles); Article 5 (Equality and non-
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discrimination); Article 6 (Women with disabilities); Article 7 (Children with disabilities); Article 8
(Awareness-raising); Article 9 (Accessibility) and articles that affect access to education, such as right to
health, right to work, etc.

Discussion around the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) have also recently introduced disability as
a cross-cutting issue in the agenda.!> Goal two is to ‘achieve universal primary education’ and in 2010 for the
first time, disability was included in the progress report as well as in the outcome document of the high—level
summit of the MDGs. A recent report on the MDGs and disability emphasized the important of including
disability in all the goals including education and provided direction for recognizing the importance of
addressing disability. ‘... [s]tigma and prejudice leads to social marginalization and lack of equal access to
education, employment and social support mechanisms that result in profound poverty for millions of persons
with disabilities’ (United Nations, 2011a, p. 48).

National and bilateral aid agencies, UNESCO, UNICEF, and non-governmental organizations such as
Save the Children Fund, have all had demonstration programmes of inclusive education in developing
economies. While these have been inconsistent in terms of their commitments to full inclusion, they have

established that it is a goal towards which education has to work.

UNIVERSAL EDUCATION

Education for all is not education for some children some of the time. There is no evidence-base that shows
who deserves to enter school. The labelling of children as less able to learn or as not needing an education is
evidence about pedagogy and about teaching capacity not about children’s capacity to learn. It is about
inflexible conceptions of achievement that undermine effective learning and it is about disrespect for the child
who is different — because of race, poverty, disability or some other characteristic. Within an institution
structured on normative conception of success, it is the student difference that is marked making specialized
education seem natural for lower performing students (Reid & Knight, 2006). Children are a heterogeneous
group making teaching each child in the unique manner that their individual strengths and weaknesses
demand an essential underlying premise of universal education (Rioux & Pinto, 2010). The barriers that exist
for learning come from many sources including curricula, laws, segregating policies, technical jargon, specialist
expertise, infused market ideology within social institutions, and foreign aid that builds segregated schools in
some countries. They are also found in the redefinition of education as primarily an economic activity and in
the development of schools for particular elite groups. The goal has to be universal education.

The negative attitudes and the lack of knowledge and understanding of difference and diversity are not
solved by dividing and excluding. The challenges that children present because of their differences should not
provide an excuse for inaction and exclusion. The key to building a more cohesive society is to educate and

empower children through learning and development.

NOTES

1 I want to acknowledge the contribution of Gillian Parekh, a doctoral candidate in the Critical Disability Studies programme at York

University, to this chapter.

2 The legislative process for special education is based on an identification process that relies on an assessment by a doctor or a psychologist.
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After the student is assessed, their name is put forward for identification to the IPRC. These meetings are held on an annual basis for each
exceptional student. If a parent does not agree with the decision of the IPRC they can appeal through a Special Educational Tribunal, which

reviews decisions.

3 Launched in 2002, DRPL. is a collaborative project monitoring disability discrimination globally. The project has been piloted in a number
of countries of the North and South encompassing two broad areas of rights monitoring — ‘systems’ monitoring involving the collection and
analyses of domestic law and public policy with impact on the lives of people with disabilities, and ‘individual’ monitoring through face-to-
face in-depth interviews with persons of adult age with various kinds of disabilities. To read more about this project and access country

reports, visit: http://drpi.research.yorku.ca

4 There are differences in the way that the Ministries of Education function among the Canadian provinces. As education is a provincial
jurisdiction, the practices may vary.
5 Although administrators withhold the right to place students on individualized programmes and into specialized programmes, parents have

the right to challenge the exceptionality decided upon at the IPRC.
6 See also Rioux & Frazee (1999).

7 ‘In the field of public education, the doctrine of “separate but equal” has no place. Separate educations facilities are inherently unequal

(Brown v. Board of Education, 1954).

8 That children with disability will face the same type of stigma from segregated educational settings was recognized by the US Court in Mi/ls
v. Board of Education of the District of Columbia (1972) which quoted Brown v. Board of Education (1954) extensively.

9 The meritocracy has been justified because it has been presumed that social and economic efficiency and progress are necessary. These are

dependent on identifying and rewarding people whose natural capacity sustains the social well-being, the culture and the progress of society.

0 Martha Minow refers to the following question as the difference: ‘when does treating people differently emphasize their difference and
stigmatize or hinder them on that basis> And when does treating people the same become insensitive to their difference and likely to
stigmatize or hinder them on that basis?’ (Minow, 1990, p. 20).

1 Rule 6 of the Standard Rules states: ‘States should recognize the principle of equal primary, secondary and tertiary educational opportunities
for children, youth and adults with disabilities, in integrated settings. They should ensure that education of persons with disabilities is an
integral part of the educational system’ (United Nations General Assembly & High Commissioner For Human Rights, 1993, Standard
Rules on the Equalization of Opportunities for Persons with Disabilities, 48th Session, 85th Mtg., Resolution 48/96).

2 This Forum, sponsored by UNESCO, was a follow-up of the World Declaration on Education for All in Jomtien, Thailand, in 1990.

3 See http://www.un.org/disabilities/default.asp?id=1470
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Inclusive Education: From Targeting Groups and
Schools to Achieving Quality Education as the Core
of EFA

Renato Opertti, Zachary Walker and Yi Zhang

INTRODUCTION

Building an inclusive society, in which all people can participate effectively and learn together, entails a
broadened understanding, conceptualization, and development of inclusive education as a key overall principle
to attain and sustain quality education for all (UNESCO, 2009). The potential for inclusion to educate all
learners is promising because it allows for reflection upon the current educational systems and for
revolutionizing education at large. However, the debate about the terminology, definitions, and implications
of inclusive education is often contested, confusing, and sometimes stagnant (Ainscow, Dyson & Weiner,
2012). This creates a mindset barrier for stakeholders as well as the general public to understanding inclusion’s
basic premise — that all children have the right to an inclusive learning environment where educational leaders
and teachers are convinced of and actively promote inclusive practices in the school. Inclusive education does
not only entail advocating for its development and/or allocating more resources to invest in basic infrastructure
and equipment. Nor is it simply adjusting the curriculum repeatedly to narrow down inputs for ‘learning’, or
introducing changes in teacher education, or supporting in-service training. Instead, inclusive education
entails the openness, willingness and competencies to understand, embrace, and support the diversity of
learners’ profiles, circumstances, needs, styles, and expectations as a powerful source for democratizing and
enhancing learning opportunities, processes, and outcomes.

The concept of inclusion has significantly evolved throughout the past 60-70 years. Reviewing its
development from an international comparative perspective, there are four core ideas discussed and developed
at the national and international levels regarding how inclusive education policies and practices are understood
and implemented under different circumstances. While the term inclusion became more popular near the end
of the 20th century, we posit that it began as a foundation for the rights-based approach of educational
practice (core idea 1) as indicated in the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights in 1948. Initially,
inclusive practitioners focused on improving the learning conditions of specific learners, mostly children
categorized with special needs (core idea 2), which was largely influenced by the 1994 Salamanca Statement
and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education. Gradually, they expanded their focus to all
marginalized children (core idea 3) as declared in the World Education Forum in Dakar, 2000. Today,
inclusive education is increasingly driven towards bolstering the capabilities of the education system, across all
its levels, provisions, and settings, to deliver on the promise of a quality education for all (core idea 4).

The foundations, rationale, content, and implications of these four core ideas have informed and largely

shaped the current educational policies and practices on inclusion, although not necessarily under robust,
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coherent, and comprehensive frameworks. Sometimes they complement each other in building strong,
inclusive education systems, such as in the case of Finland (Halinen & Jirvinen, 2008; Savolainen, 2009;
Thuneberg et al., 2012). Other times, they run into contradiction, resulting in piece-meal approaches or
evidence gaps between and within the policy, programmatic, and practice levels.

For example, principally in the past decade, there have been significant normative and programmatic
advances in Latin America to strengthen education as a human right and a public social good, as well as to
promote the role of government and prioritize policies for traditionally excluded groups such as the indigenous
and Afro-origin populations. Nonetheless, inclusive approaches and practices are predominantly embedded in
divisions/departments of special education, and are strongly focused on mainstreaming students with
disabilities in regular schools (Amadio, 2009; Amadio & Opertti, 2011; Cedillo, Fletcher, & Contreras, 2009;
Garcia-Huidobro & Corvaldn, 2009). Likewise, in Eastern and South-eastern Europe, as well as in the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and most parts of Asia, the concept and practice of inclusive
education have been limited mainly to students identified as having special needs, generally referring to those
with physical and/or mental disabilities, as well as refugees (UNESCO-IBE, 2008b; Zagoumennov, 2011).

In light of the evolution of the concept and practices of inclusion, the education system should facilitate and
ensure lifelong learning opportunities of all learners from childhood to adult education within a holistic vision
of EFA (Opertti, Brady & Duncombe, 2009). Countries of different regions are facing a vast array of
challenges cross-cutting to the educational system and broadly referring to social inclusion policy initiatives
and developments. Even bearing in mind the vast regional differences and disparities regarding inclusive
education policies and practices (Opertti & Belalcdzar, 2008; UNESCO-IBE, 2011), countries at large are
becoming increasingly aware of the need to revamp the educational system as they attempt to make inclusion
truly effective. By positioning inclusive education at the core of transforming educational systems, it highlights
the question of how it can be seen as a powerful way to contribute to attaining, developing and sustaining
more inclusive societies and advancing progressive educational agendas (Acedo, Ferrer & Pamies, 2009;

Amstrong, Armstrong, & Spandagou, 2010).
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Figure 9.1 The continually-evolving journey to inclusion: Four core ideas in the international arena
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The 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights is the foundation for educating all learners and speaks
directly to the issue of social justice (Rioux, 2007). Article 26 of the Declaration is the first international
recognition that all human beings have a right to education (United Nations, 1948) and that education is
imperative for the full development of individual potential.

The 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child more concretely states the right for inclusion of all
learners by proclaiming that all children have the right to receive an education that does not discriminate on
the basis of disability, ethnicity, religion, language, gender, capabilities, or any other reason (UNICEF, 2011).
The Convention produced the first legally-binding international instrument to incorporate the full range of
human rights in terms of civil, cultural, economic, political, and social rights. People under 18 years old
needed a special convention as they often require specific care and protection that adults do not. In addition,

the Convention also sets out a clear recognition that children have human rights as well as adults (UNICEF,

2011).

Key events and documents:

+ 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Article 26)
+ 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child

Figure 9.1(a) Inclusion within a human rights-based perspective

In light of these historic normative developments and of strengthening the role of inclusive education as an
economic, social, and cultural policy, the current discussion is increasingly framed within a rights-based
perspective (Tomasevski, 2003; Florian, 2008; UNESCO-IBE, 2009, 2011). Inclusion as a guiding principle
ensures that the goals and practices of education systems meet the expectations and needs of all learners. The
rights-based perspective overcomes a categorical approach towards inclusion, as the right of each learner to
access, profit from and enjoy a relevant education is explicit and visible, compared to being encapsulated
within the needs of diverse categories and/or groups. Framing inclusion as the right of individual learners
contributes to understanding and appreciating the uniqueness of each learner and thus highlights the need to
personalize education in order to be attentive to the diversity of learning contexts, circumstances, and profiles.

In 1990, delegates from 155 countries, as well as representatives from some 150 governmental and non-
governmental organizations, agreed at the World Conference on Education for All in Jomtien, Thailand (5-9
March 1990), to make primary education accessible to all children. The delegates adopted a World
Declaration on Education for All, which sets out an overall vision of universal access to education for all
children, youth, and adults as well as equity among all. Additionally, the conference explicitly stated that both
women and people with disabilities were excluded from education worldwide and outcomes for these groups
needed to be improved (UNESCO, 1990).

The Jomtien meeting paved the way for acknowledgement of the exclusion of large numbers of vulnerable
and marginalized learners from education systems worldwide. It also presented a vision of education as a much
broader concept than schooling, by beginning with early childhood, emphasizing women’s literacy, and
recognizing the importance of basic literacy skills as part of lifelong learning. This was a landmark conference

in the understanding of inclusive education, even though this concept was not widely adopted at that time
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(Ainscow & Miles, 2008). Likewise, the 1993 Standard Rules for Equalization focused specifically on
ensuring that people with disabilities had the same rights as others in society (United Nations, 1993).

The 1994 Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education (UNESCO, 1994)
has also been pivotal to the inclusion movement because of the focus it brought to mainstreaming students
with special needs into regular schools, along with the prioritization of targeted excluded groups linked to

ethnic, gender, cultural, socio-economic, and migrant factors.

Key events and documents:

+ 1990 World Conference on Education for All

+ 1993 Standard Rules for Equalization

+ 1994 Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education

+ 2006 United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities {(mainly
Article 24)

+ 2009 Follow-up conference of the Salamanca Statement

Figure 9.1(b) Inclusion as a response to students with special needs

Two main ideas framed the understanding of inclusive education: (i) regular schools must have an inclusive
orientation, which constituted significant progress in recognizing that all schools should be inclusive, and no
differentiation should be made among them regarding their scope of inclusiveness; and (ii) regular schools
with an inclusive orientation are ‘the most effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes, building an
inclusive society and achieving education for all’ (Ainscow & Miles, 2008).

The Salamanca Statement placed educational reform within a broader social agenda that included health,
social welfare and vocational training and employment. It emphasized that planning, monitoring and
evaluating provisions for inclusive education should be ‘decentralized and participatory’ and should encourage
the ‘participation of parents, communities and organizations of people with disabilities in the planning and
decision making’ (UNESCO, 1994, p.ix). The Statement acknowledged that in many countries there were
‘well established systems of special schools for those with specific impairments’ (UNESCO, 1994). These
systems could ‘represent a valuable resource for the development of inclusive schools’ (UNESCO, 1994, p.12).
However, it urged countries without such a system to ‘concentrate their efforts on the development of
inclusive schools’ alongside specialist support services to enable them to reach the majority of children and
young people (UNESCO, 1994, p.13). All policies, both local and national, should ensure that children with
disabilities attend their neighborhood schools (UNESCO, 1994, p.17). Finally, the Salamanca Framework
specifically states: ‘A change in social perspective is imperative. For far too long, the problems of people with
disabilities have been compounded by a disabling society that has focused upon their impairments rather than
their potential’ (UNESCO, 1994, p.7).

In overall terms, the Salamanca Framework was a strong call to understand inclusion as an effective way to
include special needs groups within the framework of EFA. This entails, among other key elements,
strengthening the inclusive response of regular schools, rethinking the role of special schools as resource
centers, facilitating and promoting the participation of disabled people and their families in developing

policies, and linking inclusive education to social inclusion.
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Following the 1994 Salamanca Statement, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (United Nations, 2006), specifically Article 24, refers to an inclusive education system that ensures
the right to education of persons with disabilities at all levels and within a lifelong learning perspective. It
specifically tailors the general human rights to education to the particular context of disability, with reference
to inclusive education. It aims especially to dismantle the barriers that exclude or otherwise marginalize
learners with disabilities.

Article 24 is predicated on an assumption that each learner has unique needs — something that is
particularly pronounced in the context of disability but equally applicable to all learners. The simple
integration of children and other learners with disabilities into the general educational system is not the
objective of the Convention. Instead, its aim is to provide the necessary obligations to support truly inclusive
education systems and change existing practices to remove barriers to inclusion. As the most recent
enunciation of the general human right to education in the specific context of disability, Article 24 is now the
central point of departure in international law in the field (Opertti, Brady, & Quinn, 2010).

Article 24 effectively codifies a core set of obligations which signatory States must follow to develop an
inclusive education system that focuses on children with disabilities: ensuring access to free, compulsory,
inclusive, and quality primary and secondary education; accommodating reasonably to individual
requirements; and providing individualized support. Inclusion in this sense entails the full incorporation of
students with disabilities into the regular educational system, but the article does not go beyond this idea. It
views inclusion mainly from the perspective of learners’ problems and impairments, which in fact could only
be addressed by adjusting the educational system as a whole.

The follow-up conference of the Salamanca Statement reaffirmed the commitment to develop an inclusive
education system by highlighting Article 24 as a vehicle to achieve the goal of inclusion for all. The main
challenge in developing inclusive systems lies in reforming the mainstream school system and the early years’
settings by emphasizing the need to overcome barriers in environment, communication, curriculum, teaching,
socialization, and assessment at all levels. The reference document of the post-Salamanca meeting (Inclusion
International, 2009b) points out that Article 24 indicates a delicate consensus among international disability
organizations reflecting the right to inclusive education as well as the right of blind, deaf and deaf-blind
students to be educated in groups (Inclusion International, 2009a). The Convention on the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities constructs the framework and outlines the obligations as a roadmap to advance the
Salamanca agenda. It entails building consensus and adopting a series of performance benchmarks and success

indicators to assess the implementation of inclusive education across different policy domains and actions.

Key events and documents:
* 1990 World Conference on Education For All
* 2000 Dakar Framework for Action

* 2010 UNESCO EFA Monitoring Report

Figure 9.1(c) Inclusion as a response to marginalized groups

Within this framework, the agenda of inclusion has been intensively promoted in the past 15 years or so,
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mainly by civil society organizations related to people with disabilities, and in a lesser way by governments.
Despite the reference to EFA or to the needs of all learners, inclusive education is strongly related to the
refinement of mainstreaming with a holistic and systemic perspective on how to accommodate the needs of
learners categorized as having difficulties and impairments. Inclusion might not be the response or solution in
all cases, and it seems not to be a principle applied to all learners, but mainly for those who are defined as in
need to be included and specifically related to the framework of special needs education (Booth, 2011).

While the purpose of the World Education Forum (2000, Dakar, Senegal) was referred to by some critics
as ‘essentially updating or reorienting the plans of Jomtien, and giving them an extra 15 years’ (Torres, 2001),
the Dakar Framework for Action re-affirmed the commitment to achieving EFA by 2015 (UNESCO, 2000)
and, in fact, placed a more specific emphasis on expanding the notion of inclusive education. This was mainly
done in two ways: (i) by increasing the scope of groups considered as marginalized learners; and (ii) by
asserting that the issues of quality are central to the attainment of a truly inclusive education system.

While tackling marginalization, the Dakar Framework called upon nations to address groups that had not
previously been a primary focus of international frameworks, such as the poor and most disadvantaged,
including working children, remote rural dwellers and nomads, ethnic and linguistic minorities, children,
young people and adults affected by conflict, HIV/AIDS, hunger and poor health, and those with special
learning needs (UNESCO, 2000). This targeted group approach widened the scope and content of the
concept of inclusive education, recognizing that inclusive education also raises issues of cultural and social
exclusion. In response to these concerns, governments usually give priority to certain excluded groups in policy
planning and the allocation of resources. The discussion has revolved significantly around whether these
policy initiatives are developed in a more universally-oriented or focalized public policy framework, having a
compensatory perspective on inequities (essentially separated interventions and provisions) or one more
related to forging sustainable opportunities for social and individual development under a holistic vision of
education (Opertti et al., 2009).

The debate about inclusion responding to the needs of marginalized groups implies a discussion about
restructuring the welfare state and, more specifically, how targeted policies and programs are embedded in
universal public policy frameworks. Focalizing policies within weak universal references may lead to second-
class education perceptions and realities, assuming that learning expectations and proposals ought to be
narrowed to the constraints of diverse learners’ profiles, contexts and circumstances (Opertti, 2011).

The Dakar Framework for Action introduced the idea of a quality education for all linked to the
achievement of learning outcomes, especially in literacy, numeracy, and essential life skills (UNESCO,
2001a). It was reaffirmed and further developed afterwards, that equity and quality go hand in hand, and that
inclusion may be seen as an evolving process as well as a complex and delicate synthesis of these two concepts.
Within this perspective, inclusive policies must widen their scope, as exclusion is related not solely to access to
education but to lack of equity in learning processes and outcomes. Exclusion was visualized as coming from
the ‘black box™ of the educational system (Rambla, Ferrer, Tarabini & Verger, 2008) and not purely as the
result of socio-economic factors. The Dakar conference constituted a step forward in visualizing equity and
quality as complementary foundations of inclusive approaches targeted at marginalized learners. It was able to
‘turn on many spotlights’, revealing groups that had been left behind. Although more groups received

schooling, many of the settings where they received schooling lacked equity and quality.
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The scope of equity was widened to encompass access, processes and outcomes while quality was mainly
referred to as achieving effective learning outcomes. The discussion remains quite open, as the understanding
of quality is seen as the key to developing sustainable long-term policies (Opertti, 2011; Roegiers, 2010).
Some tend to see quality more as the aggregation of improved learning inputs and conditions, while others
view it more as diversity of learning processes within a comprehensive vision of the curriculum (considering
the prescribed, the implemented, the attained, the experienced, the hidden, and the forgotten curriculum) and
leading the way towards relevant learning outcomes. It appears that after Dakar, inclusion has moved strongly
along the line of enlarging the scope of equity while the quality discussion has been stuck in an input-oriented
perspective (for example, the curricula and textbooks visualized as inputs) disregarding the vast array of
learning processes and their complex links to outcomes. Likewise in the last decade or so, quality education
has been increasingly narrowed to the conceptualization and measurement of learning outcomes mainly
related to ‘cognitive knowledge and skills in language, mathematics, and, to a lesser extent, science’ (Benavot,
2012).

Ten years after Dakar, the UNESCO EFA Monitoring Report (UNESCO, 2010) emphasized the
important role of inclusive education as a condition for the development of more inclusive societies. It also
highlighted the consequence of failing to place inclusive education at the center of the EFA agenda as
hindering progress towards the goals adopted at Dakar. Without defining inclusive education, this report
identifies three broad sets of policies in an Inclusive-Education Triangle — accessibility and affordability,
learning environment, and entitlements and opportunities — which could be seen as a way of integrating equity

and quality policies (UNESCO, 2010).

Key events and documents:
+ 2005 UNESCO Guidelines for Inclusion
+ 2008 48th session of the International Conference on Education

+ 2009 UNESCO Policy Guidelines on Inclusion

Figure 9.1(d) Inclusion as transforming the education system at large

Within this conceptualization, inclusive education is mainly the result of a series of concrete policies and
interventions that have proved to be feasible in different contexts. One core question is how these initiatives
are integrated and synergized within diverse educational systems, which are more like the sum of parts and
components rather than facilitators of learning opportunities. Policies have great potential to transform reality
yet effective development can be severely hampered by piece-meal approaches which seek to implement a
series of measures that are not necessarily interconnected and devoid of a global vision of education and
learning as well as a holistic perspective of the educational system.

In 2005, UNESCO released guidelines for inclusion with the view to systematize planning for excluded
children in the educational process (UNESCO, 2005). The guidelines explained what inclusion entails, that
inclusive practice must include all learners, and the need for a holistic view of education as a system comprised
of both the public and private sectors. UNESCO understands inclusion as ‘a dynamic approach of responding

positively to pupil diversity and of seeing individual differences not as problems, but as opportunities for
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enriching learning’ (UNESCO, 2005, p.12). Inclusion becomes more of a continually-evolving process (a
journey) to respect, understand, address and respond to learners’ diversities, entailing changes in the
educational system at large (i.e., regarding content, approaches, structures, and strategies) and strengthening
the need to personalize education. Along with visualizing diversity as an entrance point to value all children
equally (Booth, 2011) and the core of the attainment of inclusion, UNESCO (2005, p.16) also highlighted
the need to prioritize ‘those groups of learners who may be at risk of marginalization, exclusion or
underachievement’ indicating moral responsibility.

Building upon this vision of inclusion, and taking stock of diverse policy developments and agreements at
the inter-regional and regional levels (UNESCO-IBE, 2008b), the 48th session of the International
Conference on Education (ICE) (held in 2008) placed inclusive education at the core of the transformation
and development of the educational system at large. Endorsed by 153 countries, including over 100 Ministers
of Education, inclusive education was understood ‘as a general guiding principle to strengthen education for
sustainable development, lifelong learning for all and equal access of all levels of society to learning
opportunities’ (UNESCO-IBE, 2008a).

The 2008 ICE was followed by policy dialogue meetings and capacity-development workshops held at
inter-regional, regional, and national levels, partnered among UNESCO, UN-sister organizations and other
international organizations, Ministries of Education, universities, and civil society institutions (UNESCO-
IBE, 2012). Conceptual and policy discussions focused strongly on the need to rethink the visions, cultures,
policies, and practices of the educational systems while understanding inclusion as a key to democratizing
education and society, and as a ‘model of the kind of democracy one would like to see throughout society’
(Thomazet, 2009).

This transformational line around inclusion has brought in a series of challenges and issues that contribute
to progressively moving the inclusive education agenda from diverse and often contradictory visions,
approaches and practices structured around categories and groups, to a more holistic perspective based on the
idea that understanding, respecting, and responding to expectations and needs of all learners within their
contexts and circumstances is the pathway to truly attain inclusion.

Some of these issues include:

e Visualizing inclusive education as a transversal approach to all dimensions and levels of the educational system within a lifelong learning
perspective encompassing formal, non-formal, and informal settings and provisions;

e Understanding, addressing and responding to the diversity of expectations and needs of all learners through personalizing education
within the common aims and objectives pursued by the educational system at large;

e Understanding, identifying, and removing institutional, curricular, pedagogical and teachers’ barriers that hamper the democratization of
educational opportunities (the domains of culture, policy, curriculum, and practice);

e Aiming at presence (access and attendance), participation (quality learning and processes) and achievement (quality outcomes) through
the synergies between social and educational inclusion policies and programs;

e Using the triad inclusive curriculum — school — teachers as a comprehensive and integrated policy framework to facilitate and ensure the
engagement and the welfare (academic, social, and emotional) of all learners;

e Promoting school cultures and environments that are child-friendly, conducive to effective learning, inclusive of all children, healthy and
protective, gender-responsive, and encourage the active role and the participation of learners, their families and their communities; and

e Training teachers by equipping them with the appropriate competencies to teach diverse student populations and to support the

development and strengths of the individual learner within the community of the classroom (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2010).

169



Based on these recent developments, UNESCO followed up the 2008 ICE by releasing its 2009 Policy
Guidelines on Inclusion. The objective is to assist countries in strengthening their focus on inclusion through
their strategies and plans for education, to introduce the broadened concept of inclusive education, and to
highlight the areas that need particular attention to promote inclusive education and strengthen policy
development (UNESCO, 2009). The guidelines are comprehensive in nature and highlight the definition,
rationales, practical concerns, and suggested solutions to diverse policy concerns and domains regarding
inclusive education. It is understood as a process that allows all learners access to a quality education grounded
in personalized learning.

Opverall, the conceptual discussions, policy developments and capacity-development training activities lead
by UNESCO-IBE and taking place in different regions since the 2008 ICE, indicate renewed commitments,
foundations, criteria, and tools to advance the inclusive education agenda. It entails, among other aspects, an
increasing focus on revisiting the policy frameworks within a socially-inclusive perspective; overcoming narrow
conceptualizations of inclusive education as mainly category/group-oriented and differentiated by ability
levels; fostering/strengthening partnerships to engage diverse stakeholders in understanding, being convinced
of and backing up inclusive policy initiatives; facilitating curriculum development processes at the school and
classroom levels, targeting all learners in heterogeneous learning environments; and strengthening inclusive
education as a guiding principle and cross-cutting dimension to teachers’ education and professional
development (Ainscow et al., 2012; Opertti & Brady, 2011; Opertti et al., 2009; UNESCO-IBE 2012). The
discourse and practice are moving from the emphasis on the necessity, advocacy and investment for inclusive
schools, to the recognition, acceptance and promotion that all schools should be inclusive regardless of their

contexts and students’ profiles.

REGIONAL COMMONALITIES AND DIFFERENCES AROUND INCLUSIVE
EDUCATION

The following section identifies some major issues and challenges informing the inclusive education agendas
and practices in six regions: Africa, the Arab States, Asia-Pacific, the CIS, Europe, and Latin America (see
Table 9.1).

Despite the wide-scope development of regional policies and practices, many countries are struggling to
address the deeply rooted barriers towards a more inclusive society, both within and outside the education
system, and increasingly framed in a rights-based perspective (core idea 1 referred to in Section I). Some
countries still refer to a narrow understanding of inclusive education that focuses mainly on children with
special needs (core idea 2) and to a lesser extent on marginalized learners (core idea 3), while others continue
to face challenges of bridging the gaps between policy rhetoric and practices. In general, regions are still far
from effectively implementing the concept of inclusive education as transforming the education system at
large (core idea 4). In addition, the scarcity of financial and human resources as well as the lack of inclusive
curricula and teaching also represent common obstacles for designing and implementing inclusive education
policies. Based on the commonality of the issues and challenges presented in Table 9.1, we herein identify five

policy priorities for all regions regarding the development of truly inclusive education systems.
a) Creating a common societal understanding of inclusive education
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Policy-makers and education officials in many countries have accepted the broadened conceptualization of
inclusive education since the 2008 ICE. However, it is still understood primarily as a process of integrating
children with special needs or disabilities into mainstream schools by larger society, especially in the Africa,
Arab States, and Asia-Pacific regions. Moving inclusion beyond the cultural, institutional and educational
boundaries of special needs implies a worldwide challenge of promoting changes across the education system,
most significantly within schools, and involving communities at large. Teachers’ efforts to attain inclusion are
often hampered by constraints within the education system (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2010). As long as the
concept of inclusion remains narrow, the discussion will continually focus on accommodating specific groups
of learners within existing frameworks, structures, settings and provisions, instead of reflecting upon the
educational system as a whole to ensure inclusion. Building on consensus around a common societal and
cultural understanding of inclusive education is crucial to democratizing education and to the attainment of

just, peaceful, inclusive, and cohesive societies.

b) Promoting fundamental mindset changes

Mindset transformations are at the core of open, plural, and constructive dialogue around inclusion. The most
troublesome barriers to inclusion come from entrenched values, attitudes, and behaviors that disdain and/or
disregard the idea of a just society; that do not recognize or accept diversity as key foundation of a more
inclusive and cohesive society, and that do not consider the scope and implications of glaring social and
educational gaps as a priority issue. The broadened conceptualization of inclusive education entails a
completely different perspective of the current issues, which suggests that the fundamental problems reside in
the mindsets of the education system itself, rather than in children who do not fit into the system. This
perspective is derived from the belief that all learners have a right to quality education and the diverse needs of
all learners should be addressed by the education system on an equal foot. It also implies a fundamental
paradigm shift of inclusive education from a traditional ‘Charity/Social welfare approach’ to a ‘Rights-based
approach’ (Gaad, 2010), which makes it possible to overcome a categorical approach towards inclusion.
Placing inclusion as the right of individual learners contributes to understanding and appreciating the
uniqueness and specificity of each learner and highlights the need to personalize education while taking into

account the diversity of contexts and circumstances.

Table 9.1 Inclusive education from a regional perspective
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¢) Restructuring schools to provide comprehensive support to all learners
Inclusive education reforms are calling for radical changes to the traditional onesize-fits-all approach,
encouraging and supporting the personalization of education. The comprehensive support approach tends to

accommodate the diverse needs of all learners and support learners from at least the following dimensions:

o Pupils’ welfare: Schools provide comprehensive services to ensure the physical, psychological, and social well-being of all students.

e School infrastructure: School infrastructures are adjusted for children with special needs. Adequate facilities to accommodate children
with disabilities are provided to allow barriers-free access on campus. Parents and students are informed by the facilities available.

e Early support: Schools provide support to students and families as soon as the needs are identified.

o Financial support and scholarships: Financial supports are provided to students in need.

e Mother tongue instruction: Teaching approaches, curricula and textbooks are adapted to the lingual needs of minority students.

e Specialist provision: Special education teachers and resource centers/rooms are provided for students with special needs. Existing special

schools can be transformed into inclusive education resource centers to serve the mainstream schools in the neighborhood.

d) Addressing expectations and needs of all learners through an inclusive curriculum

An inclusive educational system entails a broader understanding of the curriculum as a tool to understand,
respect, and address the expectations and needs of all learners by personalizing the learning processes and
looking for multiple ways to develop each individual’s potential. It implies an inclusive pedagogy that creates
options for students to choose ‘how, where, and with whom they learn’ (Florian & Black-Hawkins, 2010) and
respectfully accommodates to their expectations and needs. An inclusive curriculum is not about adjusting
mainstream provisions and settings to consider special needs learners, but it is about developing shared goals,
frameworks, strategies and practices as key dimensions to respond to the uniqueness of each learner within the
classroom community. Holding high expectations for all learners supports the development of an inclusive
curriculum. The system should provide support when needed and make curricula solid, open, and flexible,

allowing for different learning styles and content which are relevant to learners and society.

¢) Empowering inclusive teachers to address diversity of learners
Teachers are key policy-makers in class as their decisions determine what the class experiences once the
classroom door is closed (Fulcher, 1999). However, teachers could not serve as agents to ‘deliver’ a new
paradigm of inclusion without being informed about and convinced of the rationale, aim, strategies, and
contents of inclusive education. Empowering teachers to be truly inclusive of all learners entails that teacher
education curricula enhance their competences and support customized learning for each individual within
diverse contexts (European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education, 2011; Florian, 2011,
Forlin, 2010; Rouse, 2010). After all, ‘effective teaching is effective teaching for all students’ (Ainscow et al.,
2012).

We should consider at least two elements regarding the development of an inclusive pedagogy in teacher
education institutes: (i) responding to teacher needs and strengthening their self-esteem regarding their work
in multicultural contexts that are becoming increasingly diverse; and (ii) promoting that teacher students come

from different ethnic, social, and cultural backgrounds and identities (Forlin, 2010).

RETHINKING INCLUSION ENTAILS RETHINKING THE EDUCATIONAL
SYSTEM

175



In order to move forward with relevant and effective policies and implementation strategies to achieve quality
education as the core of EFA, it is highly relevant for policy-makers and educators to understand the
complexity of the four evolving and intertwining core ideas of inclusive education, the common elements of
regional and inter-regional challenges and issues, as well as their implications in different social, political and
educational contexts.

As indicated in the first section of this chapter, through the shared collaboration and leadership from
various international agencies and conferences, inclusive education has evolved towards a process that
strengthens educational systems, across all levels, provisions, and settings to provide education for all learners.
Despite the progress that has been made, inclusive education remains strongly embedded in discussions about
groups of learners within the paradigm of special needs education, and not so clearly about the culture,
political, social and educational reforms required to sustain inclusion.

The increasing emphasis on inclusive education as a ‘principled approach to the development of education
and society’ (Booth, 2011) challenges practitioners to reconsider their own thinking and practice (Ainscow,
2008). The new understanding of inclusion requires realizing that decisions about how to improve schools
always involve moral and political reasoning, as well as technical considerations (Ainscow, 2008). Educators
cannot pretend that inclusive education can be pursued without tackling institutional reconstruction and
economic redistribution in highly stratified societies (Slee, 2008). The costs of exclusion are high in terms of
lost productivity, lost human potential, and lost health and well-being (Peters, 2007). Inclusion entails
addressing the politics of exclusion and representation (Slee, 2008). In-depth educational reforms related to
curriculum change and development are visualized as social actions to remove deprivation, gender inequality,
illiteracy, and barriers to schooling (Rioux, 2007).

While progress is being made, there is not necessarily deep conviction around and strong acceptance of the
inclusive philosophy (Brantlinger, 1997; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994; Sebba & Sachdev, 1997). Many
educationalists resist the idea, and some disability-focused organizations argue for separate and specialist
services (Ainscow, 2008; Booth, 2011). However, attempts are being made throughout the world to provide
more effective educational responses for all children, whatever their characteristics. The overall trend is to
respond within the context of general educational provisions (Ainscow, 2008). Inclusion is increasingly seen
more broadly as a reform that supports and welcomes diversity among all learners (UNESCO, 2001b), and
that entails a paradigm change, from recognizing classroom diversity to a positive management of the
singularities (Jollien, 1999). This perspective presumes that the aim of inclusive education is to eliminate
social exclusion resulting from attitudes and responses to diversity in race, social class, ethnicity, religion,
gender and ability (Vitello & Mithaug, 1998).

As long as the policy debates and developments about inclusive education are strongly focused on the co-
location of special schools within mainstream schools (Ainscow et al., 2012), the inclusive perspective is not
contributing to leading the transformation of the educational system and to effectively conceiving and
developing schools for all. Within a narrow and piece-meal conceptualization of inclusive education, EFA
goals will not be achieved, and remain primarily related to issues of access and input/outcome-oriented
perspectives/approaches on quality education, disregarding learning processes and the role played by the
curriculum as a tool to sustain educational policies.

Regarding key policy dilemmas revolving around inclusive education, we could either stand on different
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combinations of the paradigms of special needs education (core idea 2) and marginalized learners (core idea
3), or recognize and build on the positive initiatives and achievements of these two traditions, moving towards
inclusion as a guiding principle and dimension to change the mindsets and the practices of the educational
system (core idea 4) within a rights-based perspective (core idea 1). The first option does not stop, or even
exacerbate, the vicious cycle of segregation, marginalization, and exclusion from inside and outside the
educational system; whereas the second option seeks to address the multiple binding causes and consequences
of social and educational exclusion. The double-face question is about which type of society we envisage and
strive for as the foundation of inclusive education, and how inclusive education effectively supports the
development and attainment of more just, inclusive, tolerant, cohesive, and developed societies by providing

an effective learning opportunity to every single learner.
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From Special Education to Effective Schools for All:
Widening the Agenda

Mel Ainscow

Since the late 1980s, a growing number of international scholars have provided a critical commentary on the
field of special education. In so doing, they have argued that progress towards more inclusive education
systems requires a shift away from practices based on the traditional perspectives of special education, towards
approaches that focus on the development of mainstream schools that are able to respond to learner diversity.

This shift in thinking has been characterized as an ‘organisational paradigm’ (Dyson & Millward, 2000). It
involves moving away from explanations of educational failure that concentrate on the characteristics of
individual children and their families, towards an analysis of the barriers to participation and learning
experienced by students within school systems (Ainscow, 1999; Booth & Ainscow, 2011). In this way, those
students who do not respond to existing arrangements come to be regarded as ‘hidden voices’ who, under
certain conditions, can encourage the improvement of schools.

Just over 20 years ago I edited a book entitled Effective Schools for All that included contributions from
scholars such as Tom Skrtic, Roger Slee and Margaret Wang, who were at that time arguing for a change of
perspective (Ainscow, 1991). In that book I concluded that this new thinking had had limited impact upon
policy and practice in the field. I went on to suggest that progress would depend upon a new culture in schools
that encourages teacher reflection and collaborative problem-solving. I also argued that this required ‘those of
us who have made our careers in special education to reconsider our perspectives once more and act
accordingly’ (p. 227).

Later, in the first education of this Handbook, I reflected on developments since the early 1990s in a way
that was intended to challenge readers to think critically about their own thinking and practice (Ainscow,
2007). In particular, I reviewed research carried out within an organizational frame of reference in order to
map progress and point to areas that warrant further attention. The chapter went on to focus attention on
possible ‘levers’ that can help to move education systems in a more inclusive direction.

In this updated version of the chapter I extend this analysis, using the findings of more recent research I
have carried out with my colleagues. This leads me to argue that the way we think about the task of
developing inclusive schools has to extend beyond what happens within individual schools. This has

significant implications for school organization and leadership.

THINKING ABOUT INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

The field that has been known as special education or, more recently, special needs education, has been
involved in over a decade of uncertainty. This context of uncertainty provides the special education field with

new opportunities for continuing its historical purpose of addressing the needs of those learners who become
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marginalized within existing educational arrangements. But professional action aimed at redressing
marginalization requires a greater clarity about what becoming more inclusive involves. For us, it is a

‘principled approach to education’ (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006), which involves:

e The process of increasing the participation of students in, and reducing their exclusion from, the curricula, cultures and communities of
local schools;

e Restructuring the cultures, policies and practices in schools so that they respond to the diversity of students in their locality;

e The presence, participation and achievement of all students vulnerable to exclusionary pressures, not only those with impairments or

those who are categorized as ‘having special educational needs’.

Certain features of this way of conceptualizing inclusive education are of particular importance: inclusion is
concerned with all children and young people in schools; it is focused on presence, participation and
achievement; inclusion and exclusion are linked together, such that inclusion involves the active combating of
exclusion; and inclusion is seen as a never-ending process. Thus, an inclusive school is one that is on the
move, rather than one that has reached a perfect state.

As we have worked with schools over many years I have become aware of the complexities this approach
involves (Ainscow, 2005). Recently we have proposed that the extent to which students are included is not
dependent only on the educational practices of their teachers, or even their schools (Ainscow, Dyson,
Goldrick, & West, 2012). Instead, it depends on a whole range of interacting processes, some of which reach
into the school from outside. These include the demographics of the areas served by schools, the histories and
cultures of the populations who send (or fail to send) their children to the school, and the economic realities
faced by those populations. Beyond this, they involve the underlying socio-economic processes that make
some areas poor and others affluent, and that draw migrant groups into some places rather than others. They
are also influenced by the wider politics of the teaching profession, of decision-making at the district level,
and of national policy-making and the impacts of schools on one another over issues such as exclusion and
parental choice.

Looked at in this way, it is clear that there is much that individual schools can do to tackle factors that lead
to marginalization within their organizations, and that such actions are likely to have a profound impact on
student experiences. However, it is equally clear that these strategies do not lead to schools tackling external
factors that may be acting as barriers to participation and learning.

Bearing these arguments in mind, in what follows I explore possibilities for linking developments within

schools to developments in the wider context in order to develop more inclusive education systems.

Developing inclusive practices

In the United Kingdom, two recent studies have looked closely at how practices that respond effectively to
learner diversity develop. Significantly, both projects involved researchers working collaboratively with
practitioners.

The first study, ‘Learning without Limits’, examined ways of teaching that are free from pre-determined
assumptions about the abilities of students within a class (Hart, 2003; Hart, Dixon, Drummond & Meclntyre,
2004). The researchers worked closely with a group of teachers who had rejected ideas of fixed ability, in order

to study their practice. They started from the belief that constraints are placed on children’s learning by
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ability-focused practices that lead young children to define themselves in comparison to their peers.

The researchers argue that the notion of ability as inborn intelligence has come to be seen as ‘a natural way
of talking about children’ that summarizes their perceived differences. They go on to suggest that, in England,
national policies reflect this assumption, making it essential for teachers to compare, categorize and group
their students by ability in order to provide appropriate and challenging teaching for all. So, for example,
school inspectors are expected to check that teaching is differentiated for ‘more able’, ‘average’ and ‘less able’
students. In this context, what is meant by ability is not made explicit, leaving scope for teachers to interpret
what is being recommended in ways that suit their own beliefs and views. However, it is noted that the policy
emphasis on target setting and value-added measures of progress leave little scope for teachers who reject the
fixed view of measurable ability to hold on to their principles.

Through examining closely the practices and thinking of their teacher partners, the researchers set
themselves the task of identifying ‘more just and empowering’ ways of making sense of learner diversity. In
summary, this would, they argue, involve teachers treating patterns of achievement and response in a ‘spirit of
transformability’, seeking to discover what is possible to enhance the capacity of each child in their class to
learn and to create the conditions in which their learning can more fully and effectively flourish.

The researchers explain that the teachers in their study based their practices on a strong conviction that
things can change and be changed for the better, recognizing that whatever a child’s present attainments and
characteristics, given the right conditions, everybody’s capacity for learning can be enhanced. Approaching
their work with this mind-set, the teachers involved in the study were seen to analyse gaps between their
aspirations for children and what was actually happening.

The second study, ‘Understanding and Developing Inclusive Practices in Schools’, also pointed to the
importance of inquiry as a stimulus for changing practices. It involved 25 schools in exploring ways of
developing inclusion in their own contexts, in collaboration with university researchers (Ainscow, Booth &
Dyson, 2004; Ainscow, Howes, Farrell & Frankham, 2003; Ainscow, Booth & Dyson, 2006). Significantly,
this process took place in the context of the UK government’s extensive efforts to improve standards in public
education, as measured by test and examination scores. This has involved the creation of an educational
‘market-place’, coupled with an emphasis on policies fostering greater diversity between types of school.

Despite this apparently unfavourable national policy context, what was noted in the schools that
participated in the study was neither the crushing of inclusion by the so-called standards agenda, nor the
rejection of the standards agenda in favour of a radical, inclusive alternative. Certainly, many teachers were
concerned about the impacts on their work of the standards agenda and some were committed to views of
inclusion, which they saw as standing in contradiction to it. However, in most of the schools, the two agendas
remained intertwined. Indeed, the focus on attainment appeared to prompt some teachers to examine issues in
relation to the achievements and participation of marginalized groups that they had previously overlooked.
Likewise, the concern with inclusion tended to shape the way the school responded to the imperative to raise
standards.

In trying to make sense of the relationship between external imperatives and the processes of change in
schools, the study drew on the ideas of Wenger (1998) to reveal how external agendas were mediated by the
norms and values of the ‘communities of practice’ within schools, and how they become part of a dialogue

whose outcomes can be more rather than less inclusive. In this way, the role of national policy emerges from
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the study in something of a new light. This suggests that schools may be able to engage with what might
appear to be unfavourable policy imperatives to produce outcomes that are by no means inevitably non-
inclusive.

Together, the findings of these two studies lead to reasons for optimism. They indicate that more inclusive
approaches can emerge from a study of the existing practice of teachers, set within the internal social dynamics
of schools. They also suggest that it is possible to intervene in these dynamics in order to open up new

possibilities for moving practice forward.

Mowving practice forward

Research suggests that developments of practice are unlikely to occur without some exposure to what teaching
actually looks like when it is being done differently, and the presence of someone who can help teachers
understand the difference between what they are doing and what they aspire to do (Elmore, Peterson, &
McCarthy, 1996). It also suggests that this has to be addressed at the individual level before it can be solved at
the organizational level. Indeed, there is evidence that increasing collaboration without some more specific
attention to change at the individual level can simply result in teachers coming together to reinforce existing
practices, rather than confronting the difficulties they face in different ways (Lipman, 1997).

At the heart of the processes in schools where changes in practice do occur is the development of a common
language with which colleagues can talk to one another and, indeed, to themselves, about detailed aspects of
their practice (Huberman, 1993). Without such a language, teachers find it very difficult to experiment with
new possibilities. As I have explained, much of what teachers do during the intensive encounters that occur is
carried out on an automatic, intuitive level. Furthermore, there is little time to stop and think. This is why
having the opportunity to see colleagues at work is so crucial to the success of attempts to develop practice. It
is through shared experiences that colleagues can help one another to articulate what they currently do and
define what they might like to do (Hiebert, Gallimore, & Stigler, 2002). It is also the means whereby space is
created within which taken-for-granted assumptions about particular groups of learners can be subjected to
mutual critique.

This raises questions about how best to introduce such ways of working. Here, a promising approach is that
of ‘lesson study’, a systematic procedure for the development of teaching that is well-established in Japan and
some other Asian countries (Hiebert et al., 2002; Lo, Yan, & Pakey, 2005; Stigler & Hiebert, 1999). The goal
of lesson study is to improve the effectiveness of the experiences that the teachers provide for all of their
students. The core activity is collaboration on a shared area of focus that is generated through discussion. The
content of this focus is the planned lesson, which is then used as the basis of gathering data on the quality of
experience that students receive. These lessons are called ‘research lessons’ and are used to examine the
teachers’ practices and the responsiveness of the students to the planned activities. Members of the group
work together to design the lesson plan, which is then implemented by each teacher. Observations and post-
lesson conferences are arranged to facilitate the improvement of the research lesson between each trial.

Lesson study can be conducted in many ways. It may, for example, involve a small sub-group of volunteer
staff, or be carried out through departmental or special interest groupings. It can also happen across schools,

and is then part of a wider, managed network of teachers working together (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson,
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2006). The collection of evidence is a key factor in the lesson study approach. This usually involves
observation of student responses and the use of video recording. Emphasis is also placed on listening to the

views of students in a way that tends to introduce a critical edge to the discussions that take place.

Creating interruptions

Our own research has further confirmed how the use of evidence can help to create space for reappraisal and
rethinking by interrupting existing discourses, and by focusing attention on overlooked possibilities for
moving practice forward (Ainscow, Howes, Farrell, & Frankham, 2003; Miles & Ainscow, 2011). Particularly
powerful techniques in this respect involve the use of mutual observation, sometimes through video recordings
(Ainscow, 1999, 2003), and evidence collected from students about teaching and learning arrangements
within a school (Ainscow & Kaplan, 2006; Messiou, 2012; Miles & Kaplan, 2005). Under certain conditions
such approaches provide interruptions that help to make the familiar unfamiliar in ways that stimulate self-
questioning, creativity and action. In so doing, they can sometimes lead to a reframing of perceived problems
that, in turn, draws the teacher’s attention to overlooked possibilities for addressing barriers to participation
and learning.

Here my argument is informed by the work of Robinson (1998) who suggests that practices are activities
that solve problems in particular situations. This means that to explain a practice is to reveal the problem for
which it serves as a solution. So, in working closely with practitioners, inferences can be made about how
teachers have formulated a problem and the assumptions that are involved in the decisions made. Our research
has also shown how initial formulations are sometimes rethought as a result of an engagement with various
forms of evidence (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006)

However, such inquiry-based approaches to the development of inclusive practices are far from straight-
forward. An interruption that is created as a group of teachers engage with evidence may not necessarily lead
to a consideration of new ways of working. We have also documented examples of how deeply held beliefs
within schools may prevent the experimentation that is necessary in order to foster the development of more
inclusive ways of working (Howes & Ainscow, 2006, Ainscow & Kaplan, 2006). This reminds us that that it
is easy for educational difficulties to be pathologized as difficulties inherent within students. This is true not
only of students with disabilities and those defined as having special educational needs, but also of those
whose socio-economic status, race, language and gender renders them problematic to particular teachers in
particular schools. Consequently, it is necessary to explore ways of developing the capacity of those within
schools to reveal and challenge deeply entrenched deficit views of ‘difference’, which define certain types of
students as ‘lacking something’ (Trent, Artiles, & Englert, 1998). This involves being vigilant in scrutinizing

how deficit assumptions may be influencing perceptions of certain students.

LINKING INCLUSIVE SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT TO THE WIDER CONTEXT

The approach I have outlined so far is based on the idea of those within schools collecting and engaging with
various forms of data in order to stimulate moves to create more inclusive schools. Our research provides
convincing evidence of the potential of this approach (see: Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006; Ainscow et al.,

2012; Miles & Ainscow, 2011). However, it has also thrown light on the difficulties in putting such an

185



approach into practice within current policy contexts. This made us analyse the limitations of within-school
strategies, leading us, in turn, to argue that these should be complemented with efforts to encourage greater

cooperation between schools, and between schools and their wider communities.

School-to-school collaboration

In recent years, my colleagues and I have carried out a series of studies that have generated considerable
evidence that school-to-school collaboration can strengthen improvement processes by adding to the range of
expertise made available (Ainscow, 2010; Ainscow & Howes, 2007; Ainscow, Muijs, & West, 2006; Ainscow,
Nicolaidou, & West, 2003; Ainscow & West, 2006; Ainscow, West, & Nicolaidou, 2005; Muijs, Ainscow,
Chapman, & West, 2011; Muijs, West, & Ainscow, 2010). Together, these studies indicate that collaboration
between schools has an enormous potential for fostering the capacity of education systems to respond to
learner diversity. More specifically, they show how collaboration between schools can help to reduce the
polarization of schools, to the particular benefit of those students who seem marginalized at the edges of the
system, and whose performance and attitudes cause increasing concern.

The most convincing evidence about the power of schools working together comes from my recent
involvement in the Greater Manchester Challenge. This 3-year initiative, which involved over 1,100 schools
in 10 local authorities, had a government investment of around £50million (see Ainscow, 2012, for a detailed
account of this initiative). The decision to invest this large amount reflected a concern regarding educational
standards in the city region, particularly amongst children and young people from disadvantaged backgrounds.
The adopted approach was influenced by an earlier initiative in London (Brighouse, 2007).

Influenced by the thinking developed in this chapter, the overall approach of the Challenge emerged from a
detailed analysis of the local context, using both statistical data and local intelligence provided by stakeholders.
This drew attention to areas of concern and also helped to pinpoint a range of human resources that could be
mobilized in order to support improvement efforts. Recognizing the potential of these resources, it was
decided that networking and collaboration should be the key strategies for strengthening the overall
improvement capacity of the system to reach out to vulnerable groups. More specifically, this involved a series
of inter-connected activities for ‘moving knowledge around’ (Ainscow, 2012).

Families of Schools were set up, using a data system that grouped between 12 and 20 schools on the basis of
students’ prior attainment and socio-economic background. This approach partnered schools that serve similar
populations whilst, at the same time, encouraging partnerships amongst schools that were not in direct
competition with one another because they did not serve the same neighbourhoods. Led by head teachers, the
Families of Schools proved to be successful in strengthening collaborative processes within the city region,
although the impact was varied.

In terms of schools working in highly-disadvantaged contexts, evidence from the Challenge suggests that
school partnerships are the most powerful means of fostering improvements (Hutchings, Hollingworth,
Mansaray, Rose, & Greenwood, 2012). Most notably, the Keys to Success programme led to striking
improvements in the performance of some 200 schools facing the most challenging circumstances. A common
feature of almost all of these interventions was that progress was achieved through carefully matched pairings

(or, sometimes, trios) of schools that cut across social ‘boundaries’ of various kinds, including those that
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separate schools that are in different local authorities (Ainscow, 2013). In this way, expertise that was
previously trapped in particular contexts was made more widely available.

Another effective strategy to facilitate the movement of expertise was provided through the creation of
various types of hub schools. So, for example, some of the hubs provided support for other schools regarding
ways of supporting students with English as an additional language. Similarly, so-called ‘teaching schools’
providing professional development programmes focused on bringing about improvements in classroom
practice. Other hub schools offered support in relation to particular subject areas, and in responding to groups
of potentially vulnerable groups, such as those categorized as having special educational needs. In this latter
context, a further significant strategy involved new roles for special schools in supporting developments in the

mainstream.

Beyond the school gate

The powerful impact of the collaborative strategies developed in the Greater Manchester Challenge points to
ways in which the processes used within individual schools can be deepened and, therefore, strengthened.
This requires an emphasis on mutual critique, within schools and between schools, based on an engagement
with shared data. This, in turn, requires strong collective commitment from senior school staft and a
willingness to share responsibility for system reform.

However, our research has also led us to argue that the development of schools that are effective for all
children will only happen when what happens outside as well as inside the school changes (Ainscow et al.,
2012). This means changing how families and communities work, and enriching what they offer to children.
We have encouraging evidence of what can happen when what schools do is aligned in a coherent strategy
with the efforts of other local players — employers, community groups, universities and public services
(Ainscow, 2012; Cummings, Dyson, & Todd, 2011). This does not necessarily mean schools doing more, but
it does imply partnerships beyond the school, where partners multiply the impacts of each other’s efforts.
However, our experience suggests that the success of such partnerships is dependent upon a common
understanding of what they are trying to achieve.

This approach is a feature of the highly-acclaimed Harlem Children’s Zone (Whitehurst & Croft, 2010), a
neighbourhood-based system of education and social services for the children of low-income families in New
York. The programme combines education components (e.g., early childhood programmes with parenting
classes; public charter schools); health components (including nutrition programmes); and neighbourhood
services (one-on-one counselling for families; community centres; and a centre that teaches job-related skills
to teenagers and adults). Dobbie and Fryer (2009) describe the Children’s Zone as ‘arguably the most

ambitious social experiment to alleviate poverty of our time’ (p. 1).

INCLUSIVE CULTURES AND LEADERSHIP

It is clear, then, that becoming inclusive is likely to involve challenges to the thinking of those within
particular organizations. As we have seen, it requires them to develop new working relationships within their
schools and with partners beyond the school gate. It follows that working in a school that is attempting to

become more inclusive is not for the faint-hearted. To be a teacher in such a school means that you need to be
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able to accept and deal with questions being asked of your beliefs, ideas, plans and practices. In such a context,
inter-professional challenge will be common. Therefore, those who provide leadership must model not only a
willingness to participate in discussions and experimentation, but also a readiness to answer questions and
challenges from their colleagues. Furthermore, they need to enable staff to feel sufficiently confident about

their practice to cope with the challenges they will meet.

Inclusive school cultures

There is a body of critical literature highlighting the problems and complexities that emerge when schools
attempt to develop greater inclusion (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006). These literatures point to the internal
complexities of schools as organizations, and the constraints and contradictions that are generated by the
policy environments in which they exist. As such, they usefully problematize the assumptions underlying the
more mechanistic approaches to improvement but stop short of saying how inclusion might actually be
developed.

A more promising family of approaches to development start from the assumption that increasing inclusion
is less a set of fixed practices or policies, than a continuous process of deconstructing and reconstructing
(Skrtic, 1991; Thomas & Loxley, 2001) — what Corbett and Slee (2000) have called the ‘cultural vigilantism’
of exposing exclusion in all its changing forms and seeking instead to ‘foster an inclusive educational culture’.
Where writers have addressed what this implies for practice, they tend to give particular emphasis to the
characteristics of schools as organizations that stimulate and support this process of interrogation. The
American scholar Tom Skrtic argues that schools with what he calls ‘adhocratic’ configurations are most likely
to respond to student diversity in positive and creative ways (Skrtic, 1991). Such schools emphasize the
pooling of different professional expertise in collaborative processes. Children who cannot easily be educated
within the school’s established routines are not seen as ‘having’ problems, but as challenging teachers to re-
examine their practices in order to make them more responsive and flexible. Similarly, I have previously
suggested certain ‘organisational conditions’ — distributed leadership, high levels of staff and student
involvement, joint planning, a commitment to inquiry and so on — that promote collaboration and problem-
solving amongst staff, and which, therefore, produce more inclusive responses to diversity (Ainscow, 1999).

These themes are supported by a review of international literature by my colleagues that examined the
effectiveness of school actions in promoting inclusion (Dyson, Howes, & Roberts, 2004). The review
concludes that there is a limited, but by no means negligible, body of empirical evidence about the relationship
between school action and the participation of all students in the cultures, curricula and communities of their

schools. In summary, it suggests that:

e Some schools are characterized by an ‘inclusive culture’. Within such schools, there is some degree of consensus amongst adults around
values of respect for difference and a commitment to offering all pupils access to learning opportunities. This consensus may not be total
and may not necessarily remove all tensions or contradictions in practice. On the other hand, there is likely to be a high level of staff
collaboration and joint problem-solving, and similar values and commitments may extend into the student body, and to parent and other
community stakeholders.

e The extent to which such ‘inclusive cultures’ lead directly and unproblematically to enhanced student participation is not clear. Some
aspects of these cultures, however, can be seen as participatory by definition. For instance, respect for diversity from teachers may itself

be understood as a form of participation by children within a school community. Moreover, schools characterized by such cultures are
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also likely to be characterized by forms of organization (such as specialist provision being made in the ordinary classroom, rather than by
withdrawal) and practices (such as constructivist approaches to teaching and learning) that could be regarded as participatory by
definition.

e Schools with ‘inclusive cultures’ are likely to be characterized by the presence of leaders who are committed to inclusive values and to a
leadership style which encourages a range of individuals to participate in leadership functions. Such schools are also likely to have good

links with parents and with their communities.

According to the review, there are general principles of school organization and classroom practice which
should be followed: notably, the removal of structural barriers between different groups of students and staff;
the dismantling of separate programmes, services and specialisms; and the development of pedagogical
approaches (such as cooperative group work) which enable students to learn together rather than separately. It
is also argued that schools should build close relations with parents and communities based on developing a
shared commitment to inclusive values.

Such approaches are congruent with the view that inclusion is essentially about attempts to embody
particular values in particular contexts (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006). Unlike mechanistic views of school
improvement, they acknowledge that decisions about how to improve schools always involve moral and
political reasoning, as well as technical considerations. Moreover, they offer specific processes through which
inclusive developments might be promoted. Discussions of inclusion and exclusion can help, therefore, to
make explicit the values which underlie what, how and why changes should be made in schools. Inclusive
cultures, underpinned by particular organizational conditions, may make those discussions more likely to

occur and more productive when they do occur.

Leadership for inclusion

Our recent review of literature concluded that learner diversity and inclusion are increasingly seen as key
challenges for educational leaders (Ainscow & Sandill, 2010). For example, Leithwood, Jantzi and Steinbach
(1999) suggest that with continuing diversity, schools will need to thrive on uncertainty, have a greater
capacity for collective problem-solving, and be able to respond to a wider range of learners. Sergiovanni (1992)
also points to the challenge of student diversity and argues that current approaches to school leadership may
well be getting in the way of improvement efforts.

Lambert and her colleagues (2002) argue for what they see as a constructivist view of leadership. This is
defined as the reciprocal processes that enable participants in an educational community to construct common
meanings that lead toward a common purpose about schooling. They use this perspective to argue that
leadership involves an interactive process entered into by both learners and teachers. Consequently, there is a
need for shared leadership, with the principal seen as a leader of leaders. Hierarchical structures have to be
replaced by shared responsibility in a community that becomes characterized by agreed values and hopes, such
that many of the control functions associated with school leadership become less important or even counter-
productive.

The most helpful theoretical and empirical context, however, is provided by Riehl (2000), who, following
an extensive review of literature, concludes that school leaders need to attend to three broad types of task:
fostering new meanings about diversity; promoting inclusive practices within schools; and building

connections between schools and communities. She goes on to consider how these tasks can be accomplished,
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exploring how the concept of practice, especially discursive practice, can contribute to a fuller understanding
of the work of school principals. This analysis leads Riehl to offer a positive view of the potential for school
principals to engage in inclusive, transformative developments. She concludes:

When wedded to a relentless commitment to equity, voice, and social justice, administrators” efforts in the tasks of sensemaking, promoting

inclusive cultures and practices in schools, and building positive relationships outside of the school may indeed foster a new form of practice.

(p- 71)

CONCLUSION

The arguments presented in this chapter have had a significant impact on international policy developments
over the past 20 years or so, in part because of my involvement as a consultant to UNESCO. Specifically, they
influenced the conceptualization of the Salamanca Statement on Principles, Policy and Practice in Special
Needs Education (UNESCO, 1994). Arguably the most significant international document that has ever
appeared in the special needs field, the Statement argues that regular schools with an inclusive orientation are
‘the most effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes, building an inclusive society and achieving
education for all. These ideas also framed the UNESCO teacher education project, ‘Special Needs in the
Classroom’, which led to developments in over 80 countries (Ainscow, 1999). And, more recently, the
formulation in this chapter provided the conceptual framework for the 48th session of the International
Conference on Education, held in 2008, and attended by Ministers of Education and officials from 153
countries (Ainscow & Miles, 2008).

Moving beyond policy statements, however, the practical implications of these proposals are, as I have
suggested, deeply challenging to thinking and practice in both mainstream schools and special provision. The
complex nature of these challenges is well illustrated in the ‘Index for Inclusion’ (Booth & Ainscow, 2011).
Developed originally for use in England, the Index is a set of school review materials that has been refined as a
result of over 10 years of collaborative action research in many countries (see 7he International Journal of
Inclusive Education, volume 8 number 2, for articles about some of these developments). It enables schools to
draw on the knowledge and views of staff, students, parents/carers, and community representatives about
barriers to learning and participation that exist within their existing ‘cultures, policies and practices’ in order to
identify priorities for change.

In connecting inclusion with the detail of policy and practice, the Index encourages those who use it to
build up their own view of inclusion, related to their experience and values, as they work out what policies and
practices they wish to promote or discourage. Such an approach is based upon the idea that inclusion is
essentially about attempts to embody particular values in particular contexts. In other words, it is ‘school
improvement with attitude’ (Ainscow, Booth, & Dyson, 2006).

The Index approach also involves an emphasis on collaborative inquiry, and, as we have seen, leadership
practices are central to these ways of working. In particular, there is a need to encourage coordinated and
sustained efforts around the idea that changing outcomes for all students is unlikely to be achieved unless
there are changes in the behaviours of adults. Consequently, the starting point for inclusive school
development must be with teachers: in effect, enlarging their capacity to imagine what might be achieved, and
increasing their sense of accountability for bringing this about. This may also involve tackling taken for

granted assumptions, most often relating to expectations about certain groups of students, their capabilities,
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behaviour and patterns of attendance. At the same time, such efforts have to be linked to what is happening in

other schools and in the wider community.
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Sui Ban Jiu Du: An Approach Toward Inclusive
Education in China

Chunling Liu and Xueyun Su

Sui ban jiu du, literally translated as ‘learning in a regular classroom’ (LRC), means ‘receiving special education

in general education classrooms’, and is regarded as a practical form of inclusion in China.

INTRODUCTION

Sui ban jiu du refers to an educational form of provision for children with disabilities to access general
education in regular classes together with children without disabilities (Chen, 2004). Although it has been
practiced in China, especially in the rural areas, since the 1950s, it was initially considered an expedient effort
to enroll some students with disabilities into general schools and the practice was constrained by a lack of
educational resources (Hua, 2003). However, in China today, it is generally agreed that sui ban jiu du is a form
of special education for students with disabilities adopted by China’s special education professionals in the
1980s under the influence of Western mainstreaming practices in light of China’s specific situation and
cultural context. This chapter traces the development of sui ban jiu du and considers the achievements and
challenges for contemporary practice and more recent LRC initiatives.

As shown in Table 11.1, many students with disabilities were enrolled in general schools in the 1980s but
they were not counted in Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China (MOE, before 2006, it was
called the State Education Commission) statistics. This can be seen in the large discrepancy between the
percentage of students with disabilities receiving an education reported by MOE and that reported by the
China Disabled People’s Federation (CDPF). These data provide important evidence of the practice of sui
ban jiu du since the 1980s (CDPF, 1987), and they underscore the emphasis that was placed on special

schooling as an important form of provision for children with disabilities in education policy.

Table 11.1 Enrollment ratio of children with three types of disabilities from MOE and CDPF in 1987

MOE (%) CDPF (%)
Hearing impairment 55 45.0
Visual impairment 2.7 42.9
Intellectual disabilities 0.33 61.9

However, the practice of sui ban jiu du was acknowledged by MOE which noted that most children with
mental retardation who were receiving schooling were in the general primary school (MOE, 1983). In
December 1987, the term sui ban jiu du was officially used by the MOE in the (draft) Teaching Plan for Full-

time School (classes for students with mental retardation). This plan noted that:

in the process of universalization of the primary education, most of the children with mild mental retardation have been enrolled into the
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local general primary school ... this form of education has facilitated the interaction between children with mental retardation and typical
children, it would be a feasible approach for solving the issue of schooling for children with mental retardation in areas that have not yet

established any classes for children with mental retardation especially in rural areas.

By 1994, the MOE had targeted three types of disabilities for special education: those with visual
impairments (including blindness and low vision), hearing impairments (including the deaf and hard of
hearing), and mild intellectual disability. Schools with resources were allowed to enroll students with
moderate intellectual disabilities (MOE, 1994).

Also in 1994, the world community adopted the ‘Salamanca Statement’ which called for inclusive education
as a strategy to achieve the global commitment to ‘Education for All' (UNESCO & Ministry of Education
and Science, Spain, 1994). In Western culture, inclusive education could be traced back to the social
movements for equality and freedom but sui ban jiu du was adopted to enable children with disabilities to
enroll in ordinary schools in local vicinities to achieve compulsory education in a rapid manner for economic
purposes (Deng, M., & Zhu, Z, 2007). As will be shown below, this difference has influenced the
development of inclusive education in China.

Deng and Zhu’s (2007) research found that there were two different contemporary viewpoints about sui ban
7iu du. One tends to equate it with the Western ideas of mainstreaming, or inclusive education (e.g., Chen,
1996, 1997; Mu, Yang, & Armfield, 1993; Pott, 2000, cited in Deng, M., & Zhu, Z, 2007). These
researchers use the terms mainstreaming, inclusive education or inclusion during international academic
exchanges to describe the circumstances of China’s LRC. The other viewpoint holds that the Chinese concept
of sui ban jiu du means that there are essential differences between LRC and the Western concepts of
mainstreaming or inclusive education (Piao, 1992; Xu, Piao, & Gargiulo 1993, cited in Deng, M., & Zhu, Z,
2007). Yu, Su and Liu (2011) summarized the differences as follows:

® Sui ban jiu du is rooted in a history and culture of traditional Confusion educational philosophy and embodies the political and
educational concepts of socialism.

®  Sui ban jiu du retains certain influence from the Soviet Union, such as placing importance on remedying the students’ deficiencies.

® Sui ban jiu du is a Chinese pragmatic strategy for placing more children with disabilities, who had been previously been denied an
education, into schools.

®  Sui ban jiu du’s present services are directed primarily at three categories of disabilities — visual impairment, hearing impairment, and
mental retardation — and many children with severe or multiple disabilities and children with other types of disabilities have not yet

entered ordinary schools and do not have opportunities for school education.

CULTURE AS A CONTEXT: CONFUCIUS’S VIEW ON DISABILITIES AND THE
DEVELOPMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION IN CHINA

The philosophy of Confucius is deeply rooted in Chinese culture. An early recorded classic by Confucius

describes how the ideal society cares for its members:

When the Great Way is practiced, the world is for the public. Those with virtue and those with ability are chosen and used. People value
trustworthiness and cultivate the harmony with each other. Thus people do not treat only their parents like parents, nor do people treat only
their sons like sons. That makes the aged have the appropriate last years, those in their prime have the appropriate employment, and the
young have the appropriate growth and development. Elderly men with no spouses, widows, orphans, elderly people without children or

grandchildren, the handicapped, the ill - all are provided for. (Confucius, translated by Feng, 2010, pp. 2-3)
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This classic expressed the idea of a da fong society. Literally, da fong means ‘the Great Together’; it is the ideal
society that has been pursued for thousands of years, up to the present day. Chinese former President Hu,
2005, used the term ‘harmony society’ to re-express this idea.

The idea that a good society should care for and educate people with disabilities has been influential
through time (Zhang, Ma, & Du, 2000, pp. 202-205). In addition to being the earliest statement about how
people with disabilities should be treated in China, the quote from Confucius also represents a philosophical
base for special education (Yu et al., 2011). The positive influence of the Confucian view on disability
encourages sympathy and kindness by the public, and welfare and education from the government. However,
this view also leads to a ‘charity model of disability’: it implies that what is done for people with disabilities is
based on pity. Under a charity model, education and employment are not basic rights and people with
disabilities must mainly depend on goodwill, which is not always reliable.

The cultural idea of da tong underpins the attitude of many Chinese toward special education (Yu et al.,
2011). For example, while some vocational training for people with disabilities was documented in ancient
China from about 400 BC, it was not until 1874, due to religions influence from the West, that the first
special school for children with visual impairment was set up in Beijing (Zhang et al., 2000). Until 1948, there
were 42 special schools serving 2,380 students nationwide in China. These were mostly run by charitable
institutions as private schools.

In 1951, when special education became part of the public education system, the goal of educating children
with disabilities turned to training laborers with a consciousness of socialism in order to compensate for their
physiological and psychological defects. In the following decades, until the 1980s, the main body of special
education in China was education in special schools. Still only very few children with disabilities could access
special schools and some children with disabilities were enrolled in general schools. In this way, the practice of
sui ban jiu du, represented an initial approach to provide more children with disabilities access to education
and, as noted above, it was confirmed by policy at end of the 1980s.

Subsequently, China has been developing a more sufficient education system to meet the needs of children
with disabilities (see Table 11.2). Many professionals have begun to advocate for a shift from a ‘charity model’
to a ‘society model’ under the influence of the philosophy of inclusion from the West; they argue that
disability is an issue for the whole society and an issue of human rights. The society model promotes a positive
view of disability, embracing people with disabilities and making them true members of society (Wang, 2006).
It is argued that this is a key element of the ‘harmony society’. This shift in thinking is apparent in a recent
amendment to the national law, the Law of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) on the Protection of
Persons with Disabilities (State Council of the People’s Republic of China, 2008).

CHALLENGES FOR SUI BAN JIU DU

China, a developing country with a population of 1.3 billion, is home to the world’s largest education system.
While many efforts have been made by professionals, teachers, parents, and policymakers to improve the
quality of special education, particularly with regard to sui ban jiu du, the development of inclusive education
in China is set against a backdrop of other efforts addressing issues of economic capabilities, population

pressure, and social pressure. These pressures raise many challenges for the development of inclusive
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education.

Firstly, one of the key challenges is the social attitude towards disability. In traditional culture, Confucius’s
views on disability emphasize a focus on charity and love which have lead to educational placements in mainly
segregated settings where general education and special education co-exist in two parallel tracks that rarely
intersect. The majority of people in the community are supportive of providing education to children with
disabilities, but they think that children with disabilities should be placed in special schools or institutions
specifically established for them to receive education (Peng, 2011). In 2009, a survey conducted in Beijing
(Wang, Peng, & Wang, 2011) showed that 100% of general school principal respondents had heard of sui ban
7iu du, but of these, more than 60% were unwilling to accept children with disabilities in their own schools.
Nearly 86% of the general school teacher respondents were unwilling to accept the children with disabilities
into their classes. In addition, 30% of parents of children with disabilities surveyed did not want their children
sui ban jiu du, being educated in the general schools, due to the fear of discrimination and the unguaranteed
quality of education. Wang et al. (2011) also interviewed the community residents, university teachers, and
researchers in Beijing and Shanghai, and found that many people believe that sui ban jiu du does not work for
children with disabilities learning in general schools. This social atmosphere and attitude creates enormous

barriers for the development of inclusive education in China.

Table 11.2 Numbers (million) of students with disabilities access to education

Hearing

All types of Visual and speech Intellectual  Other

disabilities impaimment impairment’  disability disabilities
Projection data from Sample survey! 246.0 13.0 28.0 76.0 129.0
Special education schools (classes)" 17.0 0.9 8.9 1.0 0.2
Sui ban jiu du® 256 4.0 2.4 13.9 5.3
Mot in school* 14.5 1.7 15 37 16
Enrolled in general schools, but not 188.9 6.4 15.2 514 115.9

receiving special education services

Notes. i: including hearing impairment and speech impairment; ii: China Disabled Persons’ Federation (2006); iii, iv: MOE of the People’s
Republic of China (2010); v: China Disabled Persons’ Federation (2010).

Secondly, challenges resulting from economic factors also create barriers to inclusion. As a developing
country, China experiences especially uneven economic development resulting in the unbalanced distribution
of educational resources between urban and rural areas, and between different regions and social strata.
Inadequate investment in education and a lack of educational resources remain problems in remote areas and
rural areas where economic development has lagged behind more populated regions. Significant regional
differences exist in compulsory school attendance rates for children with disabilities. While enrollment rates
for these children are higher in economically developed areas, such as Beijing, Jiangsu, and other regions,
enrollment rates are significantly lower in economically less developed regions and remote areas, such as
Xinjiang, Tibet, and other rural regions. In rural areas enrollment is less than 70% whereas overall enrollment
in developed areas is more than 95%, and for Shanghai it is 99% (CDPF, 2010).

Thirdly, demographic factors have brought great challenges to the development of inclusive education. As
the most populous country in the world, the number of people with disabilities is also large. According to
2006 survey data from the CDPF, the total number of persons with disabilities of all types had increased, and
among this group, 246 million were school-age children (aged 6-14 years). At the end of 2010, there were
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still 145,000 school-age children with disabilities who were not able to access to school education (CDPF,
2010).

DEVELOPMENT AND PRACTICE OF SUI BAN JIU DU

In 1989, the first regulation regarding sui ban jiu du was set by the Chinese government and was approved for
distribution by the State Council General Office. This move promoted a number of suggestions on the
development of special education by the MOE and other departments, requiring that: local governments
should take full advantage of the existing general primary schools actively enrolling children with disabilities
who are able to learn in regular classes’; and ‘general schools which enroll children and youth with disabilities
to Sui ban jiu du, should keep the same length of schooling’ (State Council General Office, 1989, pp.1-2).

In 1994, MOE issued ‘Provisional regulation on implement of Sui ban jiu du of children and juvenile with
disabilities’ and the policy framework on sui ban jiu du began to take shape. The same year, ‘sui ban jiu du’ was
written into China’s first special education regulation, the ‘Regulation on Education of people with
Disabilities of People’s Republic of China’ (p.1). This regulated ‘Sui ban jiu du in the general school’ as one of
the ways of the children with disabilities were to receive compulsory education (Article 17).

In 2006, the regulation on sui ban jiu du was added to the newly revised law on compulsory education, the
‘Compulsory Education Law of the People’s Republic of China’ State Council of the People’s Republic of
China. This regulation stated that general schools should accept school-age children with disabilities who
have the capacity to receive general education, and provide supports for their learning and rehabilitation
(Article 19). The Law of the People’s Republic of China on the Protection of Persons with Disabilities (State
Council of the People’s Republic of China, 1990, 2008) did not use the term sui ban jiu du, but the authority
for general schools accepting children with disabilities was clearly specified in Article 25 (State Council of the
People’s Republic of China, 2008):

general educational institutions should provide education for people with disabilities who with capacity to receive general education and
provide accommodations and supports for their learning. General primary and junior middle schools must admit children and juvenile with

disabilities who are able to adapt learning and life in general settings.

Collectively, these policies on sui ban jiu du established this educational provision for children with
disabilities in regular settings as a right. As a result, there has been an increase in the enrollment rate of the
children with disabilities in compulsory general education level. In 2008, the total number of children with
disabilities who received education was 417,400. Among this number, 64.87% were placed in LRC settings or
special classes within a regular school (MOE, 2008). The national long-term education reform and
development plan (2010-2020) promulgated in 2010 states that: ‘All types of schools at all levels should
actively create conditions for receiving people with disabilities into school, expanding the Sui ban jiu du in
regular class and the general school special education class size’ (State Council of the People’s Republic of
China, 2008, Article 29).

As can be seen, the enactment, implementation and revision of a series of laws and regulations related to sui
ban jiu du has gradually established it as an important policy framework for inclusive education which benefits

the development of the practice of sui ban jiu du in China (Central Committee of the Communist Party of
China, & State Council [CPC & SC], 2010).
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PRACTICE AND IMPLEMENTATION

Contemporary practice of sui ban jiu du has been traced to work with children with visual and hearing
impairments (Liu, 2008). In 1987, Mr. Xu Bailun initiated the Golden Key Project, an education program for
children with visual impairment that was successful in helping 11 blind children who had dropped out of
school back into the local general schools in Shanxi Province. During the same year, the practice of sui ban jiu
du for deaf children was pioneered in Hailun City, Heilongjiang Province. In this project, 85 deaf children
were enrolled in the local general schools to receive compulsory education. Subsequently Beijing, Hebei,
Jiangsu, Liaoning, and other cities and provinces carried out similar experiments (Xiao, 2005).

In November of 1988, the first national conference on special education was held, and the conference
report committed ‘to have plan to set up special education classes or receive the children with disabilities who
could follow up the general class teaching to Sui ban jiu du in some general primary schools’. In 1989, the
State Board of Education commissioned Beijing, Hebei, Jiangsu, Shandong, Heilongjiang, and other
provinces and cities covering eight areas across China, to conduct sui ban jiu du pilot projects to enroll children
with visual impairments, hearing impairments, as well as intellectual impairments into general education
settings. On-site meetings and seminars were convened and professionals exchanged the experiences of the sui
ban jiu du in Wuxi, Changping, Shijiazhuang, Changle, Jiamusi, and other areas. Different districts in both
rural and urban areas have explored multiple approaches to including children with disabilities in general
classrooms. Local education authorities have made efforts to provide a more effective educational system
emphasizing on short-term in-service teacher training and the establishment of resource rooms to provide
pull-out individualized tutoring for students with disabilities.

In 1994, the MOE convened a National Conference on sui ban jiu du in Yancheng, Jiangsu Province. This
conference reported on practice and exchanged experiences about the implementation of sui dan jiu du in

different areas. In July 1994, MOE issued Comments on the sui ban jiu du of Children with Disabilities:

Sui ban jiu du of the children and adolescents with disabilities, to learn in a regular class room, is one of the primary education form in the
process of development and popularization of compulsory education of the children with disabilities, and it meets the needs of establishing a
new pattern of compulsory education for children with disabilities under China’s national conditions; and also requires all levels of educational
administrative departments to attach great importance to and actively carry out Sui ban jiu du of Children with Disabilities, and gradually

improved Sui ban jiu du.

With this, sui ban jiu du, as the placement approach for children with disabilities accessing education, was in
full swing in China. The first official statistics from the statistics department in 1994 reported that 115,300
students with disabilities were receiving education in general schools. This quickly increased to 211,500 in
1997 (MOE, 2001). The percentage of students with disabilities receiving general education as a percentage
of all students with disabilities receiving compulsory education has remained at 60% or more. In 2010, the
number of students with disabilities in sui ban jiu du nationwide was 259,601, accounting for 60.99% of all the
students with disabilities in school (MOE, 2010).

ISSUES AND CHALLENGES

Despite the increases in the number of students with disabilities served under sui ban jiu du, problems related

with quality of sui ban jiu du have persisted in part because of inefficient and low level administration (MOE,
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2003). In 2003, the MOE began to pilot a support system for sui ban jiu du in 100 counties (districts). In the

subsequent summary report in 2004, the Deputy Director of Basic Education of the Ministry of Education
MOE, Li Tianshun stated:

Sui ban jiu du is an important education model for special education in China. The period of practice of this model in China is still relatively
short, the difficulties faced are huge, and the problems encountered are plenty. Further studies need to be conducted to solve the problems in
the Sui ban jiu du, and strive to improve the quality of Sui ban jiu du, it will be an important task for the current and future development of

special education.(p.1)

In 2010, the MOE restated this position and announced:

Let Sui ban jiu du carry more important responsibilities in the development of special education, provide as much as or even more than
average funding per student in special schools for students with disabilities in regular school settings, and continuously improve the quality of

Sui ban jiu du.(p.1)

Li (2011) and other researchers identified key main issues to be addressed. Each of these are discussed

below.

Low numbers of children with special needs in sui ban jiu du  According to the 2010 MOE statistics,
the total number of students in compulsory education in China was 152,200,334. Among these, only 255,662
were students with disabilities in regular classes, accounting for only 0.17% of general school students. The
main reason for this low representation is thought to be the way that students are counted in the statistics.
The main target population for sui ban jiu du has remained children with intellectual disabilities, hearing
impairments, and visual impairments. These three disability types accounted for 79% of the students enrolled
in sui ban jiu du based on the MOE statistics. However, many children with disabilities are enrolled in general
schools but have not been calculated in official statistical investigations because they have not received special
education services in addition to the general education students without disabilities received. This situation
helps to explain the discrepancy between the low levels of students with disabilities represented in the 2010
statistics compared to the much higher numbers reported above. It also suggests that the situation in China is
complex and statistical information alone is insufficient to explain sui ban jiu du as a practical strategy for
implementing inclusive education.

Other factors also contribute to the low numbers of students with disabilities identified as sui ban jiu du. For
example some parents of children with disabilities refuse to allow their children to undergo assessment for
special education services due to lack of knowledge of disabilities and negative attitudes towards disability. As
a result, the schools fail to screen and identify many students with mild level disabilities.

Table 11.2 provides an illustration. This table is based on 2006 projection data from a national sample
survey of people with disabilities (CDPF, 2008a), and 2010 statistics from the MOE and the CDPF. The
table shows 76.8% of children with disabilities were enrolled in general schools but not receiving special
education services because those students were not identified as students under sui ban jiu du. The target
population for sui ban jiu du (intellectual disability, hearing impairment, visual impairment) shows relatively
higher percentages receiving special education services, compared to the students with the other types of

disabilities.
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Quality concerns on sui ban jiu du The large number of students with disabilities enrolled in general
schools has brought great challenges to general education. Some scholars have noted that the existing special
education laws and regulations have emphasized that general schools should enroll school-age children and
youth with disabilities who are capable of adapting to general education. The policy documents emphasize the
tull implementation of sui ban jiu du, but to date there are no regulations for the funding for general schools
enrolling children with disabilities, the management of issues related to the education of children with
disabilities, or the qualification and training of regular class teachers who will work in a sui ban jiu du class
(Peng, 2010).

In general, school teachers do not receive any training regarding students with disabilities. They lack
knowledge and skills about providing appropriate education to students with disabilities in regular classes.
Class teachers differ in their attitudes of acceptation of students wit