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Introducing Person Centred Practice tools to an online adult learning language school for best Additional Learning Needs practice

The focus school lacks any clear policy regarding ALN students, creating ambiguity in responsibility and action plans, resulting in inconsistent teaching approaches. This potentially affects the student experience, retention and new business, risking the competitive market position the school holds. Taking the Additional Learning Needs and Educational Tribunal (Wales) Act 2018 (ALNET) as a template of good practice; a proposal can be made to introduce Person Centred Practice (PCP) tools integrating them into the current student profile page, which functions as an Individual Development Plan (IDP). This would ensure that interventions could be implemented swiftly to avoid costly escalation of ALN provision (Welsh Government, 2021, p.19) and provide a cutting-edge language learning environment that focuses on regarding the student as a whole person, rather than an educational reciprocal, making their learning more effective. Therefore, following conducting a forcefield analysis this essay will argue that the ‘What’s Working and Not Working’ (WWNW) and the ‘communication chart’ tools (Welsh Government, 2015), adapted for the school’s adult learners are appropriate PCPs to introduce as a standard policy to create a culture of best practice for all students, particularly those with ALN. Examples of these forms have been added as appendices to illustrate how they would be adapted. 

There is a significant need for the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) industry to stay abreast of emerging trends and latest developments in language learning research. As an industry that is largely active in private companies, the competitive edge is awarded to the school that implements current thinking most effectively, thereby creating an optimum learning experience and retaining students for continued school success. One area that is often overlooked in the EFL industry is Additional Learning Needs (ALN), particularly as the adult learners that make up the focus school’s student body are not obligated to disclose any ALN they may require. On the global scale the EFL industry operates in, ALN approaches and legal obligations vary significantly, making a researched unified approach challenging. It is estimated that EFL teachers will encounter students with learning disabilities in 10% of their classes, making ALN training highly desirable (Sowell and Sugisaki, 2020). However, this is financially unrealistic from both the school and teacher’s perspective due to the transient nature of the EFL profession resulting in short contracts, limited professional progression and a lack of investment in teacher training. The Welsh Government (2021) recommends all teachers take professional responsibility for their own training in this field, this is unlikely to happen in the formal sense but it does happen on the individual level as part of teaching any course. When presented with the need to find and implement reasonable adjustments for a student with ALN, teachers typically seek to collaborate and troubleshoot with their colleagues and managers to find effective teaching solutions (Gallardo, Heiser and McLaughlin, 2015, p.69). While traditional training in ALN may not be a viable route for most schools, implementing new ALN research into their teaching policies at the classroom level would be a practical solution that most teachers could utilise without specialist training. 

The introduction of PCP tools can create consistency in teaching delivery across different teachers and courses by implementing specific strategies followed at set course intervals. The EFL setting does not exclude effective ALN teaching strategies as these can often transfer into the second language without losing their effectiveness (Lovett, et al. 2008). However, rather than formal teaching strategies, there is currently a reliance on rapport building to achieve motivation and effective learning. Similarly, the ALNET seeks to promote self-efficacy by fostering a relationship that views the student as a whole person, beyond the target lesson outcomes. This leads to adjusting teaching practices and implementing effective learning strategies specific to the individual and their self-efficacy (Wang and Bai, 2017). These principles are in-line with the school’s which operates as an online language school that caters to adult corporate clients, providing individual and group lessons supported by self-study on their platform. All teachers must hold a standard EFL 120-hour course certificate and have at least two years teaching experience as a measure of teaching quality. However, the standard EFL certificates, such as the Cambridge Certificate in English Language Teaching to Adults (CELTA) or Trinity Certificate in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) do not include ALN training. This results in teachers utilising rapport building to bridge the gap of knowledge between teaching students with and without ALN to student learning success (Almusharraf, 2021). The one-to-one classes makes this process happen intuitively and smoothly, unless a personality clash occurs. However, rapport building as an ALN policy creates inconsistency in lesson delivery when students move between teachers for replacement lessons, schedule changes or progressing to a new course. The introduction of an ALN policy can standardise the current rapport building, by utilising PCP tools that are intuitive for the teachers to implement effectively and signpost them towards appropriate ALN strategies to create greater consistency in long-term course delivery.

Teaching quality is controlled by mandatory student ratings after every lesson, leaving the student to be in direct influence of the success of the teacher. While this is effective to maintain student retention, teaching standards can be skewed by personal opinion or by students with ALN not having their needs met, rather than language teaching proficiency. The student profile page is an opportunity for covering and continuing teachers to communicate language ability and general information about the student. It contains teacher completed information about the student on general notes, likes and dislikes, learning objectives, strengths and weaknesses. These are basic boxes that the teacher can add anything they like to. The information is confidential and only accessible to the teachers and coordination team, making it vulnerable to confusing terms being used, negative labelling and limiting perceptions of ability as teacher perceptions of inclusion and equality remain inconsistent (Knight, et al., 2022). It is intended to be completed in the initial lessons and whenever the teachers deem necessary following that. However, with this being at the teacher’s discretion, information is often not updated, leaving students with ALN who disclose their needs after they have established a rapport, not having their needs updated on the student profile page. While this could prevent important information being passed between successive teachers, it can also hamper reasonable adjustments; unintentionally creating a limiting learning environment (Hutchinson, et al., 2021). Making some areas of the profile page visible to students, such as the learning objectives, strength and weaknesses and giving students the ability to contribute to these boxes could give the student some agency over their learning journey and be a more active part in it. Adding PCP tools that focus on arising issues throughout the course would build a more complete picture of the student promoting inclusivity through transparency. Having an open dialogue between student and teacher would additionally inform the teacher of their performance beyond a simple star rating system, allowing an opportunity to adjust teaching approaches and activities for an optimum learning environment and secure student-teacher relationship.

The What’s Working and Not Working tool (WWNW) intends to review a learner at a single point in time to know what needs to be maintained in their education and what needs to be changed. The tool brings together key people and bodies in that learner’s life as well as giving them their own voice. It is not designed to be purely academic; it can highlight environmental, behavioural, emotional or other factors affecting the student. This helps to build a more complete picture, of areas affecting language progression that go beyond knowledge of language structures. The tool seeks to change things that aren’t working rather than highlight failings or lack of knowledge. This keeps the tool active and productive towards finding optimal learning solutions. The tool intends to gather contributions from the learner, school staff, family, support services and even funding bodies. For the private adult learner, these can include the learner, teacher, programme manager (who leases between the school and the company ensuring course engagement targets are met), line manager and funding bodies. Although these may not all be appropriate. Lessons are confidential with post lesson reports that contain corrections, new words and other guidance are only accessible to the teacher and student. Therefore, involving line managers on areas regarding lesson content would be inappropriate. Funding is given to large numbers of students and are reliant on the school showing progress by attendance percentages and test results. The bodies are unlikely to engage beyond those criteria. The program manager could complete the WWNW tool as they have a more active role leasing between the student, their company and school; guiding the students on the minimum number of lessons and activities expected to be completed in a course, providing a link between the students’ company and the school, ensuring tests are set and results gathered, managing absences and booked holidays and being the person the student can contact if they feel unable to talk directly to their teacher. The WWNW tool aims to limit assumptions being made about the student and collect evidence instead to be most effective in initiating change to meet the needs of the student. Within the school’s context the learner, teacher and programme manager would be appropriate to complete the form, with a possibility of the line manager too in specific cases, if deemed appropriate. 

The communication chart supports the WWWN tool, but is used as a living document to the extent that it can become a learning log. It can help a teacher understand the experience of the student from their perspective and be more informative than the simple five-star rating system. It can also be an alternative form of communication directed by the teacher to the student. Where the WWNW tool seeks broader changes to implement, the communication chart is more nuanced and seeks to understand the character and behaviours of students. The chart uses a prescribed thinking process that answers questions in a certain order which can systematically link behaviours with beliefs and experiences. In the EFL context, it can be used to communicate preferences in error correction or fluency activities; something that students often bring a lot of historical baggage to in their classes with expectations of being taught using the same methodology they experienced in school. Opening communication on these aspects between teacher and student could alleviate apprehensiveness and confusion about the teaching methods being used as the student develops their relationship over the course with the teacher. 

[bookmark: _Hlk107354928][bookmark: _Hlk107355763][bookmark: _Hlk107355702]Despite a willingness to learn in an online environment, conflicts in learning can occur when the teacher and student’s ability to utilize the online platform differ, making language acquisition slow and ineffective (Ozdamli and Uzunboylu, 2015, pp.169-170). By excluding the student from the needs analysis and profiling, the school misses the opportunity for inclusive learning experiences. Learners have different strengths in the way they study, the more detailed types being defined as Multiple Intelligences (MI) and described by Gardener as different psychological processes, challenging Piaget’s symbolic semiotic function learning (Gardener, Howard and Perkins, 1974; Piaget, 1962, pp. 37-55). These processes are grouped as verbal-linguistic, mathematical-logical, musical, visual-spatial, bodily-kinaesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalistic and existential intelligences (Gardener, 1983, 1999). They have implications for the flipped classroom learning methodology the school uses where the students study the functions and forms of the language autonomously then put them into practice using their active language skills in a speaking and listening based live lesson with the teacher. Segmenting the lessons in this way relies on students utilising a variety of largely self-guided learning skills and methods, drawing on their strengths in multiple intelligences to do so. Doing so intuitively is inefficient for the student and could result in communication breakdowns between the student and teacher when discussing study behaviours, strengths and weaknesses, conversely, knowing the student’s particular strengths, could serve as a shorthand for teachers to recommend a pathway of study through the school’s vast platform. Kincheloe (2004, pp133-135) challenged Gardener’s MI theory by questioning how it can be described as a notion of pure intelligence without considering outer world interactions, influencing relationships or a person’s developing concept of self. These factors can supersede the natural tendency towards an intelligence and enable self-efficacy within an intelligence that the person might not naturally be inclined towards, challenging the theory. However, in an MI comparative study of learners with and without learning disabilities, significant differences were found in verbal-linguistic, mathematical-logical and interpersonal intelligences, and most significantly the visual-spatial intelligence (Tafti, Heidarzadeh and Khademi, 2014). These intelligences particularly relate to navigating the school’s platform materials and participating in the one-to-one live lesson. 

[bookmark: _Hlk107355830]While teachers may not hold specific training on teaching students with ALN, most are familiar now with the MI theory as it has gained mainstream acceptance. In a study requesting EFL teachers self-identify the MI they use as teaching strategy, linguistic, interpersonal and intrapersonal where those used most frequently (Luo and Huang, 2019). The study concedes, as Kincheloe (2004) points out, that the use of teaching strategies may depend on other factors including experience, motivation and the instruction context, rather than any specific link to MI. However, as a self-reporting exercise, it shows that teachers believe these MI informed teaching strategies are dominant in their teaching methods. The linguistic and interpersonal intelligences correlate as those with learning disabilities underperform in and those that teachers use the most in their respective studies. Therefore, a suggestion can be made that the school’s teachers use MI as a start point in building a more constantly informed student profile page. Asking students about their study strengths can be done in the WWNW tool opening a dialogue that allows students to build on in guiding the teachers more accurately towards their particular strengths, weaknesses and study preferences. Furthermore, it can provide an opportunity to discuss ALN where students can choose to disclose any needs they have. Using the communication chart to discuss specific reactions to activities that rely on a particular MI strength can help learners become more aware of the way they study and how they react to what exercises ask of them and where their focus goes in terms of language focus or other non-linguistic distractions. This can aid building a more complete picture of the student for rapport building. In opposition to this, Snowling and Hulme (2011), warn against using approaches that are not evidence based, which MI theory falls into, when systematic proven interventions exist for students with ALN (specifically, dyslexia). Snowling and Hulme (2011), however, concede that no matter what the approach or context, an intervention will always have to be individualised to the particular student. Where specialist training is lacking, MI based teaching strategies offer a start point towards that individualisation and so is a valid bridge between best and practical practice.

Currently the school encourages discussion in the initial needs analysis lesson, but planning the course, teaching approaches and any adjustments is determined solely by the teacher. The teacher assigns the self-study platform activities in a unit-by-unit linear fashion, rather than grouping the activities by skill, function or knowledge across a variety of units. The platform allows for either approach as each activity stands alone, however, the school prefers to use linear course progression for ease of administration. While this may suite logically minded students with ALN, such as autistic people, it may be very distracting for big picture thinkers, such as dyslexic students, and such a practice puts administration convenience before personal choice and study preference. The programme manager determines if the minimum course engagement has been completed to fulfil external funding criteria and individual company training policy by counting individual activities that are completed. Adopting a negotiated syllabus with the student guided by the student profile page, could yield higher engagement, retention, more positive commitment to study and decrease absenteeism (Dincer et al, 2019). This is due to a higher level of engagement and choice being given to the student, enabling them to navigate the platform’s activities according to preference or adjustment to meet their ALN. The WWNW tool could be used periodically to assess how activities are approached and completed in the self-study platform. 

In Li et al’s (2020) study comparing student self-regulated profiles with those without direct student input; the former was deemed more effective with social and emotional skills appearing to improve, showing advantages to whole student development. However, other external factors can’t be discounted as affecting the study’s outcome. Tagashira, Yamato and Isoda (2011) attributed an increase in pragmatic language awareness to student self-regulated learning strategies. The communication chart is methodical in taking the student through a series of questions to attain self-awareness of their behaviour. Adapted to the school’s context, it could be used for language areas such as self-analyzing fossilised language errors (that the teacher notes in the lesson feedback reports). This could help students distinguish between language blind spots and areas affected by an ALN, and create an action plan with the teacher to move on from the noted error. These would then be updated by the student into their profile, making them aware of their progress. 

Introducing PCP tools requires utilising them effectively and so invites introducing metacognition into the syllabus; teaching students how to learn in the most effective way. In this way, a student can be given agency in how they learn, promoting their dignity and freedom to self-regulate their language learning journey (Nussbaum, 2011 cited in Jefferson and Anderson, 2021, p. 22).  Language sits apart from other subjects in its status as a communicative tool, rather than a system of knowledge to be mastered. Students who embrace this notion and are able to self-strategize autonomously are more effective learners than those who seek a more directly led syllabus that they lack agency in (Wong and Nunan, 2011). While the tools in themselves are effective thinking tools within the Welsh education system to create a whole student approach to teaching, they require more active justification for the private adult education industry because underpinning the success of the integration of these tools is their justified use against the time and effort needed to engage with them. Furthermore, metacognition strategies require guidance beyond self-awareness to create the necessary positive self-image to achieve success in learning (Kormos and Csizer, 2014). Completing the tools on a regular basis will require both student and teacher buy-in as they could be viewed as detracting from the main language progression of the course. However, since they will be completed in the target language and discussed with the teacher, the integration of the tools can become part of the language learning process. Macaro (2006) does not distinguish between a target language activity and one introducing learning strategy, and Nakatani (2005) builds on this asserting that utilising instructed communication strategies can improve oral communication. However, too much time spent on learning strategy can sour the student as this kind of teaching does not utilise authentic language contexts. Despite this, it would add a sense of completion and attentive action to the WWNW and communication chat that could maintain a surface focus on language learning; a comfort zone for students unwilling to disclose their ALN. Where speciality ALN knowledge were necessary, the teacher would have ample documentation to seek guidance from the student, directly research the area or consult the school’s supporting coordination team for advice. This can offer flexibility in accommodating individual needs without having to apply broad solution approaches and instead, respond to the individual situations as they arise (Jefferson and Anderson, 2021, p.19).  

In conclusion, The ALN system differs to its Special Education Needs (SEN) predecessor in having a graduated approach where an Individual Development Plan (IDP) is created for low, medium and high-level support needs and added to as the required level of support develops with the progression of the student (Welsh Government, 2020). Completing the student profile page then negotiating the syllabus at regular WWNW interventions or reviewing study strategy using the communication chart emulates this graduated approach by implementing the system universally in the school, then adding more support as it would emerge necessary for students with ALN, giving them the power to navigate the materials in a tailored syllabus with reasonable adjustments. The constraints of the school, its students and teaching staff require changes of this nature to consider the competitive nature of the school and the rights of the adult learners to regulate their own study. Therefore, soft interventions have been discussed with a possibility of building on them in time. The largest challenge will be student and teacher buy-in to complete the tools, so metacognition learning strategies have been added to make the tools more systematic and give a direct value to the time and effort in doing them. In addition, because the tools will be used for all students, students who require ALN adjustments to be put in place may be overlooked or may not emerge. As adult learners, the school can provide the opportunity but not enforce engagement. There is a danger of teachers being too systematic in their approach to using these tools and losing the individualised interventions they currently do implicitly. Therefore, transparency of the student profile seeks to maintain collaboration in utilising these tools focusing them towards individualised interventions. The interventions do not require specialist training to use and keep the student central to how the tools are used and how their learning progresses, while promoting independent learning for all students.

Word count, including the forcefield analysis: 3,879



















Forcefield Analysis
	Forces FOR Change
	Score /5
	Change Proposal
	Score /5
	Forces AGAINST Change

	Adult students in private education don’t have to disclose any ALN, meaning needs may be missed.
	2
	Introduce PCP tools to create a whole student approach in adding details to the student profile. This will then be used to advise the student how best to study and address any ALN that may arise from it. Make the student profile transparent and enable the student to add to it, so it becomes a collaborative living document. 


 


	3
	A unified approach to teaching students with ALN is unlikely due to variances in recruitment and quality control. 

	Implementing successful ALN inclusive practice can give the school a competitive edge 
	5
	
	5
	Teacher training for ALN is costly and difficult to regulate within the school’s operations.

	Lack of any ALN policy. Teachers may feel insecure about this.
	3
	
	3
	EFL teachers are trained to identify specific language needs adapted to the individual. This may be sufficient in one-to-one classes. 

	EFL teachers are not trained to identify or implement adjustments for ALN students
	5
	
	4
	ALN adjustments should be individualised, making any policy redundant. 

	The platform encourages student independence. Metacognition strategies extend this, maximising the platform’s potential.
	4
	
	

2
	The school’s global student base use various ALN teaching strategies, making a unified approach difficult to achieve (or be expected by the students).

	A lack of consistency between teachers in approaches
	5
	
	5
	PCP tools are time consuming to complete. The students expect their learning experience to be focused towards language learning 

	Confidential student profiles could lead to negative labelling and miscommunication between teachers. 
	3
	
	2
	The school uses a flipped classroom approach where a large element of the course is completed autonomously. Teacher implemented interventions don’t directly extend to these areas, unless prompted by the student.

	TOTAL
	27
	
	24
	TOTAL
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Appendix 1.
What’s working, Not Working example
	Suggestions
	What’s working?
	What’s not working?

	In general…

	Asking me about my job helps me to bring up any issues I have with my English at work. 
	

	When I do the preparation activities
	
	These seem to take a very long time. Especially the grammar ones, I find them very repetitive and slow. 

	Other suggestions  / form focuses below: 
	
	

	When I review the lesson report
	

	

	When I work with __insert Multiple Intelligence__ type of activities.
	
	

	When work is busy
	
	

	What needs to happen next?
That’s great to hear about the work situation. You showed a strength in interpersonal skills, so trouble shooting these things together, seems to be working well for you. 

The grammar exercises are very methodical and logical based. You have talked about working best with big, open thinking that allows you to bring ideas together in a creative way. You also mentioned before that you often forget what you are supposed to be doing and waste time checking and reminding yourself of this. 

We can add more written activities to your programme that are corrected for the focus grammar of your unit. This can give you more freedom in the way you work with English. Make sure you keep the focus grammar in front of you when you complete these, so you can check it quickly as you write. 


	How should this be documented on your student profile page? How would you like to use and/or log this information / these changes?

Let’s add a preference for written exercises to your profile and grammar exercises to your ‘dislikes’ section. We can also add a reminder to check in with you about how you use English at work for me and any other teacher that you may take lessons with. 







Appendix 2.
Communication chat example
	At this time 
	When this happens 
	We think it means 
	We need to do this

	When we start the lesson and have some small talk
	When speaking fluently about real world things, I only use the present tense and forget the past and present perfect, even though I ca complete written past and present perfect exercises correctly.
	That you prioritise fluency over accuracy. (Pure linguistic explanation).

You have difficulty processing ideas with active working memory (Dyslexic people may have issues with this).




You don’t realise you are doing it. (Fossilised error).
	Slow down and use single phrase sentences to pull your focus to the grammar. 

You identified that you work well visually. Let’s put a visual correction cue in. I will put a pink card with “ed” behind my shoulder and point to it every time you make the mistake. 


Let’s try a speak – (teacher) transcribe – read and self-correct – speak again. This suits logical learners because it deconstructs and reconstructs automatic processes.

	What do we need to do next?
Discuss and choose a correction method. We can review it on your next WWNW review and add any successful correction methods and your progress in this area to your student profile. 
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