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Chapter 1 : 

Introduction to the Policy paper

1. Introduction
This paper is a record of the invited Policy Seminar held at the Institute of Education, London University (4th May 2000) which examined the question of specialist teaching in the area of  special educational needs in the third round of these SEN Policy Option Seminar series. The aim of this seminar was to have a look at questions about what is distinctive, if anything, about teaching children and young people with special educational needs in the context of the new TTA National SEN specialist standards. This is a very topical issue at the centre of wider questions about the nature of special education provision and relevant professional development. 

The two main papers were presented by Annie Grant from the Teacher Training Agency (TTA) and by Ann Lewis, Institute of Education, Warwick University, and Brahm Norwich, School of Education, University of Exeter. Olga Miller from the RNIB, acted as discussant, and presented a set of reflections on the topic. About 35 people participated in the day seminar, coming from schools, LEA support services, LEA officers, DfEE, Government Agencies, parent groups, the voluntary sector, health service professionals, educational psychologists and universities.

2. SEN policy options steering group

Background

This policy paper is the fourth one in the third series of seminars and conferences to be organised by the SEN POLICY OPTIONS STEERING GROUP. This group organised the initial ESRC - Cadbury Trust series on policy options for special educational needs in the 1990s. The success of the first series led to the second one which was supported financially by NASEN. (See the list of these policy papers published by NASEN at the end of this section). The Steering Group has representatives from LEA administrators, head teachers, voluntary organisations, professional associations, universities and research. The further success of the second series of policy seminars and papers led to this third round of seminars which has also been organised with further funding from NASEN. These events are intended to consider current and future policy issues in the field in a pro-active way. They are planned to interest all those concerned with policy matters in special educational needs.

Aims and objectives of the Policy Options Steering Group

1.
to identify current and likely future policy problems and the options for solutions in special education provision following the Green paper 1997 through to the year 2000 and beyond ;

2.
to organise conferences and seminars for policy-makers, professionals, parents, voluntary associations and researchers in the field and publish the proceedings for wider dissemination:

3.
to enhance the two-way relationship between policy and service issues and research agendas.

Chapter 2

The national SEN specialist standards : 

Annie Grant, Teacher Training Agency

Background – how we got the published Standards – moving from specialist teachers to specialist teaching

The TTA, working closely with teachers, headteachers, educational psychologists, LEAs, teacher trainers in HEIs and schools, SEN organisations and other agencies, including DfEE, Ofsted, QCA and BECta, developed draft national Standards for SEN Specialist Teachers. And in October 1998 we went out for national consultation on the first version of the Standards. 

The draft Standards set down an inter-related pattern of core, specialist and role-based expertise for teachers who regularly worked with pupils with severe and/or complex forms of SEN and for those teachers thinking of specialising in this area. They aimed to provide a basic framework which would help both schools and teachers, working in a variety of settings, to audit training needs, and from which relevant and effective training for these SEN specialists could be developed.

At that time they had three elements:

1. core Standards

2. specialist Standards

3. Standards in relation to key roles and responsibilities


The core Standards set out the knowledge, skills and understanding common to the full range of severe and/or complex SEN. They constituted a foundation for the development of all specialist teachers’ expertise.

The specialist Standards set out a summary of the key additional knowledge, understanding and skill needed by specialist teachers who worked directly or indirectly with pupils with severe and/or complex forms of SEN. At that time the specialist Standards were set out under nine headings, organised under particular pupil needs.

The nine headings were:

· autism

· emotional and behavioural difficulties

· deafness

· deafblindness

· physical disabilities

· severe and profound learning difficulties

· specific learning difficulties

· speech, language and communication difficulties

· visual impairment

The Standards in relation to key roles and responsibilities undertaken by SEN specialists indicated some of the professional capabilities required by SEN specialists to work in such roles as advisory support, curriculum co-ordination and the management and co-ordination of support staff.

Responses to the consultation were positive in relation to the Standards as a whole but some serious concerns were raised too. These clustered around two main areas:

· the definition of a “specialist teacher”

· the way the “specialist” Standards were grouped

It was difficult to define a ‘specialist teacher’. The Government’s SEN Action Programme aims to achieve the successful inclusion of pupils with SEN by securing better training for teachers working with pupils with SEN, and deploying teachers with specialist knowledge more effectively across schools, units and services. However, it also wants to increase opportunities for pupils with severe and/or complex SEN to be educated in mainstream schools.

We therefore stopped thinking of the Standards as being just for “specialist” teachers. We began to think of them as providing a more structured approach to gaining specialist knowledge, understanding and skills in SEN, for any teacher, SEN specialist or not, wanting to increase their knowledge, understanding and skills in relation to teaching pupils with severe and/or complex SEN.  The Standards would, therefore, need to be useful for a teacher of classes of pupils with hearing impairments in a special unit, as well as for a teacher in a mainstream class, who teaches one or more pupils with hearing impairment for all or part of a week. 

Addressing this criticism resulted in a number of changes: 

i. a change in title for the Standards - they are now called: “National SEN Specialist Standards”. 


ii. changes throughout the introduction and to the small “case study” type examples, to emphasise the Government’s inclusion agenda and the wide range of professionals who might use the Standards to identify training and development priorities, set targets, and to evaluate the success of the training and development undertaken. 

The way the specialist Standards were grouped caused great controversy. Many respondents were clear that teachers’ and pupils’ needs do not fall into impairment categories. Others felt that the nine categories were helpful since they made it much easier to track teachers’ needs. Resolving the tensions between these two positions was not easy. In response to this, we re-grouped these Standards under five headings, incorporating, as far as possible, the content of the nine previous areas, which had broad support. The re-grouping was sent out, as a discussion paper, containing work-in-progress, for consultation with key groups and individuals, including the TTA SEN focus group, representatives of the Government’s National Advisory Group for SEN (NAGSEN), representatives of LEAs, HEIs and SEN organisations (including NASEN) and schools. Four meetings, in London and Birmingham, were also held to discuss the proposals.

The re-formulation met with positive responses from those who were most concerned about the original formulation, but raised considerable concerns among certain specialist groups, particularly those concerned with sensory impairments, including RNID, RNIB and BATOD. They felt that the new model:

· did not give teachers the specificity about the nature and complexity of particular disabilities offered by the previous version;

· made it difficult for them to be used by teachers who needed to “search” for relevant material across headings.

Further revisions were therefore made to the Standards in response to feedback.

Some relatively minor changes were made to the core Standards to reflect concerns raised at consultation – they were streamlined and made more active. In some cases they were re-worded to make sure they were “specialist”, rather than more generally applicable to any teacher. They now set out the specialist SEN professional knowledge, understanding and skills which teachers will need and which are common to the full range of severe and/or complex SEN under the following five headings:

The Core Standards
· strategic direction and development of SEN provision nationally and regionally;
· identification, assessment and planning;
· effective teaching, ensuring maximum access to the curriculum;
· development of communication, literacy and numeracy skills and ICT capability;
· promotion of social and emotional development, positive behaviour and preparation for adulthood.
These core Standards constitute a starting point for the development of further, more specific expertise.

The specialist Standards were re-named extension Standards because this was a much better description of their function. The extension Standards indicate the further general and more need-specific training and development that will be required by some teachers to:

· enable them to teach pupils with more severe and/or complex needs, and/or

· to help them to support and advise other teachers working with such pupils in mainstream classes or more specialised settings – or both.

They are now presented under four headings:


The Extension Standards

· communication and interaction

· cognition and learning

· behavioural, emotional and social development

· sensory and/or physical skills

Also listed under each of these headings is the specific knowledge and skills needed by teachers of pupils who are autistic, deafblind, deaf or have visual impairment. We were advised of this very specialist knowledge by the relevant SEN associations.

The Standards in relation to key roles and responsibilities undertaken by teachers working with pupils with SEN remained largely unchanged. They are presented in relation to three key roles:

· advisory

· curricular

· managerial
2.
Using the Standards: a flexible tool: everyone’s needs are different

The SEN Specialist Standards are not for all teachers but they are intended to be useful for any teacher in a mainstream or specialised setting who wants to increase his or her knowledge, understanding and skill in relation to teaching pupils with severe and/or complex SEN.

i. identifying individual training needs

Teachers working with pupils with severe and/or complex SEN operate in a variety of roles. For example, some will be involved in direct teaching of classes, groups and individual pupils with SEN while others may work alongside colleagues. They will all have developed different levels of expertise in SEN in different areas. Their development needs in relation to SEN will, therefore, vary from teacher to teacher and from setting to setting. The Standards will not apply in their entirety to any individual teacher.

Although the Standards apply to all areas of specialist provision, they will need to be applied and implemented differently in accordance with the specific needs of teachers, schools and services.

The Standards constitute a flexible audit tool that can be used to identify training needs for those working in SEN in many different settings. In particular it is envisaged that the SEN Specialist Standards will be used to identify priorities for training and development by:

· teachers in mainstream schools, for example, focusing on those Standards which support their developing role, as a result of increasing inclusion of pupils with particular SEN in mainstream schools;

· teachers in special classes and units in mainstream schools, or in special schools, or PRUs, to gain further SEN expertise, for example, focusing on those Standards which help them to meet the needs of pupils who have more complex forms of SEN so that they can assist teaching colleagues, LSAs and parents;

· teachers in support services, for example, focusing on those Standards which help them identify knowledge, understanding and skills which they will need in helping schools to work towards increasing the inclusion of pupils with SEN in mainstream settings, widening their access to the curriculum, assisting teachers to better differentiate teaching and learning, or supporting schools and parents/carers in establishing strong links between school and home-based learning.

The SEN Specialist Standards contain a number of case studies which illustrate how the Standards might be used by teachers in a number of different contexts to identify both their strengths and their priorities for development. These case studies emphasise the way the Standards can be used as part of the normal process of performance review. 

Each case study:

· sets the context in which the teacher is working;

· identifies the areas in which the teacher could contribute to the school’s priorities for development in the SEN area;

· shows the teacher using the SEN Specialist Standards to audit his/her knowledge, understanding and skills to identify development needs and to set objectives in relation to the school’s priorities;

· shows the teacher and his/her line manager agreeing a development plan to meet those objectives:

· setting SMART targets  with the line manager in relation to the objectives,

· agreeing action to meet the agreed targets,

· considering how progress will be reviewed and how to check that the development or training has been successful.

The effects of this focused use of the SEN Specialist Standards is to:

· tailor SEN training closely to the needs of the school and the needs of the teacher in their current post;

· to make best use of the considerable training opportunities which are currently available through the Standards Fund and elsewhere. The case studies emphasise the need to consider the best form of training or development to meet the Standards specified. Going on a course might not always be the best solution. Other activities might be more effective in helping teachers to meet their training and development needs. These might include working with other staff experienced in the area concerned; membership of working groups; attachments to other workplaces, inside and outside education; school based activities and tasks, including taking on particular responsibilities. Where a short or longer course is the best action to take, the SEN Specialist Standards can form the basis of needs assessment to make sure that the course content and outcomes are well-matched to teachers’ needs. 

ii. identifying training outcomes
The SEN Specialist Standards might also be used by training providers to identify the most appropriate outcomes for a particular form of SEN training. In the same way that the Standards in their entirety will never apply to an individual teacher, the Standards as a whole do not constitute a training syllabus. For example, The TTA are currently consulting on which of the SEN Specialist Standards should constitute the outcomes of the Mandatory Qualifications (MQs) for teachers of classes of pupils with visual impairment (VI), hearing impairment (HI) and multi-sensory impairment (MSI).

Training providers might, for example, use the Standards to assist them to promote research and continuing professional development activities, which seek to extend and improve inclusive practices by using the SEN Specialist Standards to:

· audit the training needs of prospective participant teachers to ensure that the training closely meets their needs – so that teachers only undertake those aspects of training relevant to them, and do not waste time repeating material with which they are already familiar or on material which has no relevance to their needs.

· develop and co-ordinate existing training or to determine the content and outcomes of new training programmes 

School-based, HEI-based, LEA-based or partnership-based training programmes could be developed further so that outcomes are in line with the relevant SEN Specialist Standards, or revised and updated so that they meet the required outcomes for MQs.  Assessing the outcomes of training and development against the SEN Specialist Standards can help to ensure consistency and clarify participant and employer expectations across local, regional and national provision;

· to inform other training and development programmes

The effectiveness of any teacher also depends on the support s/he receives from the headteacher, the Governing Body, the Senior Management Team and other colleagues. The SEN Specialist Standards can help providers of training for governors, serving, new or aspiring heads, Learning Support Assistants etc. to focus their development and training on those aspects of their role which will enable effective teaching and provision for pupils with SEN. 

3. Future Developments

I cannot say very much about future developments at this stage. We will know much more by the summer. There are two main areas which are currently being explored in relation to the effective use of the SEN Specialist Standards.


i. assisting teachers with needs identification
As part of its Corporate Planning round the TTA is considering developing a CD-ROM based tool to help teachers navigate the SEN Specialist Standards and to produce a profile of their individual training and development needs in respect of them. Although in the very earliest stages of planning, it is envisaged that the CD-ROM will include video case studies of good SEN practice plus written and spoken commentary, relating the video material to the Standards. It could also contain other background materials such as examples of teachers’ planning or assessment. While viewing the CD-ROM in relation to the Standards, teachers will be able to assess their own competence in different areas and record, directly on to a floppy disk, any training needs they identify. We would welcome any views and ideas that delegates might have about how the content of the CD-ROM might best be organised in relation to the SEN Specialist Standards.  

ii. training developments

As mentioned above, the TTA is currently consulting on a specification against which future providers of MQs for Teachers of classes of pupils with HI, VI and MSI will have to bid. One major issue on which we are consulting is which of the SEN Specialist Standards should form required outcomes for each MQ. Copies of the consultation documents can be obtained from Susan Bowen at the TTA (Tel: 020-7925-3842, e-mail: bowens@teach-tta.gov.uk). Consultation ends on 8th May 2000.

Chapter 3

Is there a distinctive SEN pedagogy?

Ann Lewis, Institute of Education, University of Warwick

and

Brahm Norwich, School of Education, University of Exeter

Introduction

In this paper we will summarise the context, the process and the outcomes of a research review we conducted as part of a British Educational Research Association (BERA) initiative to support research reviews. Established international data-bases were examined in addition to references provided at a national seminar which we arranged at the start of the review. We were are aware of the range and complexity of the field and so we confined our review to the area of what is nowadays called in this country  ‘learning difficulties’ in its various aspects. We have not worked with a  precise definition of these aspects of learning difficulties as we were aware of the contention about them. So, we worked with the kinds of categories presented in the literature and tried to relate different terms especially in US - UK comparisons. Fuller details about this is in the full review which is to be published around the middle of this year. There is also a fuller summary than this one which has been submitted to the British Educational Research Journal (BERJ). We highlight some of the key points and conclusions in this seminar paper and comment at the end on the relationship of this review to current teacher training developments.

The assumption underlying recent Government documents is that the effective curriculum is, broadly, a common curriculum for all pupils. This is well-illustrated in broad terms in the Green Paper on SEN (DfEE 1997xe "DfEE 1997:GREEN PAPER on sen") and more specifically in the guidelines concerning the Literacy  Strategy and pupils with SEN (DfEE  1998xe "DfEE  1998:lit strategy and sen"). Similarly, the revised national SEN specialist standards reflect, in the eliding of some SEN groups, this shift towards stressing commonalities between them  (TTA 1998, 1999). These developments intensify the need for an in-depth review of evidence concerning the nature of curricular provision which will facilitate progress for pupils with difficulties in learning.

There is considerable evidence that teachers attempt to differentiate their teaching according to perceptions of broad, pupil ability. Brown and McIntyre (1993)xe "Brown and McIntyre (1993):Making Sense of Teaching Open Univ Press" reported that general and specific ability were among the enduring characteristics which teachers perceived as important when planning teaching. Similarly, Cooper and McIntyre (1996)xe "Copper and McIntyre (1996):Effective Teaching and Learning Open Univ Press", exploring teachers’ ‘craft knowledge’  in relation to the teaching of 11-12 year olds found that response to pupils perceived as being of low ability included emphasising oral explanations, providing multiple examples, using pictorial stimuli and, for pupils with writing difficulties, providing highly structured written tasks. These strategies cannot be taken as necessarily representing either a common or a SEN-specific pedagogy. The starting point for this review is to take the pedagogic justification for such differentiation as problematic and uncertain.

We focused our review on the  teaching of children with various degrees of learning difficulty and have taken pedagogy to mean the cluster of decisions and actions which aim to promote school learning. In asking whether pupils with SEN need a distinct kind of pedagogy, we are asking whether they need distinct kinds of teaching to learn the same content as others without SEN. We were also interested in evidence about effective pedagogy across curricular subjects (not just literacy) and in so doing hoped to clarify whether effective pedagogy for particular groups of pupils is the same across subjects or whether this is, at least in part, subject-specific. We were constrained by published research reports which tended to focus on literacy,  numeracy and/or, occasionally, aspects of motivation/self-esteem. We were also open to evidence based on quantitative and/or qualitative research paradigms. The former has tended to be associated with quasi-experimental designs and the latter with idiographic studies. We regard both types of study as potentially illuminating our focus. 

Two questions were central to our review:

1. Can differences between learners (by particular SEN group) be identified and systematically linked with learners’ needs for differential teaching? Many studies have addressed only the first part of this question. 

2. What are the key criteria for identifying, pedagogically useful, learner groups? The conventional SEN groupings may (a) not be valid and /or (b) not useful when planning pedagogy. But even if this is so there may still be valid groupings of learners to identify as the base for differential pedagogy.

At the start of the review we formulated a conceptual framework, based on Norwich, (1996),  which focused on the commonality-differentiation of pedagogy. Three broad kinds of pedagogic need can be identified in this framework: pedagogic needs common to all learners, pedagogic needs specific, or distinct, to groups of learners, and pedagogic needs unique to individual learners. These are discussed further in Lewis and Norwich (1999).

Some key issues

Effective pedagogy in general

There is an extensive literature relating to pedagogy and ‘effectiveness’. This encompasses work on ‘effective teaching’ ‘effective learning’ and ‘effective /improving schooling’, but falls outside the parameters outlined in the introduction so we will deal with them briefly. The majority of these generic ‘effectiveness’ works do not  address the crucial question of effective for whom (Slee, Weiner and Tomlinson, 1998). The assumption is that effective teaching is the same for all pupils i.e., in effect, what works is taken as leading to effective learning for all pupils. 

The correlates of effective teaching for all learners (assumingly), and without reference to particular curricular areas although usually referenced implicitly or explicitly to numeracy and/ or literacy,  have been widely reviewed (e.g. Creemers 1997xe "Creemers 1997:CREPE paper" , Gipps and MacGilchrist 1999xe "Gipps and MacGilchrist 1999:Mortimore bk", Cooper and xe "Alexander.:re eff pedagogy"McIntyre 1996, xe "McIntyre" Scheerens  1989xe "Scheerens  1992", Yates and Yates 1990xe "Yates and Yates 1990"). Such reviews point to broad features of effective pedagogy such as clarity about the purposes of a sequence of instruction, clear lesson presentations, teaching in small, explicit steps (some disagreement about when this is appropriate), teacher modelling of ‘thinking aloud’, careful monitoring of pupils’ attention and maximising learning time. These features have face validity  but are both broad and vague. Askew et al (1997) in a UK-based review of effective teaching of xe "Askew et al 1997" numeracy note that some features commonly cited as indicative of effective pedagogy (e.g. whole class question and answer teaching styles, and a mix of individualised and small group forms of classroom  organisation) were found across effective and less effective teachers suggesting that some finer grained analysis is needed.

Effective instruction

Pedagogy encompasses a wide range of variables about teaching (including, for example, sequencing of lessons, grouping arrangements, promotion of particular attitudes, selection of content etc.). Instruction is narrower and relates to teaching of a particular target skill or set of knowledge. This narrower focus may help to clarify whether particular sub-groups of pupils require different instructional procedures from other learners. In summary, critical features (varying by theoretical perspective of the researchers) tend to be seen as applicable to all learners receiving instruction and are therefore reflective of a ‘common pedagogy’ position. (See Engelmann and Carnine 1982xe "Engelmann and Carnine 1982", Anderson 1990xe "Anderson 1990", G Brown 1998xe "G Brown 1998" and A. Brown 1988 for particular ‘fine grained’ perspectives.xe "A. Brown 1978")

One might expect that studies stemming from a presumption of difference and taking a specific SEN focus would provide a clearer base for extrapolating a valid SEN specific pedagogy. Baker and Zigmond (1995xe "Baker and Zigmond (1995") reviewing five contrasting sites of ‘inclusive’ schooling noted the tendency for group teaching decisions to dominate both mainstream and special educators. The former focused on the class group when planning teaching and the latter on the (stereotypical) SEN group. 

Many studies examine the identification of different pupil sub-groups and there is increasing evidence that various groups (e.g. pupils with dyslexia, pupils with Down syndrome) have distinctive group characteristics. However it does not follow that because a sub-group of pupils is identified as different from other learners (e.g. Pitta and Gray 1997,xe "Pitta and Gray 19..,"  Jordan and Oettinger Montani, 1997,xe "Jordan et al 93," both concerning maths; Gresham et al 1996xe "Gresham et al 1996", more generally), even if in a generalisable group specific way (e.g. problems with far transfer), that effective teaching for those pupils is different from teaching other pupils. Therefore these studies will not be examined further because they do not illuminate our fundamental questions about SEN specific pedagogy.

Many ‘integration’ studies (reviewed by Hegarty 1993xe "Hegarty 1993", Wang and Baker 1985-6xe "Wang and Baker 1985-6") have analysed classroom behaviours in different class settings (placement x classroom behaviours) or learner outcomes in different placements (placement x learner outcomes, Carlberg and Kavale, 1980), but do not make explicit learner x pedagogy relationships. Such work does not clarify questions about effective pedagogy beyond the level of inference. 

Other studies do not provide evidence about SEN-specific strategies contrasted with non-SEN strategies. For example, the meta-analyses discussed by Lloyd et al (1998) examine effect sizes for various aspects of SEN-based teaching approaches (e.g. perceptual training, peer tutoring, direct instruction, mnemonic training) and discuss the relative efficacy of the various features. They start from an assumption that a SEN-specific approach is needed and are, in effect, asking ‘which of these SEN-oriented approaches is most effective?’. The basis for the assumption that some sort of SEN-specific approach is needed is invariably unclear, if stated at all. Such analyses provide inferences about, but not systematic evidence for, SEN specific pedagogy.

The following sections summarise the conclusions SEN group-specific learner x teaching interactions.

Low attainment

The literature search confirmed our focus on teaching studies which relate to low attainment in literacy or mathematics irrespective of IQ levels (Gresham et al., 1997). We deal in the next section on specific learning difficulties with whether there is a distinction between low attainment and specific learning difficulties. Research into Reading Recovery represents one of few larger-scale studies of pedagogy  focussed on low attainment in literacy (Clay, 1987).  Reading Recovery as an early teaching intervention for literacy difficulties does not depend on discriminating between different groups of poor readers. One of the assumptions made by reading recovery proponents is that this programme will help those with environmentally induced difficulties and some of those with milder organically produced difficulties. (Clay, 1987). Clay’s position is that those not reaching independent reading after an intervention like this need additional specialist examination and help, and that this is a more useful way to identify children with specific learning difficulties (learning disabilities). She quotes a figure of between 1 and 9 in a 1,000 children being referred on from reading recovery. 

There have been a large number of interventions designed to prevent or counter low attainment and learning difficulties in specific programmes e.g. Milwaukee Project, Head Start, Direct Instruction or within wider approaches e.g. adaptive instruction. (See reviews by Lloyd et al. 1998,xe "Lloyd et al.". Wang et al 1995xe "Wang.." ). Brooks et al (1998)xe "Brooks et al (1998)", in a review of UK based schemes to raise literacy levels, concluded that: ‘normal schooling (i.e.) “no treatment” does not enable slow readers to catch up’. However the features of effective schemes were those one might characterise as good ‘normal’ pedagogy such as embedding work on phonological skills within a broad approach, involving reading partners, and using precisely targeted IT programs. One reading of the Brooks’ review is that ‘normal’ teaching needs to be improved, rather than radically different approaches developed for ‘slow learners’. 

In general,  research studies involving SEN groups have reached strikingly similar conclusions to the work summarised above concerning effective pedagogy. For example, core features of adaptive instruction (Wang 1990xe "Wang 1990") are described as including:

· instruction based on assessed capabilities of each learner

· each learner able to progress at own pace

· periodic evaluation of  learner’s progress by the teacher

· learner acquires increasing responsibility for own learning 

· alternative learning activities available

· learners have opportunities for choice/ decision making

· learners assist one another

So, it is unsurprising that special educators have concluded that the efficacy of differential programmes for pupils with SEN remains without evidence. Thus the move is towards advocacy of an amalgam of common teaching strategies informed by ‘effective practice’ across SEN and non-SEN contexts. 

In the area of teaching literacy there has been growing evidence that approaches which emphasize phonics have generally better outcomes for word reading and spelling than meaning and context based approaches (Snowling, 1996). More recently, Sylva and Hurry (1995) conducted an English study of reading recovery compared to phonology training. They found that reading recovery was the more powerful intervention over a wider range of skills and with greater gains than the phonology intervention. It was also more effective with more socially disadvantaged pupils. In a subsequent two year follow-up it was found that both interventions were ahead of controls on average, but the effects were of the order of 3 to 4 months (reading age) (Hurry and Sylva, 1998). While only phonological training had a significant effect on spelling, reading recovery was especially effective with pupils who were non-readers at the start. The implications of this longer follow-up were taken to be that early intervention could be effective but that they needed continued relevant support in the longer term.

Recent U.K. research into the class teaching of early reading (ER) has examined a framework and approach which integrates children’s learning of phonological skills with other aspects of teaching reading to establish transfer to everyday class contexts (Solity et al., 1999). What is distinctive about this approach is that teaching is distributed across the day and emphasis is on skill fluency and generalisation. 

The results indicate that the lowest 25% of pupils receiving ER were far less below CA than conventional teaching groups. What distinguishes the ER framework from the NLS is distributed teaching rather than the literacy hour and the focus on phonemes. It  is an approach that recognises lower attainers in literacy, even if they achieve at higher levels than low attainers in conventional teaching. These low attainers seem to benefit from additional ER type teaching, though there is no evidence whether some of these reach CA level. They may be amongst those who are conventionally thought to have persistent specific difficulties in literacy.

 Specific learning difficulties (dyslexia)

There are continuing differences about the nature of specific learning difficulties and its distinction from lower attainment and general difficulties in learning, such as moderate learning difficulties. Much more research work has also been done on defining and explaining specific difficulties than into the effectiveness of different teaching approaches (Connor, 1994). It has also been noted that studies of differences between groups experiencing difficulties and typical learners do not necessarily identify factors which are causal of the difficulties and therefore relevant to teaching objectives (Reason et al., 1988). Clay (1987) expresses a commonly held position that given the difficulties in discriminating specific learning difficulties as a discrete kind of learning difficulty  it would be useful to focus on intervention studies. (See Reason et al., (1999) for current review of issues and assessment options)    

The relevance of phonological interventions for pupils with specific learning difficulties has been demonstrated in various recent US studies (Torgeson et al., 1997; Herrara et al., 1997), though there have been few in the UK (Brooks, 1995). Boyle and Walker-Seibert (1997) have noted that there have been until recently few systematic studies with specific identified kinds of difficulties that examine the impact on wider word reading and not just the specific skills under training. 

Most of these interventions involve individual teaching outside mainstream classes. One notable US study included pupils with LD in a mainstream class study of a cooperative approach to reading and writing (Stevens and Slavin, 1995). This was the 2 year study of the impact of the cooperative integrated reading and comprehension programme (CIRC) on 7 to 12 year olds.  All CIRC pupils showed overall higher language related scores, greater meta-cognitive and more positive attitudes. In the control schools the LD students had daily withdrawal specialist teaching, spending the rest of their time in mainstream lessons. In CIRC classes special education teachers team taught with mainstream class teachers and pupils were included in the cooperative groups. Outcomes were greater for the CIRC LD pupils, a result which was replicated  in another (Jenkins et al., 1994).

There has been continuing interest in interventions which focus on presumed underling processing difficulties, what have been called process interventions. These process interventions cover the fields of psycho-linguistic and perceptual-motor training and modality testing and teaching. In a summary of meta-analyses, Kavale and Dobbins (1993) show that although psycho-linguistic training has a small impact overall, there is a more significant  impact for the verbal expression area. By contrast, the meta-analyses show that perceptual-motor interventions are not beneficial. Nor is there meta-analytic evidence that the long-standing interest in modality testing and teaching (aptitude x treatment interactions) can be supported as beneficial. These analyses show considerable variation in the effect sizes between different studies, with many mean effect sizes being less than the variation between the highest and lowest effect sizes. 

Connor (1994) in a recent review expresses a commonly held perspective that step-by-step approaches to reading involving skills in a bottom-up approach can be reconciled with meaning or apprenticeship (top-down approaches). This emphasis on a range of approaches is seen to be particularly important for pupils with literacy difficulties as too much attention can be focused on skills and not meaningful reading and writing. Connor agrees with Veluntino (1987) that specialist approaches have much in common with teaching literacy to any pupil, though there is a tendency towards bottom up approaches (phonics. phonological awareness). Other differences, according to Veluntino, are the degree of structure, detail, continuous assessment, record-keeping and over-learning.  Snowling (1996) also argues for the compatibility of literacy teaching which combines phonic and whole-language approaches. She also concludes that pupils with reading difficulties, including those with specific learning difficulties (dyslexia), benefit most from teaching which combines a focus on reading and phonological skills and the links between them. Reason et al. (1988) in another review concluded that there was nothing specific about the teaching of pupils with specific learning difficulties. All pupils required suitable  “cocktails” that reflected individual strengths, weaknesses and needs. In a more recent review,  Reason et al. (1998) note that there is less of a gap between what is “done for all and what is done for children with specific learning difficulties” (p. 79):

“In principle, those learning more slowly need more time to learn and more deliberate planning to ensure progress.” (p.79; Reason et al., 1998)

This convergence is evident in the recent national development in the teaching of literacy (NLS) to all pupils include elements of phonological skills. The growing consensus is that there are common approaches to teaching literacy for the diversity including those with specific learning difficulties. However, the focus on more explicit and intense interventions (Torgeson et al., 1994) for those at-risk or with literacy difficulties can mean differences in actual programmes and something additional that is not needed by most pupils.

There is little systematic research into teaching pupils with low mathematics attainment and specific mathematics learning difficulties by comparison with the teaching of literacy. General issues in relation to mathematics teaching and SEN have been addressed in this country though projects and in texts (Denvir, Stolz and Brown 1982;  Anghileri and Daniels, 1995). Jones et al. (1997) in a recent US review of mathematics teaching to secondary aged pupils with Learning Disabilities (LD) argue that current research can, nevertheless indicate what the issues are and indicate procedures associated with effective teaching. 

Pupils with moderate learning difficulties (MLD)

Many pupils labelled as MLD have no known organic cause for their learning difficulties. There have been relatively few systematic studies of the characteristics of these pupils and problems in defining this pupil group have been widely acknowledged. It was not possible to come to MLD-specific conclusions in relation to our three main foci of literacy, numeracy and self-esteem. Our findings concurred with Dyson (1999xe "Dyson (sem presn, 1999") that ‘There is little evidence of a systematic attempt to develop a ‘MLD pedagogy, but lots of evidence of multiple local initiatives. There is no ‘MLD curriculum’ as such except as a nebulous and/or narrow variant of the ‘mainstream curriculum’ or a nebulous and broader version of the ‘developmental curriculum’.

Very few experimental studies were found in which pupils with MLD were identified and given selective teaching approaches. However there was a suggestion from one such study (Mastropieri et al 1997)xe "Mastropieri et al (1997)" that in science, pupils with Mild Mental Retardation (MMR) may need to be told the general rule initially and then coached on the application of the rule (whereas other pupils could learn the rule inductively from the outset). 

One group of pupils within the MLD/SLD groups are children with Down syndrome. Children with Down syndrome are characterised by bio-behavioural homogeneity although reflecting a wide spectrum of capability. A range of carefully-designed studies by Wishart and her co-workers (e.g. Wishart 1990,xe "Wishart 1990," 1993xe "Stratford and Gunn 1996") is pointing to systematic differences between the learning of children with Down syndrome and other children. In summary, a number of researchers in this field have argued that the developmental differences in children with Down syndrome indicate the need for different teaching strategies. These include: error-free (not trial and error) learning and the use of novelty to counter a tendency to perseverate. Such work is suggestive but does not examine directly the validity of a group specific pedagogy for these pupils. 

Fuchs and Fuchs (1995, 1998)xe "Fuchs and Fuchs (1995)" make a case for a special educational pedagogy. They argue, having reviewed a wide range of interventions, that there are two distinctive features of a SEN specific pedagogy. These are ‘the use of empirically validated procedures’ and ‘an intensive, data-based focus on individual students’ which they group under the term ‘curriculum based measurement’ (CBM). They do not distinguish between learning difficulties sub-groups. Fuchs and Fuchs conclude that general educators’ teaching skills could be enhanced through training in CBM techniques but some pupils (with learning disabilities, possibly overlapping the ‘MLD’/SpLD groups)  being unresponsive to such an adapted classroom, need ‘specifically individualised instruction, the small size instructional groups, and the more highly trained teachers available through special education’ (1998:31). One might characterise Fuchs and Fuchs pedagogical position as one of a common pedagogy underpinned by this individual-oriented approach.

Pupils with severe, profound and multiple learning difficulties 

Ware discusses the problematic notion of progress concerning these pupils and  reviews evidence concerning a SEN specific pedagogy for pupils with SLD or PMLD (Ware 1999). She highlights xe "Ware (1999)"the multiplicity of impairments which these children may experience, the commonality of children’s underlying needs and the considerable impact of personality factors (e.g. perseverance and motivation) on the learning of pupils with PMLD. These pupils may also, unlike the other groups reviewed here, be likely to be receiving one or more forms of regular medication which may interfere with their learning. 

The importance of establishing these pupils’ readiness for learning is a strong theme  in work by practitioners in this field (e.g. Ouvry and Saunders 1996, Longhorn 1993). Sensory approaches have been presented by a number of  writers as valuable mechanisms at this and initial stages of learning. Physical or sensory ‘readiness’ for learning  is an aspect of the teaching/ learning process which is rarely considered for other pupils. (In the EBD field  a similar issue of readiness to learn tends to be approached from a motivational angle.)  

Behavioural approaches to the teaching of  pupils with SLD/PMLD have been and continue to be popular amongst some writers (e.g.  Ouvry and Saunders 1996,  Farrell 1997), others  have argued for more interactive approaches to be developed (Hewitt and Nind 1992). These latter approaches may be seen as different from effective pedagogy with other pupils in terms of, for example, provision of a continuous running commentary (Hewitt and Nind 1992). However many interactive approaches are strongly reminiscent of work with non-disabled pupils (eg Grove 1998).

Intervention studies for  pupils with SLD/PMLD constitute a highly specialised and fragmented collection. Particular conditions  (e.g. pupils with autistic spectrum disorders, spina bifida) have  been associated with various programmes, often contrasting in their underlying rationale. Evaluation of interventions with these pupils tend to be small scale (N<15), but intensive. They often involve children with highly individualised patterns of functioning, compounding behavioural and cognitive difficulties. We found no studies in which explicit and systematic comparisons were made between different types of  pedagogic intervention for these pupils or in which some other form of  systematic experimental control enabled reliable judgements to be made about SEN specific compared with other pedagogy.

Bray et al. (1988),xe "Bray et al (1988)" in reviewing the education of children with profound and multiple learning difficulties, concluded that work in this field was increasingly approximating to what was recognised as good mainstream teaching. A contrasting view was taken by Hodapp (1998) in a review of work on organic causes of learning difficulties. Hodapp noted that children with severe abnormalities, as shown by EEG  traces, appeared not to show similar developmental sequences in cognitive development to those of other children. However the considerable problems in conducting valid and reliable assessments of these children necessitates caution about this conclusion.

A middle position is reflected in a comprehensive review (Jordan et al 1998) into educational interventions for children with autism. Their summaries of  others’ meta-analyses of  features of successful intervention programmes point to a combination of ‘common pedagogy’ and SEN specific features. The former, common features, includes reference to the involvement of parents and the importance of social interaction. More specialised features include the need for routine, the use of visual cueing and explicit teaching of specific generalisation strategies. The inference from this review is that pupils with autism do need some pedagogical strategies which differ from those used routinely with other children. It is not clear how specific to the autistic group such strategies may be. 

Similarly Ware’s (1999) paper, connected with this review, noted areas of commonality between PMLD and other learners but also cited various studies showing  differences between the groups in terms of learning strategy. She also made the broader point that, in general,  pupils with PMLD, compared with developmentally or chronologically matched peers, spend a larger proportion of their time in states which are not conducive to learning. Thus checking and ensuring preparedness for learning is particularly  important for teachers of these pupils.  

Overall the literature on teaching interventions for pupils with severe, profound or multiple learning difficulties provides some support for differences in emphases in pedagogical practice; for example, towards a greater need to check that the pupil is in a ‘ready’ state for learning. Arguably, this is different in degree but not in kind, from checking, with a mainstream class that all the pupils are paying attention when instructions are being given to the whole class. Linked with this, Bray et al (1988) cite  work suggesting that instructional strategies are less important determinants of children’s learning  than are some qualitative aspects of teacher-child interaction (e.g. expectations). These may be particularly important for pupils  who are very dependant on adult interaction (for example, for basic care). Further, if pupil-pupil interactions are as significant in fostering cognitive gains as much recent constructivist work suggests, then pupils with profound or multiple learning difficulties may be considerably disadvantaged through their limited communication with other children. Teaching of these pupils may need to address this directly as otherwise they may be missing a multitude of serendipitous and beneficial interactions with other pupils.

Discussion and conclusions

In our review we have found a trend away from SEN specific pedagogies. This took the form of generic teaching effectiveness studies  which assumed that what works with most pupils would also work for all pupils. The outcomes of these studies are general teaching principles which might apply to all pupils. However, little direct evidence for this has been presented in the areas of learning difficulties which we have covered in this review. Even if these principles, such as, ‘the teacher provides the learner with feedback’, are general enough to be applicable to all learners, a general principle like this is too imprecise for practical purposes. Even when a more specific principle is applicable to all learners, it may need to be applied in different ways for those with learning difficulties. This distinction between common teaching principles and strategies and different practical ways of applying and implementing them for pupils with difficulties in learning is a crucial one,. 

The trend away from SEN specific pedagogies was also evident in some position papers and chapters by SEN specialists. Though mostly unsubstantiated by empirical evidence, these expressed  what we have called, the unique differences position. This rejects distinctive SEN teaching strategies and accepts that there are common pedagogic principles which are relevant to the unique differences between all pupils, including those considered to be designated as having SEN. However, this position is qualified by a recognition of the need for more intense and focused teaching for those with SEN.  This qualification expresses distinction between pedagogic principles and practical ways of applying them in particular cases and situations.  

The trend away from SEN specific pedagogies is also evident in studies which look retrospectively for learner differences in generic studies as well as studies which take a specific SEN group focus. However, many studies examine the learning characteristics of  various sub-groups, (such as, Down syndrome) and show general differences between the SEN and non-SEN groups. Though these differences may suggest differences in teaching, they do not show that distinctive teaching is optimal for these sub-groups. Other studies either focus on classroom learning behaviours or learning outcomes in terms of different placements (special versus mainstream schools and classes). They also do not show SEN specific learner x teaching interactions. 

The lack of evidence in our review to support SEN specific pedagogies might be surprising as there is a persistent sense that special education means special pedagogy for many teachers and researchers. In not finding these distinctive pedagogies we can either hold onto the hunch that such special pedagogies do exist and that the research is failing to identify them but will so in time. One option is to consider that  teaching decisions may, in theory, still come to be based on distinctive pedagogies, but that the bases of the general groups to which they apply have not yet been identified. More pedagogically relevant groups may be identified in terms of learning process, such as learning styles (Read, 1998), than in terms of  general patterns of attainment and current cognitive abilities (e.g. MLD, SpLD). If, what we have called the general differences position to teaching pupils with SEN, is to be maintained, then it is likely to be along these lines.

Alternatively, we may reject a distinctive SEN pedagogy perspective and accept the commonality of pedagogy because SEN sub-groups (MLD, SpLD and so on) are not associated with specific pedagogies. As Skrtic (1999) argues, all pupils have unique learning needs which call for decisions about teaching to be informed through individual  assessment. This is an expression of what we have called the unique differences position. However, the unique difference position, expressed in this way,  is not the end of the matter. Our review indicates that although common teaching principles and strategies are relevant to the sub-groups we have considered, more intensive and explicit teaching is also relevant to pupils with different patterns and degrees of difficulties in learning. 

At this point in the conclusion we need to recall that the sub-groups we have considered do not represent categorically distinct groupings, but a range of pupils along continua of attainment and current cognitive abilities. There are many pupils whose difficulties in learning make it hard to place them clearly in one or other sub-group as this depends on where cut-offs between the sub-groups are drawn. This is what has been called the continuum of SEN, which has usually been matched with a continuum of special provision. The continuum of special provision refers to the different kinds of settings, organisational and staffing arrangements from the most integrated (mainstream classes without any additional support) to the most segregated (residential special schooling). What has been missing in talk about continua of special needs and special provision has been the notion of continua of  teaching or pedagogic approaches. The concept of a continuum implies that there are differences of degree, so by teaching continua we mean that  the various strategies and procedures which make up teaching can be considered in terms of whether they are used more or less in practice. It is also important at this stage in the discussion to remember that some pupils with SEN might need more of  common teaching approaches at some times,  but some distinct kinds of teaching at other times. This could be relevant to other areas of SEN which we have not considered in this review.

This concluding position is also consistent with other research which shows how pupils with different kinds of learning difficulties are not provided for adequately in general class teaching. For example, teachers have been shown to move on before low attainers have reached mastery (Silbert et al.,1990). Such research indicates the need for more practice time. This would be one of the strands of teaching which can be considered to lie along a continuum. From this review we suggest that there are other facets of teaching where additional emphasis on common teaching approaches is required depending on the individual learning needs of those with learning difficulties covered here. For example: more practice to achieve mastery, more examples to learn concepts, more experience of transfer, and more careful checking for preparedness for next stage of learning. In proposing the notion of continua of teaching approaches we are not suggesting that practical instances of teaching at distant points on the continua do not look distinct or different. However, teaching which emphasises high levels of practice to mastery, more examples of a concept, more error-free learning, more bottom-up phonological approaches to literacy, for instance, is not qualitatively different from  teaching which involves less emphasis on these approaches. 

Implications for teacher preparation and the concept of specialist teaching

What is so notable about the recent National SEN Specialist Standards (TTA, 1999) is the omission of a framework for conceptualising the nature of specialist teaching and its relationship to teaching in general. There is some reference to ‘specialist teaching’ in the Standards, though the language tends to be in terms of ‘professional knowledge, understanding and skills common across the full range of severe and complex forms of SEN’ (page 4;12.a). ‘Specialist’ therefore comes to be associated with ‘severe and complex SEN’, the implication being of something distinctive in teaching from teaching those with less severe SEN and those without SEN. Who is included and excluded from the ‘severe and complex’ group is interesting – of the broad groups we have considered, those with specific learning difficulties are included, but moderate learning difficulties is excluded. That there are degrees of differences within these groups is not mentioned, though the simplistic nature of these categories is noted.  

One of the five aspects of the Core Standards, which are common to all areas of severe and complex SEN, covers ‘effective teaching, ensuring maximum access to the curriculum’ (page 11). Teachers with specialist knowledge and skills are, for example,  expected to:

“iii. analyse complex sequences of learning and set smaller, but appropriate, achievable targets for pupils whose progress is not  demonstrated when set solely against more conventional assessment criteria

iv. identify individual learning outcomes and develop, implement and evaluate a range of approaches, including, for example, task analysis, skills analysis and target setting, to help pupils achieve those outcomes in a variety of settings;

v. explore ways of reducing barriers to learning …” (Page 11)

There is not much here which is distinctive or even specific about teaching. The theme running through references to effective specialist teaching is the very generalised phrase ‘ensuring greater access to the curriculum’. 

We would claim that these statements about effective teaching certainly apply to teaching pupils with less severe SEN and probably to all teachers in their capacity of providing for the range of pupils which would include those we identified as having low attainments. This category of ‘low attainment’ is one not usually included within the area of SEN.  

Our conclusion is that the concept of a continuum of teaching approaches would be helpful in setting out a coherent and common framework of teaching which is inclusive, while making it possible for differences in the degree of intensive and explicitness in teaching to be recognised. But, much work is needed:

1. to identify the different strands or dimensions along which teaching is more explicit and intensive, and

2. to analyse established and dependable teaching practices with pupils experiencing different kinds of degrees of difficulties in learning across different settings in terms of these strands.

It is unlikely that teaching standards which are relevant to pupils along the full continuum of need can be established without a more evidenced based and conceptual approach to their construction. 
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Chapter 4

Reflections

Olga Miller, RNIB

Introduction

In this short paper I will attempt to locate the conclusions reached by Brahm Norwich and Ann Lewis within the broader debate concerned with teacher preparation.  This is with particular reference to the Specialist Standards documentation published by the Teacher Training Agency (TTA) and the paper produced by Anni Grant of the TTA.  I will also put forward an interactive model of inclusion which hopefully takes the debate away from the rather reductionist view presented by some commentators that specialist provision is inherently counter-inclusive and mainstream provision is inherently inclusive.

Context

In their paper Norwich and Lewis identify two key questions as central to the rationale of their research review.  These are:

1. Can differences between learners (by particular SEN group) be identified and systematically linked with learners’ needs for differential teaching?

2. What are the key criteria for identifying pedagogically useful learner groups?

Pedagogy they describe as the cluster of decisions and actions, which aim to promote school learning.   They also set out a conceptual framework in which three kinds of pedagogic need can be identified: pedagogic needs common to all learners, pedagogic needs specific, or distinct, to groups of learners, and pedagogic needs unique to individual learners. The particular emphasis of the paper rests with a consideration of pedagogy in relation to learning difficulties.  In doing so Norwich and Lewis acknowledge the difficulty in gaining a consensus on any one definition of learning difficulties but emphasize in their conclusion that the sub-groups they have considered do not represent categorically distinct groupings, but a range of pupils along continua of attainment and current cognitive abilities.  Although disability is not specifically considered by Norwich and Lewis it cannot be overlooked. A considerable percentage of pupils described as exhibiting learning difficulties will also suffer from some form of disability or impairment which may either have given rise to the learning difficulty or may co-exist with a learning difficulty and thus have a compound effect.  The inter-relationship between disability and SEN further confuses the evidence for or against the existence of specific SEN pedagogies.  The final conclusion of Norwich and Lewis is that much more work is required to identify the degree of intensive and explicitness in teaching.  But the question is – will the current approach taken by bodies such as the TTA enable such data to be gathered or perpetuate the very system, which led to the paucity of evidence-based explanations of  SEN specific pedagogy.

Specialist Training

Although the TTA Specialist Standards cover a wide range of potential specialisms I will concentrate my comments on areas currently described as mandatory. Traditionally these have been those concerned with the low incidence disability areas of visual impairment, hearing impairment and deafblindness / multisensory impairment.  These areas are covered under teacher regulations and apply to those teaching groups of “such children”.  In this respect mandatory qualifications demonstrate an emphasis on the second of the elements of the Norwich/Lewis framework; pedagogic needs specific, or distinct, to groups of learners.  The role of the specialist has therefore been traditionally ascribed to teachers who have obtained mandatory qualifications.  

Mandatory qualifications have been in existence for some time and it would be logical to look to these areas for research based evidence of specific pedagogy.  However, (with the exception of deafblindness) such a search would be unlikely to do more than reproduce the findings of Norwich and Lewis.  I believe that one of the possible reasons for evidence being largely from anecdotal routes, rather than research, lies in the history of teacher education within these groups.  In the case of visual and hearing impairment on the job training was, until relatively recently, provided under a collegiate system from within the fields themselves.  Higher education and academic qualifications came later.  The large number of specialist schools in the area of sensory impairment provided specialist teachers with ample experience (during their daily work) of the impact of specific disabilities on a wide range of children and created a culture, which was disability specific.  The vocational orientation of teacher training at this time relied on the outcomes of practice rather than the development of theory.    

The introduction of training in partnership with higher education gave teachers the opportunity to gain experience in a wider range of settings and reflected the early work on integration.  The gradual demise of many special schools as pupils moved into mainstream provision and the increasingly complex needs of pupils with sensory impairments has accelerated the need for teachers to have access to experience in many different forms of provision.  Research has not traditionally had a high profile.  The role of teacher/researcher remains underdeveloped.  However, there have been indications of change with the upgrading of some mandatory courses to master’s level and the introduction of training in research methodology.  Doctorates in Education could potentially take this positive trend further but at present access to such progression is not readily available.  

Annie Grant’s paper presents the case for the specialist standards published by the TTA.  As a first step in implementation of these standards the TTA has reviewed mandatory courses and is setting up a new bidding system for providers.  At the same time the introduction of performance management and threshold pay is focusing attention on the development of outcome measures to assess the impact of the performance of teachers.  Since many specialist teachers work in advisory roles and with pupils who have very complex needs such measures will have to encompass a wide range of value-added factors. 

What is a specialist?

The definition of a specialist teacher has proved an illusive concept for the TTA.  The rhetoric of inclusion has sometimes suggested the existence of specialists runs counter to successful inclusion.  The following diagram developed in collaboration with Neils Chapman attempts to place the role of the specialist within an interactive model of inclusion.  In this model the specialist operates in different forms of provision and within many different contexts.  Their role as a specialist is to promote a balance between the often competing factors, which may hamper successful inclusion.  Thus the child with a degenerative medical condition will need a different emphasis on some elements of the model rather than others.  In the case of this child a lack of academic progress would be countered by a particularly well informed provision linked to appropriate community health services.  The model relates to specialist as well as mainstream provision:

INSERT MODEL HERE

Future Issues

The TTA Specialist Standards are to be welcomed as part of the ongoing dicussion surrounding teacher education and development.  It is to be hoped that the role of the specialist will continue to evolve.  Investment by government in teacher training will hopefully not only focus on immediate outcome measures but on progression over time for teachers as well as pupils.  The role of the specialist will be vital in the establishment of effective partnerships.  Pupil diversity and inclusion have challenged the old instrumental approach, which successfully survived within a largely special school system.  The importance of research and its role in embedding theory within practice has been recognized within current models of training.  It will be important to use the TTA specialist standards in a way that does not reverse the progress that has been made and take us back to the early days of training on the job and the narrow view of the specialist this approach fostered.     

Chapter 5

Summary of discussions

Geoff Lindsay

Small discussion groups

The following points are largely attributed to specific people, but occasionally I did not identify. The four groups reported first.

In the first group they asked whether it is helpful to have specialist understanding for an inclusive approach?  It was  argued that this was the case, but that it depended on what the teacher did, e.g. to show expertise and hence empower other teachers, so engendering greater confidence in those teachers to manage in inclusive settings.

In the second group they reported about questioning whether one outcome of the inclusive school was that specialist teachers would be precluded as all teachers would be expected to take on specialist teaching functions.  On the other hand, specialisms would/should continue, and indeed spread more widely, if inclusive schools depended upon expert support for all teachers.

The third group agreed that the mystique of a highly specialist pedagogy is often a barrier to inclusion.  There is a training requirement to enhance expertise, but schools cannot always audit skills and knowledge alone – they don’t know what they don’t know.  However,  LEAs are losing control so it is more difficult to implement a framework for auditing training needs.

The fourth group questioned the relationship between the proposed specialist teaching standards and the new proposals from the government on the professional development of all teachers, an initiative it was argued was more important than the James Report of the early 1970s.  Unfortunately the consultation paper ‘Support for Teaching and Learning’ has not been well publicised, and indeed was unknown to most of the seminar participants. 

Full group discussion:

With these main reports from the groups to start the discussion, the participants considered a variety of issues.

The distinction between a specialist teacher and specialist teaching was noted.  This had been a deliberate change of emphasis in the TTA standards exercise.

Peter Gray challenged the relationship between expertise and resources.  He asked whether it is a more inclusive pedagogy for a teacher to say ‘I can’t teach this child because I haven’t got the skills, or because, while I have the skills I lack the time?’  Do special schools have more skills, or more time, asked Chris Marshall?

Brahm Norwich argued that in mainstream the pace may leave little time and so make it difficult for a child, or teacher, to learn necessary skills.  The implications were for a restructuring of the system, the classroom in particular.  Thus, it is necessary to go beyond consideration of inclusive schools to the microcosm of the inclusive classroom.  But, this begs the question of the nature of inclusion – we do not know the characteristics of the optimally effective. 

The issue of time was taken up by others.  We cannot assume special schools have more time for each individual as, while pupil numbers are reduced, each child is more complex and hence demanding.  Learning Support Assistants (LSA) do have time, but their training is not linked with that of teachers through the TTA – how do we ‘knit in’ LSAs?

Practicality was also raised.  For example, Colin Low have argued that specialist teaching was not an issue of principle or kind, but a practical consideration of what is manageable.

Expertise:   Klaus Wedell, however, challenged the rejection of expertise.  He argued that specialists bring a deeper understanding of individuals’ learning needs and of theories of learning.  For example, they will be able to postulate more sophisticated hypotheses why a child is not learning, and match this with an appropriate response.

He also argued that the ordinary teacher has a very limited knowledge of child development – a situation which is worsening with the recent changes in initial teacher training.  A further move to PGCE as the route to teaching will further diminish this level of competence across the profession – with the £6000 payment to PGCE students we are paying people to be less effective, he argued.

Olga Miller agreed, reporting that Geoff Lindsay had prepared a similar argument in the group.  The development of professional expertise, what in medicine, is called clinical knowledge, derives from a large number of experiences with children with a variety of SEN, which both informs the professional with the range of issues, and  the probability of differential effectiveness of intervention.  This enables such specialists to respond more competently, quickly, and effectively when faced with a child whose needs are not easily understood.  Olga argued that the low incidence SEN was problematic in this respect as mainstream teaching encountered such children rarely, and so could not build necessary competence by acquiring a body of knowledge and understanding.

Klaus Wedell pointed out that this level of expertise in specialists could be backed up by, for example, LSAs – the teacher as a manager of learning, becomes important.

Chris Marshall questioned the developmental factor – in the teaching profession there must be a range of expertise, but in any school at a particular time there will be a hierarchy of expertise.  Are we trying to raise all teachers’ expertise? To the specialist at the top of the hierarchy in each school?

An example of specialist teachers spreading expertise and confidence throughout schools was provided by Carol Orton who described the ‘dyslexia-friendly’ school programme whereby a trained specialist supported colleagues.  Of particular interest was that the initiative appeared to be leading to other children’s needs being addressed more successfully also – that is, teachers were generalising principles and their application beyond the original largest group.  Building upon such initiatives was less easy, argued Klaus Wedell, now that LEAs were losing their role of being aware who was the competent person in a school, and ensuring such development occurred.  However, Carol Orton reported that the successful initiative in Swansea, leading to a specialist teacher in every school had been LEA-driven.

The need for parents to be reassured that teachers had expertise, was raised by Peter Gray.  This would be more important if specialist teaching was to replace specialist teachers.  When parents do not have confidence in the quality of teaching they tend to seek a model of intervention based upon distinctive types (e.g. dyslexia) rather than the application of a pedagogy based upon general principles.

How far can the argument for a general pedagogy be pushed?  Ann Lewis and Brahm Norwich specifically focussed on learning difficulties, excluding sensory impairment.   Peter Mittler developed this further arguing that children with emotional and behavioural difficulties posed a separate challenge. Such children may exhibit unacceptable behaviour, schools vary in tolerance and exclusion rates, and teachers often do not know how to deal effectively with such unacceptable behaviour.  The government’s policy to advocate greater use of ‘sin bins’ was regretted, based as it is on a child – deficit model.  Have we created problems by the mystique of what needs to be done?

Conclusion:  

In her concluding comments Ann Lewis stated she found encouraging their findings resonate with others’ views and agreed that a similar initiative could be undertaken in the behaviour domain.

Brahm Norwich welcomed the view that ‘specialist’ is knowledge and understanding which informs decision-making, an ability which develops through ‘clinical’ experience, and differs from the skills used.  Consequently, this domain lies in parallel with their view that pedagogic principles are common.  Inclusion requires the dispersal of such knowledge.

Finally Chris Marshall as chair opined that the debate would not go away, especially that concerning inclusion.  Specialists, whether as specialist teachers, or teachers with specialist skills and abilities will be required, perhaps in a different guise as LEAs change.






















