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Chapter 1:

Introduction to Policy Paper

1. Background to the policy paper

This paper is a record of the invited Policy Seminar held at the Institute of Education, London University (16th April 2002), the third of the fourth series of policy seminars, which examined the disability, social disadvantages, inclusion and social inclusion. The aim of the seminar was to examine questions concerned with:

i. how we conceptualise need,

ii. the taking and sharing of responsibilities and leadership,

iii. outcomes for the child and young person..

One theme for the seminar was to whether and how we could extend principles of good practice from some areas to others.

We invited Professor Alan Dyson, from the School of Education, Newcastle University, to present one paper and Sandra Morrison from Lambeth Education Service, the other. In addition we had a showing by Neville Hallmark of a video produced by OFSTED on social inclusion for the training of inspectors. About 40 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

This policy paper is the second in the 4th 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.  The Steering Group has representatives from LEA administrators, head teachers, voluntary organisations, professional associations, universities and research. The further success of the second and third series of policy seminars and papers led to this fourth 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 for the 4th series:

The main orientation of the SEN Policy Options Group is to consider likely future policy issues in order to examine relevant practical policy options. This emphasis is on being pro-active on one hand and examining and evaluating various options on the other. The purpose is to inform and suggest policy ideas and formulation in this field. More specifically the aims of this series will be:

1.
to identify current and likely future policy problems and the options for solutions in providing for children and young people with learning difficulties and disabilities following the SEN Action Plan, the revised SEN Code of Practice and the implementation of the SEN and Disability Rights in Education Bill .

2.
to organise seminars and events for policy-makers, professionals, parents, Government officers, voluntary associations and researchers to analyse and  debate significant issues in the field and publish the proceedings for wider dissemination:

Chapter 2:

Special needs, disability and social inclusion - the end of a beautiful friendship?
Professor Alan Dyson, School of Education, University of Newcastle

This paper starts from the assumption that there is a contradiction at the heart of the special needs education system as it currently exists.  We have a single system governed by a single legislative framework, yet the population which is supposed to benefit from that system is diverse in both characteristics and interests.

The diversity of the 'special needs population'

The diversity of the population stems from the fact that its members have only one thing in common: someone somewhere in the education system has decided that the label 'special educational needs' applies to them. The definition of that label is, of course, notoriously slippery (Frederickson & Cline, 2002), there are neither national nor (effective) local criteria for its application (Dyson & Millward, 2001) and there are quite different 'quasi-categories' of need (such as those proposed by the revised SEN Code of Practice (DfES, 2001). Not surprisingly, therefore, different students acquire the label for different reasons in different circumstances (see, for instance, Croll & Moses, 2000, Dyson & Millward, 2001).

The justification for embracing such a diverse population within a single category is, presumably, that the common set of procedures, protections and resources which the special needs system brings to bear operates in the best interests of all members of the population, despite their manifest differences. This assumption has, of course, long been challenged by 'radical' critics who claim that the system frequently operates further to disadvantage students 'with special educational needs' (see, for instance Barton, 1988, Booth, 1983, Tomlinson, 1982 and many more). However, even these radical critics have tended to assume that the system disadvantages all, in much the same way. They propose alternative approaches (Oliver's [1988] 'politics of special educational needs', for instance, or Dessent's [1987] 'making the ordinary school special' or, more recently, Ainscow's [1999] advocacy of an all-embracing 'inclusive education') which assume a commonality of interest across the whole population.

I want to suggest here a somewhat different position. The 'special needs population' is deeply divided, not simply because individuals and groups within it are different from each other, but because the single set of structures and practices within which their education is managed systematically favours some over others. These divisions operate even when the special needs system is viewed critically and some radical alternative is proposed. If those alternatives fail to take into account the real differences in interest between different groups, they too become systematically discriminatory.

The principal divides in the special needs population are between three groups:

Those who are and have historically been regarded as disabled, usually by virtue of some evident physical, sensory or intellectual impairment. Although there has been much debate about the relationship between impairment, disability and special need in these cases, the recognition of such groups as disabled is largely non-contentious.

Those who have, particularly in recent years, laid claim to being regarded as disabled, especially by virtue of some putative neurological impairment. I think here, for instance, of children 'diagnosed' as dyslexic, dyspraxic, or as having Asperger's syndrome or ADHD. Although the reality and (in some cases) severity of these children's difficulties is not in doubt, competing explanations for those difficulties can be found and the ascription of the disability label is, therefore, somewhat contested.

Those groups whose difficulties have tended not to be ascribed to disability.  I think here of those who were historically labelled as 'slow learners' or as 'disadvantaged' and who might be regarded in the USA and Europe as 'at risk' in educational terms. More recently they have come to constitute the bulk of those regarded by the current government as vulnerable to 'social exclusion'.

I make no claim that these groupings are clear-cut, that there are no others that might be used or that individual children might not fall into more than one group. However, in general terms there are important dimensions along which groups constructed in this way differ. I suggest the following in particular:

The patterns of incidence of these groups in schools. This is to do both with the absolute numbers of such children and with their tendency to cluster 'naturally' or as a result of policy in particular schools.

The extent to which the underlying 'cause' of these children's difficulties is seen as attributable to biological, educational or socio-cultural factors. The corollary of this attribution is the extent to which educational interventions per se are seen as capable of  impacting on this underlying cause in any significant way.

The extent to which each of these groups is likely to have access to parental, support group or lobby group advocacy which is effective in protecting the interests of the child (or of the group as a whole) within the education system.

It is not difficult to see the differential impact of these factors in the case of, say, children with visual impairment, children with ADHD and low-attaining children in areas of relative poverty. The incidence of the first group in schools is relatively low, of the second is low but probably rising and of the third is higher, particularly in certain settings. The first two come with clearly-identifiable (though differentially contested) 'needs' and packages of provision, the third with a more generalised set of difficulties which a 'package' (of, say, individual tuition or in-class support) seems unlikely to overcome. One reason for this is that broad socio-cultural factors are implicated in their difficulties in a way which is not true of the other groups. For the same reason, the third group is relatively less likely to have parents who can offer effective advocacy for their children or who can turn to lobby and support groups.

The differential impact of the SEN framework
The point I wish to make is that the differences crudely outlined here between these groups are significant not in themselves, but because they lead to significantly different sets of relationships between these groups and the common SEN framework. I take that framework to include the legislation, regulation and guidance through which special needs education is formally governed, together with a set of distinctive structures and practices. The principal characteristics of the framework thus defined are, I suggest, these:

The framework is needs-oriented. In other words, it seeks to identify one or more specific 'needs' which can be met through particular forms of provision.

The framework is highly individualised. It assumes that each child's 'needs' are different from those of every other child, that they therefore have to be assessed on an individual basis, that provision likewise has to be customised for each individual and that individual planning is crucial in every case.

The framework does not seek to address causal factors in children's difficulties that go beyond the individual. In particular, it offers no means of addressing socio-cultural factors and, despite the strenuous efforts of some special educators, has never been particularly good at addressing whole-school and mainstream classroom issues (Bines, 1986, Dyson, 1991, Dyson et al., 1997).

The framework is predicated upon the involvement as parents as advocates for their children. Parents are expected to be able to make informed contributions to the assessment of their children and to negotiate with professionals on the provision that results from that assessment.

It is not difficult to see that the framework is likely to work best in cases where some specific individual need can be identified, some customised form of provision can be specified, no whole-school or socio-cultural factors are implicated and parents are able to make an informed contribution to decision-making. It is my contention that such cases are more likely to occur in the two 'disabled' groups. The situation is, however, somewhat different for children in the non-disabled group. Here, 'needs' are likely to be generalised and not particularly susceptible to targeted 'packages' of provision. Such children are highly dependent on the effectiveness of the interventions that education can bring to bear. But, effective intervention demands attention to whole-school issues (curriculum, pedagogy across the curriculum, school ethos and so on) and to socio-cultural factors (poverty, community aspirations, family support, structural racism, learning - and, ultimately, earning - opportunities). Under these circumstances and given the difficulties which some parents themselves will face, the model of a customised package of provision negotiated with parents acting as proxies for their children seems somewhat inappropriate.

Perhaps most significant from the point of view of the efficient functioning of the system, the incidence of low attainment which is not related to disability is relatively high, particularly in 'city' schools (Ofsted, 2000b). An individualised approach to such children seems nonsensical when they appear in dozens or even scores in many classrooms. If nothing else, it is a perverse use of limited resources to assess, plan and provide for each child individually when their 'needs' are remarkably similar to those of significant numbers of children in the school or classroom. Moreover, this individualised approach, arguably, deflects schools from addressing the whole-school issues which such children's difficulties raise.  It diverts SENCOs into endless hours of individual planning instead of a wider developmental role with their colleagues and puts children in a situation where there are no effective and powerful advocates for their interests.

Without, therefore, suggesting that the SEN framework is perfect - or, indeed, appropriate - for the 'disabled' groups, I do wish to suggest that it is self-evidently inappropriate for the non-disabled, disadvantaged group. It constitutes, I would suggest, a massive investment of resource which largely fails to address the real difficulties experienced by this group. Currently, some £3.8 billion of public expenditure is directed towards special needs education (Audit Commission, 2001). Insofar as this is directed towards this group through a highly inappropriate framework, real questions must be asked about the value for money which this represents.

Social inclusion: an alternative approach?
It is at this point where the government's 'social inclusion' agenda is, I believe, indicative of an alternative way forward. It is certainly true that the notion of 'social inclusion' itself needs considerable unpacking (Cousins, 1998, Leney, 1999) and that the government's interpretation of what it means in policy terms is highly contested (Hill, 2000, Young, 1999). What interest me in the government's approach, however, is an explicit recognition first that the binary divide between 'special' and 'ordinary' educational needs is inadequate and second that strategies need to be brought to bear on many children's difficulties which go well beyond those traditionally used in special needs education.

The government has begun to construct a by-now familiar list of groups who are at risk of educational under-achievement and, hence, of social exclusion (Blunkett, 1999, DfEE, 1999, Dyson et al., 2000, Ofsted, 2000a, SEU, 2001). Typically, the list includes children with disabilities and/or special educational needs alongside children in public care, children from minority ethnic groups, children who are excluded from school, underachieving boys, traveller children, young mothers and so on. Whether this is the 'right' list or not, it clearly indicates that children within the special needs system constitute just part of the 'at risk' population. Moreover, the nature of the other groups listed acknowledges precisely the sort of socio-cultural factors that underpin the difficulties of many children traditionally seen as having special educational needs. It seems entirely reasonable, therefore, to consider re-categorising such children within these other groups and ceasing to see them as having 'special educational needs'.

The notion of categorising has, since the Warnock Report (DES, 1978), not been a popular one in the special education field. However, categorisation brings with it a particular educational response to children's difficulties. Currently, the 'super-category' (Norwich, 1993) of 'special educational needs' brings with it a response which is highly individualised in its focus. Re-categorisation opens up the possibility of alternative responses, and the government's current 'social inclusion' strategies indicate how they might differ from the approaches to which we have hitherto been accustomed.

I take the government's strategies to include Education Action Zones, Excellence in Cities, SureStart, Additional Literacy Strategy, the invitation to develop a vocational strand in the Key Stage 4 curriculum, summer schools, extended/full service schooling and so on. I do not count myself as a fervent supporter of all of these strategies and I particularly have doubts about the government's tendency to bolt them on to what seems to me to be a fundamentally flawed system. Nonetheless, they have two characteristics which seem to me to be particularly interesting;

Although they permit of individualisation in their delivery, the strategies themselves are targeted at groups rather than individuals. Moreover, important elements of them are pre-designed so that teachers do not have to invent responses to children's difficulties on a case-by-case basis.

Many of the strategies extend beyond responses to individual difficulties and address underlying whole-school, inter-school or family and community issues. Initiatives such as SureStart and full-service schooling in particular indicate a genuine (if limited) attempt to 'join up' responses to individual children with action in the wider contexts, within which those children operate.  It is an attempt which is extended further by policies on, say, area regeneration and the 'eradication' of child poverty.

It is my contention that, rather than looking to special needs education as we currently have it to respond to large numbers of disadvantaged children in schools, we should look to the further development of approaches such as these. In particular:

We should develop a coherent set of strategies to address the commonly occurring difficulties which children experience in school. These strategies should be evidence-based, should be to some extent pre-designed for use by schools and teachers, should focus on groups and address whole-school and socio-cultural issues and should be accompanied by appropriately substantial programmes of teacher training.

We should remove from the special needs system all children whose difficulties can better be addressed by these strategies. Put another way, we should focus individualised special needs strategies only on the very small minority of children who genuinely need provision that is 'additional to or different from' what an enhanced mainstream can provide on a group basis. This in turn will involve refocusing - and perhaps reducing - the role of the SENCO.

We should ensure a transfer of resource from individualised to group strategies by policing the boundaries of special needs education rigorously. In particular, this will mean making clear distinctions between the 'diagnosis' of what I have called the 'contested' disabilities (dyslexia, ADHD and the like) and the decision to bring individualised special needs strategies to bear. High-quality class teaching and powerful group strategies should take the place of the individualised approach in most cases.

We should explore alternative forms of advocacy for vulnerable children which do not depend so heavily on the capacities of individual parents. This might mean exploring forms of community involvement, consultation with children themselves and the development of professional advocate roles in and beyond schools.

I am aware that, up to this point, I have scarcely mentioned 'inclusive education' which is widely seen, both by radicals in the field and by policy-makers as offering the best hope for an alternative to special needs education. I should conclude, therefore, by stating that proposals I am making are indeed inclusive insofar as they are concerned with extending the capacity of mainstream schools to respond to diversity. However, it seems to me that inclusive education, as usually advocated, is too closely tied to the individualised model of special needs education. It is too dependent on individual support, too inclined to unrealistic expectations that teachers can or will endlessly invent responses to infinite forms of diversity in their classrooms, and has too little to say about underlying socio-cultural factors. I believe that it is indeed possible to create a more inclusive education system than that which we currently have. However, if we do not make available to teachers more viable and more effective strategies than those which are currently on offer, inclusive education will prove to be yet another failed attempt on the part of special needs education to transform a remarkably resistant mainstream.
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Chapter 3:   

How can the principles of good practice from the SEN/disability area be extended to help other groups at risk of social exclusion?
Sandra Morrison, Assistant Director, Access and Inclusion Division, Lambeth Education
Introduction

I address the above question from the context of young people who are in danger of being, or are often, socially excluded. The practices developed over the years in relation to SEN/Disability have provided invaluable lessons and tools for use in supporting many other sectors of the community.  This includes the elderly, children in public care, the mentally ill and pupils out of school, one parent families, refugees and asylum seekers to teenage parents and young offenders.

The key to good outcomes for those with a SEN/disability has included:

Early identification of their needs

Multi-disciplinary – multi-agency assessment of those needs

Packages of care that are holistic and look at a multi faceted approach to meeting needs

Provision that is person and not service led

Ongoing reviews of, and support for those identified needs

Provision that is flexible to the changing needs of the person 

Good communication between the person receiving the support and their parents/carers and the agencies and services involved in delivering their package of support/care

 This list may be seen as over-simplifying the long path to where we are today; that is, legislation that makes it illegal to discriminate against a person with a SEN/disability and which urges all services providers to look at how they deliver services that are accessible to all. But, for the purpose of this paper, although we could create a long list of those who could benefit from such an approach I will focus on young people who are ‘out of school’.

Young people who are out of school are in that situation for a myriad of reasons.  They are carers, they are teenage parents, young offenders, they have been excluded from mainstream and increasingly special schools, they are truants and they are the victims of bullying and harassment at school, they have experienced poverty, they are refugees and asylum seekers.  They have extreme emotional and behavioural difficulties which cannot be met in a mainstream school. 

Whatever their individual situation they are not receiving education.  They are often missing out on the opportunity to develop the life skills necessary to obtain employment, make good choices in future years and nurture the development both emotionally and socially of their own off spring.  Research by the Social Effectiveness Unit indicates that such groups are more prone to risk taking activity.

Hours of inactivity leaves vulnerable young people at the mercy of day time television, media hype and the influence of street life and pressure from those who are older and whom themselves were excluded from education either deliberately or by default.

If we look again at the elements of good practice that have been developed over the years in the area of SEN/disability we can apply each one to our chosen group, young people out of school.

Early identification and assessment
There has been much research and many government led policy documents looking at vulnerable young people and social exclusion.   Certain key indicators appear on a regular basis:

Poverty (measured in education by free school meals)

One parent families

Mobility (refugees and asylum seekers included)

Social deprivation (rural poverty, areas with a lack of amenities) families living on benefit

Children who come to school lacking very basic social skills 

With the richness of data and research available a code of practice could be developed to ensure the early identification and assessment of need of those who may be vulnerable in later years.

Detailed analysis of how vulnerable children present themselves.  What are the triggers that ensure a young person was referred for such an assessment.  It would not be enough that a young person received free school meals.

How are these needs to be measured and identified without recourse to crude measures?  What about self-determination and motivation?  We can all cite examples of the great person who has risen above poverty or those who overcome single parenthood to become exemplary members of society.  However, the reverse is also true. We also know of children who did not thrive, who became young offenders, who ended up as unemployed adults and if an analysis was done we would ask ourselves why didn’t someone do something?

Research by the Social Effectiveness Unit and Home Office already informs us that many young people who were excluded from school either deliberately by the school or by excluding themselves end up being teenage parents and the majority of street crime and burglaries are committed by young people who should be in education.  Research has shown that many young people who end up in young offenders institutions have extremely poor literacy skills and that their education has often been chequered by long periods out of school.

Should an assessment focus on addressing the indicators for ‘social exclusion’ or is it about the emotional intelligence of the young person concerned?  Bringing us back to our analogy of the great and the good who rose above their humble beginnings. Who should be involved?  Psychologists, Social Workers.  Who should be assessed?  All pupils who receive free schools meals that live in a one-parent family. Poor housing, lack of education, concerns about emotional well being, personal and social health issues are all contributors to low achievement. 

It is feasible that housing, social services and education departments will be able to identify families at risk within their areas.  There is a need to work together in drawing up a package of support and care  for the young people who are most at risk.  It is not lack of resources that prevent this from happening.  Quality Protects money, as Social inclusion, Health and Sport Action Zones, Sure Start, Sure Start Plus, Children's Fund and Connexions.  These are Government led initiatives that provide targeted resources for specific support to vulnerable young children that include ‘pupils out of school.

There is a need to realise that if work with this group is not carried out the outcomes for society are dismal.  We are already seeing:

Increasing teenage parenthood

Increasing levels of juvenile crime

High levels of non-attendance

Poor levels of literacy and numeracy 

What is needed is a radical re-think of how services are configured and delivered.  Traditionally services have often been delivered independently by agencies, it is only when a crisis occurs and a case conference is called that all those who have been battling against the odds realise how many other lonely souls have been working to support Jane and her family.    Who should lead such a revolution?  Government initiatives have been chiding us to look at working in a more joined up way – hence the Children's Fund, Connexions Strategy, the multi-disciplinary nature of the young offenders teams (YOTS) which promote not only multi-disciplinary and multi-agency work by – ‘pooled resources’.

Resources and issues of confidentiality are often seen as the blocks to multi-disciplinary working.  These can be overcome by looking closely at what aspect of confidentiality we are talking about.  Through years of working with the parents of groups with SEN/disability has told me that parents feel they are often repeating themselves over and over again to one professional after the other.  They are amazed when an education officer asks them for the same information they have given to a consultant and previously a Social Worker, particularly as the social worker and the education officer frequently work for the same employers.  It could be argued that the Leadership role could be undertaken by local councils.  They have within their power using the Local Governments modernisation agenda to bring services together to create Children Services / Children and Family Services through a radical re-organisation of services across a Council.  Many Councils have already amalgamated their Social Services Departments and Education Departments to create a Children's Services (Herefordshire Council).

Leadership across a Council is required to ensure the services under its control and the resources are pooled to enable the multi-disciplinary working may be radical but achievable.  With the advent of Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) there is an opportunity to look at services being delivered in schools where the local community naturally gather.

Who should lead on the bringing together of services to support a young person at risk.  Local councils or schools or both?

There is a role of head teachers and their staff to be aware of the triggers that would indicate a young person is in danger of being excluded or excluding themselves.  Much research has been done by the Social Effectiveness Unit about the impact of the literacy and numeracy strategy on pupil attainment.  The Social Exclusion Unit has recently looked at self-esteem and the notion of respect that young people feel that schools and professionals have for them.   ‘Lack of respect’ by professionals is often cited as a reason for non-attendance.  If we are able to identify at an early stage those at risk, as a result we can carry out a multi-agency, multi-disciplinary assessment that involves Housing, Social Services Educational Psychologist as well as teachers and medical staff. 

There is the opportunity to look at a package of support that is holistic and addresses the social, emotional and educational needs of a child. A holistic approach would mean that the outcomes for the young person would result in their basic needs being met, their social and emotional needs would be met and as a result they would become active participants of the educational system. If such an approach could be developed all young children would have adequate housing, they would have highly developed emotional intelligence, self esteem and be articulate, confident, literate and numerate young people.

Clear responsibility is necessary for identification and early warning systems in schools, health situations, pooled resources by Health, Education and Social Services.  Close links with Housing, Education facilities in bed and breakfasts, library access for those in temporary housing. Good analysis of the wealth of data already collated and available to enable resources to be pooled to support pupils out of school

The model of good practice developed over the years for Young people with SEN/disability is one that could be used to support young people in danger of being excluded or who exclude themselves.  The analogy can be developed further by looking at specialist provision available to young people.

Pupil referral units

Learning support units

Mentors

Alternative education providers

Vocational training

As we have had to acknowledge that SEN inclusion is part of the wider social inclusion agenda we also have to acknowledge that clear responsibility and leadership by Councils will mean that the social inclusion agenda is a meaningful one that embraces everyone.

‘The acknowledgement that the development of an inclusive society – educationally and socially has positive outcomes for everyone.

Relevant references:
 Department for Education and Skills 


Email: www.dfes.gov.uk


       - DfES Circular 10/99 - Social Inclusion: Pupil Support

      -  DfES Circular 11/99 - Social Inclusion: The LEA Role in 

         Pupil Support


- DfES Social Exclusion Unit (SEU)


- DfES Code of Practice: LEA-School Relations


- Green Paper - Excellence for All Children

       - Meeting Special Educational Needs: A Programme for Action

       - The Learning to Succeed White Paper - Connexion Service (May 2000)

       - DfES Research Brief No. 91 - Effective Practice in Inclusion and in special and mainstream schools working together

       - DfES - Schools Achieving Success (2001)


 - DfES - City Academies: Arrangements for Pupils with SEN 

          and Disabilities (October 2001) 
2.
Index for Inclusion


Published by CSIE in collaboration with CER Canterbury, Christchurch, University College and Centre for Educational Needs, University of Manchester

3.
The Inclusion Charter

Published by CSIE - 1989

4.
What is the LEA for?


Simon Whitbourn, Keith Mitchell & Robert Morris

Chapter  4  : Summary of discussion and conclusions

Small group discussions were summarised within each group and fed back to the plenary

group. Here follows a summary account of the main points raised in the small groups
1. This group took the view that the SEN system was bureaucratic and not cost effective. 

It had grown into an industry. Funds should be placed in schools. Were there to be 

additional systems modelled on it, this would reproduce the same problems.

2. The view taken in this group was that frameworks were important to ensure 

entitlement and expertise. However, there were concerns about the growth of frameworks and their impact on teachers in schools. 

3. The distinction between intervention and causality were considered important in this group. Causes may be at individual child level or at school or community levels. Intervention does not always derive from analyses of causes. The video made the point: children referred to the effects of teachers and their supportiveness. 

This group considered that the significance of resilience was heightened by reference to vulnerability. The point was made that resilience is often promoted in an opportunistic way. This raised the question of whether this could be formalised in a more reproducible  way.

This group discussed the purposes of education in a system which focuses on outcomes, where inclusion was not part of the real agenda. It was considered that such a framework could not deliver inclusion. What is needed are broader criteria of success for assessing schools.

We have two Codes and a plethora of initiatives. We should not loose Sandra Morrison's point about initiatives. It was difficult to see how we can target resources in an optimal way. Could there be a two layered system? Is there an all embracing code for school operation? How does the inspection framework relate to this? At a second level, could we consider the individual needs of all children not represented in the current system?

The general discussion that followed feedback from the small groups included the following issues and themes.

1.  Alan Dyson made the point that frameworks are about procedures not content and strategies.  Strategies that are content rich are important here. In the US resilience is a well accepted concept. In the UK in education we hardly talk about it. We need to address strategy questions like, what would a school be like that is resilience building?

2. Sandra Morrison said that she was not advocating another framework. We have learned a lot about good practice that can be used in working with vulnerable children. What are these strategies for schools to work with these vulnerable children?

3. Neville Hallmark said that Inspection frameworks have their power. When a framework is in a handbook, people tend to take them up. He also mentioned that we need a national consensus about what we mean by effectiveness. This needs to be a flexible model, but not just a state directed one. To progress to a consensus there needs to be a widespread debate about the issues and matter.

Micheline Mason said that it is easy to overlook that schools need to be places where children and young people are liked, where they are not outsiders and loners. These matters were as important as academic subjects in the curriculum of a school.  Bullying should not be under the SEN framework.  This relates to another point about the confusion between the individual need for access and society's failing to take account of the emotional and social side of schooling. She wondered whether bullying should require statutory procedures.

Peter Mittler asked the question about what approaches would encourage children to express their concerns as they did on the video. They need to have people who they trust. This is where school counsellors and the pastoral systems are important. How schools resolve the tension between raising standards and the inclusion agenda is crucial. Some schools identified in Alan Dyson's research are making progress in this area.

Colin Lowe made the point that Alan Dyson's distinctions between 3 groups could not be made as an absolute distinction. He would not want to say that group 1 and 2 work at an individual level and group 3 at a general. Alan Dyson agreed with this point.

Seamus Hegarty made the point that providing pre-designed packages and programmes, as suggested by Alan Dyson, can lead to the de-professionalisation of teachers. There needs to be a balance between providing pre-designed packages and enhancing teachers' capacities to respond in unique settings and ways. Alan Dyson agreed that teachers are not happy with impositions. Packages require some interpretation and adaptation to circumstances and children. But he felt that we have changed the way we work for the better.

Klaus Wedell noted that the concept of balance was a theme that ran through the discussion. Also, we should not forget the continuum of need and the distinctions between common, specific and individual needs.

Philippa Stobbs reminded everyone that the Code says nothing about provision. It is about identification and assessment. Increased delegation has undermined the build up of provision. There is a need to build up expertise. Unless this is done, people will fall back on individualising approaches. Many models of good practice do not, in her view, recognise the enormity of the problems. They underestimate hostility to vulnerable children.
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