AR
W Durham

University
Durham E-Theses

Special educational provision for pupils with physical
disabilities in special and ordinary schools

Robert Taylor Watson

How to cite:

Watson, Robert Taylor (1989) Special educational provision for pupils with physical disabilities in
special and ordinary schools. Masters thesis, Durham University.

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/6529/ is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk


https://www.durham.ac.uk
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/6529/
https://libguides.durham.ac.uk/open_research/etheses#s-lib-ctab-15326874-5
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk

Spgqiaf’,Educational Provision for Pupils with Physical

Disabilities in Special and Ordinary Schools.

Robeft Taylor Watson B.A.

M-;}\{. (Education) ' ~~ University of Durham ’

Faculﬁyw0erQciéi Sciences - 7 .\:3i9é9

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author.
No quotation from it should be published without
his prior written consent and information derived

from it should be acknowledged.




ABSTRACT

A sedrch-of the literature'fshewé“'it is unsatisfactory to..

Qrgahise special oducat10na1 provision according to
~categories of handicap. lhe ‘thesis arguee that-teachérsi
'pefeeptions of the nature of phy51ca1 dlsab111ty affect
their recognition of phy51ca1 handlcaps &to chlldrens_i
educational pranész The llterature,*rndicates that a-

range of educational provision is required -to”-meetwa

continuum of Speeial educational needs. It is argued thatM
étatements written under ‘thev 1981 Educatlon Act do not
,yeneure-that appropriate.epeCial*educatlonal, provae{gn”'iS"
sbecified for chlldren w1th physical disabilfties ‘ Thegb
thesis suggests that the alms of educatlon for phy51ca11y
disabled pupils should not be dlstlngulshed from those?tb? E
'Children“iﬁ;general 's}nCe curricular obJectlves-for;allij
{Pdﬁils should reflect 1ndiv1dual‘needs - EValuatlonTﬂef;

rexampies_'ef special edueatiohalw proyis;oh;:shews-:the;

}significance of ﬁcertaih~ 1resqa}cee " and ifeatufes of -

organisation for physically ‘,disabled puﬁi{s;zfiThe‘,-

literature  suggests that - LEAs, teaéhers andtt%ther; :'

professionais inf luence the range of ‘special e&ueatiehal
provision available for these pupils. The' thesis
investigates how the 1988 Educatioh.ReformaAct may affect
the appropriateness of special edueaéiegal'previeidh.fer
physieally disabled pupils 1in special 'aﬁa ordinary
schoels; It evaluates the significance of the'entitlement

of physically disabled pupils—to the National Curriculum.
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Chaptor 1

.Iﬁtroduction and Context of the Thesis.

1.1 ‘TheipUrstg_of this thesis is to examinefspeéiél

Wv@dantioﬁgi ﬁféﬁision'f»for'” children ‘with " physical

disabilities in special and orddﬁary .schools. The thesis

investigateés thgapasééSSment of physical disabilities and

their possible effects on childrens' educational. progress.

The deQelop@ent of  the chrrent‘ range ’of ;vépécial;
educational provision is-traced from thé 1944’Ab; §gd'itsp
ggteqoyie§}ofih§ndig§é,ito the'publishiqg of ‘the;ﬁa?nébki
Report and the 1981 Education Act. Tréﬁ&s‘tcwaidé.mdfe
egual opporﬁdnity forgall’chiLdren, irrespectiQQPQf:sécial‘

background,. learning,. sensory or physical ddéabilitiegkm'

4aré considered. The thesis :@nv@lﬁes médaIYSis of thég'

features of special educational érOVision éndvcéhsidgréa
the so-called 'integration' of pupils with physid&f;
disabilities. The implications of the 1988 FEducation

Reform Act (ERA), for the provision and placement of

pupils with physical disabilities, are also examined. Two

issues particularly relevant to the thesis are - the
introduction of a National Cufriculum for all pupils and:
the future of special educational‘ provision under the

Local Management of Schools, (L. M:8. ), .

Page 6




1.2 The first of ten”major, issues to’be”invesiigatQQ'
is the‘ development of various types  of | qp cxal
educatloﬁal 'prouiSIOn for>' ehildren '&with' thSlC&lh
disabilities. Thie anal?sisr“foeuSees on fecatures of the
‘organisat1on of special educatlonal provision euoh.as-the
ex15tonceyof separate 5pe01a1 echools 'orhjunitef{ﬁoruﬁthe

Phy51cally Handlcapped“ ‘Iheﬁehesie:examines the usse of.

-Such'labele and categorieef.offwhandﬁcap, by'~meane of a
‘search _of' the literature.: Lt“falso evalugtes their
1nfluonce .on the features and range OL c*pe'ciale‘cl_u_é:\ational'.'

prov151on for physlcally dlsabled chlldren

1.3 The second issue to be examlned is the extent to:

which the literaturerSuggesteuitﬂis helpful “to recoqnlsel

vthe -existence~ of ‘distinctﬁ groups of chlldren' w1th‘

phy51cal d1sab111t1ee when plann1ng educatlonal prov1s1onf
for them :4 Th]S 1nvolves con51derat1on of the development
‘andzuse.of;,the vterm “phy51cally handlrapped" -whlchiis
carefully eramined- along w1th the the or1glns and uses
of other apparently related :ﬂabQISj such as phys;oal"-
‘disabllaty“rJ,The rel1ab;l1ty of the :oriteria uee&*tOn
identifr pupile hy these terms is also ihvestigated. The
thesis examlnee criteria which the'literature Suggests are
used~ by LEAS, Support and assessment staff, head
teachers, teachers and parents to distinguish physically
disabled pupils from other children. An important

coneideration; for the thesis 1s whether it is still

appropriate to  label chjldrenJ-in_ terms of physical . -~

‘ﬁage‘75:




handicap, following the 1981 Education Act with its

emphasis on the¥épecial'educationai needs of individuals.

1.4 The nature of physical disability is the third
issue to be considered. The distinction betwéeh,phySicgl
disability and physical héhdicap is examined";ih
discussing the-apprqpriatenésSlbf learning ‘situaﬁioQS*for
children to Whom;sqch labels are-;aﬁplied, fThe 'theSiS
cénsiders whether £here»ia£e7wpérticu1ar ‘benefits fwﬁichi
appear to félldﬁ ‘fr5ﬁ ‘fééfufeé‘fqﬂi,sﬁécial'édﬁeétionalw

provision which are said to be specifically for children

with physical digabilities.

1.5 The thésis‘investigates the rolés of ghexWAfnéék
Report ahd the 1981 EdQCatibn‘Act in qoﬁﬁribﬁiiﬁg to#the
deyelobment bf ‘the concept and‘ﬁéé of the ;térmfréﬁéCiél
Educational Néeds (SEN) .- A search of the'iitefétureflééds
to disCussion‘of their influencé. on‘special;éddngiéﬁal
-provision fof children with)ghxsicai disabilities,;which
is the fourth issue to be c@héidéredi This-finvol?éé
reference to examples of reéOrted-perceptioﬁS'and Qse(of

the concépt of Special Educational Needs.

1.6 The fifth issue to bé examined is the adequacy -of
special educational provision available for children with
physical disabilities in special and ordinary 'schqolé.
Investigation of recorded observations of,such‘pFOVisigh
allows comment on the issue of -whether there are aﬁy

specific features which contribute to . the success of

Pége-B_




special educatieonal provision for these children. The

analysis considers provision of resources, types of
organisation and access to learning situatiens fer

children with physical disabilities.

1.7 The sixth issue concerns the apprdériqtenéss_Of
aims and curricular provision for éhildren with physical
dieabilitieqvfig special or ordlnary school ;ExamplééQOf
crlterla used to dlstlngulsh spe01flc alms EQf 'eduQ§tion'
for chlldren_wlth phy51ca1 dlsabllltles  fr9m;£hélaims St
.édﬁcation fdr children in general | aré_“examined. “Thé.
relaf1onsh1ps between currlcular obJectlves 'methods‘ and
learning 51tudt10ns for pup1ls w1th phy51cal d15ab111t1@sﬂ>

are.also coﬁsidered.

1.8 ‘The  range of exiSEEQg‘ special edﬁéatiég@l
provision ‘and :ROSéiblg alterhatiVQS for - children with
PﬁYSEEal diéé%ilities is ‘the geventh ffgsﬂé.;.fo’ be
investigated. ReferQAGe is. made fd?fﬁéﬂféfﬂecpsigof the
ﬁiétorical basis of prdvision for éhysiéaliy handicaéﬁ%df
children inf special schools. The ihflﬂéﬁce~»uof;
‘developments such as the integration and reeiqtégfaﬁign'of
p,Upilvé with physical disabilities' ié discgsséd €0 -
évaluate their role in developing particulér_ ﬁeétures of

provision.

1.9 The eighth issue to be considered is the
significance of teachers' attitudes to ‘children with

physical disabilities and their . inf luence :bnﬁ!vthé.'




eduCational‘hroviSion made for such pupils. Theﬁ;theéis
examines evidence of diffezent views on the -validity of

coneepts such as SEN and teachefs' reccgnitinnhtef
physical handibapsf. The thesig é%aluates‘éﬁﬁéjgélatiQé
significénce of teachers' perceptions of theee‘eeneepts'
to those‘involveq with = the implementingvof.varieus forms
of special edqeatienai 'grdvision forv‘ghéldfen with
physical ; disabilities. Theif@piementing effwhgle school,
policies for ‘children with special é&&catiéﬁal nééds and
the’ future of" cpec1a1 echgo}s .ter phyelcally dlsabled
chlldren are 1nvest1gated : The tthe51s evaluateb thelr“f
.51qn1f1cance 1n the ranqe of spec1a1 educatlonal provision

for Such PUPllS

:1.100 A fd?ther iSeﬁeyexemineagié*whethef eianpiee“ef
eﬁrrentg;specialleéutétteneiiérov;eion for ehilﬁfen“:with
physical d&s?biiitiéé refldct 6ffieiai bolié?féxé£es§¥dﬂin*
'ﬁEE?SW'»Circulafﬁ1/831V;whlch concerned the 1mplementat10n
...of the 1981 Educatlon Act The 1mpllcat10ns of. the draft
D.E.S. Clrcular rev151ng 1/83 Ain5‘response 1tq, the 1988
Eduqatlon Reform Act is’ thé" tenth issue to be- examlned

This includes discussion of the approprlateness of the
Nationalr' Curriculum' for children  with. physical.

disabilities.




Chapter 2 :

The Development of Special Educatiohal '~ Provisio
Pupils with Physical Disabilities in Specidliand Ording

‘Schools. o

2.1 The:épfﬁﬁéehof'this éﬁgéﬁérl;é’to iﬂ&é%ﬁigaﬁé;ﬁﬂé
‘development -of ‘special edh¢§£§§§§a pkoviéﬁén-“f;i;éﬁilﬁ?éh;l‘
with  physical diSabiIigieS;.’jnf;§péciél‘ and* Qrd;na;y"”
“schoolé. fhe literature. is ékémihed in 6fdéﬁ%§b'd5é3d§éf:

'céﬁment made on the suitability of thép ﬁértjéuiéé
étructdreluﬁﬁd main mtypeS'”iQf proviéidn, which ﬂé&e
developed ‘fdf'.suchalpgpils. '&ﬁe",rglé vajGQVér@ménﬁ?_

‘Legislation in structuring the dévélopment of.

special’

‘educational provision is. discussSed. The appropriatenéss.

;éﬁsgg%éyiSidn ¢fbunded on catéﬁéfieé" sudh”m'as 4-ph¥§ica1.
handicaﬁ {éﬁ}ﬁ is\‘§lso!'éyélgapediiiThisﬁbhaﬁﬁéf,é%émiﬁeéﬂm
the opinions’df various wfiﬁéré[on ﬁ&wlﬁhélﬁéf¢§bﬁi§qé:6f _
handicep * held by LEAS, teachers, support ané»aSéééSﬁgni
'étd%f  ‘ﬁ$vei£j£f1uen¢ed the development of épeciai
educatiohal prqvisionj Opinions thAthe‘ issue inﬁhether
thefe have been significant changes in the Qrgaﬁigation

of sﬁecial educational provisioﬁ for phé rh éindé‘the 1981
Education Act are examined. This leads to the evaluation
of the role of the latter in shaping 'éurfent éﬁééial
educationai provision for chiidren» with physical

disabilities.




2.2 Before the 1981 Educa£ion Act spgﬁialredQCatiahal
prqvigion was organised by the D.E.S. uéing‘ Léﬁa?ﬁ or
éégegoriés‘exprSSed ‘in rtérms ‘Of éhi}@rené' sof—?déliéé
handidabs. These categbries ﬁerOr*ﬁérméd educatidnally
éubnormal moderate or severe (ESN M or 8), Viégally
‘imﬁéired, hearing. impaired,‘ blind, deaf, maladéﬁéted,
epileptic, physical;y' handigappéd-‘éﬁd, qelgggﬁé;pf The
éﬁééiél éddbétional Cprpvision ’ﬁ@f ‘cﬁildfgh  in_ thesé
cdtegoriaé{gbﬁé}stédfméjnlyiOf ggéciﬁl«AééhooIs, ?dﬁ@wof
them*féé;aeﬁtia1, and units in oraiﬁary schools. Examples
,dﬁ"theseﬂgﬁ?és of p#ovision Qere uéuadly -said qube fbr
groups of pqéglsvsqgh as ‘the deaf', 'the bliﬁd‘ .or 'the
»phyéicéllf"Handicgéped‘. Figure’liﬁivés:full details of
the rumbers of children ‘idenﬁifiédi.§cCordingft§ each of
these categories and their placements in special and
‘ordin%fy §§this1ih5Jéhﬁ€E? 1983, imﬁgdgétéi§5§gigr’tq_the’
implementing of the.lééi_Educatiqn Act.  In fig@?é'g the
_gpatisﬁic§Q f¢r_thegyeérs 1973 to 1983 show thgt' during.
that peried the proportion of ghii&feﬁ }iﬁénﬁjf@ed as
Naving physical handicaps was consistent ét‘;bout}ié%”of
the total number of children placed in speciaiiséhOle;
Figure 3 shows thét the proportion of pupils plaéed‘in
special schools, ekpressed as part of the total pupil
QQQUlatioh' in the yéars 1978 to 1987, péaked in: 1933.
Since there was little change in the éefinition and number
of children identified as ph duting that period there is a
possibility that more children With.physical and other

digabilities were being _piaogg in ‘ordinary schools.

Page 12




FIGURE 1

\
TABLE A22/83 [A24/82]

EDUCATIONAL PROVISION FOR MANDICAPPED PUPILS(1,2)

Jonuary 1983

Dlingd

Poret
ally

oighted

- Porti-

Deof olly

hearing

Phyoi-
cally Deli-
Hondi- cote

capped

Holod-
Juoted

Educcottonally
oub-nomal

Mediun

Severe”

Epilep~ Speech autio

ele Defect

tle

Total

Asseconent ond ploce-
oent during 1982
Pupils newly ceseo-

oed o0 requiring

special

educational

treatment 16
Pupils newly placed

in opectal aochoolo

or boarding homes 83

]

Handfcapped pupils in
January 1983
Attendlng speciol
achoolg(])
Maintained
Dag pupilo 110
BoGrding pupilo 119
Nomrmaintafined
Day pupilo . 79
Boarding pupilo 504

Attending maintained
end non-maintained
hospital opeclal
achoole 24

Attending designated
opecial closses at
maintofned prieary,
middle snd cecond-

,ary ochools 11
Boarded in homes -
Attending indepen

dent achools under
arrangements made
by authoritieco 59
Receiving education
otheuﬁiue than at
ochool (4) B
Awaiting odmicelon to
opecial echools(5)
Day pupils
Age 5 and over 2
Under $ 6
Boarding pupils
Age 5 ond over 5
Under $ 2

All pupilo : 929
Pupilo avafting

admisafon lor_:nre
than o year(é) 4

224

1,035
210

135
386

150

37

2,027

13

172 330

179 555

1,135 683
258 235

200 73
146 368

16 -

532 2,447

319 93

32 55

1 33
10 3

3,268 4,040

] 2]

1,561 972

1,518 o1%

9,247 2,562
650 989

372 21
826 223

445 37

586 Jos

368 148

629 212

121 52
161 9

Kk} 44
4 -

13,642 4,603

53 14

3,255

4,776

6,379
4,232

23
1,135

349

1,458
313

4,376

2,645

586
12

130
1

22,241

130

9,753

9,843

52,550
4,367

396
598

8,203

486

239

1,986
147

178
6

69,174

539

1,995

2,087

25,321
560

41
123

2,207

188
18

103

422

138 -
292

34
3

30,050

86

89

86

323

Jo1

45

44

25

781

613

794

50
190

10

41

28

86

349
61

'M 28
54

97

117

3o

23

©

1,06)

21,521

20,967

100,508
11,187

1,427
5,454

3,266

15,378
338

7,293

4,489

3,063
177

1,132
41

154,953

915

‘(1) Due to differences. tn the covers

publiched for previous years.
(2) The ftgures in thio table ore o

different oource.

See aloo paragroph 12 of the explanatory notes.
ot coaparoble with thooe ohown in tableo A19/8) to A21/8) oo they ore derived frm o

(3) Exncluding hospital apecial ochoola.

(4) 1n the form of tultfon in hospt tald,
(5) TIncluding oome pupils at precent atte

pupils in osuch schoolo.

fn other wnito (eg wnito for opaatico) ond at home.
nding ordinary ochoold, but eacluding children fn opecfal clagoeo for hondicopped

(6) These figures are aloo tncluded in those relating to pupils 'Avaiting edmiootion to opécial cchools'

LR
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FIGURE 2
TARLE A20/8) |A22/62)

SrECIAL SCHOOLS FOR HANDICAPPED FUPLLS
SCHOOLS, FUPILS AND TEACHERS: TIHE SERIES 197), 1974,

At Jonuer

1978 70 198)(1,2)

1373 1972 igve - 1579 1980 1581 1581 1583
Hospital ochoolo
Sthoolo
Haintoined 140 140 137 133 in 127 119 112
Non-ooln!nlped [*] o] $ ) [ 4 3 3
Totol 148 1408 142 138 133 in 122 113
Full-tlez pupilo
Boyo 5,524 3,372 4,93) 4,589 &, 418 4,010 3,703 3,468
Glelo 3,837 3,800 3,388 3,19 3,022 2,855 2,683 1,400
fotol 9,381 9,172 8,321 7,780 7,438 6,065 6,388 5,868
Ieo:hero(]) .
Full-time teschero 1,174 999 1,192 1,218 1,178 $,092. 1,017 934
full-time equivolent of '
port~tioe teachero(d) 38 43 30 28 n 30 n 41
Other opeefal ochoolo
Schools 3
Maintolned 1,216 1,230 1,38) 1,356 1,357 1,360 1,350 t,350
Mon—vaintofdned 104 104 106 105 105 102 99 97
bay 934 975 1,036 1,042 1,043 1,053 1,046 1,062
Bootding Jas 379 413 6519 419 4509 %403 405
. ]
‘Fotal 1,320 1,354 1,889 1,461 1,462 1,862 ' 1,889 1,467
Full-time pupiloc by cotegory u
of major hondicap
Bignd Boyo 346 549 687 632 632 599 601 $70
Girlo 464 1.} 506 322 494 499 479 426
poctially oigheed Boys 1,263 1,266 1,246 1,229 1,254 1,162 1,061 1,012
Girlo 162 187 Blo 813 810 719 670 662
beaf Boyo 1,879 1,923 l.936 1,868 1,786 1,698 1,601 1,557
Girlo 1,349 1,378 1,581 1,462 1,460 1,359 1,266 1,168
Portioily heoring Boyo 1,240 1,278 1,161 1,052 838 80} m 897
. Girlo 973 9718 809 811 619 384 363 315
Phyotenlly hondieopped  Boyo 95,606 3,930 6,975 7,140 6,901 4,663 6,328 6,316
Girlo 4,053, 8,268 5,303 - 5,878 5,408 9,073 6,963 | 8.B1k
" pelicate Hoyo 3,284 3,090 2 eut 2,606 . 2,011 4,309 281 a7
' _ Givlo 1,993 1,877 1,640 1,881 1,311 1,219 1,409, 1,671
Holod Juoted Boyo 7,934 8,528 10,262 10,2) 10,640 10,544 10,531 ¢ 10,789
Girlo 2,253 2,615 3,072 2,875 2,972 2,693 2,644 2,606
Rducotlonally
oub-normol(3)
Hedium Boyo ) 31,057 33,80t 34,294 33,903 34,815 6,481 34,129
Severe(6) Boyo ) 43,08) 14,616 12,901 13,101 13,343 13,656 13,113 13,964
Hedium Girlo ) 20,546 21,694 21,622 1,107 21,640) 21,120 20,647
Severe(6) Gielo ) 31,307 10,786 9,752 9,970 10,083 10,184 10,307 10,699
Eplieptic Boye 794 851 1,113 1,138 1,021 971 818 ° Bad
cirlo 354 631 804 000 136 704 632 60)
Speech defect Boyo 1,605 2,01 2,468 2,328 2,075 1,824 1,33 1,407
‘ Girlo 122 993 1,339 1,217 1,03% 867 ns 625
Autiotie(s) © Boyo . 200 184 381 520 429 400 ne
. , Girlo .o 12 147 172 192 10) 180" 17)
Fotol x Boyo 69,236 11,19 73,137 75,998 75,224 74,85) 76,349 73,836
cﬁFlO 64,687 43,369 47,867 47,09) 456,108 45,439 44,670 43,810
) Totol 113,923 116,088 123,204 123,091 121,812 120,292 119,019 217,646
Feochevra(I)
Full-tise teachero 1,671 11,606 14,337 15,09 13,235 15,200 13,380 13,414
Pull-time cquivelent of .
478 463 460 4012 { 49) S512 301

vprt-tﬁoe_Qeoéhero(A)
Jeoentiiiia

-

o
4

507

PACE 14



FIGURE 3

fable A27/87(R) Puplle 1 fype of ochool

A

January of each year 19378 1979 1980 1901 1982 1903 1984 1904 1906 toa?

Al}l echools (thousands)

Totel 9,195.7 9,094.2 8,933.0 8,720.1 8,501.5 8,276.1 8,096.3 7,955.9 7,831.9 7,721.1

Part-time 189.1 193.8 196.5 202.5 215.6 235.1 247.5 259.8 267.1 271.)

full-time 9,006.6 B8,900.4 8,736.5 8,517.7 8,285.9 g,041.0 7,848.8 7,696.1 7,564.8 7,450.0
Under 5(2,3) 468.2 a6a.5 453.7 437.5 428.5 a433.5 a475.2 4B6.4 483.4 484 .4
5-15(2) 8,197.0 8,085.2 7,919.1 7,697.3 7,882.2 7,186.7 6,970.7 6,622.1 6,699.8 6,596.0

16 and over(2) 3Jal.a 350.6 363.8 382.8 415.2 420.8 402.9 387.5 381.6 369.6

Hainteinad

Nursery? R
Total 48.6 a48.6 48.6 48 . A 49.2 49.7 49.5 49.7 49.5 49.6

Part-time 34.4 3a,3 34.4 34.6 35.7 37.0 37.2 37.7 37.7 38.0
Full-time 14.3 14.4 18.2 13.9 13.5 12.7 12.3 12.0 11.8 11.6

Primary(1):

Total 4,602.0 4,518.3 4,360.8 4,176.5 4,006.7 3,844.1 3,765.9 3,747.8 3,761.0 3,792.2
Part-time 142.3 147.5 150.5 155.5 167.8 183.5 194.5 205.8 212.7 215.3%
Full-time 4,499.6 4,370.8 4,210.3 4,021.0 3,838.9 3,660.6 3,571.8 3,5842.1 3,588.3 3,576.9

Under 5(2,3) 426.1 421.8 409.4 394.2 3ga.7 391.7 432.8 443.3 440.1 441.0
'S and over(2) 4,073.6 3,949.0 3,800.9 3,626.8 3,a58.2 3,269.0 3,138.6 3,098.7 3,108.2 3,135.9

Secondery(l):

Totsl 3,851.3 3,872.0 3,866.1 3,839.9 3,798.0 3,740.9 3,685.6 3,525.8 3,388.5 3,239.5
Under 16(2) 3,576.7 3,589.4 3,573.5 3,530.2 3,4856.9 3,395.1 3,318.2 3,213.8 3,083.9 2,947.7
16 and over(2) 274.6 282.7 292.6 309.7 341.1 345.9 327.4 312.0 30a.7 291.8

Independent(4)

Totel 521.4 523 .5 527.8 $27.2 521.1 516.5 515.2 516.3 519.4 531.1
Pert-time 11.5 11.2 10.7 11.4 11.0 13.3 14.3 14.8 15.1 16.2
Full-time 509.9 512.3 517.0 515.8 510.2 503.2 500.9 501.5 504.3 515.0

Special(5) . : “

Total 132.4 131.7 129.7 128.1 126.5 124.8 120.1 116.3 113.6 108.7
Part-time 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6
Full-time 131.5 130.9 128.8 127.2 125.4 123.5 118.6 114.7  111.9 107.1

) Including middle schools as deemed.

) Ages et previous 31 August.

) Excluding non-meintsined special schools.

(1
(2
§3) Pupils who became 5 years of ege by 31 Decem
a
(5

) Maintsined and non-maintained special schools.
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FIGURE 4 -

* {able A27/87({C) Sthoole t Type of school

ettt

7
Jonuaty of eech yeer 1978 1979 1960 1961 1902 1903 1904 1985 1986 198
! . . ) 9
Al] orhoole 30,650 30,559 30,866 30,195 29,765 29,420 28,910 26,519 28,175 27,95
{thouesnds )
KRalntolned
| 561 560 558
Huesee 599 593 596 500 502 575 565 :
P:lm:r; 21,372 21,309 21,242 71,018 20,650 20,380 20,020 19,738 19,509 19,0832
of which
Mlddie deemed «03
pelmacy 702 754 760 168 754 157 606 . ggg ) ggé 2,221
¢ Secondary 4,711 8,694 4,600 8,650 9,622 4,559 8,844 ; ’

s of which
Mlddle deemad

6A7 637 623 610
: det 60l 620 636 644 659 640 o2 -
5922233 o ‘1,480 1,489 1,488 1,887 1,069 1,862 1,450 1,833 1,405 1, i
Mon-calntolned .
' 2 2 ] z
| Nursery q 3 ’ 3 2 2 2,276
' l;depexdent 2,379 2,361 2,348 2,339 2,930 2,344 2.33; an;; Zoig; s
Speclel . g S 110 109 106 102 100 .
|1“1
y
B 0
[}
e
\ \
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Figure 4 shows that the number of special schobds>start§d

to fall. The proport1on of spec1al schoeols outhe htétal,,a

numbers of schools was cons15tent however from 1978 to,

1987, implying that thé' rolls wore falling iﬁjisuchi

schools.

2.3 A resume of the hiStory of leg1slat1on affectlngf-
the assessment and educat1onal prov1s1on for ch1ldren w1th
phy51cal d1sab1lt1es g1ven by Hurst (1984) _.reyealed it
has':had a s1gn1f;cant effect on provlsion: forufthéf
:physically handicappedll,:ﬂurst noted that the ;91éf59di
1921 “Educaticnyaﬁcts referfedqtd"defeCtiVeﬂ (@hysicall?_
or mentally), also epilept&c,. blind and deaf chlldren .
‘Th1s suggests that the Acts assumed that ch1ldren in each'
category ‘had- certain characterlst1c needs Such a: v1ewh
was-pegnetnated~by‘the 1944 Educat1on Act ‘ln .whiCh 11
‘cateqﬁries ,cf hand1cap were 1dent1f1ed 1nclud1ng that ofk
ﬂphisicadly handlcapped? and the- related categorles of
ldelicate", Pepileptic‘ :and ;'diabetic‘. The_latter was
‘only a separate categery until .1953 when “lt Qas herged
with that of 'delicate',_Thehresulting ten catggoriesawere~
formally used by the D:EsS.'until 1983 for the,ccllection'
of statistics. Until:that time special schools designated
to provide for the children in each group formedfthe basis
of special educational provlsion. for a significant
proportion of the childen who were thoﬁght to require it.
The rest of this chapter feviews the influence of this
history of labelling,and'assesSﬁent;on;sgecial educational

provision. It is argued that’thfsuase‘bf{pategories has
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had an effect upon the range of provision in both:sbeqial

and ordinary schools.

2.4 The system of assioning childreh to 'batégéries
of handicap became the fOunQation>v for ‘piacing SOme
children in a rigid*s?stem “of sﬁeCial schools. These -
were supposed to4 préQide forfgﬁat'Were'pepgéiyédhﬁoube
distinct groups of,éﬁiﬁdhgn:“~fTh9 .basis éf:ﬁhfé‘tYPe of
orQénisation éan be gqhéidgréd uhSatisfactQﬁy}3 if led to
¢hildren being'pfaqéq'{ﬁféértiquigrf§§é6i§l gchooié merely
because they éppearedfto«fit'infﬁgén éXié;iggféapéébry,ofi,
handicép; irathergtﬁgﬁibeégu561théiﬁrovisiéﬁ'QVailabie wﬁs

actually appropriate for :'tbéjf' 'indiﬁidﬁal needs.

Placemént may thus in ’itséjgﬁjhéve led to some iﬁertiq.
which could have been a factor iﬁ;théfcdhtinued exibfénqe”
of particular types of provision such as .special schools

for the(PH:

2.5 égr;on ‘and ‘Tomlinson T”@lgsi), ‘¥§XQ#6§§§9ﬂ_“
dissatisfaction with -prqffggibﬁéls'"éigid identif;cétféﬁ%

of categories of disabili£ytiﬁgpfgv1dihg'fbr:childfép>tﬁéy
thehselvqs referred to as  “handicapped“. it 'ﬁég “not
clear what they actuallyfﬁeant by this.term. T§éY nQ£éd ‘
that "labels tend to ehvé;op the handicapped so that other
aspects of their person are-.higdgn 6} even denied".
Barton and Tomlinsoné' views werevnot appéféntiy supported
by objective.research but their opinions are nevertheless
worthy of note in this thesis. They commented that in the

past the medical profession has bééh one of the most
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powerful means of ”excluding “the hén@ioEpped“,_jei’frOm
ordinary schools.u Certainly thé 'D;E.S. categories ‘of
handicap mentioned .in paragrdph 2.2, espec1ally that of
physical handicap, are based on a. medlcal model . »Befofe
thevintrOductiOn of the S;E.rPrOCedures in the'mld»1§§©*s,
Doctors for eﬁéﬁple had the power to ascert a1n PUPllS as

'Phy51ca11y Handlcapped' 'E S N. ete. . Acqorging: to

Barton and Tomlanson these labels thus;éssnme@;sociei

legitifiacy ds well as 1mp1y1nq the -need fdr"dfsﬁinctive:
educatlongl.‘provmsmon.- ThlS led to the placement of the. -
'chlldren congerned in -specaal schools .- sa1d to be for

specific categorles of handlcap

2.6 Swann (1983) clalmed that placemernt of children
in educational establlshments labelled as being for a
stated category of handlqgg_SQth%as PH did.notpin itself

- necessarily  reflect: -pupilg' educatlonal néeds. . He

suggested criteriev useé};;n placement merelyﬂreflected
pércejyed ’handicep-' rathef than atﬁemptSf;eto »nake_
Aeppropriate - speciel 'eduoatlonal .prov1s1on-4 Swann
suggested that schools for the phy51ca11y handlcapped were
not in f&ct providing spe01a1 educatlon unless.they had:
methods or equipmenttdesigned to meet the needs ofVSuoh
children.L This implieg fthere erev_.WeakneSSes in
assessments of the needs of éu¢h19u9i1511 Plocements of
children in segregated special sghbofsh for.vthe PH may
therefore be unSatisfaotéry.;. Swann, “in this context,
reported the comments of one handlcapped ohild who Stetedv

NS

" I'm not my: disability, I'm me,x“l have'dysie%ie‘en& I've
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had polio, but I'm not a 'dyslexic’' or a 'cripple'. I'm

me. " This child's reported comment ahowed'that‘children,

as well as parents and profesolonals, wore posaﬁhly'

4dlssatlsf1ed with tho uso of labelc baeod on hand1caps

2.7 Swann (op cit.) suggeeted Lhat staff in special°

schoolsﬁ perpetuate the worst aspects _Of stereotyplng
;bdpilSL by ,1mply1ng that thelr schools have some sort of

,ﬁrofessional. myst1que In fact Swann noted that 1tﬁé

educatTOn prGOided“fn 5opec1al uChOOla may to somo cxtent;

_only be d15t1ngu1shed in terms of'=th>' ch1,dren belng

categor1zed by the1r bod1es rather‘ than by attempts to
meet thelrr.needsg-”Thls:v1ew ie espec1ally s1gn1f1cant

“'when qonsidériné the - élacement‘ of ch1ldren with- phys1ca1

disabilities dﬁ*épecial5echools - Swann noted thlS was

exemplified-in Ch&ldren be1ng placed 1n spec1a1 schools

'labelled as sultable for ‘ﬂpast1c : or 'backward‘ puplls

It appears from thls llne of argument that Swann uggested'

,there may. have been no s1gn1flcant advantages in spe01al_»

school placements. He’ referred to the h1d1ng of ch11dren

with handicaps in:fspec1al ;schools whnch he».clalmed_»

‘perpetuated ignorance and stereotyplng Swann's views .

confirmed the doubts of-the Warnock Report (D.E.S. 1578)
about the efflcacy of the placement of ch1ldren in spec1al
schools for the ph and other percelved hand1caps merely

because such schools already'ex1stedr

2.8 Special schools for<chlldren“labelled according

to the .physical ’deeCription,~ of htheir pupils WQre»
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considered by Brennan (1982)‘to be self—éerpetaating befng
enshrineq in Statutory ,eategeries7 of’ handlcap durlnq the.
period 1944 to 1983. He Anoted the important rolo of the
assessment 'ef:§é§}&reﬁs' r*pec:tal edubatlonal necds in-the
proVision eventually rnade for them, Wthh he aald was
inf luenced by the views of the}pngfesslonaLs concerned.
In’Chanters 4 and 11 fﬁéré is diScussidn eof the issdebdf
whether the changes 1n assessment since - the 1mplement1ngv
of the. 1981 Educatlon Act have altcred the range ef'

7pr0Vis;oni ava;labie for .chlidreng_ w1th ’Aﬁhysical

disabiiitﬁes and. their placment w1th1n itﬁ : Brghhéh
c1a1med that g1ven uncertalnt1es about assessment Jit was
surprlsmng thatwspec1atgwschools. do as well as they do”
'Hex expressed ‘doubts béeadse;the‘ spec1a1 schools: were_
largely organlsed to.~take ' actount~ Qf thé statuterr

_cond1t10ns of handlcap to wh1ch reference has a

ady beenh
Emadew Brennan suggeeted the ex1 tence of specaaikschools
as such '1nfluenged a system of assessment wh1ch allowed

them to be seen,as3the Joniyvmethod“ of organ151ng spec1a1
eaﬁeatfenal provision. Like'Swann‘(ep qlt,). hefsa;q ‘this
systemv”of‘ provision reflected ihsaﬁficient_assesS@entgéf
'ﬁhbils'>séeeial‘n€eds  This evidence of dissatisfaction
w1th spec1al school prov1s1onvfor children with physQCal
and other disabilities helps to explain the:trend away
from such placements revealed in: thens}atistics diseussed

in paragraph 2.2.

2.9 Barton and Tomlinson (1981) pointed out that the

identification of “handicapped children" will always
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depend on what criteria are adopted in any-research which
is carried CSut. They noted that dur1ng the 1970's it was

reported that there was a 49% 1ncrease in numbers of

chlldren in f chools for the “éhYsicafﬁy:hahd c
They - cla1mod thl“ waolov1donce that ’placeﬁent df“Children -
in such schools was because the 'estabiishments existedW
rather than because the ch11dren needed such PrOVJSlon

Barton and Tomllnson argued 1t -was‘ dlfflcuﬂt,ﬁQ;FQPGBde

that this perlod of developlng af,xuénCe saw  an ;fnCreaSe~
in phySJCally handlcapped chlldrenz This increase; shown
in flgure ?Zﬂ"may have been merely because of changes or

motlves in lising such labels ThlS v1ewfls supportedﬂby

the: ev1dence of Swann and Brennan noted in'ﬁaragrths"Z 7

and 2 8 respectlvely that spec_al educat10na1 prov151on
had“ltsfown inertia based on an establlshed structure of

assessment and segregated prov151on In the period ‘igﬁl

1970 Bgrton. and Tomllnson conflrm that w1th the

_expeptlon 'of the categorles of bllnd. partlally s1ghted

and,delicaté,_the Aanreases in numbers xin eyegy other-

category were gdreater than-the‘re]ative inCreasesdinfthe

i

totaleopuLation of school childrenf The increasé, in

numbers of nueils so ascertained was also reflécted:qn‘an
increase in the number ofA special schools and units
specifically provided forlthem during that period. These
expensive developments appear to have resulted from the
view that previously there was felt to Kbe'ﬂinsufficient
special school provision forf children» with perceiVed
catgeories of handicap. During the 1970;5 LEAS were able

to fund an increasing number of speciallschool'praces.




2.10 Bookbinder (1983) suggested that desp1te the 1981>
Education Act, qtaft in ordlnary schools would contlnue to
refer puplls who they con51der ‘afel hav1ng dlfflcultles,
wath a view to hav1ng such puplls oegregated from ordlnary

clasees " or schools as they have always done. Thls 1s

desplte the 1ntent1on et the 1981 Educatlon Act to achleve
obJectlve assessment based on chlldren5~, Indlv;gqali

'special ‘educatioﬁai 'needs. Bookblnderl d@aimed‘thigw%éé:

o

because staff ‘“4n’ ord1nary schooxs would See athet, the'
"contlnued exnstence of spe01al schools, said to be for
chlldren‘-w1th spe01f1c categorles or disabiiities, may

‘offer the. chafice ofgaﬁtefnat;vef placements for puplls for

whom they -are unable!'td provide. He - clalmed that the
continued exgstenoe»of*nsuch*'speoiel ;provislon has also

led: asse551ng profe551onais to try to it chllden into

e e

.<var10u %categorles. Wr1t1ng ' esi the 1mplement1ng of the
1981 Educatlen ‘Act’ - was beéinn;ngy Bookbln&er‘ claimed
Statements of 89601a1 Educatlonal Needs cou165;be-'te§lop_
medeﬂl to suit existing proVision This reinforgee the
901nt made with reference to Brennan in ﬁ%kagraph 2:8 aﬁa:
Barton and Tomllnson }n .paregragh ,2.9;tQBogkbinder
suggested that there is too much assessment andthot enough
monitoring of provision under the 1981 Education Act.
His snbmissions were not apparently supnorted hy anything
other than personal opinion. Bookb1nder also pointed out
the social and emotional d1sadvantages :of JSegregated
special school placement5¢5 As with all his cémments he:

did not single out specifép(;groups of childnen, such as
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those with physical disabiiities, to show how_tﬁey ﬁgght
suffer if placed in  special schools. FNéVerthelees
Bookblnder raised the possibility that téachéré, are
preoccupled with the placements of childron wfﬁh’éﬁﬁe}gél
and other disabilities, vrather than concentretﬁqgf on

making appropriate provision for pupils' individual nceds.

2.11 Furtﬁér.~eQidehce :of‘;the_ineppfeériete' uee}:df
assessment 5&5gd-on categories of handﬁeép 55 aesgribed<so
far-in this,eheﬁter, iSw,pfovidéq” b§fdeo§h§~(i§ee). “ﬁé
CIaiﬁed _thatiﬁteene'ie a:.peed* fgﬁ?gpdtieqei fﬁdii;? ‘on
developing. & réﬁge of S%eeiai eduCatiQnal proyieien:jThis
roplnlon.ls 1mportant in relatlon to the“ deVeIepﬁentrloﬁ
ﬁeatures‘ Qf orgaanat;on such as ‘iﬁtegratioﬁf;Ve;tdéic
which‘is elso,cbﬁsidered in chapterSYS 6, 7*and?8i‘-This
‘chapter has shown that the range of prov151on avallable to
pup;ls« with. .a’ varlety - of ‘ d15ab111t1es :ﬁés~ been'"a-
‘eignificant 1nf1uence on thelr placement ' Desplte the
fiéksadf“ednflicts,ﬁ,Booth _suggested there should not . be
’“&ere pagsive erlutien" becauee the spec1a1 educatloﬂ
'§§$ﬁemrih¢Enqund is "the proviﬁee‘ of the profe351onels“
'_ahd therefore contlnues to be gelf perpetuatlng .Beeth

noted that desplte the 1981 Education Act the official

documents’ mask the cehtinued advocacy -among some
professionals of a segfegeted - system  of special
educational provision. As a- result Booth did net'eipect

the 1981 Education Act to affect the existence or role of

special schools.
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2212 This chapter has shown that in the period'ﬁefo?e
the 1981 Educatlon Act, special edﬂdationai prov1s1on for
children? withi a ange and - vav1ety of dlsahllwtv waq

organised accordlng to rigid cateqorzes of handlcap ThlSi 
method, of’ organ;sataon had the;legltlmacy 'ofn offlcael‘
D. E‘S categorles as. noted by Hurst (1984) Thishchénte%

found the llterature descrlbes serious doubts . about the

approprlateness of prov151on in, spe01al qchools organlsed

accordlng to cateqorles(of handacap ' These doubts ex1sted

oa AT

= 5

because the categorles were used: as. a serles of plgeon

holes ifito whlch chlldren 'were ffttedr : w1th 11t§}e{?ﬁe

anpe?ent con51derat10n ];gqr;i 1nd1v1dua1 degrees j‘_ef‘

disebiiity ofq‘its ‘effects. Th1s cnapter suggests that
spééial educational prov1s1on made on 3tne bas1s Of.
categorles of hand1cap, 1nvolvedl11tt1e acenéidenaﬁien;'Of
the relatlonshlps » rbetween_ {nd1viggel”j 9??&4??n$;
disabilities and . -their homos or ‘loarning shvironménit .

This raises ﬁhe‘issne‘Of hew .pef§5btions Sf the nafune of
ehildrens?> lthsiqal.n&iSQbiliéiésk affect the special .-
eduéational_lﬁreQieionxﬁade~fer_the:pupils inVoived; -Tnis

topic is inveétigated in chapter: 3.

. 2.13 It Was.shown in paragrapps 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8 that
the apparent limits tovplacement Set by categories. of
existing special schools before 1981 encouraged continued
stereotyping of handicap. Barton and Tomlinson:(op cit.)
noted the perceptions of the latter among the
professionals involved thus became sociaﬂlf legitimate and

therefore a definite influence on educational provision.
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- It has been argued that the 'Srsteﬁ of provisionifbésed
almost entinely on special schools was self perpeﬁuétfng.
burthermore it was seen by somé teacﬁers in ordinary
schools as a way of sogregatlng chlldren w1th handlcaps

‘Different types of spécial schools' developed thear-own
spegieliSt- staxf and resources These'reflected attemptsﬂ

to provide for the needs of what were seen as d1st1nct£

~ ‘groups of children“‘identified according to  the . ten

cdteqories }t handlcap PAsﬁithef.schools; becaﬁe?smore
spec1allsed they became »harderitorchénbe 'as'?ﬁoféd,-a
paragraphs 2.9 and 2 10 ‘ Ihe need for change Jn spec1al"

schools and thelr future role is examlned ‘in chapter 10

2.14. - This chﬁpterjnéSﬁérguedltﬁét the ex1stence of ©
ngrégeted special . . schools, based -on categorles ﬁqf

handicap, hindered the development of ’alternatlve

provision for childrené W1th phys1cal d1sab111ty qJIbe

organlsatlon of spec1a1 educatlon up to 1983 reflectod use

of’exlstlng labels‘rather-than'the nature of phys caler
other diSabiiitiés. * This chapter has suggested that- orie
’ purpose in u51ng such labels was ~to segregate chlldren'

w1th physlcal' -and ‘other disabllltles from ordlnary

’schools. :Chapters 5, 6 and 7 examine the development ofla%”
range of special educatlonal prov151on for such pupils in
more detail. If ch11dren are assessed in order that the
most appropriate educetional provision cah - be made. for
them their placements may ‘be diffegent. Thus ,another
- significant lsSue _ raised by this chapter,‘ for

consideration in chapters 3 andv 4, 1is the identification

e e
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of valid .criteria for the assossmcnt of A_'the llkoly eff (‘ts
of childrens' physical disabilities. chaéﬁég,éjéxﬁmi§§é=”
the concept of special oducational needs as the basis of
an “ alternat ive s;t;at“eg?’, on whlch E td baso spemal

educational provision “for individugl children with

T

physical and other disabilities.
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Chapter. 3.

The definition of Physical D15ab111t105 nand'j the

development and use of the term Phy51ca11y Handlcapped

3.1 In the prev1ous 3chabtef_‘;t.‘awa5"shown ‘that

-categor1es suCh eaé;- phy51ca11y hand1capped'” were,;net
‘clearly deflned desplte thelr 51gn1f1cance ‘gsf 1nf1nencee K
on e@ucatlonal ‘placements and prov151on for chlldren ‘S0,
Laﬁelié&- ThlS chapter examlnes cr1ter1a wh1ch lead to
chlldren be1ng perce1ved as. phy51ca11y handlcapped ,There:
is d15cussnon of ﬁthe 11terature reportlng varieue
eplnlons on the nature of phy51cal dlsablllty and phy81cal
handlcap The_ def1n1t10ns 6f*_terms such .asﬁphys1cal
dlsablllty anénthSicallhaneicap, thch*aregto'vfofm the
basis of discussion .in the rest 'of .the thesis are
eutiined. The implications of the terms 'dﬁsabdednand
l'physically handlcapped',__for childrens‘ educational
placement and prov151on are investigated. The 51gn1f1cance
of p0551b1e distinctions between such terms 1is an
important issue to be examined. Appropriate consideratien
is given to the reléevance of the identification of any
‘medical conditlonsv.whlch affect  childrens' physical
function. - The significance of 'parents' and teachers'’
'perceétions of-physicalCdieahility”anqwghys%cal handicap,

are alsp'cdnsidered,‘ along With;the infiuences from which




they result. The thesis examines the validity and
reliability of those perceptions as a basis for mékiﬁg-

educational provigion for children with phy ical

disabilities. The extont  of offects of éﬁy fecal
disability on childrens’ educatien is dlscuSSed in thel
ﬂeoﬁtéXt:of as oessment proceduros under the 1681 Education
Act . The flnal 1ssue to be con51dered is whetherfschoolst
‘should focus enhlchlldrens phy51ca1 dloabllltlos rather.“'

than thelr own- possible fa11ure to meet these

3.2 . Fish  (1985) suggested that the term ' physical
disaQiIitY‘ frefefs- to the crlterlon _of. an indivjdﬁai
heVihg’sémE-'loss of physncal functlon Usihégthefterm“iﬁ“*

-fthis<wey implles wcomparlspns w1th the phy51ca1 abnlltles,'

of children in general _Chazan eti al.
thet comparlsons can be made betWeen-chlldren who»have

pnYSicaTsdisabilitiéééahdfthé*m;;bripy who reach certain

norm-referenced milestones of .physical, “intellectual,

A5001a1 vand emotioheluQQeve}opment thqpughvchiidhood gng‘

"adolescence ) Bfehhan (19855*hdtéd=that all human belngs
are uniéue though teachers worklng w1th ‘groups. organlsed

aécbrding‘to,ages, often assume that chlldren within them

are at similar stages of develoﬁment. If children are
perceived to have physical deficits in relation to

patterns of norm—referenced éhxsical develoﬁment, teachers
may notradeQuﬁtely consider cfiteria on which to judee the
apprOpriateness‘ of 1earning Asituetions for individual
‘bdﬁils. Ne;ertheless Brenhah di&-b@intnéut that-ehildrenf

usuailywbecome*bigger, heavier, stronger and have niore

‘Pegee2§r¥_rf




.understanding as they grow older. Pattérns of_physic§l
_devolbpmenf through childhood and addlescencé are evident
td,parents aﬁd~teachers. Whatever ‘their environmental or
cultdral background childrén generally léarh - to walk,
'talk,'havé bladder and bowel qonfrol for‘ instance withih
certain age ranéés:vaoth ‘pﬁrents andk'pfdfessionals
.certaihl?.'have:~c6ncern if,;tﬁése ‘mileétonés‘ are hét
- reached. 'Such concern and the. likély =ori§in' of any
appéreht disability'however;kis not a sudden eveht,“ with
‘the, eﬁéeption of ‘é child who sufférs loss ofb physical

funCtion as a result of an'aCCidentQ

33 . Bfennan , néted the ’imp0rtancé . of rteaéhéré
rrecoghising individual .childrén'si. disabilities; He
suggested this récéénition is significaﬁt to the-making Qf
adeqUatgy:educatidnal provision for .such pupi;s.‘ It is
 difficu1t to define.'norma1'~deVeloﬁment.ih the'cpntext»of
Brennan'srviews:on.theiuniqueheési'of‘ihdividuai'childrenf
: Nérrﬁou1d it be héipfu1 for.téachersvto do so- It is-m&re
?iﬁpértant for  them ‘to idenfif§  any .‘ﬁays .‘in' which '
educational provison is inapppropriate for individuél
children with physical or other disabilities. Kneedler et
al. w(19_84) did poiﬁt,fqut the importance;of recognising
vthsicai and other‘disabilities;>Which were significéntvﬁor
‘the dégfee"that_'the usual educational progfammes of
schools weré not appropfiate.for children éuffering'frém‘
them. In Kneedler's View> physica1 disability 1is of
signifjgance té educatidn_~if it éuts _the child atva‘

disadvantage at school. Section 1 of the 1981 Education
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Act is based on a norm—referenced view of d1sab111t1es
It states that  the crlterlon for maklng speclal

edueationa; provision should ‘be whether chjldﬁen can

benefit ffrom the educational éroVis;On‘géneraiiy'éade=for
theiﬁajority of pupils in any age gronp;: This,criterion‘
sgggestSzfajlure ﬁs resident in the Achild -ratherrthan
being brOuéht about by the fallure of those 1mplement1ng
:spe01al educat10na1 prov151on to make learnlng p0581b1e

’for chlldren with PhYSlcal and other dlsabllltles Aﬁnorm

V—referenced view of phy51ca1 dlsabllltY aAso: 1m'11es that

prov151on for, certaln, puplls should be dlfferent This

could 1nvolve alternatlve alms, methods;' OrganlsatIOh or

eJ' :

S

location ‘6f_ spe01a1 educat10na1 prov1510n for chlldren

percelved as. be1ng dlfferent ‘to the majorlty. Chapter 2

has already shown the weaknesses of suchylabelllng

3.4 Despite ,theghroaa;ai;fement on the' péttéfﬁs_7gf'

thSSCal deveiopment mentioned . above, . parents teachers

ke

and other profe551onals may not share the same percept ens

on the vnature and effects '“6?; *ch;ldrens r,fthslcai?
disabilities.: ThlS ‘may cause these individuais- to_~ LohhiJ
for.> different types  of educational proviSioh :for
individuals or groups of children. Thomas (1977) commented
that teachers' and pareérits' perceptions of .children with
physical diSabilities were too freduently expressed in
terms of the handicap by which chderen_ were Xknown to
them. Thomas suggested tooﬂ‘much,stress'was thus put on
what children couldn't do. 'in‘mchapter 2 it  was. shown

that particular perceptions of the characterisitcs of
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children With-a variety of disabilitiesh of ﬁdnction have'
had definite inf luences on edﬁcationalﬁproVisfon Made‘for
them. It was also argued that berore and even after the
Wafnobk Repdrt was» publlshed ; ex1sc1ng ‘-pqtterns - of
proQision and categories  of handicap réinforced
.perceptions of handicap and allowed what was.s considored”
;apﬁropriate' provision_ for -some ch1rdren to be self—
perpetUatjng. t Thomas tsimilarfyl clalmed that special

educatlonal treatﬁent ‘ffer1'ich11dren w1th thSTcal

dlsab111tes may depend not only on the assessment of thelr
aneeds, ~6n pollcy and. organlsatlon but also on what he
described°as,the human qualities of teachers. Thls view

of Groll and

jMoses (1985) 'and Barton? and Tomqlnson (1981) wh1ch are
descrlbed %n; chapter; 4., Thomas -d;d not "supgort,_hls
goP;n1ons by quOtiné.fesearch_ of hls own. He did?hoWeVer
report a’study by Conine T.A. (1969) infﬁhiéh~a sample of
,teachers sho*ed é :si@ilar level of acceptance fof!ﬂthe
phy51cally dlsabled aS~the general publlc Whlle that
‘research is now dated and was conducted in the U 8. A . it
{1s relevant to this thes;s' in that 1t is another pointer
to the significanCe. ofw'teacherSﬁ hperceptiOns of ;the
difficulties of children with physical disabilities,
whetlier these are norm or criterion referenced. |

3.5 In suggesting a 1link bétween 4”att;tudes and
organisation of special educationél p}oyis@On Thomas noted
that succeszﬁl attitude cﬁangeéfgre related to positive

experiences, ie. of the disab}edﬁ ‘Hé therefore suggested
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that pos1t1ve veontects should ‘e made betweenﬁsthdoht
tedchers ['dnd disabled pup115 during training. He~
considered that it was certainly not adequate for-more-
fé&ié- such as ‘one,snaStic child is born evéfy’“éigﬁi
hours' to be handed' out. ln‘ the period 51nce Thomas
wrote; there have been 51gn1fcant developments 1n sp601al_
eddcation such ds the »Warnock Report (1978)'3and~-the
presence of 1ncreas1ng numbers. of ddsdbledlndbdlsein

ordinary sghools follow1ng the - 1981 Educaticn  Ac¢t.

3:6. Cha%@n (op’ cit") 11ke Brennen as - noted in
paragraph 3.2~ suggested that most Qoﬁn @hat they termed
‘handicaps’'. do ;not agpeer suddenly " They noted ~‘that
assessments by .professiOnals such as dé&fogs or
edqutional psycholog1sts may dlagnose certainrcondltions
such as parapleg1a cerehral palsy, splna b1f1da(or heart

défects for example soon:‘after a Child is bornw*Other‘

medical conditions 1nvolv1ng loss. of phy51cal functlon

such as muscular dystrophy, _may - not ‘be. ev1dent even to
profess1onals unt11 later in the child's llfe The lack ofv
phys1cal development and/or. loss of phys1cel function
aSBQcieted;wlth'anr of theSer)medical conditloﬁsffmay not
have 'Significeht consequences for childrens' pérformance
in schools unless it affects co%ordination, motor control,
strength and/or mobility for example. Lack of deQelopment
or loss of thslcal function in any of these areas may
affect classroom activities such as vplay, practical
assignments or.writing. Perceptdal difficulties associated

with conditions such as cerebral palsy and hydrocebhalus
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can also affect the acquisition of number and readiné
skills énd will be considered uAder the " headings of
delayed"'rpﬁysicalv or  intellectual 'develépﬁent as
appropriate.; In this thesis physiéal' disability 1is-
defihed és loss of‘physical function_or:laqk of physic§1
‘develbément significant enough to'afféct‘aLChildfs~ébility‘:
to‘pérfbrh~ tasks cénﬁral té-learhing, -Exémples of such.

tasks are given above.

317 - Knéedlef, (op éit;) ‘suggeéted‘ thatyrphysicalr
 disabilities could put a child at a significant
disadvantage éﬁ sdhoél it apprépriaté provision. is nét
made f&r'them._'Sectioﬁ 1 of the 1981:Education_Ac£ £erm§
,‘suCh idisadvantages_fiearning difficuiﬁies' and_points oht‘
the dhildrén' involved may. fequire‘”special educationél

proViéioh compared  to that genérally made for Childfen in
each age group;IThis'suggests adequate.special‘educatioﬁal
 proyisioh can only be‘ﬁade for children with physical
disabilities Vif -éarents or brofeésionéIS‘ idehfify thév
.possibie bléarniﬁé »difficulfieé faced by -some"puéils.
.Focklihgton‘(i960) noﬁed the main obstaclesvto learning‘in
physically ‘disabled children were;tﬁeir difficulties‘in
iﬁp@f, proceséihﬁ, and_,oﬁtput. He described the
signifiéénce of poor sensory infofmation, lack of speéd on

ﬁask, difficulties in reachihg{» pointiné, gross'ahd finq
motorrcontrol which hg'argued are part of fhe feedback

which results in learning.
3.8 I1f the significance of physical disability as
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defined in paragraph 3.6 is unrecognised or if chilﬁrensf
physical and therefore educational d‘iff;icultiyes' ard “hot
adequately provided for., then Ph?sical handicaps ‘to
educational progress exist. This definition of vﬁﬁ@éical
handicap is of major-importance‘to the thesis. It igfbgééd'
on the critefion  that educational  tasks shdui&v‘bé
approprjgte fof individual pupils, nbt' £hat those with
‘phyﬁgi{\c_:‘al dig-;ajbii-:i-t-iefs" will best be sorved by “special
pdeision whichﬁdisﬁfﬁgﬁashe$ tb¢ﬁ;fg@@ other children.
Madge and Fassam (1982) d15t1ngulshedbetween ! imp;ej;t;;;;‘ﬁiéht'
dq%i:ﬁé}d a5 . & phy51ca1 defect, 'rqi's:aiblil'i;ty" ag alossof
lfunﬁinnal abiiiﬁy and 'héndiéap*faéf the' iﬁability to
Perfééﬁ dn.acfiﬁity{ Such a view ’doéé‘rnot. adequaﬁefy
acknowledge the significaﬁce 6f ? activiffésx bein§
apbrqpriéte. It is clear ﬁybma §pe$é'.definitionS that
handicap « can fesult‘frdm impéirmehtlbr disabiiities{.ﬁut.
need not - do s0 if they = are fb&éﬁhjﬁédé and adequate
provision made  to difcﬁmvent COncomitani'..bﬁYSTcal
difficulties in.edgcational-gééignments. |

3.9 N Chaéan et al. (op cit.) noted that.profeééigna}s.
may 1prédiét loss of .limb. function or éercéthal
Vdifficulties will eventually become a handicap . to
childrens' performahce in school activities;. Such
expectations are quite negative and imply cﬁildren with
physical disabilities are_likelylwto Vfaii at school. If
aésessing professionals or teachers have~suchfperceptjons'
children are faced with a s;e;;l-f—-fulf'illing» . prophecy ‘of

physical handicap as defined above, angjng autématically




from physical disability. Chazan ©t al. recognised this
risk and ¢laimed that the extent of childrens' physical

handicaps would depend on the gcontext of thc ochool

situation. 'The(Pi§81 Education Act dlbtlngulshes ;tﬁe
assesament of. speczal educat10na1 necds from’ Lhe maklng of
appropraate. spec:al educat:onal prov151on. It doeSfallow

reéognition ef features ef the learn1ng 81tuat10n whlch

may 1nf1uencc pooeible phy51cal handlcaps Clearly only

'the successful predlctlon “éﬁ« ﬁhe 90551ble ' phy51ca1_

handicaps, ‘wh1ch ‘may result from phy51ca1 dlsabfﬁf"

can allow 'adequateA educatlonal prov1s1on to be deveboped

in special or ordinary‘schoolsg

3.10 It is clear ‘that successful identification of any

individual pupil's. physical disa?ilitiés’ and - phy51ca1t i

handicaps as defined above is[:esseﬁtiai, llf‘adequete
special educational provision i%ﬁto.be"ﬁa&e- férrgtheﬁ§>
Chazen et .allrciEﬁmed thgt _Lieisoh’ between asséSSiné
professionajsftkéarents‘»qhd tteacgéfs is 1mportant if
adequate"edueationalEpro?isien i;.‘tq be made 'for‘ the
'special needs of chiidren with ghysicei disabilities.:ﬁfﬁe
Warnock Report (1978) and Brennan (1987), he;e poiﬁted‘oet
the 'importance of teachers supported by mult1d1501p11nary
teams vrecognising the distinction  between physical
disability and vphysical handicap. Chazan et al. also
noted that parents and teachers_may misstimportant details
if they do not have the guidance of celleégues such as
therapists as to how childrep_zmayv‘be ‘prevented from

becoming  'physically handicapped' . Fish J. (1985),
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suggested that the successful identification of physical
disability can -directiy' inf luence tﬁe ‘degreé '>9f'
chlldrons physlcal ‘handicaps. He -claimedf thefxletter
'would vary aecordlng to foatures of special oducatlonalhﬂ
-provisiOn SuChfés therapy, access, resources and staff;ng.
-Not only teachérs but wolfarc‘ sLaff/classroom assxstants

>ymust be aware of the 51gn1f1cance of chlldrens physacal

dlsabllltles if - those are not to become physlcal handlcaps;;”

to the educatlonal progress of such puplls Assessment anq

mon1for3ng of chllgren thh;%'hysncal dlsab111t1es s .

Y

therefore orucial to the success of their ed&caﬁloha;“

”Aplacements in e1ther speclal or ordlnary schools

3.11 “Iheiaégnions of Chazan et al. (op cit.), wegé( -
lbased-”ﬁoh _~Ehe£r; ‘research‘ i}hx./two,}”hEAS iﬁto‘«hhe{
£1dent1flcat10n of ‘handlcapped ch11dren by teachers and
'health v1s1tors The\rstaff 1nvolved were asked to ple~

. out chlldren w1th sp601f1c d1ff1cultles wh1ch -eould. lead

hA€§: physzcalv,hendacap llkely to affect Pe?}§fmance_at“'

school | This - is ftbﬁsiStént ‘with the définition of
ﬁphy51ca1 handlcap (PH) outlined above. Chazan et &l. fth@:

:ghe physical dasab111t1es. cons1dere& to be, ﬁessible

_handicaps to childrens' educational progress were
difficulties in locomotion, muscular control,

co—~ordination, vision, hearing, mental ability, speech ‘and

language.

3.12;_' In a second level of sScreening Chazan et al. (op

cit.) invited only teachers to rate children identified on .
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the f;rst screening, on a five pointusgele “of devg}ogmeﬁt
in five e;eas: sensori—motor,.self—heip;‘languggé¥fﬁédes
of atctivity and behaviour. The. first ‘sofeenin§ 5was.
he&&if&“deéendent on percépfions? of 5ﬁ9thdﬁgfséeﬁ'é§3a
significant developmental lproplgm; Chazan et ‘al. fOund

that teachers and playgroup leaders: were more lzkely to

see notential educationél‘ piobfemsf than the heelth?
v1ﬂ1tors who were .also 1nterv1ewed in. Lhe flrot screenlnq,
gperhaps | because of“’ thelr d1fferent vaewp01ntsj{ﬁnd
expectat1ons 22? of the dlfflcultles noted 1n assessments

in the flrst screenlng were not 1dent1f1ed 1n the second

3.13 The reséarch of Chazan'et al.- inpfuded_ children
with - physical digabilities affécting &dbility}

co—ordinationevand.:strength\. It also 1ncluded those who

.the-semble revealed had any of a range of add1t1ona1

‘diffiouﬁties‘ such '?5* snEech | language 1nte11ectua1
visual oYy hearing problems It Was found these problems,

3wh1ch varied. in: severltyy addede to puplls

hanQicaps and ~ theérefore affected their

“progfess.' CheZan et al;"claimea.that it was,a”;miégaﬁé to
fcqﬁsiderephysical disabilities .in isolation from pipils’
other difficulties when making ‘special ~éducational
provision. Tnis view is compatible with the opinions
supporting the definitions of physical disabilit§ and
physical handicap outlined earlier in this chapter. In
chapter 2 it was shown that a system of special schools
based on trying to isolate ‘children according to

categories, including that;of3#3hySioal handicep', was
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unsatisfactory. Chazan et al. commented ‘1that>‘-the
signif;egpceaof childrens' ph&sical, sensori or }éarqihg
difficulties varies according to 1nd1v1dua1 cases;~; Théy
suggested 1t would not be sat1sfactory morely to assume
that placements in any partlcular type of school would=

guarantee approprlate spec1a1 educat1ona1 prov1s1on

3.i4 ~ The dlst1nct1on betweeh d15ab111ty and handlcap;'
goutlined éaflaer in th1s chapter 1suan‘1mp0rtapt“one-for
'the;pufposéggofythis theSJS;‘;_F%sh (1985) saggéétéé*tﬁé*
offects - - of phy51ca1 dlsablllty afefmodﬁfiedtaooofdihg'to
hpersonallty. fam1ly, soo;o econemie factors and ‘the
educdtiohel provision  made: ‘Thusalaii ‘ch11dren with

apparently similar dﬁsability in térns of=1055;ef physical

fuhetion may t suffer from the same degree of hand1cap

Indeed some parents may recognlse more ea511y than others

lthe phy51ca1 d1ff1cu1t1es thelr chlldren face'when play1ng
.W}th~t0YS suohaas bu11d1ng brlcks 1n‘count1ng oames or
,when_ giyén ohjects*to hordfand feel -Some- ch11dren may
‘thus have th§~ benef1t of qreater 1nvolvement of parents
trying . to compensate for‘ phy51ca1 d1sab111ty by offering
greater‘invOlvemt'than is felt necessary by parents of
othér disabled pupils. 7Simidar1y some parents, if_they
haVebcars, may be able to offer more experiences in the
way of outings, which can stimulateulearniné, than parents
of other disabled children. Fish did not support his
opinions by objective research, but chapters 5,6,7 and 8
consider specific examples of schools limiting or

exacerbating the effects of physical disabilities to the
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extent that these may ar mey not become handicaps Fish'
noted that varylng perceptlons of dlsablllty are revealod;
by parenté', teachers' and other profe851onals ubé of
diffefeﬁt te?ﬁé‘VSQCh as 'd;sabiedf " and phy51ca11y

handicappéd’ .

3.15 ‘ ‘The 1981 Education Act requires 'LEAS tbféhdw&on

Soctlon I1 of a Child s Statement of .SpeEial Educat10na1
'Needs detalls ot any such need The ‘draft Clrcular 1ssued
'i1n December 1988 to eventually rev1se D. E.S. Clrcular 1/83

xﬁon 1mp1ement1ng the 1981 Educatlon Act 901nts out that_

”Ih? lQBls,Act.-‘whA}e'-it abolishedt categorles of
" handicap", does not - rule out the use of * such
terms..t;.,:.futhe Statement'ehould nevertheless go on to

a@giifyntbe neture of the child's educational needs' (page
24). The dreft 'circular also includeS‘»&=reﬁihder'tﬁat
Sectlon I of Statements should include “a descfibtioﬁief
-tho ch11d s functlonlng = what the chlld can do as well ‘as
what uehé ‘or she cannot do",. (page24) : jAf suggested
V'chegk;igt ‘for ‘those involved in writing advice was
appended . to Circu}at:$/83véhd_hqs not -been reviseﬁfin‘tHGJC
19863{dfafti‘cire&1af. It notes possible ﬁeadings for:
desefiption such as ‘"physical state and funetieﬁing
QEﬁQQicdl,. pealth, developmehtal function, mebilit?,
heériﬁg; vision and contihepce),t (pégeISQ). This official
guidance ‘does nothing to clarify the possible confusion
between terns such as 'physical disability’ and’“physicai
handicap' on which comment hes been made in this chapter.

Thus.the danger of one leading to the other as déscribed




in the iérevious patagraph, st111 ex1sts It is  ‘left to
professiona&s“invqlved in wr1t1ng advice{ angw " the
Statementsiﬁasegjthereen to 1ncludetdetails of‘fali;SEN's
identified, whether or not the LEA féel abie _éo maken
provision for those needs in"Section III”_(page 24)
Chaﬁtéfﬁ;s: 6 and 7 of the thesis whlch examine prov151on,‘
'fOr childten with ph?sical dlsabllltles,zicon51der theA

1ssue of how far any mlsmatch between needs and prov1s1on

1s tackled by LEAS and schools

'tS:iésr Thls chapter has shown that _it is impcrtant to

recognlse ',a dlfference between the terms 'ﬁhysical

dlsabllnty ahd 'physical handicap’ . The former 1s~def1ned'
thls thesis acgquihg;‘tb‘ the cr1ter1a of loss of
physzcal. function, - ekamples,nof 'which have Been given

These examples show that loss of functlon can 11m1t access

'to the . 1earn1ng 51tuat10n because of ﬁfactors;such$as,loss
of;pcwer, co—ordgnat1on; mphgddty or centfol:- It has been
g;§ﬁ§§~ that ' if teachers demanas{\in theseg.éieasj are
iﬁaﬁpségpriateh‘ chlldrens educatienai brogress Ima?*be
{festfi5£édu i?heir‘pérﬁormance deéenqs not only sgn the
seéerity cf any lcss of physical function, but aiso on its
reccjnition by ‘teachers and their efforts to avoid
ccnsequential physical handicap. This relationship is
e#blored.in chapters 4 and 5, whiCh.cdnsider;the‘Special

educational needs of children with ph}siqal disabilities.

3.17 All apparent ly able-bodied pupils are not equa;}v

adept at skills such as handwriting or 'pract;cal tasks
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whiéh require certain levels of co-ordination. There is
uthus ‘no, deflnlto boundary batween ‘those? chiidrenfﬁhO’can

be con 1dered phy31ca11y digsabled and those who are_ not.

(o} greater s1qnif1cance are the demands and - respo 68
. ;sChOols whaéh-determzne- tho degree of phy51cal handlcap

Wh1le the deflnltlon of phy51ca1 dlsab111ty 1n th1s the51s,

Chlld centred and p0551bly norm'referenced the

fdef1n1t1on of phy51cal hand1cap 1s focus,ed on fhatures of

the learnlng s1tuatlon and 1s 'crlter “fbased ‘ It has

:Abeen argued“xt1{ vary1ng Lperéé§ﬁ10q$;*of thsfcal

‘\dlsablllty .~ hela by parents “teachers &nd other

)profe531onals 1nfluence“ the“geffectiueness‘ of~bspecia1
.educatlonal Prov1s1on o ﬁofutherchildren?inyolved.
3:18_ It has been suggested that med1ca1 dlagnoses such

‘as those ment1oned 1n paragraph 3 6 are of 11m1ted value:

as{ a ba51s for mak1ng educat”onal prov151on for chlldren

v'with physxcal d15ab111t1es 'Medlcal cond1t10ns-'vary an

severlty, detalls of whlch form an, 1mportant background to

'anyv., educatlonal prov1s1onn made j“ Rece1v1ng «~such

,,information however w111 not guarantee that schools takef

approprlate account of such med1cal influences when maklngf"

thelr responses to phy51ca1 disabilities. Use of- med1cal'
labels = may lead teachers  to have inappropriate
expectations -of the children to whom they are applied.
Teachers ‘may perceive medical labels as a pointer to
disability being resident in% the chdld, rather than
considering that educat10na1 fallure may ‘be a reflection

of handlcaps whlch ex1st in . the learnlng 51tuat10n
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3.19  In this chaptér it was showh that the degres of
childrens' thSﬁcaI" handdcapp “is  inf luenced bv the
PFoVISidn m&d@'.b§ﬁﬁteachers and professlonals ' It was'
arguedi that the specjaj educat10nal prOVJSlon made for
children withiphySical disablllt&es,depends on recognltlon
ot_;their indi?iaual»'educatiOnal :ﬁééds Teachers ar
, parents' acceptance of phy51ca1 dlsablllty may lead to

some ch11dren belng Less ‘1nvolved 1n sport or practlcal

craft and sc1ence for example ' }ﬁ' fact these act1v1t1es

Wcould be the source of 1ndep(¥dence and fulflllment %The
Warnock Report suggested that thére is a‘llnk between
*1nd1v1dua1_-ch11dren 5 dasabllltiesw~andf the‘;deﬁrée:to

which they are handlcapped accordlng to 'attéﬁpts} madefto

prov1de for them - in schools "Whether a dlsa‘t”lty or
51gn1f1cant dlfflculty constltutes an educat10na1 handlcap
for an 1nd1v1dua1 ch11d and to what extent w111 depend on

oaﬁ,number of factors Schools:;often d1ffer w1de1y

outlook expert1se resources, accommodatlon organ1sat1on

physacalgand social sgrroundlngstfpparagnaph 3;5).'

"3.20 . finé* litefature‘ considered  in  this chapterfl
' gnderlines ‘the dlssatlsfactlon expressed .in chapternzi
about placement of chlldren in special schoois ofgaﬁiséap
according - to ' categories of. handicap "The; 11terature
repiewed in thisr chapter has led to. the conclu51on that’l

whilst there is a contlnuum of' phy51ca1 d1sab111ty theﬂ

recognltlon by teachers of a: c 1"_5 concomltant learnlng“

dsz1cu1t1es and therefore of p,y51ca1 handlcap, maxwvaryrﬁ;




Thus thel,éxtent to whlch the child's phy51ca1 dlsablllty

becomes & 51gn3f1cant handicap to educataonal progress ;su-”:

._aw'>functioh Lof teachers' perceptions  of ghgsioat
aisability, Lh ¢hild'e logss 6f  function and“the
approprlatone of tho 1oafhih§nsituatioh itself | The
:role of parents ahd other profe351onals nnvolvcd in the
assessment of’ ch&l&feﬁs‘ spec1a1 educatlonal needs and

hthelr pre—school support 1s also SJgnlflcant to the degree‘

oft' phys&cal'- handlcap whlch ex1sts ’1 Thus accurate,

‘ﬂassessments of th so noods can only ‘be., made in- relatlon to.

1nd1v1dua1 chlldren

[y o

3:21 ° The  examination of deflnltlons ofnfhhysioaii

'disability ahd';physical handlcap :i ~this chapter has’yf

,g1§af1y' idehtjfjed a~éi§n"'t fnt‘dlfference between them

vThisbhas’ raised & most 1mportant 1ssue for the thes1s 1n

highjﬁéhting fthat‘ wh;le \ﬁnformatlon about

or loss of functlon ,is'_lmportant recognltlon of factors;

in the home and school whlchvmay lead to phy51ca1 handlcapA
- as def1ned axre also 51gn1flcant to maklng adequate special
eQUCatlonal provision in .special or ord1nary~sohoolsh
This Chapter'founa no clear‘iustification for considering
the needs of children with physical disability as distinct
from those of other children in general = or those labelled
as having other diffidulties. In this;,context it is
important to examine alternative ’WaYs{ofqassessing the
inf luence of physical disabilites on childrens'

educational progress. The négt'fohaptef -cohsidersf_the
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concept of 'special educational - ﬁeeds“ as

a means “of

coping with what has so far been revealed as.a continuumh

of ”pégsibiéﬁﬁhysical disébilit?_which-cah not
bé separated from other disabilities which

childrenS' educational progress.
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Chapter 4

The Ovigin and Use of the Concept of'Specia; Edu¢dﬁ{66§i

Needs.

4.1 . The previous »chabtéfsnhave suggested theﬁe are -
‘diffiCultieqfin finding vgiiﬁ'éand reliable metﬁods of

assessment of all the. pqSSible fadﬁ@fé*whigthouidgbé 

PhysféaiAiaﬁdiC§psipoipggi;é’_educéfiqna}‘pﬁﬁéﬁegémgfks.an
alternative £h§s~cﬁ§p£ér é%ﬁﬁ%ﬁéé the céﬁéept of special’
_educaﬁiénél ?heeds' (éﬁN) suggéSted ﬁy the~Wérhbck'RéPort
(1978i:: The tgléted_mechaqisﬁs- of,assgssmqnt.éstabliSheq,
by the'iﬁgllédﬂéaﬁibh'Adt-ére.&fso examined. This bhéﬁﬁer
inyestiga@eé?éﬁfﬁp;;qus&Of‘SﬁN-and perceptions ~of their
réie?anée: ig the  §ésessment -oﬁ"chjld?én,wffh physical
'diéabiii}éés;‘ :yGﬁapter" 3. érgﬁe&~‘fﬁé£ -éércepﬁions of
physical disability are likely to influénce the adeduacy
Qf special 'edﬁcagional _prdﬁiéj@gi ﬁor HQE%lQFQﬁ  witﬁ'
physica;vdiéébil;tieéi A major iésue'féfbtﬁls-éhapfér is
fhe’clarity_and}raiévaﬁce.bf the definitionkéﬁd'use of the
term SEN} in attempting to make speciél educational
‘provision for such pupils in spédiél or drdinafy schools.
A séarch of the I;;erature is-used to evaluate Perceptions
of SEN held by those charged with making asséssments
and/or implementing special educational provision. The
success of assessment and provision ‘for ‘the SEN of
physically disabled children is chsidéfed in relation to

the.recommendaﬁions of the WarnobklﬁépQrt; The influences
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of criteria used in making fassessménts' and special
educational provision before .the 1981 Education Act are

also investigated.

4327 . The Warnock Report~“_(1978) commented on
educational provision for ;children with. physical
disabilitdesr.'It quoted’ the~ Wlnlstry of Educatlon from
:rgaé’“tﬁus:= “Ali"th0se’ requ;rlng. sp061a1 oducatlonal

treatment because of a- phy51ca1 handlcap should be sent to

spec1a1 schools Those however otk requlrlng med1ca1 or ;
-‘,surglcal treatment or where dlsabllltles d1d not 1nterfere
_,w1th~ progress‘ in or{rnary schools should not be regarded
”as phy51ca11y handlcapped“ - ThlS was noted by the Warnock_
Commlttee as an 1nd1cat10n V’Of- what they con51dered
unde51rab1e in: assessments referrmng to certaln categorles

of prov151on The latter were con81dered too arbltrary in

'notzrecognlslng;agcontlnuum, of spe01a1 educat10na1 needs

ingluding- childrén suffer1ng~from a. rangef of phys:oal

:and/or 1earn1ng dlfflCultleS Vi.'iﬁéh JCOmmittee 7 aISOm
Jsuggested that the medlcal 1nf1uence on assessment was too
great because dtv 1mp11ed that dlsab111t1es ;eon}d be
clesrly defined and distinguished. In. ‘this its
'recommendations were simjlar;to the opinions of Sﬁann; and

Barton and Tomlinson described in chapterbz.

4.3 The Warnock Report -(1978) suggeésted that the
degree of any physical handicaps:to»childrens‘ educational
progress is linked to the efforts made’ to provfde,for‘-

their individual disabilities. ‘ﬁtftherefOre recommended o
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that assessments of the special educational neeés_:of
inaividgal,nuyils should in futnro,be used as the.gésﬁs'of
speciall Qddcationel provigion for them. The Warnock
Report Slagested that up to 20% of pupils may ha?é%§§ééiéi”’”:
educetional_needs at some  timo'during their schdéihlife4
Paragrsph 3.18 of the Rehort;stéﬁesiththSuchrneedssmey_be

“one or. more of spec1al scceSS to- the -curriculum;

o

’prov151on of 59601al or modlfled currlculum attentioﬁ,to"

the soc1al structure or. emotlonal cllmate (of schools)“

Thls 1s 51gn1flcant to the the51sfln,that 1t suggests lack

_ot educatlonal progress may not be due to the h11d S

d1sab111t1es but to fanlure of xthe wproVisnon' to ‘match
‘spec1al 'educatlonal ‘néedSh CQEN} i Brennan (1987) noted
that changes in-the 1n01dence of handlcaps recognltlon of

,new handlcaps and the 1ncreased '1n01dence oft?"“'lple

handlcaps showed up, the llnadequa01es of assessments 1n

terms of r1g1d categorles

414; The WérnQPK.Reédnt;(i978) _suggested that spec1a1
educetional pro&ision in spec1a1 or ordlnary schools or
units Ashould ‘he 'baéea' on :Statements' of 1nd1v1dua1e“.
'chi1qrentsVSpecia1‘Eddcétidnal Neéds, ‘Section. 1 dflthe
1981  Education  Act defined “childreni with '§EE¢161
ed@cet;onai'needs as.thosevwho have a(learnin§~difficulty,
ﬁhidh calls for;specLal educational provision to be made
for them. This learning difficuity.;s?to_be considered 1in
relation to the abilities of tpeﬁmaidrft§ of pupils of
that age or may be significént/fffpupigs have a disability

which prevents or hinders them f ¥om 'méking use - of
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educatlonal fac111t1es generally prOV1ded ThlS use of the
term 'dlsabllltYr ist con51stent w1th that derlned for thls

thcs1s in chapter 2 empha5151ng that approprlate prov151onA

for phys1ca1 dlsabllltY must be made 1f phv51cal handl:i
is to be prevented. D.E.S. Clrcular '1/83 and’ ‘the draft A
revision of it outline parameters.for the Statemehtidg
process. Tnis ianlues Head Teachegg;‘ﬁﬁ&uéafghﬁéfv

Psychologlsts Doctors

= Theraplsts 8001a1 Serv1ce etc as.
tapproprzate 1n maklng assessments and recordlng adv1ce
Thls is used by LEA Offlcers é?» the ba51s for erttenri

Statements Wthh spe01fy chlldrens lspecnal educatlonalt}"
w"",needs and set out the spec1a1 educatlonal prov151on pupzls
requare,‘.Panenesahaye~the ‘right to be present during;
1‘as§essmeﬁté[ eto; see AcopdéS‘ of the‘padece;vandﬂappeal

agaiﬁét.the Statements ot;SEN.

4.5 Lewis ' and Vulliamy (1981) suggested ' that ' the

'assessment procedure under Sectdon 5 of the 1981 Educatlon_
,Act encourages profe551onals to- see. ch11dren only 1n terms.
-o% Sublectlwe 'percept1ons-of what 'spec1a1 educat10na1
fﬁfoVis;on is possible. . Lew1s and Vulllamy argued that 1f
appropriate special prov1s;on is to be .made, chlldrens
réal SEN must be identified. They claimed that;there,wasf
no guarantee that consideéeration Would be given upndeér the
suggested assesShent procedure to factors . "endemic to tne
organiSation and expectation of schools". They said the
1981 Act thus continued to;give credence to attempts to
disgnose failure in tﬁe-'.chi‘l'd rat;ﬁér. =t<h,an failure in the

provision made for themifgiofﬁagan and Swanson (1984)
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also claimed that the weakness of the 1981 Act is that it
Stresseé the recording Aof.deficits, not how feenltekéoﬁid
be obtained. LeWis and Vulliamy suggested the’é$§é§éﬁeh§
proeednréietiil felied‘too_m@oh on catogories féffﬁmé&iagif
and / ‘or psychblogical expianations of handicap raﬁhQr

than considerdng diffiéﬁltiee requiring 001a1 solutlons

They suggested the checkllst whlch was annexed to D“E.o{
Clrcular 1/83-as a guldoiane to asses ment could allow the

chlld (=] functlonlng to be descrlbed in terms of dlsablllty

';alone} If chlldrens phy51cal d1sab111t1es,?»t}A_notg

asse§sed'in the context of thelr access tod' learningﬁ

51tuat10n adequate 59801a1 prov1e10n may: not be madéngQ_g_'

them.“vﬁThus phy51ca1 hand1cap as - deflned 1n th{hf
may notbbe prevented, D.E.S. _guddel1nes‘hmereLy. suggest.  «
'assess1ng professionals 'ﬁa?*-commenﬁn}ond”Factors_in‘thé‘
Chlld s env1ronment Wthh lessen or . COntriBute 'to his

needS“, Even“before 'thef Warnock Report was' publlshed

Gu&lifofd (1971) pointed 'outzfthat ”spe01a1 educat10na1

needS»' may arise: from ' personal » dlsabglltles ‘IOr
env1rnomenta1 c1rcumstances or a comblnatlon of ~tHeﬁtW0,
‘the degree of need 1s always relatlve' to the’ contrlbutlonﬁ

of - both factors?,ﬁ'(page 3). He added that speo;alsl
educational needs should ’not be deflned in tetmsnofuq
particular disabilities but should be viened in tefmeof‘{

handicaps to learning.
4.6 While Lewis and Vulliamy tried*“to 'arguef the
weakness of assessment under 'tHe‘ 1981 Act, their views

were not supported by interviews .or questionhaires to
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those involved with such propé@unes and the .perision
whdch:résuigé. It is significaﬁt” to this ‘thesis: thatf,:
Lewis and Vulliamy observed that‘brqfes$i03als' faiiufé'to
recoghise the SEN of physically disabled pupils will
inf luence the apperriatenessfofﬁedddationél prdyiSign;fér
such éupils. Chépter 3 hoted.that Fish:KiQBS) aréuedﬁthat
phyéical handicap is a- reflection_”bf unsatisfactqu
préyision for childrén- with loss of ghiéidé;éfggétipn,
;m;éiréd or delaved physical ggyelopméﬁt. IhgchagﬁéEJé‘it
‘was noted that Bérton»angTTgmiiﬁéqh"(19§1) fqgﬁdfafmééicéqa
_modei of.éaﬁegories of handicap ihappropfiate;. Lé@ié; éﬁd‘
'jVﬁlliaMys' opinion also sﬁggeéts that formal asSessméﬁtél
- of SEN tecOrded'6ﬁfétatemeﬁﬁswuhder §h§@i§81 EduCati§n A§€
_ﬁéy oﬂly foer special*educatichal‘prOViSion_for,Cﬁilaqu_
with,éhys;cal disab;1itigs,aba§ed on ~c5£é§¢f;¢s,dgu§£§as

ﬁhysicaq handicap;‘rather than on the basis ofﬂindi§idua4‘
SEN as the ;ngangrfggﬁbpt;iqtengédg f;éw;s;and,ygfiing’
‘thus suggested ss6éssment uhder the ”iééi_ﬁﬁuéétiéﬁégéifﬁg
.6§én to the sgbjéq;;ve ihigﬁﬁgetat;on.éf.gﬁg qrqﬁessﬁéﬁéig
. iﬁgdlved. uThiS_édQlﬁ.aébbuht for some 7o£: the inertia to
feféinv.,pre 198;:H“Pr¢vr91§n Qféaﬁised aCCQr&iqéifté
éaté;éries of haﬁdicap .which»,Chaptef 2 shpWéd "~ to bé

‘ sélféperpetuating.

4.7 The evolution of thé concept- of. ‘Special -
Educational Needs' by the Warriock Cbmmittee has been_.
examined by Bar£0n=anq Tomlihsdn (1981) . Their major
COncérngwas_Whéther reference to SEN- in making speciaﬁ

educdtional provision would lead to iricreased stigma among
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those who -are label}ed as haVinngpecial‘needs.'Bartonband
Tomlinson suggested ‘that the  various .

involved in ‘assessing and recording SEN,

 Statements, may Have' othér hidden criteria in making their
assessmentsf such as ﬁa ﬁish to- SeeVAchinren_dbLaced
elsewherem These could be 51gn1f1cant ‘ihfiuenceS"in.f:
addition to the 51mple wish to make spec1a1 prov1510n for‘_

the sake,gf,the Chlld Barton and Tomllnson also clalmedﬁ

-the‘professﬁonalsd may w1sh to prevent 'or alternatlvelyn
brlng “about;, structura& Changei in' the varlous speclal or
-ordlnary schools concerned or w1th1n the range of spe01a1

educataonal pnovlsaon. This v1ew» concurs w1th t"t_of

.ﬁookbinder (TQBS? discussed ih*chapter 2; Such changdycan,
‘be influenced, it isrargued, by the reiatgyej_demﬁnd 'for
various types of bproyiSion reflectlng fcoﬁpetﬁtion ﬁOr
scarce"hesources.r-iomlinson 1(1982) argues strongly that;

the»vjaLlocatioh&_ of  the Latter may” depend uponl

‘brofessionals' social, moral and: polltlcal Judgem”fts as

well as the their aSSessmentswofa chaldrens, iphyst_;i'and,
rntellectual ab111t1es Such Judgements could 1nf1uence”

the way adv1ce appended to Statements of SEN is wrltten

4.8 | In ordinary schools assessment of SEN is usually
carried out initially by classroomiteachers reported Croll
and Moses (1985). . They Dbased their conclusions. on
interviews with 428 teachers in 61 schools, their Head
Teachers and members of the School Psychological Services.
Teachers” perceptions of the specfal educational.needszof

o

children in 34 Junior claSsesiwereastudied and related.to.
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pupil PerfOImances. Croll and Moses found that dlfferent
teachers - had‘ a variety of perceptions of what' they
really mcant by 'special needs’'. These were identificd by
the teachers accordlng to thefsuppoft available in the
school or from:sources such as an LEA remddial or supgort
-service. Ln their analysis»@ro&l and Moses;Considered the“
Warnock Report‘s Ereaise that:'therelvabe no distinct
categorles or . degfees of handicap to whlch chlldren can be
a581gned. They p01nted Qoﬂt that nelther the ‘Warnock
Report ‘nor.  the 1981 Education Act' gave a c"l‘e-:a"r
ifunctlonal descrlptlon ‘of what should be »cohsidefed fb?”
teachersuas ‘the -SEN of groups‘ of pupils such as. those
termed ?dipabledi, "Thus Croll and Moses, 1like Lew1s ;ahd
Vuiiiamy :(op cit.) .and Barton and Tomllnson (1981),
indicated“ ssome, poSsibIe. unre11ab111ty ih, subyectlvei
,assessments of SEN under the 1981 Educatlon Act procedure
Thls was because»«the4 cr1ter1a on which assessments are
based are not clearly deflned apd» conta1ned 1nsuff1c1ent
guldance on_poss1b;e failure 1n”exjst1pg:groy;sgoq,

24‘9 Crolil and Moses expected teachers L ésséésﬁehtsféf
SEN would be affected not only by their perceptlonS'?oﬁ:
need, -but also by-LEﬁ policies, levels of class ablllty,
their own knowledge and attitudes. They also suggested
that teachers; perceptions ofﬁ the provision previously
available to the child whose SEN were being assessed,
could influence the advice written as part of assessments.
Considerjng ekisting proVisioh"ﬁay be helpful in allowihq

teachers to suggest changes in,éroygsiqh sccording foihéwi




they see childrens' SEN. It may also mean thet teachersi
who cannot gsec failings in cx1st1ng prov151on. muy try to
strueture assessments towardﬂ- PFOVISlon ) elsewhere

ReliébTe: essessﬁehts'fma? remove the need fOr thanqe: 1n
placement, if they reveal that phy51ca1 handlcap has been
exaqerbated by lack of spec&alsrprov1slonﬁ tghe 1981 Act

defined SEN in relation to the speciél educatlonal’

- .Provision which is addltlonal to or dlfferent from thatf.v'

which is made generally”f for pup1ls 1n ord nary'schools

Thls deflnltlon conflrmed the flndlngs of Croll and Moses(

"that the concept of SEN ai:loutilned would -allow_spee1al
seQQQatlonal prov1slon. fer 1nd1v1duel*~chlidkenf govlﬁé L
'pessibly | influeﬁcea by pfov151on éfevioﬁsly‘”méde"in

sbebial Lor ordlnary schools | ThlS is oneé explanatlon forA

;the cont1nued ex1stence~ of features of. prov151on such as

segregated spec1a1 scheols for 'PH' puplls

4.10  The poéitionéo£5néﬁis,anq,vulliémy~as noted ih the
ﬁ#ragganhs 4.5 and 4.6 is simiféfrﬁtei that .of Croll and
-Mesess-both setS'ofeﬁriters' not1ng the serious p0581b11ty~
that- teachers perceptions‘can*xnf@uence thelr-assessmentsi

of.. puplls SENW_‘fhese views are not what Wastaggafehtfy-
intended by'theﬂl981 Act ’whichl was designed with ;the
éufpose‘ of obtaining 'appropriate\ special educétienal
provision for individual children, though it involves
assessment in the COhtext ef the;g _current plecemehts;
Croll and Moses *(op cit.) . claimed that if the special
educational needs of indiVidﬁél‘.chinren are to be

considered in the way intedded{bﬁﬁthQQIQBl Educatién,ﬁet{
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-_rplacew in c1ass!‘

all professionals inveolved muSt agree on the use of theh
term SEN. . They pointed out that while many forms» 5%*

assessment, such as atta:nment testing are clearly,

norm referenced, Warnock s referenCe to 51gn1f1cant1y
greater difficulty,;in Iearningr than the maJorlty Mff

children of his. age# is also norm referen01ng Thevi

deflnltlon of physlcal dlsablllty out11nedH1 the prevwousj

chapter s also norm—referenced butfs'i

”Slgnlflcance when con51dere111n relatlon to th¥ deflnltlonff‘*

"of;ph151ca4 handlcap whlch nwas sﬁown;to Be- based'on*the‘

criterifgof 1nd1v1dua1_pupll = access to learnrng. If‘lt

is - de01ded for example ontmaklng an assessment aof a group

of chlldren, that ”they can all read”fthen Croll and Moses“

:

_suggested that the poorest reader may not have any spec1a1
educataonal needs Thus they submlt SEN must be Judged in-:

terms of what a chlld_can' and cannot do rather than hls'

w1th1n the gulde11nes or the 1981 Educatlon “ACt, thou

the latter does not guarantee that 1nd;V1uda1 ch11dre

;Such' crlterlon referencrng 1s p0551b1e;

needs w111 be assessed 1n thlS way A ch11d cons1dered byfit

one teacher for example to have SEN may not. be regarded as7 .

SUCh- by another . ~Croll and Moses suggested itfaisfvr'

difficult for teachers tO'make assessments of SEN w1thout
conszderlng existing or potent1a1 support for pupils. 'fihe~'
social lmpllcatlons for teachers wantlng to begln
maintain, _change . or .increase such suppgrt,‘as:recogn;sed”
by Barton and fomlinson and~n6ted in paragraph 4.7, ﬁéfer

~also. noted B Croll and Moses ' They doubt however that”i

teachers would knowzngly 3uséi assessment procedures to
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"achieve these objectives.

4.11 Croll and Moses’ considered three criteria din-
their research of teachers' assessments ¢f the SEN of
pPupils in ordinary schools{ They asked teachers to

identify pupils.with SEN according'to learning,'béhaviour
or 'heaith‘.prOblems.> ’Out of the» total déscribed by
(teachers'as héﬁinﬁ SEN,rwhich was 18.8% of ail cﬁiidfen in-
the claSées'. Studiéd, 23% were said to haVer health’
probléms. Thié' catégofy‘ inéluded those chiidrenireferredv
'tO’asrhaVing pﬁysicaIVFhandiéapé Vahd‘vthose' with sensory
: ﬁandicaﬁs; 4.5% of all the childrgh studiéd were found to
ha?e SEN related'to,ﬁealth’préblemé; 60% of.’this ‘group
also had speéific learhing  difficuIties;1 40% of childféh
idéntified as haQing'SEN'apparently"didAVéo for morerthan

one reason. .This agaih,shows the difficulty of isolating‘

‘grqubs 6fighi1dren with particulafvcharacteristics'such as
éhyéicél disabilities, 'ési §1feady,vnoted’ in chépter‘z.
“Croll and']Mdses found thatlteachéfs ofﬁen felt dhsﬁre;
about :thé'Significahqé of health related difficulties
beCadSé'they ﬁére poorly infofﬁéd by medicalrcgilééguesf_
This lack Of«medicai{'informatioh ‘contrasted with the
»Qpinion thatrmediéal staff had too much"influence on
placement as noted by ;FishA—(1985){ Lewis and Vulliamy'
'(1981);-Bafton and'Tomlinson (198}). Teachers' reséntmént-
at iack of infOrmatioh éossiblyldccured' bécause they félt
uninfqrmed .yet © wished to »make ¢appfobriéte spégial
pfovisiéh:for the‘pupiISiC§ncerhed§‘ Lack of information

about physical disabilities)'éould -possib1y<1ead teachers
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to think.that they could not meet the needshofﬁchiidren
with such problems in ordinary classes when in fact a
little additional knowledge could - ensure 'appropriate

provision.

4.12 Some 20 of .the children said by teachers to have
SLN were not rece1V1ng "any extra help”,‘ nor d1d thelr

_teachors want,lt, reperted'croli and.MOSes,Copvcit.); This

imp,fed ‘that the teachérs ‘con51dered they wére maklng

adequate spe01a1 educatlonal prov151on for the~ chlldren .
concerned o Croll 'and Moses suggested the term SEN was
belng used by teachers as a label 1mp1y1ng some form off

Vd1sab111ty in-the ch11d rather than a cdefrc1enc¥"#h' thef

Iearn;ng satuatlon,“ Teachers may use the term SEN in- thls

‘way= to descrihefchaldrenuprevnousIY'labelre_ physrcallyj_

handlcapped' Croll and f*Moses found by means of the1r
1nterv1ews and quest10nna1res that teachers percelved that“

LSEN were related to chlldren s dlsabllltles the 1nf1uenceh

iof thelr parents home and school env1ronments -Téachers’

mentloned the 1atter as causes of SEN 1n onnyf36 ‘of cases o
Head Teachers ‘oplnlons on_shey causes,_oﬁ 'SEN;Eeyealed'ae

similar = pattern. Croll and Moses did suggest that
teachers and Head Teachers may recognfse factors in .
schools which contributed to the SEN of their pupils but
might be reluctant to admit these to -researchers.
Nevertheless Croll and Moses provided evidence that
teachers may not realise that SEN can occur as a result of

inappropriate provision. This supports the argument that

failure to. provide for SEN “linked to phy51ca1
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'disabilities, may vresult 1in phys1cal handlcap as deflned
in chapter 3. There is nothlng in the 1981 Educatlon Act
to ensure aseebsmcnts will reveal phy51ca1 handlcap caused

by 1ndppropr1ate prov151on

4.13 Fish (1985) argued‘that identifying childFenS' SEN

accordlng to categorles such as phy51cal handlcap would

not ensure awarcness of falllngs 1n eXIStlng educatlonal

prov151on U51ng the term phy51cally han“ as

&

deflned 1n chapter 3 1s however a useful way of asse551ng

the success of attempts,sto meet ﬂ#hé SEN of puplls w1th

hth51cal dnsab11xtaes This vViewhelloysﬁthe'concept of

_'spec1al educatlonal needs to _eﬁcompésé,ﬁft ‘:contlnuum of

:phy51cal dlsablllty descrlbed 1n chapter 3, ratherr than

«merely reflectlng broad categor."agqf handlcap w1th the

{:-“

'weaknesseS' explalned iﬁf chapter 2 FlSh noted that 1n‘

'ther'S*A nasseosment of: what he‘descrlbed as the unlque

speclal educat1ona1 needs “of each .éﬁi_ ', »1nclud1ng;those

"wrth physacal dasabllrzres must ensure educatlonalm‘”

Prov151on 1s made in- “the least restr1ct1ve env1ronment”

-Thisﬁsgggests' 1t is p0551b1e to ~'me;kr_e_f:“.j[;tecnal edupatrqngl

provisidn based to some degree  on assessments:. of’

individual SEN. The use of the word environment iéfﬁi”‘

particularly relevant to'the.heEd for pupils with physicel,

disabilities to have appropriate access to learning.

4.14 Croll and Moses (op qit.)} foghd that teachere

referred to the SEN of individual children, for whori they

felt it apprqpriate to ~di3t;nguish~-special veducatiqgeli

P
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provision. Fish {(op cit.) stressed thatx chlldren

doscribed as having SEN also have many nceds 1n common

with othor children of their ager~ Those views 'areﬁhoth
”compatlble with  the hopos of tho Warnock Redort. It
intended that two groups of children cdassified as

handicapped or non - handicapned»wonld no Longer be
vdistingnishedj merely by labelling children - according :to.
categories This vie&fwa supported by tho recommendatlon
that w1th1n school assessment of spec1a1 educatlonal needs
is; 1mportant and should ensure prov1s1on for a contlnuum
which 1nc1udes those ch11dren whose SEN may not in fact be
recorded on a Statement ThlS showed that teachers should
be‘aware that chlldrens- SEN can be. varled in severlty and
can:embrace a varlety of dlsab111t1es requ1r1ng a varlety

of adjuStmentSMto,methods~aand'.objectlves of teachlng .

Assessment procedures under the 1981 Educatlon Act offer ax L

'meanS‘of _spec1fy1ng prov151on which- dlffers 81gn1f1cant1y”~

from that generally made ror the maJorlty of pup1ls FlSh“‘

5noted. 51gn1f1cant features | of spec1a1 fgedgcat}pnali
prov1sdon 'are access to:-speciallyﬁ.traigedutteachers;
‘support staff; a sditable ‘educational eﬁbif&@@éqt.ﬂwith
'sbecific_aids, resources -and carricUlaJ The:imnortance“of
such possible features .of special educational‘bhovision
and the role of assessments indobtaining them for chiidren
with physical disabilities are examined in later chapters

in relation to specific examples.

4.15 It is not onlyrteachers_ who are involved in .

writing advice'on»childrensﬂVSENfasﬁbért of the asséssment
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procedure under the 1981 Education Act Although_advice N

Shogrd"béfs;imited to descrlblng SEN, aﬁgtﬂgqﬁf_ the

prozess1ona1s involved may rccognlse thelr acso mo ts_

“have 1mpllcat10ns for the future educatlonal prov sion andﬁu'

placement of 1nd1v3dual-ch1]dren. Potts (1983},noted that
doctors and educat10na1 psychologlsts Lor 1nstance may

wirite the1r adv1ce 1n such a way as to leave no doubt that

they foel a partlcular form of educatlonal prov151on,¥*“f

1ntegrat10n into an ordlnary MSChQOl;'fiéiﬁﬁ”f’ll

1nd1v1dua1 - child. Potts suggestéo?Vtheﬁfétatementihg
'procedure may not give. adequate con51derat10n to the vzewsf
of teachers who he clalmed have the most experlence of the

chlldren Thompson (1984) noted that" the school should be
the source of the most up to date 1nformat10n on any Chlld.

iand therefore the source of the most relevant oplnlons on

1nd1yaduai chnddrenvs SEN Thompson, 11ke Potts clalmed

that‘the'various profe551onals 1nvolved in assessment may

have their own sectional alnterests Barton and Tomllnson

{&1§Q;l,alsq.c1aimedv educatlonal psychologists and doctors .

mar?éhaﬁe ﬁarticdlar opinions aoh "spec1a1 educatlonal’
:prov1s10n revealed in the way the1r aaVice Was Writtehg
They noted that the Head Teacher should be 'in a p051t10n
tov organlse- and manage the mult1d1501p11nary assessment‘-
process and play a leadihg‘~role in it. These Opinioﬁs
disagree with views of~Crol1 and Moses noted in ﬁarajrahh
4.11. They foand»that teachers’ assessﬁehts of SEN were
unreliable in not acknowledgingrthe.significancerof access
to the learhihgﬁ situation on the dedree of possible

handicap to children with physical disabilities. If the
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other professionals involved in -assessment are s3m11arly
unaware of the 11m1tatlons of present prov151on they nght

not make . appropriate assessmORts or write approprlate

adbﬁeél In'view of those contrastlng oplnlons;about the ’ ' f
reliability of the advice written as  part of- the
assessment — process, tﬁere are clear"weakﬁéSSeS~in tﬁe
Concept‘of special educationa1 peeds and its 'reliability
as & means . of making, adeédate:tSbecfal edﬁcatiﬁnél
provisidn fgr childrén w1th phy51cal dlsabllltles The:

role of LEA offlcers . using 1t as' a. ba51s for the ertlng

of:StatementSjls crucial.v They are the final arblters of
adviCe ahd“ do have an. epﬁortunitv to - ¥ecognise . . the
90551b1e “"handicaps faced bv children with physical

dlsabllltles

4.16 Galloway (1985) cla&med-thatvthere are patterns
‘of_'referpal’ by certaln ordlnary schools whlch reveal ‘the '

'special‘éducatlonal neéds .Qf thelr‘ teachersﬁ aS'weIl as,

Athose of their puplls , It was suggested that children may'

“be reported as. hav1ng SEN 1f thelr teachers seé"‘themfas

rdlsruptlye for. 1nstance This point wasfndt:made @itﬁ"

fgaftipglar referenCé to chil&red‘ with physicai
disabilities. Nevert'h‘eless like the findings of Croll’
and Moses noted in paragraph 4.11, it shows ‘the |

significance of teachers' perceptions of handicap on their

opinions of the provision which should be made for

individual pupil's SEN. Galloway claimed that even
assessment by -means of measures such® as beéhaviour rating

scales could be used by teachers as a way of obtaining
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specific forms of special»educational provisionr' galloWay
clalmed therofore that the prec1se percentages of chiidrenb
havanq SEN which the Warnock Report suggested, .are;in
fact open to doubt glven that assessment is unrellable 1n?
the ways he suggested. Galloway, llke, hlsh as noted 1n
paragraph 4.13, also suggested that a}l chlldren w1th.

apparently 51m11ar dlsabllltles may not therefore have the

same degreewof handncap, tho latter b01ng -a ref lection oftjg

teacherS“ efforts to meet. SEN

‘4ﬁ17 ’It has been establlshed iri- this chapter that the_
'Warnock Réport suggested spec1a1 educatlonal prov151on
should ‘be based on assessments of 1nd1v1dua1 ch11drens
special educat10na1 needs" (5EN) ' It has been dnfflcult
togi;solatei a clear def1n1t1on of the concept of SEN’
Euidence-was found of d1fferent perceptlons of the term

’among those 1nvolved in: assessments or makingf*special“

educatlonal prov151on It has been argued that the SEN

'of 1nd1v1dua1 ch11dren w1th phy51ca1 d1sab111t1es depends5‘y

not only on any loss of phy51ca1 functlon they may have,
bbut_va}so on the approprlateness of the educational
provision made forAthemu This. chapter confdrmed'that_ifs*
special educatfonal provision - is to Dbe adeguate for
pupils with physical disabiiities it may involve the

provision of special acceéss to the curriculum.
4.18 It has been suggested that the définition of
special educational needs in .Section 1 of the 1981

Education Act is normfréferenced -according to the
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criterion of whether individual: chlldren have Learning
difficulties. It was noted.that theso are sa1d to ex1st

if pupils are unable to gain full benefit f£rxom the

sducatiorial provigion generally made for pupilsafh'their
age_groupst Clearly not all children will gain the aé@é;
from any learniné sdtuatiehﬁ Thjs suggests that there is
a continuum of special edUcational needs3 ranging fremf
thosc children who .reach - somé but not all of “£hHe

teacher's planned bbjecﬁtes,-tb;tﬁQSe,whe‘max hot reach

any becduse the objectives are 1nappropr1ate 'ersi,"

‘unattainable.. This chapter has expressed some doubt that
'percentages of ch;ldreq hav1ng SEN may be quate- as
precise as those suggested by the ‘Warnock Re‘pert. The
latter implied that in any Aage group a f_'s';:gn'if;iéan; |
percéntage of pupils are 86 far frohlthe*»horm as to haVe

SEN. This zmay lead some oi those maklng assessments to

attempt to 1dent1fy an approprlate number ot such pup_ls
Clearly “this would be ”Ft? odds' w1th the ~cr1ter1on’
referenced deflnltlons __of "phy51ca1 dlsab1lity._aﬁdqw>'

physzcal hand1cap out11ned 1n th1s the51s

4;i9 ih chapter 3 it was established that childreh %dthe
physical disabilities = can be considered -physically
handicapped if Jthey are unable to participate fuliv-in
their’educatdonal assignments. This chapter has confirmed
that special educational needs as defined by the 1981,Act,
can be created or exacerbated by inadequate educatlonal

prov1s1on.’SQme pupils’ phys1ca1 dlsab111t1es may be such=

for instance 'that they cannot“*galn access to some“




Vnge51g d?te leadﬁto the’ maklng

practical learnlng 51tuat10ns or record the1r reeponees to
”a551gnment5’adequeﬁely, even 1f ‘they have the 1ntellectuai
ab111tv to do _soa They could then be sald to havc qEN :
accordwng to the crlterla of the 1981 Act ThlS llne off‘
agd associated sensory, emot1ona1 or - spec1f1c learnlng

difficultie5~ should be con51dered to- have SEN ,Thessf~

:1nterpretat10ns _vaffhé'?cchglpt of SEN underllne thefe

;51gn1f1cance of the defihitr*h"df thS}Cal handicap m%de

,1n chapter 3 _ Nevertheless‘th sr chébtere has‘Shoﬁéd{thétf
vcon51derat10n of SEN does not guarantee the recognltlon of

_physical handicaps.

4.20 . Procedures ' fer"'the; asseSsmeht'-éehdv
Statementing of"weﬁN; whichitwere introduced by the 1961

Educatlon Act were examlned rn,thls chapter They were%

-of approprlate special

»educ,tlonal prov151on for 1nd1v1dua1 pupzls It h@s béeﬁ,“

argued that vethelﬁeﬁgeééﬁ"‘ld_prgcess, under Ehe 1981;

Educatlon Act dffers'an eépcrtuhiéy, but doés not. ensure,

that Statements of .GEN- will 1dent1fy pupiiS';RhY§icaipgﬂ

D
i

hendlceps as deflned in thlS thesis. Evidence has .beehar

found that the Statements may mereiy identify SEN in _‘
te¥ms of loss of physical function or failure in the
child, without noting failurés,inﬁexisting educetiohel

provision which cause physical handicaps.

4.21° - This chaptér -has suggestéd that thers are

weakﬁeséés in the assessment of SEN under the 1981_
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Education Act. As the concept of GEN 1S norm—referenced
some . professionals may for ;nsta'ce attempt to use
assessmcnts to Jnrluence the outcomcs in terms of Athe
prov1gion to hﬁé made for 1nd1v1dua1 children~ It hds“
been argued that assessments can be 1nf1uencod by
nrefessionaLs‘ perceptfbns of existéng provision or7What
>they th1nk should be the fUture educat1ona1 Prov151on for
an 1nd1v1dua1 child. It has been suggestedg‘that. tbQQQ-
‘PQrCept1ons may 1nclude seelng JSEN as résident in the
Child rather than in fallures in the ex1st1ng provi51onf
Wthh may be unrecognased by those ’lnvolved in maklng-
contrlbutlons to assossments Nevertheless 1t has beénq
shown that aWwareness of p0551ble handlcaps to learning. maY
- be ralsed by .cons1derat£en of‘ thegqoncept of SEN The
’concept may ‘be’ helpful “to distgnéuﬁsh 4and obtalnr

appropriate prdvision.

4.22: Th:ei( concept of SEN could pérhaps be a 'more
useful means of obta1n1ng approprlate spec1al edﬁtational‘
prov151on for 1nd1v1dual pup1ls 1f 1t was re1nforced by?

changes in the assessment procedures under the 1981 Act A

xheiéppertunity to mke changes doesn' t seem to have been
taken, judging by the b.E,S; draft circular on SEN which
-feliqwed the 1988 Education Act. This issue is’
considered in more detaii in chapter 11. The possibility
remains that those contributing towards assessments will
not recognise when physically disabled children are
failing in school because teaqhers7haVe not considered

whether curricula access and objectives are appropriate
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for such pupils, Those wrl_}ng adv1ce as part of tho‘
stétementiﬁgppchéss un@er the»‘1981 Educatlon Aet may
continue} concioUsly or nét, to be 1nfluenced by thelr
pcrceptlons of fallure in the ch11d rather than ra11ure75
in ex1sting“prov1sion. 'EEAjOfficers charged withmwr§ting
St§temenﬁs will continue té,haVe: a verY,SiQﬁificany rQ}é
inhﬁﬁe interpretation of the é&vicé they grééeiyeflabbut

¢hildrens' SEN.

4s. 23 This.’ chapter nas not “-attempted = tor” »i,dg;ﬁ,t i'ffy
_particglar SEN of>ch11dren w1th 'physicél,'diéﬁﬁilitiés7
_ The néxt chapter swmll 1nvest1gate patterns of phy51cal
dlsablllty and phy51cal handlcaps whlch may 'result from}
,them. Recogn1t1on of any: patterns of phy51ca1 dlsablllty
KW6UId cﬂearly'.be-helpfui'th§y91¢rng,physacai;handréaps

to learning.




Chéapter 5

| Planning and iméiémehtiné Effective épecdal Educational
Provision to meet the Special Educational Needs of

Children with Physical Disabilities.

5.1  This chapter ékéﬁQnESﬁattemﬁtsdﬁd identify the
| éﬁécial teducational heé@;v_*pf, ?ﬁiléﬁéngWith;‘pﬁxgiégﬂ
digébi}ities,.té inVesti&éte'whéthérﬁéﬁéy h3Qb gonﬁfibuped

£9 £he(makihgf?of'»gdéqu&té spééiaiféﬁﬁda£idna1 prbéisfon

for such pupils. The perceptions of the SEN of children
Eﬁith,ﬁphysicalv“diéabii}tiés. héldf‘bj"fhoSé ihvéi&ed in
a§§§53ment and édUcéiigﬁal. proviéioh; are evéluéfﬁd,

P?e&ious chapters héve shown the éiéﬁdfiéahbéfj6f'
diéfiﬁgQish;ng bétweén 9bysiga1~4disabi;ityi&nd_phvsic§l

handicap. Examples of speciala ed&éafioﬁél prqyiéiéhfgyé

uqqgsjggred inadéquate if, as sgggestéd;iﬁ cﬁaﬁfe; %, €hggé'
“inﬁéivédﬁ biame dﬁilgngpé‘f §é&lure fq _;earﬁ"tqn%‘fgéir
disabjlities, ;fgﬁhér * ﬁhan ﬁandiéags - caused by
dinappropriate educational provision. It has\beén aEQUed
tﬁat tnererare difficulties in identifying thé_ SEN of
individual children with ﬁhysical ahd other disabilities,
despite the assessment and statementing procedures of the
1981 Education Act. This chapter therefore examines
examples of methods of classifying and identifying the SEN
of children with physical disabilifieSgto see iffthgfe are

any which offer a reliable :stratéqy'oﬁ’which to baseé the
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recoénition of possible physical handicap as"defined; in
paragraphs 3.6 and 3.8. There is investigation of
examplos of organisatioh staffing and resonrces, which
have boen prov1ded in both éﬁéé&al‘ and"orddnsr& schools
where there are children ;ﬁith physical disebilities.
Another Vissne to be addressed in this chaptor is whether
there are particular features -oﬁ speciei eddcational
:'Qrovision which have beenﬁ found to. contribute to its
{success in meeting the SEN of 1nd1v1dua1 chiddren with

"‘phy51ca1 disabilities t:: . ? Co

5.2, - En her detailed research 1nto‘ theiféudééss AQf

proviSion- for children‘"WJth phys1ca1 disabilities in

N

" ordinary primary schools Anderson (1973), asked teachers

to- distinguish such pupils according ~to the severity of

their loss of phy51cal function She reported teachers

perceptions pf-the? 51gn1f1cant 'physncal hand*‘qhs,

caused by‘” impeirﬁ Tt- of function to’ be 1n the arees of'
ﬁdhilitﬁf@bgg%“»hana7contro1 36..4%, - 1ncont1nence 16. Zo and
;temporagyf 1mmob111ty 5 4/ :thodgh A it qu‘ felt~_manyi
éhildfens performances were affected 'iﬁ more than one
fereé. Anderson’ claimed “that the severity of childrenS'
néeds could be distinguished according to the aids they‘
used eg. wheel chairs;A walking aids or the , need for";
assistance with tasks such as feeding, dressing[‘mobility
or the toilet. Thus Anderson's analysis merely reflected
iteachersi"perceptions' of ) the effects of chiLdrens'
physical disabilities. sné found ‘mo clear evidence that

teachérs recognised shortcomings in  the special
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educational provision available in the ordinary echools
coricerned. This ‘suggests that they conglderod phy51ca1

hahdiéams ~dou1d be overcome by focuss:ng on’ aids for

dlsabled chlldron WlthOUL examlnlng the appropr1ateness of
the’demand5~of learnlng sltuatlgns or pug;ls agcessvto
them. ThiS~confifmé the~suggestion madc in'chapter 4 that
teééhers perceptlonsrof phy51cal dlsab111t1es may in fact

be an QhrellablefbaSJS er‘ ensurlng that SEN haVG 1n fact;

been ‘met. NéVértheleSs phy51ea1 dlsabllltles do have

importaht '1mp11cat10ns for reatures of spe01al prov151on

Q@fsﬁecial or ordgnarv sehools for the chlldren conCerned.
" The features of provision necessary' to meet loss of
fthSicaJ;'function in: the areas of phy51cal 1ndopendence

mentloned by~ Anderson would 'anyo;ye, prQVlSlonaqﬂ epeclal

rQSo&rCﬁsa' speCiaiv acceSS to «pugidihgs and, we}fqre
assistants. Anderson noted- that if phyéiCal‘fhhctieﬁiis

IiﬁiQedgsﬁs‘Shoﬁn;iby the= neeq for the alds mentloned

chiidrehs' eemfoft Vand théé%ﬁQre attalnments in school
could bé 'affﬂecteﬁ: Thelr phys‘iceil ngei@&, mayf.,,xfeqau;re,
sPeciali‘edueationai provigion such as physiothefgpyVJépd
training ‘ior:-PhyéiCal an&eéeﬁééhge. 1t is ﬁﬁéréfgre
cruéial tﬁet teachers a;e aware ‘of any lack of‘pﬁ?Sicel
development or physical funetion as such fathef than

merely the aids which may or may not be adequate to limit

physical handicap.

5.3 Anderson suggested that in addition to the
physical needs dlscussed above other significant criteria

to be con51dered 1f dlsqb}ed " children were to "be
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satisfactorily educated in ordinary schools were their

ihtellectual,,chial and emotional needs. Ahdersoﬁ'did

not referrto these as 'special needs'. In 19/3 when she

was ertihg, such termlnology nad not taken on 1ts host
Warnock Report 51gn1flcance. In fact allichildrenﬁhaVe
edueatiOnal needs.inrthese-_areas but Anderson*sugdestedi
features of what-wouldhhow be‘termed spe01a1 educat1ona1

'prov151on were needed to meet partlcular characterlstlcs

of ph chlldren inu these Aareas} She sugge_ted adequate
‘edﬁcational :progisioh1if‘ thom must 1nclude teachlng
related ‘jto ‘academic subJects any specific._learhing

d1ff1cult1es apphopriategi;teacher eXpeetqtiohé”_ of

~atta1nments7»-<00hfidende bu1ld1ng‘ and fsecurity=a The .

detalled currlcular 1mp11cat10ns of . Andersonﬁs f1nd1ngs

are exam1ned 1n chapter 6

table (f1gure 5)

5}4 Andé?sOh rebroducéd;='

shoﬁedittﬁat there4 was a s gn1ﬁ1cant overlap 'betwééh-

'7¢placements of ch11dren suffer1ng fréﬁﬁ vari‘us‘ med1ca1

FoL

condltlons and phys1cal d1s ba11t1es 1n elther spe01a

ordinarYzﬁchoolsi xAnderson‘ noted that those pupllsdw1thl
‘the fmore severe .thsical dlsab111t1es for example
cerebral ralsy manifest as athet051s or. quadraplesla were
generally but not exclusively, - placed in spe01al schools

FigUre 3 cohfirms that in 1972, despite the then ex1st1ng‘
ten D.E.S. categorles of . handlcap descrlbed in chapter 2,
56.4% of chlldren with physical dlsab111t1es were placed

in ordihary schools Such figureS' do not .ofi course

o

1nd1cate that such placements and the prov151on made there:

A




FIGURE 5

(Reproduced from ANDERSON,

(1973)

Comparison of the types of physical disabilities found in
ordinary and special schools at January 1971.

(Figures taken from HEALTH OF THE SCHOOL CHILD, D.E.S5.

NATURE OF DISABILITY

Cerebral Palsy
Spina Bifida

Heart Disease
Muscular Dystrophy

Congenital Deformities of Limbs

Post Polimyelitis
"Haemophilia
Perthe's Disease

Miscel laneous Physical Handicaps

Total Number of children.

Total FPercentage of children with
each type of disability found in

special or ordinary school,.

PAGE T1

Total
Number of
Chi ldren

4294
2256
2805
797
2848
844
433
601
4721

196499

1972)
Children in

Special Ordinary

Schools Schools

% of total % of total
66 .00 34.00
65.00 a5.00
24.70 75 .30
66 .90 33.10
16 .20 83.80
37.00 63.00
43.60 56 .40
24 .10 w*75.90
65 .00 59.50
43.59 56.41



‘was adequate. This evidence does nevertheless suggest the
existence of a continuum of physical disability ref lected

in a continuvum of associated special ‘educational needs’

rather than the existence of a distinct catégory of
children with physical handicaps as such. If this ig the
‘tase the range of 90551ble special educatlonal prov1s1on
for childrsnfwith phys1ca1 d;sabllltleS’ must 1nclude both

- ‘ordinary and special schools, if it is to be adequate

5.5 wuééﬁité.the abeéféviéehce-éﬁéé there.shogld be a
range: of spec1a1 educat1ona1 prov1s1on for children' with
physlcal dlsab111tes ; LEAs charged 'with; proﬁiding
expen51ve resources ' may stil};attéﬁét'to catééorisefthe
spec1a1 nesds of ”UCh'pupils. Thiskthéy-may justify‘by a.
declared wish to make what the*1981 Educat{éh;ﬁctlréférs

to as “efficient use of resources” " The previous

paﬁ&ﬁhaﬁhfshoWéd that therc is a noed for spoc1a1 ﬂchools'
for children with physical disabilltios;ss.part(oﬁ & range

of . provisioh?for themu,ﬂft couid»reasbhobiu be 'expoctéd

o

that ﬁEﬁ%x'woqu“éﬁsure such schoola would have adequate7

adcoﬁﬁodation~ resources and stafflng for such puplls I'n
7contrast LEAs may con51der it 1mposs1ble fgr ail' their

ordinary ;schools to be provided with such facilities.

5.6 An HMI Report (1989) noted that &any LEAs were
reviewing their provision for -pupﬁis with _physical
disabilities. 35 spécial schools, 20;ordihary primary and
secondary}schools and 11 units attacheq to ths‘rattsr were

visited. 1t was found that.LEAS had not aluays examined
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the true costs of adaptlng bu1ld1ngs pfov1d1ng nocossary"”
resoufceslor support staff, for phys1cally dlsabled pupils
in ordinary schools. Nevertheloss in geneval itﬁwahfbaid
that‘mostfogdinafy schéols V¥51tedﬂhad succeeded to some
- extent ‘in ‘making adapfaﬁionsﬁto solvelzpupils'< mobilit?;
”problems“ (pafa; 8). The level ‘of resources in spe01al
schools varied 'enormousjy,;often»be;ng a reflectlon of

their reliance on chaxitable donations~asimﬁchfaslof Lﬁﬁl

support.  Resources in ord?"bry schools and unfts: more"d

dlrectly reflected EEA support but were generally found to
be “adequate“ (paras 46 and ~47) The accommodatlon 1n;_

spec1al schools was reported as good in only a m1nor1ty of

cases. This appeared to be because QQf tﬁe:
‘generally belng,_ older, reflectlng '~ the h1storlcal

development of .such pkonsionj descr1bed in- chapter 2 1t

_is significant that HMI.generally- found the more recently

*developed prov1s1on in- un1ts to be H”adequate“:=(payag§2),

though in some cases accommodatlon proble

poss1b1l1ty of full 1ntegrat1on for puplls w1th phys1cal

'dnsabnlltles.j “ln, ordinary spgdhary: schoolS- Hfoinoted

fthere':was little need for5adaptation?”(para.44X'waeﬁer_
in secondary .schools' fewlv buildingéf-had, beehv fdily»
accessible to such pupils. As a result thereglnere
limitations particularly 1in sthe practiqal sdbjects'
aVailable for them and in “a few‘cases” (para 43) there

waslphysical danger to pupils because of poor access.

5.7 - HMI (op cit.) also found that where aceéss to

ordinary schools is not adequate f?fv children with
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physical disabilities, there may be a mismatch.between~the

provision avallable and the w1shes of parents and dlsablod‘

pupils, S1m1]arly poor arvommodatlon, statfing, thorapy

support and resources iﬁ‘ elther special’ or ordlneryi'
schools, as found in .some casés‘by”HMLl‘ may effectively

set limits as to what canm be regardedr as adequate

provision. Any restrictions,=of thlS klnd vaossibleﬁua

plagements show the, 1mportance hof' con51der1ngﬁ”ithé"

iihaiyidnal spec1a1 needs ‘ch11dren w1th

AP

disabilgties Chapter 2 haSialready shown the w aknesses?
fof the use of broad categorles such as 'PH'

maklng spec1a1 educat:onal prov151on - Chapter 4 showed'

- that- the 1981 Educatlon Act requlred LEAs itoi COrdttwo

' categorles of specnal educat1ona1 need on “<hildrens'

Statehehts- ~thoSe_:Which arefeduiatlonélzahd those. which

.are non educatlonal Andersonvs ev1dence .on the. néeds7of

chlldren, w1th phy51ca1 dlsabllltj“s‘and HMI 8, flndlngsgy

,ishow that both categorles may be 51gn1flcant to the mak1ngA

l_o§: adequate prov151on -for such PUPllS _~The' relatlfwmi"

;;;‘

‘51gn1f1cance of needs— inﬂ;eaoh“'qrean may hoWever 'vaﬁy

between;lnd1v1duqls.

“5:6“-1 HMI pointedtout that "Statements for pupifs‘w&th<a‘
physical d&sability, written in response to the 1981
Education Act, were generally not very ﬁsefu}“ (para 10).
This implies that the Statements were not a reliapie besis
on which to make special educational provision. This
appears to be a weakness of assessments andtrgéording

rather than a failing ih’thefbasig‘strategr of ﬁekihg
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prov151on ‘based on Statements of spe01a1 educatlonai neode
as such The ev1dence of HMI (1989) does demonstrate that
86 chapter & suggested even if Statements are prec1se 1n A
”thelr spec1f1cat10n of SEN as long as LEAs can argue that
provision .and therefore plac@ments'shouid-be' related to
the»most:efficient use of resOurces there i no guarantee

that the spe01a1 educat10na1 prov151on will be adequate

5.9 - Cope ahdthﬁ&érsan c1§77>-coﬁduéted 'féééaxéﬁ7into

the placement of chlldren w1th_phys1ca1 dlsabllltles nb
Spe01a1 unlts attached to ordlnary schools Thelr a1m was

to exam;ne the quallty _gﬁ such spec1al ‘educatlonal

Provieien, and ‘find how many LEAs had :such . 'integration'
:schemes; The pattern df _ organlsatlon fef fspeCialw
educational provision fori. childrén .. “with _physical

disabilites was also examined and the influence of

ﬁ&éf@ﬁicai iinertia 1nvestlgated 'Ceﬁéﬁt ;;Anderson

vdescrlbed three areas of needs they. clalmed were common to

dlsabled ch;ldren. and s1gn1f1cant to adequate educatlonald

'panjSien_fdr them: Th1s research was 'sagnlfmcant iin

being. conductedﬂ before the Warnock Report had suggested

ana1y51ng special educat10na1 needs Indeed 1t may haye

been a deliberate attempt to further the 'intedrationf of

children with physical - disabilities. Cope and AnderSOn
suggested the needs could be classified as follows

a) Medical / Physical inclUding‘therapy: help

with toilet; adapted furniture, buildings

and access; special transpert and extra

supervision.

Page 75




b) ' The need for spec1allsed tcachlngvpe’haps

because of specific learning d1ff1cult1es

frequent abscncé or a comblnathn-of theSep

<
L

actors
c) v ‘SOCial ahd “emotional needs rquﬁfrag‘

contact w1th able—bod1cd puplls.
‘This - descrlptlon appears to ‘be aﬁ attempt to 1solate the
specnal edpeat;enai needs oﬁ_ajereup Q; ;chglgnenf”wpepqandv

be - defined as having physiéal disabilities. In*fact the

evideﬁce‘of:COpe' ahd Anderoon haﬁs.ksuCh fisalé,ﬁb’"'

t -

‘needs‘fjs" 1mp0551b1e Those *Iisted under a) for example

Areflect needs expresSod 1n terms of prOV151on rather than5“;

1nd1v1du g

. as ﬁb);;reveal needs whlch are common to other “pupllsk

Wfﬁhout Phy51cal dlsab 'désrﬁﬁeﬁﬁare’ alsob piaced .ih’A

ordidarYisghools The mentloned in c) may Iargely

'4fbe”*a reSglthof- prev10us ,provgsagn; belng made ,in:;a

segregaﬁed seﬁting.

5,?9;: -ébpé'aﬁa'ﬂﬁgéfson's rééééféh revealed abcontlnddm‘
of phy51ca1 dlsablllty accompan1ed by vary1ng degrees of-
assoe;atedv learning d%ﬁfreulples .amgng thev puplls
inVoIved,,-itope and Aﬂdersen: obsérved a pattern =3
placemeht}which distinguistied between children, who belng
mobiie and coatinent, with 'ho- specific learning
djffdculties, could attend ordindry school and these
"needing’ special medical or pﬁysical-help“ who could only
be »suecesSfullY placed in“speciafupﬁﬁis‘or schools. fﬁis

cohclds}dp suggests that despite their analysis of needs

_Page 76

chlldren =8 characterlstlcs Whlle those llstedfwﬁ'




noted above, Cope and Anderson were maklng Judgements on

the appropriateness of what they cons;dered to- be' an

essential range of provisdon. They actuallv listed

recéﬁﬁgnaationsithe"principie one of Wthh was to sug”eSt;
that more unites for nhysioalqud&Sabled children atté@hé&’
to ordinary schools should be opened. Clearly they
;dbnéidered this was a feature ;éf‘ the range of provision
“whlch had been lacknng Copeiand Anderson reported that

-those:chaldren who had spec:flc learnlng dlfflcultles as.

well as physlcal dlsablllty,could best be prov1ded for 1n;

Tspec1a1 schools‘ or un1ts attached to ordlnary schools

~ Th s Cope and Anderson prov1ded ev1dence of attempts to

;placement on- the ba81s of avallable prov1s1on and thetex

2t

1dent1f1cat10n of A dlst1nct group of ch1ldr

w1th certaln characterlst1cs 1nclud1ng a range of phys1ca1‘

-dlsabllltles Copef and» Andersjﬁ concluded that many

chlldren w1th m11d phy51ca1 dlsabm?1t1es .and. no learnlng
Jdlfflcultles could be educated-ln ordlnary schools Thus

ithelr recognltlon of a . contlnuum of need was qua11f1ed 1n:
relatlon to d1fferences' in{ the o spe01a1 - educational
probisioh;ava1lable at that:time ie. that ranging. from '
ordinafx schools‘ tol’S§ecia1 units,'fOr:disabled,puPiis

attaohed to the latter and spe%ial>schools.

5.11 Swann (1983) suggésted that onlye'tﬁose aspects ofr
physical disability which require_specia@lreSoUrCes such
as the use of Bliss Symbolics' or a Possum switch_to
eliminate handicap can bevclaSSed&as7special educational

needs. Thig-was also explicit in the definition of SEN
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used by the Warnock Report, theugh -spch)specifieeexemples:
were not given. Swann claimed that teachers in special
sohools underestimated the ability of-'colleegues in:
ordinary ‘Schools to ﬁéé£%@ the SEN of pdpils w1th
digabilities, though he dld not -quote specific. research on
such attltudes Certainly there is. no reason why the
partlcular resources mentmoned ¢ould not be :provided in
ordinary sChools Swann‘s opinion ecoméieﬁehts‘ that of
Potts in- Booth and Potts (1983) that neither spec1al nor .
ordlnary schools arei 1dea1 1n belng ablo to. meet all the
SEN f= Children w1th | d1sab111t1es Potts therefore

suggested that placement should be made w1th reforence to

la,conceptvof “least dlsadvantage“ to the 1nd1v1dua1 ch11d

ThlS oplnlon is sxmaler to that ,of Fvih' (1985) WHo

suggested that np16cement should be made where there was'
prov151on for chlldren w1th phy51ca1 dosab111t1es in the
"least restr1ct1ve env1ronment”; ;?Ihe,;origihS’ of this'
concept lie in the"u.sgAf_ where _ Public ‘Law 94-142
guarentees children éteess to. the educatlonal placementx
offeringtthe least disédVaﬁtage, con514er1ng thelr-spee;al
edueat;onaljneeds, »The suggestion thetykboth _snecial'ehdv'
ordjngr#’sehools' may be .able to meet SEN. is also Shared

by Dessent (1984) .

5.12 . Without naming specific disabilities, Mittler
(1978) suggested that teachers should be aware of ﬁhe

significance .of the physical demands'they make on children

he termed ‘handicapped’'. This .implied the need for

particular7strategies or speciéi:provision for SEN related

Page .78




to teachers' recognition of igd;vidual=pupils' physical

disabilities. The distinction between 'physical ﬁahdicap*

and 'Dhysical diSability' explalned 1n chséﬁer 3 romalns

an 1mportant one for this the51s 11tt1er po1nuod out f;d
Htedchers should ‘be aware of 90551b1e handlcaps to puplls}l
learnxng. He . noted 'these_lwere related to puplls_

opportunitiés for access to adtivities; to'make reSbonses

'or:_to. record thelr work . _ The‘approprlateness of such

demands 1s strongly 1nf1uenced by teaehers percept1ons

'@end knowledge of. chlldrens 1 phys1cal_mdisabilitfes.

Mdttler thus suggested that adequate provds1on -for

chlldren w1th phy51ca1 dlsabllltles depends on two factors

~a). the *successful 1dent1f1cat10n of physlcaT“'IOSS -of

uﬁdhbtiqn and b) careful fplennlnq_ of spec1a1 educatlonal

- .
J

. provision for their ’indfviduel.gqeedsg

5.13 iMorgensﬁerh-' (1987) appéared to recognlse the'

S ﬁgifieﬁ?ﬁC§ between " phy51ca1 ddsability and phy51ca1

dﬁ%ﬁéigég-saél def;hed in chébtéfhé He. poqnted'out & at

>chi1dr9n5' educatlonal' PRSI o
,bzﬁﬁysidei ab111ty to : acqesé“iieafﬁingg“situatiéﬁ§t; ééth
claimed that such accesé may for instance be affectsd by
any ’1imitat%°n-' in  ohildrens’ mobility rhindé?iﬁb‘,f
e%gloratfén and. therefore the development of "peei Shoup

relatlonshlps MorgenStérn noted‘ that _ puplls"“w1thv

_phy51ca1 d1sab111t1es are, as a result more"often observersr.
than"partlcnpants, He dlStinQUlShed between{ ?prlmary'

handicaps”, ie. loss of physical function or lack of ‘its

development and the resulting fragmented or missed

Page 79




experiences, which he termed “secondary handicaps'. - The

latter he claimed affected general intellectual'andlsociel’

development which in turn 1nf1uenced learnlng both at home e

and 1n‘lschool Thus- he suggested that ch11dren w1th
phy81cal disabilites may have . SEN related to the1r lack off
ability to man1pu1ate small artlcles The latter could be
slgnlflcant" for instance. in affectlng countlngf end.
therefore pre-number aetiVﬁties~. Draw1ng and colour1ng
mayvalSO be affeoted‘ S1m1larly restrlcted moblllty could
éff%oti~childrens‘ grossﬁmotor;development dand: therefore
séétiel‘ewereness,' nlth ‘jhélcetlons, for‘problemfsolv1ng_h

.activities.

5;14{ .'Morgenstern (op"odt;lfstréSSed theV'iﬁﬁortanoe of
:teaohersl awareneSSh >0f Chi&dﬁenS”ﬁ.disebilities«lu He
;s@gges£ed that Such puplls should nevertheless be allowed
'to‘ correCt the1r 5£hi errors. ‘ Clearly thls had
'1mpllcat10ns for careful mon1tor1ng of ch11drens phy51cal
: development Morgenstern suggested d1ff1cu1tles 1n accees
‘tov the learnlng_ s1tuat10n dare .best assessed_ onv an
indivnggl”,bééas.- This verfTié compatible with the
,Proyls;onsj'of ;the 1981 Edu¢afion Act fwhich' reQUires
~ixndivi‘i’dual‘asse_ssment as notedbjn‘chaﬁter 4;'~Morgenstern’
claimedﬂchlldren‘can ;Only' have en adequate basﬁs;:for
learning if ‘teachers pay -dué regard to deveﬂobing the
sensori-motor experiences of _pugils Who‘have ﬁhat he
termed 'primary handicaps' . ﬂ%hdsnsuggests that specidl
consideration is needed to suoeesS§ﬁll?;teach the children

who are the concern of this thesis. This special
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consideration is an. essentia15 fféature .Q£' spec1al
educational provision whidh TWili - depend o teachers

perceptions of physical disability in general Lnd thexrw

recognltlon of 1t 1nd1v1dua1 chlldren in partlcular

5.15 In  this chapter the .significancé  of the

distinction  between physical diSabilitY and phys1ca1

handicap first made in chfpter 3 has been oonflrmed o
Anderson‘s evidence ‘in’ Paragraph 5 2 showed that chlldren'

_ _With phys1ca1 4d1sab111tles ) wore_ porce1ved by- thelrﬁﬁh?

._‘\
n

teachers to have . broad categorles of spec1a1 educatlonal

needs relat1ng directly to laekvof»thSICal funct1on":It;

has been argueduthat'tew

percept1ons of the severlty '
of . such needs may not be accurate- however 1f they are
51mp1y based on 'thev‘alds ch11dren use Whlle use of a;'

wheel cha1r clearly suggests a chlld has mObllltY problems

1t does not show that he or she may also have the spatlal"

awareness‘ dlfflcult1es‘ noted by Morgenstern in paragraph.,

;5,1§? Thus 1f$ spec1a1 educat1ona1 prov1s1on for
with ph?sicél;d;sabll1t1es'xs to vbe successful teaohérs
must have acsuratev knowledge' of any loss of ;pﬁfSioal
ufunafidh;T insight into its possible effects and an
accuratefperception of the adequady of provision to 1limit

possible physical handicap.

5.16 This chapter has shown that if the~SEN of children
with physical disabilities are» to 7be ) successfully
identified educational obJectlves and 1earn1ng 51tuat10ns

must be examined according to theA qr;ter1a of the




individual child's access and abiiity to respond tokﬁhéﬁc
Such COnsideration_is relevant to the successful>teaching
of all cnildren but is particularly s:gnificant to meeting
the spec1a1 educational needs of children w1th phy51ca1
disabilities. The -sigﬁificance of the four apeas:of
particular special educationaiz‘heeds of children‘with
phxsical disabilities identified bY_Anderson ahd"noted)inﬁ.

paragraph 5.2 is clear. They are, criteria which ‘are

’directly~ reJevant to’Vtheimakihg*f'ff'effective speciﬁi‘

oducational prov151on for such pupils : Chapter» 4vngted

‘that - ifidividual assessments _of SEN under “the 1981

JEduCatisﬁT.K¢i offer & 'method‘iof~ asse351ng the likely

-effects; of?v thSical disability ' ThiS" has

confirmed that Statements of SEN wzll only be helpful 1f

the adv1ce of asses51ng profe551onals 1s based on accurate

perceptions of dlsabllltY and POSSlble handicap It 1s to

bevrefretted4 that HMI (1989) found that whilst reports

from phy81otherapists for example were clear only a few

A‘*.ioﬁg,the educat;onal and .psychologica1> reports _clearlygt_

sﬁecified_;.pupilsf ‘learning' needsv’”r conveyed broad
profiles of pupils' strengthsv and Vweaknesses This},

chapter has argued that teachers perceptions of SEN do
not’always recognise the risk ‘of children With phy51ca1
disabilities being ‘physically handicapped. in school
learning situations.

.
5.17 The evidence of Andersorn’ (1973) showed special
educétional- provision fori:}éhildren with  physical

disabilities, existed in both special and ordinary schools
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‘wzth vary1ng success, even befcre_ the kéél Education,ﬁct;=
Nei ev1dence was found in thlS chapter' that the broad
pattern 'of,thef needs of such chﬁldren 1dcnt1110d by .
Aﬁdersdh hdst changed. - séé&iél féccées to bulldlngs,s
resodrces to rvemove the possible handlcaps “of loss of
physical function, steff' awérenecc and support from
therapiste heve all been mentloned as s1gn1f1cant te the
success of indiv1dua1_ chlldrenis_'placomenta‘ e,ThQ“HMJ‘

Réport (1989)“epressed~H&§9qu¥ét ;étfvghe adequacy  of

accommodation énd' resources ﬂn; spec1a1 ‘schools: for

childreanith phys1ca1 d1sab1l1t1es Theariméin cdnlérns*

were that currlcular rather than phy51ca1_needs‘were not

»belng met . fTﬁistwqer;giso found b B true” in
ccmp?ehehsivei’?sChoois- wherebz chlldreh” with thsicel
vd1sab111t1es were placed The 1ssue of whether there are .

part1cu1ar currlcular needs vﬁbr ch11dren w1th

'd1sab1t1t;es:“ahdd how they CEn be prov1ded for*;is

‘mconsidered in the*next_chepterJ

.{5313.. This chgpter .«ﬁa;;.qét7 found ev1dence3' that”
reducatichaidh:prcVTSicn forn .childreh' -w1th“ phy51ca1

3disebiiitiest caﬁi-best be made by d15t1ngu1sh1ng the1r .
needs . accordlng to a r1g1d cate;ory of phy51ca1 handlcap

Indeed thlS chapter conglrms that,it:is essentiel,,that
“assessments of the SEﬁ cf " children Wlth ph?sicai
dlsabllltles reflect the1r individual ‘access to ‘Ieérning
situations. The only commqh“ chdracteristics of-;such
childrenféreJthet by definiticnuthey heve;sbmegsignificant

loss of :thSical function; ‘ItthS'been argued thatfthe
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effects of phy51ca1 dlsab111t1es .on-: educatlonal atta1nment
vary in rolatlon to tho degree of " loss of functlon and‘

according to the way teabheﬁs'perceiVe‘this. ghis faises

the iGsue ‘of  the merits‘:gf continuing to*n1ncdude

segregated -special schools' w1th1n the range of- prov181on

for children Qrth physical dlsabllltlos - 'This issue rsxggT -

exam;nedl in the next chaptér to see if: there is ‘any..

justffioatioh on curriculum grounds. ﬁor ﬁhié;~tybeA‘0f

prdviSion It 1s@clear\from“fﬁ§;HMLfR§Epn 1989) and the;‘

iev1dence of Swann above that many of the;

'phy51ca1 ineeds' of ~§ﬁ§i1n w1th physical dlsabllltles,j

summarlsed by Cope and Anderson, could»be met 1n ord1nary

fsghoois or unlts attachedv to such establlshments Thls ‘

ohaﬁter conf1rms that( desplte the d1ff1cu1tles ?'of

‘

Obtaining rellable assessments,-

thelr «1nd1v1dual spec1a1 educat10na1 needs
'placement w1th1n ex1st1ng prov1q10n fUée Acf Statements

however -w111 not guarantee that there w111 be

'1n&the ava1lab111ty of for example the un1ts suggestedw}k ;

bY;Cope and Anderson: 5HMI,S‘ flndangs (op c1t ) conglrm”l;,.f;

that éﬁch provigion iéadniyfliKQEY to. be establlshed ’ian
reéponée to clear?polioy:initiatiVes by EEAS, rather - thanw
individual childrenstﬁétatem%n€5» Influences ‘on the ranget
of"s;eeial ‘educational prov151on for puplls with phys1ca1

disabilities arebfurther examined in chapter 7.
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Chapter ©

Identifying and méeting the curricular ‘needs of pupils

with physical disabilities.

6.1 ‘The previous chaﬁtéf'”shoﬁed thats tgaqhgggf
success in maklng spec1al educat1ona1‘ ppo&isfoh fér
.childrehw wlth phys1ca1 d1sab111t1es .depeﬁds on-. thear
percepfiohsﬁ;of_ the 11kely effects of pupils' 1055"*of
physical:fdhction or lack of phy51ca1 development Evéﬁ'

if teachers vhavev°anf accurate perceptlon‘;of fpupilsf7

Jab111t1es to perform tasks, however,{‘a maJor 1Ssue to be
con51dered is’ whether the demands belng made dn‘,pupllsA

are‘ relevant toz thelr educat1onal needs Th1s chapter

rtherefore dlscusses such needs by exam1n1ng the a1ms of
'4educat1on“ ,for puplls w1th 'PhYSiQal‘,disﬁbilities 'in

‘special ‘and.ordinary schools.

6.2@,_r The f1rst 1ssue to be examlnedcin thlS chapter 1s_
:ﬁhether the aims of educatlon for children w1th phy51cali
‘dlsabllltles Ashould be d1fferent to- those vre}evant to_
_Achiidheh‘in.general. Whether they_are dlffereht or not a
‘second issue to be clarified is whether implementing the

a1ms of educatlon for ch11dren w1th phy51ca1 d1sab111t1es

requlres alternative or additional edgcatlohal
objectivés, learning situations or methods- A third

issue to be examined -is whether. any mismatch Dbetween
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childrens' physical ability and tasks relevant to the.

overall aims of theik education, can be tackled merely by o

improving access to 1earn1ng 51tuatlons An alternat;ye

to'impfoVing such accesse may, be the _mdéiéié&t;éhfaf
ohjectiQes. Euen ffé the 0verall alms_of educaﬁion;age,
relevantv to the‘special educatlonal needs‘vof childrenu,f
with physical ;dﬁsahilities,"if‘the immedlatefobjeCtlves
are notvsuitaple Vsuch ch1ldren w1ll not atta1n them lﬁ!'

-is ,in the context ;o these 1ssues that examples of

>curr1cular prov1“lhn; based’ on attempts to meet the SENQ

of;. chlldren w1th pvys1cal d1sab1l1t1es are evaluated

6.3 ' .The Warnock?Report (D~ E 3. 1978 ‘roted ‘that while,

concérn was" often shown for 1ndhv1dual pup1ls ’WithﬂSﬁN

.the1r curr1culum was sometfles l1m1ted ;in Sq@genand‘

challenge Th1s 1m? ed that the alms of education 'for

o such pup1ls were t1nadequate and that they should not be,j'

'd1fferent to those flyvlall' chlldren The Warnock Report

suggested ' that iéné* start1ng p01ntﬁ~for curr1cu'um _

deye}opment should be each ch1ld 5 attr1butes and- needs

inother cons1derat1on was ‘sa1d- to be;ithe d1fferent*
problems faced by chlldren with d1fferent d1sab111t1es

“Th1s suggests thatwkthe aims of educat1on for ch1ldren‘v
. with»SEN:could he'diffefent to-those of.other pupils. In
fact as already shown.in chapters 3, 4 and 5 pupils with
physjcal~disabilitles'do not form a distinct group. The
consideration of individual SEN suggested by the Warnock
Report would help the provision of-a-bfoad, balanced and

relevant education for all children, including those with
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physical disabilities, ‘whether or not they are labelled

as having SEN. HMI also express such an opfnioniinatheir-

advice on curriculum development contained in'Cur iculum

5 - 16 (D.E.5. 1985). The Warnock Report suqqested'thatﬁ ”

four 1nterrelated elements contrlbute o a currlculum Forff

'DQPILS~ with SEN. They;are the sett1ngn_of appropriate.

objectives, ohoice of‘materials ohoiee of teaching%and

learnlng methods and appralsal of obJectlves and means of"

achlev1ng them Here again these cons1derat10ns would"f‘

*héip*ehsurejéuéﬁeééf&lﬁeducatlonffor ala;ghlldrenﬁ-~‘:

' 6;4: WThe Warnock Comm1ttee also‘fpointed*f ft, thatp
whllst many- chlldren w1th SEN learn 1n01dontally fromi

thelr surroundlngs some of them‘“may need to be taught as-yz

part of the school s currlculum many thlngs whlch other“f

;

ch1ldren learn naturally" (paragraph 11;4L;1 Th1s y1ewv:‘

J

compatlble w1th the earlier conélusiohwthatlﬁ

children w1th SEN, 1nclud1ng those _w1th phys1calg;.”

\,

dlsab111t1es do *not. form a dlStlnCt group Warnocky1s;

i

merely notlng the added ‘Slgnlflcance of Certaln facf"”

for such puplls It was noted for example that secondary:z,j%‘

SChOOIS -especially ShOUId mOdlIY the mater1als tobhe usedzl‘?w
by puplls with physical dlsab111t1es in respondlng to the' T"
curriculum. For those with 1earn1ng d1ff1cult1es -Jt_was_
suggested that ‘teachlng- obJectlves ‘should also 'be
mOd:l'fied, for example by devising Modern Lan‘guage COur’ses,_ h
for such pupils which includeﬁmore oral QorkﬁWitp 1@55
written work or grammar. It is significant that the'

Warnock Report did not suggeétethat,pupils\withhleérning’
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or physical disabilities should h&ve an altérnative

curriculum to that offered to:éhil&ren in genera;; “This

principle has boon conf irmed by the 1988 Educatlon Act

“and is. descrlbod thus  in paragraph 8 1 of
Practice': "All  pupils ghare  the saﬁé statutory
entitiement to a broadAand balanced curriculum, incihdidg
acbésé' to the National Curritulum", (DsE“s--lgaé) The
currlcular 1mpl1cat10ns of the 1988 Educat1on Reform Act
for pupJIS w1th phys1cal dlsab111t1es are 'examlneg Win

‘chapter, 11.

6.5 The Warnock Report was qu1te clear 1n saylng that

pupils: w1th SEN “noed access to the whole range o” the

currlculum . not Just a lJmiked part of 1t“ (paragraph

11.10) . Iﬁ

ed 1t was n te

'”1a1 schools

uhd6r—é§fimaté their pupg ';éébabiiit}és“ ‘fP Lagraph
,11 12) 'épecial school curr1cula were often found to be
too narrow 1n concentratlng on read1ng and . number 10 the
exclusioh_ of~;sclence ahd env1ronmental studles . The:-
vWa}ﬁogk‘éépé%t cIaimed that the most successful speclale
SChooIs» wéré' those'.'with both overall vcurrlculumt-
gﬁ}@élines‘:and pProgrammes for':indiVi&ﬁai ch1ldren 1n
responSe to those guidelihes. It was partﬁCularly ﬁOted

that .special ed&Catiodal provision for “pupils with

physical disabilities should include “individual
programmes produced in ‘collaboration’ with

phy51otherap1sts and . occupational therapists~ thh
suitable 1nd1v1dual programmes 1t was cla1med that “maﬁy

children with ‘physical ,d}sah};qtleSg.maY be:educated in
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o Chapter 3 showed that medlcal labersgflpe,

ordinary schools if adequately’ supportéd“ 6pafééraph
11. 39) oﬁ the other hand it was.noted that the needf,

for therapy may he so lntense as to requ1re placement of'

,the chlld'concerned in a sp801al school where such 1nput?

maﬁ“he concentrated at the reguired level.

6:6 fHegarty et al. (1982) examlned the heeds of

children. w1th phy51ca1 dlsabllltles who were candldates

to be placed-ln ordlnaryﬁschoois The latter they noted

must make spe01a1 prov1510n for care ;5access

:as well ‘as for the educatlon of

-dxsab111t1es.“ Hegarty. et al. did not suggest

should: be any sﬁecff}c’-astf for chiddpenﬂwlthi_

had

dlsab111t7 ;, mnnlessij

5

grleemS_ caused f;forlf‘ example

abnormalitids,;

be necessary tov teach chlldren who suffer fro ;Gerehral”v

.'Palsy, Sprna B1f1da and Hydrocephalus fo 1nstance

;ba81s on: wh1ch to- base assessments of specnai educatlonal””w
“needs ”because vary;ng condltlons do notaaiwaYS-cauSe the ;
same degree fof dlsablllty Nevertheiess spat1a1 V}}d’
4pergeptua1 dlfflcultles whlch qhay be assoc1ated with- the
conditions named above ‘are likely to affect childrenst
eduCational attainments; Teaéhers may therefore need‘to,
modify.éddCational obfeetives for'thelChiidrendconcerﬂed}

Hegarty et al. reported that some teachers interviéwed

weré uncertain  about what were appropriate curricular

demands for pupils.about whose - physical and intellectual
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abilities they admitted ignorance.

6.7 Hegarty et al. (Qp>~cit.), found that.frﬁ

significant number of primary 8chool *téaéhérs ih?dthéir'h
study clalmed to haveA'"llttle dlfflculty 1n expos ngJ
"pup1ls (w1th phy51ca1 dlsablllties) to the normal schoolv

curr;gulumt_ (page 108) Thls ch01ce of words 'is 'very,

Siéhificant for it 1mp11ed that such _a-wcurrfiulum 1sf“

rlgld and that teachers d1d not con51der that educatlonal

7primar§ ‘school however Hegarty ‘et, Slfﬁfopndythat-theﬂ.

'currlculum was" 1 physical

Ev1 dence that m .'

chlldren w1th physlcal

;~f1nvolved in . P E is; provlded bY ,t

‘yéé% snnce 1986.

;and able—bodled youngsters ¥ L and: eyeﬁtgadlyv

competlng in’ outdoor problem splvinq;¢;‘The;fché{;ehgéﬁ

requ1res fltness tra1n1ng Udd‘fxuseﬁ' winitiatiﬁe'
,ﬁapproprlate to the phy51ca1 and 1ntelle‘tual ab111t1es of‘-

both d1sab1ed and able—bodled part1c1pants

6.8 In examlnlng currlculum prov1s1on for puplls w1th
physical d15ab111t1es placed 1n a comprehen81ve school)

witﬁ?al special un1t vtO‘ support them ' Hegarty et . al »

(1982) found that those ch11dren who:also had 51gn1flcantju

learning difficulties wereairarely 1ntegrated 1nto the

psuch PUPIIS an;ohe ord1nary Rt




main school. It was noted eb@ét _”thgw;mereﬂ academically

able pupils, Rursué individual subjects just like any

other pup11 of the school " (pége 122).

1nteqrated ord1nary classee enythlng up

-I»‘ i

time. ThOSefyho remalnegﬂ in the spoc1a1 unlt for t?

disabled followed & 'qutomﬁbuilt'_coursef suggestlng it

hqd'q;fferent ﬂéfms. ﬁhetscouree .con51sted of Engllsh

. Maths Seience: Craft Home Economlcs.e:_;p

latter subject was salvm”7

=

"iﬁch11dren Hegartyfet

needs and anyfepe01a1 educa 10na1 ObJ qtlves for them 1n”

currlculum

fschooa by not only hav1ng obJeci1ves su1ted to the} .
ch11dren w1th learnlng and phy51ca1 df':f‘:ftestfeiioWih§-0~”

1t'but aleoéln excludlng them from" such ﬁéef”';

,forelgn lénguages ""éﬁdﬂj human1t1es , Wthh werervn0§hyw

mentloned . Certalnly Hegarty *”et le

Justlflcatlon =‘ee to 'ﬁhw- chlldreﬁﬁﬁ
dlsabllltles should not have the opportunlty of fJ

»euqh :subjects A De51gn for Living Programme waekb ing

=deve10§edlf9r dlsabled 51xth formers at the same.; ec 061

This invelved personal hYgJene relatlonshlps household:

manegemEEt, entertalnment and the communlty Agaln 1t is -
not made~clearfif or how this programmeé was related to
any percelved spec1a1 educatlonal needs of chlldren w1th

phys1ca1 d;sabn;gt1es. It isvrnpta‘elear 'whyg'suchq &

programme_ehéula“‘be- considered any-

more appropriate for
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‘ :3-spec1al or addltlonal curricular dbjectiVes’* 1

them rather than for able:bodieﬁ‘children.

6.9 Hegarty et al. (op cit.) noted  that

disabilities from:. a special sghool oh“

1ntegrated part tlme, a leavers course ina"P_st School

L1v1ng was con51dered not to be. suited to the,needs off.

phys1ca11y handlcapped pubils""(§ege 142)vr ThlS was

" 'because - iﬁs startlng POlntS were sajflto be tfo remote

Jﬁremﬁthéﬁrvexberiencen- Apparently no effo"

g;ger the aPPféa§ﬁ§Qﬂ7th§ Qou yet 1ts ov

éhé@e’béén relevant unless all the» dlsabked

'termlnally 111 Hopefully th1s was not the c 

"mgy~have spe01al educat10na1 needs whlch 1n fac

cemp”psgge for 11m1ted experlences and therefore;ass1stf'

:hjmseteﬁbe treallsed Hegarty et al. also reported that»

*éihff “at 'the: comprehensnve sa1d that they could £_u B

‘lﬁalwaYs flnd the t1me ~to Aattend 10O dlfflcultles faced/byﬁ:;

uthl¢ren» w1th phys1ca1 dlsabllltles 1ntegratem @fer

academic subjects. These puplls were percenved to be usedvjff

- to Working at avsiower‘pace. Thls may have resulted fromi
fa@kfef téacher exﬁééhetion in the 'special schoel or
inédequate differehtiéﬁion hof obJectlves : in the
dqmpﬁehensive schooi. It is Hclear that W1th better
differentiation of objectives curricular antegratlon mey'
have_been'more successfui . It is clear thateprOVision‘ef

'

appropriate curricula and objectives depend o6n teachers'
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perceptioa§~ofVchildenS' SEN.

6.10  There are no. Clear critéria

éviden¢e7af-ﬁeggrﬁ§ ot al. ihﬂféf%a:raf 'cuffloﬁla;'w
suggo t that the. SEN.  of chlldron w1th ﬁhysiéala‘
d15ab111tlos can only'{be: mét dinf‘oegregat d special

§

This v1ew is supported by the ev‘1

schools

"1

:llke the Warnock Report

geelng sp001a1 schoola J“Sfx

‘t’onal pr0v181on They noted \h

‘schbols had . .the

’;avallab"llty, supportlng ,he ev1dence noted 1
“6 5,
'advantage of small i. d1d

not comment on thlS the po:nt vitr‘ﬁa?fﬁayeﬂb*e

‘some,?of‘the percept:on of?teaCﬁef*fs
'awho 1nd1cated that they thoughtvfchlldren w1th phy :

- dlsab111t1es . may have been better placed fepeciaiiy

schools They summarlsed thelr f1nd1ngs 'by saylnéf

Chlldren w1th ' phygqcal jdlsablrlties ‘should

educational aiﬂs that afe broadly s:mllar to those of,
thelr peers in the maln school but w1th 1nd;y1dual“need5'

being fully recognised and:fully’met.

6.11 Swann (1983) commerit ed on‘” the~_curriqu1u@%

prificiplés for the integration of chiidreﬁ5from"s§ééia1

schools” into mainstream. fﬁé}ﬁ sted that some features,'

of the-’hldden currlculum 1n spec1a1 schools ‘were uni ue-%j
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to that type of educatlonal prov1s1on yet,may be
to. ch1ldren,w1th special educat;onal needs @

ordinary schools. Swann suggested that i; f

éﬁild}éﬁ are~ placed in. thelr ne1ghbourhood schools'theyifﬁ

may not be aware‘.that there are others w1th apparcntly

51m11ar phy51ca1 dlsab111t1es ' Such awareness Amay offerfe

them some secur1ty This argument suggests pr
ch11dren w1th spoc1a1 needs 1n ord1nary schools should be_

based on des1gnated estab11shments where theﬁeh may be

:several ch1ldren w1th phy51ca1 dxsab111t1es;'

1nd1v1dua1 placements 1n ne1ghbourhood schools

_6.12 Ind1v1dual teach1ng plans noted Swann (op c1t .

may be of doubtful value 1n ord1nary schools where there-

- dare pup1ls with spec1a1 educat1ona1 nee’

;.Heﬁ'cla1med
fthat many curr1cular 'act1v1t1es expressed 1n such plansg

in spec1a1 schools d1ffered l1tt1e from those 1n ord1nary'

schools, though check11sts and »names,vfor:”them areflect

jargon used by teachers. Swann -:th'us-imn-lied: that the. .
l'eXistence-Of‘such jargon may not ih fact be - ‘a successfulr“
way of relating objectives more clearly to the spec1a1
’educational> needs of individual ch11dren bjlhfcontrast
the evidence of Hegarty et al. above showed curr1cula'-'
aims‘,fOr ‘chlldren with“physiCal diSab1l1t;es in special }
or ordinary schools can. not be adequately impleﬁehted

without individual consideration of teaching objectives.

6.13 Swann conﬁirmed thatvprovision for ch11dren w1th

physica’l disabilities .'couldhgbe_ adequately made in
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ordlnary schools Dbut the thesis h@g alreadyudrgued that
SEN of such Vpupils may not be réooghised} He euggeSted
there was llttle in special schools for the PH whlch was
”educatlonally specmal“r"He' noted that behav1ourlsm in
spec1al sohools is an attempt  to create a spe01al
dgrriculum+; Swann suggeeted that goe;—setting based on'
such approacheerdenies the potentiei' of - -even' 'mentally

handlcapped' puplls for 1n01dental learnlng Whilst this

Jmayube S0, 1t is clear from thev ev1dence of“Hegarty et

'ﬁai}' ih paragraph 6.9‘that ob3ect1vos for_chlldren w1th _

*pal dlsabllltles 1n ord1nary schools are not always

b_éﬁbroprlate On the other hand Swann dld p01nt out that

danv%”*;f’

dinary schools by deflnltlon Jhaf broader

"curr1culum thah tbj }whlchama¥¢beta§§iTaBle in épecial |

sehoole He felt”t“at {iff_ail -objectiv éﬂin ahVordiﬁary"{

school were totallynlnd1v1dua11sed to: meet the percelved -

Wr“SﬁN{gOf : chlldren w1th PhYS ca} ;djsabllltles th'

) iéoTation‘may“ be perpetuated

Xwann therefore suggfs,ed-

'chlldren w1th spec:al needs in ordlnary schools should be

Hfthught from the same syllabus as other puplls to prevent;d
éetggma. He aid acknowledge the 1mportance ofa~su1tab1e )
':iéa%ning and.- teachlng methods 1n mak1ng adequate spec1a1
( teddcatdonal prov;61on ‘ﬁor children w1th SEN 1n ordlnary
schools. Swann Stressed however -that vsuch indivdual
consideration should be helpful to ‘all. pPupils and-
theréfore applied to ‘all rather than inoreasino the
stiﬁma*of puplls w1th disabilities because methods for

them appear dlfferent
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6.14 ThlS chapter has argued that currlcula obJectlves
for puplls w1th SLN should be BSQ near in scopea and

reality to those of other chlldron of thy ame?aqe as :

practﬁcaliy 79@5S§b;e@;m~Fdsh (1983) noted tnat chlldrenf~=b

Wi?h-.SEN' haVetimay educatlonal necds common to ‘aii

-Jchildwén FlSh ~also noted that schools: them Slves could
'create or exacerbate SEN if the currlcula thenyffer=do

%not_ahave flexlblev obgectlﬁes és suggested above Thls~

1fop1n10nvrs con51s‘*nt w1th the' defln&tlons- ofjﬁphys1ca1

dlsablllty and phys>Ca1 hand1cap in chapter 3

Gvfsyf}fﬁitﬁlér (1981 &1 med that “handlcapped chlldren

";xenstern 1981x; s e\clalmed 1t

H

isiessentlal th_Z

1nd1v1dua1 programmes leth 1c1ear obJectlv""

noted the the phy51ca1

' demands ﬂaced bY Pup

"Includlng the1r

dlsablllti"f opportunitiev: Lo

responses ‘ﬁﬁé heﬁdemands Thlsuvrew 1s con51stent Wlthj,

aﬁithe argument 1n~ th1 »th951s that chlldren w1th phy51ca1

“d1sab111t1es 'may' fa11 g@d, learn because . they Aﬁare'

'Lihand1capped ~by 1nadequate ‘access to‘ fthei learnihg5
‘51tuat10n { Mlttler 1mp11ed that such d1ff1cu1t1es could‘
‘be overcome by approprlate teaching programmes Mltt;er s
iuSe of Ftﬁé“ term 'handlcapped':suggestsv he considered
these'“pupiﬂs’ to’be dffferent-”toﬁvother ,chirdrenﬁ He
implied that their‘curricular‘needs couldﬁbe;entirelyhmet

byxindividua1;teaching plans and“unlike SWannd(op cit.)

did 'ﬁo; >ackgowledge the importancef of - giving them
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opportunities for incidental learning.

LT
L

6.16- In wr1t1ng about Teach1ng Plans for ﬂan@iCappedv

Chiidren Morgenstern (1981) stated "the aimé of speciéi~k‘:‘

education, do;‘[ﬁot, »c01nc1de with those of hbfmai

s

educationﬂr; ThlS appears to be in dlrect contrast to thev‘

S

opfnions- ff~ Warnocku Potts, Swann and HMI mentJoned

:ébovefx Morgenstern ‘ﬁoes‘ agree w1th these ‘other wrlters«

however . that access to the learnlng‘ 51tuatlon for ,a:" '

"djsé A Jchild ' w111 1nf1uence

handfcap as. deflned 1n chapter 3 Ihus 1t seems that‘~

s the degree Of Phy51ca1?}ip

:hls comment;about the a1ms of educatlon is based 4onn thepuik

'?'it-.requxres dlfferent methods, though not'”

nécessarily' different content =Deta1l gidlscu551on 1n

chapter. 5 -showed that Morgenstern belleves he}p"ng'

',"handncapped' puplls to overcome whatfg/

“obstaclessto learnlng, yiﬁ; of greater 51gn1f1cance thanfng”

‘currlcula content In contrast Potts (1983) =noted that'

llstsvof obJectlves,alone were not a. "‘Currnculum f They.-

fshould be supported by the overall a1ms mentloned w1th

kireference to Warnock and Swann above

Qéfl?ha:_ﬁMi c1989) reported on”attempts; to provide for
‘_chiIQren‘ with physical disabilitest in special &nd‘
'aéaiﬁanj; schools They | noﬁe&' that the increased
intagration ;of‘ such papiis into;ordjnar¥%schoolsgnaised,

important curricular issues . such . &s. . the revision of

timetabﬂes~to;allow acCéssutoJatlﬁclasses~and the optimnm

size”ofr.grodps for mixed ability teaching. Onf&l a
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minority . of special schools:- for pup1ls w:th physlcal

disabilities were f ound t0sbe ”prov1d1ng a comprehonsive,‘

coherent dnd balancod curr1culum.for all theﬂr -pup 15”-.

(pardgrdph 12) ) Some subJects ~such as oClence and CDTﬁ

were lﬂpo‘rly covorod or omltted altogothcr“ rsh '(ob}

cit.) @l g0 901nted out that small spec1d1 schools were at“
a dlsadvantago in ~attempt1ng to~j»proy;de a brqu_

curr1culum Tn1s waS;,also acknowledged QHMI;Who'blemed

fall1ng rolls and declln'ng numbersffof” staff in. the

spec1al chools for ch1ldren w1th phy51cal dlsabllltlos

In some spec1al schools .the vneeds offthexm1norrtyuﬁoru

P

exam1nat1on courses wwere‘ found to overshadow the

’?ofAye', appropr1ate curr1cu1um for pup1ls w1th;

/.'

‘1gn1f1cant learnlng as well as phys1cal d1sab111tles

HHMI also regretted that;gin_ many PH schools 1t was noa

longer 90551b1e to susta1n approprlate act1v1t'es_such as

l“wheelchaari"dancing or’ sﬁort;*ésfymore»;i" «puplls'

be-ﬂ too severelye

Thandijapped , ThlS 1mpl1es they ~shou1d now bevavaliable

K

gln ordlnary schools where there are dlsabled puplls

Ea T : L L . R

"6&13- ‘-In ordinéry schools with units for ch11dren w1th

;éh?Sicdl{ d1sab111t1es HMI clalmed that few mod;f1cat10ns

to the; currlculum were needed. It was noted that puplls;~
with -physical disabilities “fare bettér inwthose schOols
whe£e~the-provisi6ngis sﬁltably .differentiéted for all
thef”pupils with 'special needs;'(paragrabthG). :nere

wetre frequently‘interruptions to_disabled,pupils' studies

caused by their needs for therapy. These were rarely
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ddequately catered for by-fféiébility iﬁ”the.timefable

Somerordinary schools ‘aIEO had dlfflCultY in prov1d1ng

acceas to'some subJecte such as }HomemEconom;cs,'Sc1eanh
CDT7§RQ3P:E,-"££MQa5 found that"éometimes‘thg;number'of
subjecte"taken by DUPllS with physical d1sab111t1es was:
_11m1ted because it was felt that worklng at-a slower pace‘
thequogld not, cope ,wrth all that could be offered 1n4
Qgginérvceschoole. fhiéf{é inr_dlrect contrlst Zto the

évidéhée~ ahbhe““whicﬁ‘fsﬁéﬁests,"that' all PhpilsA w1tha

fphys1ca1 dlsab111t1es should follow a currlculum as’ broad‘

”as suggsted=

”:as th”t”ﬁol_owed by "f‘other pupzls It
above that‘lt 1s the currlcular obJectlves 7w,fchf Should
have~'add1t10na1 'learnlng

vfdf&_fﬁdt theﬁove all aims. The 1988 Educatlon

Reform Act (ERA) has made 1t qulte clear tha lJMpupnlse

have ,?statutory r1ght 'fto; ”a broad and balanced

durrfcﬁluml ~Tl_?he 1mplmcat10ne”of thls ‘forv pupils w1th

,ghygrcal disabrl tdeej are exam1ned in- chapter il.

CérféfDJY:.ﬁﬁéufﬁRAV”@dést'hOt dist;ngpiéh the need for
‘-.d1fferent cgrriéula foh -tpupilél with: any type of
dlsab111ty, or in any type of. educat1ona1 placement ﬁa
dlstlnctlon is made for 1nstance between curr1cu1a whlch

.should be prov1ded in spe01a1 or ordinary schools

6,19 HMI claimed it was not possible to say that the
OVérall‘fquality ‘0f education for children with phyeical
disabilitjesAyas better in special schools, units or
'ordifari‘claesrooms. Examples of good practice wereuseen

in all. thrée types of provision} It was noted that
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pgpils}attendfhg ordinary schools, whether basedxin:units
or not, "usually miss“ont on the social and:recreational'
act1v1t10s and tralnlng whlch almost 1nvar1ably forn part
'éf the‘ total currlculum offored in sp001al chools“ﬁ“e.»
for children with thSjCal dlsabllltlos (paragraph 19)

It is unfortunate that no examplcs ‘Qf such- curricular
7fea§gres' were prijdédvpyrHMl; The 1mpllcat10n of the1r

commentiis =thatl there ‘are in fact addltaonal speelfic

cdrricular needs for chlldren w1th thSlcal dlsabllltlesl

PR PN

'whlch are: not being .met -

these would bev'act1v1t1es such as'those: mentloned in

£

paragraph 6 17 above, prevaously avallable cin spec:ali\

:sch'ols- If chlldren w1th phy51cal diéabildatleSiwerei

“1ntegrated lnto ordlnary schools on an. individdal“'basis

e are unllkely to be the numbers to sustaln these

actiVi des In a un1t at A de51gn

Med school w1thwa w1der,

catchment area however they could be a, p0551b111ty‘

6.20 . ‘Peorsexpectatlonsgwere'notedhamOng some teachers
s1n spec1al schools and some unstlmulatlng act1v1t1es were
observed by HMI 1n both speCJal and ordlnary schools In
'some cases however examples had little to do ,wrthv the
phy51cal dlsabdlltaes of the children beiné‘taught.l %he
teachers COncerned” would almost certainly have faced
similar criticism for lack of preparation and poor
differentiation :with any class. HMl noted that lnfa
classvwhere a.chlld»with~physical disabilites was unable
to collect materials for the task independently his

disability was especially significant becauserof lackfofe
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. catereqv for Thls flndlng
~the: a1ms, of educatlon “ﬁé;,,

.dlsab111t1es shouid.not be “&istwngu;shedr from thos”

teéchey aﬁareheSS. This reinfofcés the CanlusiQp in
chapters 4 :5»:‘aﬁg1._ 5 that S'EN:are ‘as fuch a r«éf.;lfe’c:t:’ien of
teéChers“:perceptions‘gs of disebility in tho pupll In
generdi it was Hoted that staff in spécial 5¢hools whlle
ﬁf%vidiqg\ loving, ucéring env;ronments ogfereq -only
modereteﬁ medioéfe ;oh poor egucatioﬁe}: xperiences.

There was generally adedquate ecademiefeipectetien of the

-,méfe intellectuéllytabie in units” attached to -drdinafy

schools ‘but those w1th learnlng dlfflculty were less well'f

ﬂidlsturblng glven the welght

fence' in thlS and the’prev:ous chapter that wh11e

'$

ch11dren w1th phy51ca1

of

educatlgnf in . general ' 'the “importance sef modlfylng

‘objectives. was stnessegig

:6.21 . F1sh (1984) suggested that spec1a1 sghools iﬁeed;

to be more pre01se about the1r currlculum ‘He sﬁggeSted

that;;staff ’ih; e}iw spec1a1 _sghgo%v,ﬁtmay have low

: eipectatieﬁsi of all pupils, whatever their disaﬁilitfes.
_He' ¢laiméd the small groups there-Wefe not edgeatiohally

" viable because of insufficient peer pressure for success.

Fish:sﬁggested _ special scheols sheuldfbe judged on the

"educational programme offered”.

6}22’,(-N6ne.of the literature reviewed_ in this chapter
actuelly prescribed a specific'cMrricurum for groups of
pupils with physical .disabilities. This illustrates the

difficulties.iniigaging bherééprqpfieteness of placements




. for such childreh‘iS'complex. Nevertheless Ainscow (1984{
cla1med Lhat successful sChOOls'hoﬁ all. types i§h§fe
certaln attrlbutes eg. well deflned guldollnes_ ﬁorgeach
currlculum ‘area, links w;th other;'professiohaisr{aﬁd
Programmes for indiViduaT-chiidreh :He ciaimed that there
is . no reasoOn why these. features could not be organised’ 1n
5969231. schools, though _staff may needfto changesthear
attitpde.to curricula deveiopment» ThlS 1mp11ed prev1ous

inadeéquacies. in such schools Alnscow clalmed schools-

shoﬁidﬁrbef' Judged by how -fa Wicula_:prlorltles

met"ods and evaluat:on were relatedhto 1nd1v1dual pup:ls

7 dlsanllltlos . Procedures ’fOra mon1tor1ng _ curr1cular .

'hgdevelopment for- puplls w1th phy51cal dlsabllitles under

jthe Natlonal Currnculum are dlscussed in chapter 11

Howarth (1987) stressed the 1mportance gof 3an

app oprlate currlculum for ch"dren w:th S E; who are;

placed 1n ordlnary schools ’-leef Alnscow rfﬁé@ notjd»dn:

thex prev1ous paragraph she suggested that -an obJect1

..

: approach tcan' m;n@m;se i'the;~ affects Aof*” learnnng

I

‘ dlsabllltles’ : . "a prime. cggsgderation: must be':thegi{
.proviSithof a strucfuredvteachiné proﬁramme[ _qéé&éﬁéd
to ensurefﬁastery of the hasicsjof huﬁeracy and'i}teracg'
‘ahd“fthe.racquiriﬁg“ofiesseﬁtial social skilis.” This
implied that these were partlcular needs of the childreh
1nvolved but more important that such:prov1s10n could in
fact be made in ordlnary schools --Howarthj .also found
provigion: of what she termed- an 1nd1v1duallsed curr1culum

was. - 1mportant for children w1th phy51ca1 d15ab111t1es 1n
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ordinary schools, as was the grouPing of pqpife school
organisation - and other factore in  -the 'hldden

cuwriculum?. No precise 1n£ormat1on was glvon by Howarth

as to the ex1 tence of any opoc1i1c programmes or schemes'i>
of work soen as. approprlate' for pupllsz w1th physlcal
dlsabllltles though She notedy that one $Qh001 ~found

selection of materlals _methods, and expé?iencéev had

.implicatiohs- for currlcUIUm effectlvonesé ;for the;

»ch11dren conce?hed?“_ ThTSJie' urely true for all puplls

,In«ai,l

chlldren wi;hfphys1cal dnsab;llgnes' are the same as forh

able, bod1ed chaldren,u-as; suégééted_ ‘above then ‘the

pOSSlbIlitY HOf maklng adequate prov151on for themh_in

>gested that

ordlnary schools is conflrmed Howar{h

_there‘ should' be a balance between systematlc SklllS

teach1ng and varled act1v1t1es for dlsabled puplls

«1mply1ng they do need spec1f1c> currlcula featurea Thea

are  no descrlbed in detall Howarth T>noted: the.

fidertaﬁQG attached to human1t1es 1nvolv1ng development'

ofﬁ‘ﬁeﬁsonai adequacy 3and ,socral’ competencew in' two
~fechoo}s, aqaln 1mply1ng ébecffic currlcula plannlng for
puéti;:i-wyth ‘ phySical ' dlsabllltles jHowarth tthusi
conciﬁded. thateordinary.Schools can‘pyOVidehthe?reqpifed'
curricuLa;h"judged oh ‘the basis of individual SEN of
pubilé ‘with 'physical disabiiities. Nevertheless-‘she
found examples of schools thch _were.;eéid'to be too
'academic andtlof others which had:abpYObfdate:bractiCal

currlcula for the children W1thAphy51ca1 dlsab111t1es =In

this context there appears no"moreago% less 11ke11hood

a
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from How”rth s research that or‘

‘3 -

meot1ng the needs of any of thelr puplls whether‘ they
are d?5@919d79ﬁtn°t-
6.24 The ~Warnock Roport . noted that ‘“available

premises*'-resbunéeS“and staffing will set limits to what

1B p0551b1e” ’Cﬁaragraph 1116) 'i.ftérmsﬁd3?40urriculaf
vprovmslqn for puplls w1th SEN The ev1dence of HMI above
,dndieates that apart from a sllght 1ncrease 1n provt51on’
?efieuﬁigg~ff9r: ch11dren w1th phy51ca1 dlsabllltles 1n"
ordﬁnarr‘ischeols there has been 11ttle 1ncrease in, the

range of ,currlcular opportunltles for them ansh £1985)

e :”_ suggested that spe01a1 schoolffprovaslon-for puéiTS“with

SEN could 1n future only be Just1f1ed if 1t could be

shown, to be superlor »in terms of - the currlcula ande

non—educatnonal; %;j

of~*WarnoCk

SEhopﬁs have serlous weaknesses 1n the currlcula they

'offer'duuHMI; ALdpb cat‘)e

i ~0<f ‘:

unsatlsfactory breadth balance 'andylrelevanée' in the:

currlcula of spe01aﬂ schools for chlldren w1th phys&cal}

disahdiities- LiketHegarty et“'i. (1982)
recognlsed the all too ‘common fa11ure of ordlnary scheolsE
tqw»meet the. currlcular needs of such‘ PUPIiS- ThJs
chapter has thus rarsed thelrlssue of how to ensure that
curricula for ._children with phy51ca;;d3§ahlgg¢1es are
broad, relevantA to their needs'dand*~wfthf.agpropriate
obJectlves Strategles reportedly used to tackde' this‘

issue will be examlnedﬂ in the next 'chaﬁfeﬁ,q Witht
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“TV’Chapter, like Ch?pters 3,. 4 and 5 found much evidence?:

particular reference to the — range pff.educational

provision available and its effects on placement.

6.25 ' This chapter has shown that it is not possible or

appropriate to cieérdy.dcfine a diStinct currlculum to

meet the needs of ch1ldren w1th phy51cal disa

This is hardly suQersrhgf since chapter,5 shOWQQsﬁhaigit

is qcfficult‘tc ctearlgﬁdefiné the~'special educé%ianai
‘heeds hof such puplls Ev1dence 'hés been found that
whllst the. a1ms of educatlon for ch11dren w1th phvs1cai
d;s§b111t1es,; 1nclud1ng -those with assoc;ated 1earn1ng
diﬁficul%ies should be thef séme ag-hfor ch11dren ;fh

geheral, obJectlves must be carefully con51dered

must ' béV“ udged on crlterla rcf ‘ max1m151ng ﬁhé

opportun1t1es for chlldren w:th phy51cal d1sab111t1es to
partlclpate and reqund to the curr1cular'~exper1ences

offereg Chapter 11 wijﬁf"cons1der the.lmpliCin%théff

thé'IQQB ERA in thnsdcohtékt It has*been noted in this .-

,chépter that mod1fy1ng obJectlves should not lead to i;;,

less . broad currlculum though ev1dence of thls was found~

by HMI‘~in“_both speclel _and ordlnary schools ~Thas

that the pefcepticﬁs of teachers in: both spec1al fﬁﬁﬁ

ordinary schools sign1f1cant1y affects the bféali
cufricuié available éhd the degree to whlch objectives
are‘apérbpriaﬁe for chiidreﬁ'Wlth Phy51cal d1sab111t1es_‘}w
Having found .evidence in,.tﬁis cheptep,‘that 'neﬂbh%?{
SpeciaJ: nor ordinafy SCh°°1SR6§¥;be ' ideal .educatidne} R

placeméﬁtS‘er chi ldren withkfghQSicaﬁ 'dgsbilities Eheff‘
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‘factors | governing the .

chapter further . examines

availability ., of partic¢luar: .festures  of

educational provision whiéh have been found ' to

’

ificant to the success 6f such plac




Chapter 7

Features Of'a»range of‘*Specia1~'edudatibha1 p?OvﬁéiOhlﬁor
pdpiIS~vwith phy51cal dlsabllltles and their 51gn1f1cance

“for the placement of such chlldren

I

7oA »TThjs chapten, examlnes 51gn1flcant features 70f

with phy51ca1

féf”; chlldren

1~-

1prov151on ava1lable

"1ssue dlscussed<

1s:hOWnan adequate range of spe01a1 educat10na1 prov1 1on;°

l}can be 1dent1fled planned and 1mplemented Thls chapter:

'1nvest1gates cr1ter1a on whlch Judgaments can be made‘f’s-

te'fitﬁeu effectlveness ;Q* educatlbnal plagements-ifef

chlldren w1th physc1a1 d;sab;L;;1es; -within:a ﬁaﬁgepof:a

educ@tiQngl“: provision. ’ra&Seé:wthGJ issue- -of

1ffintegfa§ieaw’and re—1ntegrat10n wh1ch are. defiﬁedpiaﬁq -
lqiscdseed in. this cnapter. o | -
' §;éf ~ Cope. apd”Andefsonv(1Q77) described a ‘range :ef
Special-edueatiena1~_éroyieion for childfen ﬁith phyeicai
, diSabﬁ}itiee as'feiidws |

)i } Iﬁdfﬁidaals placed.in ordinary classes.
ZfﬁiﬁyndiViduale placeqéih’ordinary classes With

welfare support.
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. Cope" andendersoh 5 udled . st
'chlldren ind »ypes 3 to’5\

“aJuseful

~w1th phy51ca1

that some:,chxlafénwwi:

-3 }Ind1v1duals placed 1n ordlnary chassP Bdééﬁn

but w1th oome toachlng 1n spcc1a11ot ro‘mc.

Lo

4 :Groups based in speclal classes w1th ﬁome>gr';’

T ime spent in ordlnavy classes

5-"?Groups placed fill time in special classes 1n,

N ,\'f‘u, Yo

ordlnary schools
6 Groups 1n»day spe01al schools on campus with

ordlnary schools{ C

7. @fGroups fia_ day spec1a1 scﬁoors<’haVingf§ol"

dlnary schools

;dentlal Spec1a1 Schools

ial

; the above List The list 1s-a”

compare avallab

:backgrou;d. on whlch to

»It was noted 1n chapter 3

w

Lphysical dlsab1l1t1es mayr alsot

havéff 51gn1f1cant " Llea ngz; sensory “th ?BehaViour;

*fd1ff1cu1t1es Cope and;_Anderson made- 1t clear that ‘pupils

_w1th such add1t10na1 d1ff1cu1t1es could be prov1ded for 1nh

the wranges of provms1on outllned above. They dld hdt"

comment on»“whether thelr refereﬂcesi to 1ntegrat1on

‘.jcovered 1n1t1a1 placements or those where puplls onée

:placed in a special school ‘or unit were later admitted at

leastqgart‘ time to ordinary schools. Such-transfers. are

referred to as 're—integration’ in thi$ thesis.
7.3 In chapter 3 comment Was made on the difficulty of
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making precise deflnltlons and: assessments of phys1ca1
disabilitv phys 1ca11y handlcapped etc Chapters 4 and 3

1ndlcated tho d1ff1cult1os .of 1dent1fy1nq the partlcular”’.

*SEN ’o'f"’éhilfdreh.?wiivth‘i-ph:'ys,id/al dnsa]ml;t;es/. It

laurp 1slnq thorefore that‘:@houéh“figureSLfrom;theﬁDlEiSd

‘(1972) reproduced by Anderson (flgure 5) showed that 1n
rgeneral chlldren w1th more severe phys1ca1 dlsab111t1es;

Awere at that tlme placed in spec1a1 schoolsg he'alSO:ﬁQUD@;”

'ﬁthat {here was some overldp,'

.dete m1ne placements

.3 Anderson ‘set}ouh{gﬂj””'

" prov151on 'for;zdisébledfﬁpupils 'placedfﬁflc ordlnary p

‘see if  in

schoolslt

Larger numbers of

facé‘

could successfully be”pleced there
754? B Andersonr(op cit.) reported the ?méipd d;ffereﬁ;esf‘\
-in Aproy;s;on-efbr ch1ldren w1th phys1cal d1sab111t1es 1n‘
sPeciaﬂ‘ and ordinary schools wds in the wlder ;socdeif
epyironmenﬁ and'greﬁter social and academic expeCtetiops~
of_téaﬁhers in the ordinary schools. More welfareQSupport»"
véﬁd;speeiei transport to ‘offset'what were pereeived to be
,the‘_limited environmental . experiences of pupils, were
feaidres of pfovision in Speeial sohools for the ph.
Andersopfdid .pOﬁ quantify these ‘factors .in her study.

merely raising them as issues on which to to compare
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special educational provision.

7E5~ : Ander on evaluated the placements of '99 chlldren*
w1th physlcal dlgabllltle who wereg .placed in ordnnary

prlmary uchools “Na ‘s1gnifiCant difference waSzvfoundf u

'between the academlc and soc1al attalnm,nts of those'for

4whom sp601a1 school was' orlglnally Suggested when compared

with those for whom it was néver considersd. Many. of -the

"fdisabled‘Children'placed in. thb‘ordlnarQTSFhoods:hadithet

"consplcuous support of parents who hJ

to ‘place thelr chlldren N spe01al schools Thlsamay have‘

been an . 1nfluence on’ thelr performanccs Anderson cl&.‘”

it .would»shave been too dlfflcilt to have compared the

-les bled chlldren in ordlnary schools ;w1th a. _group fOf.

lchl‘dren matched 1n terms of phy51cal dli;blllty as’ well

as age rlwho' were. placed 1n spe01al schools Thls wouldc

r%however have been a moreivalld ba81s ffor:;comparlsonutof

QQQngmlc and soclal attalnmentf and therefore 5f'c€he"’

;succesS»-of placements

“ie

gaccordlng to "sex, age¢anduhw

ch11drfn-w1th splna. b1f1da who" were attendlng spec1a1 orf}h

‘»ordrnary schools. They found that the readlng attalnmentSTEUK

'of the two groups d1d not_;dlffer 51gn1flcantly between
fschools, though theé Achildﬁeh"of both sexes at special
schools were 51gn1flcantly behlnd the1r ordlnary school
counterparts in numeracy skills. This was a very small

sample of only twenty-two pairs of children.
7.6 Cope and Anderson (1977) studied the integration
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of children with physical disabilities into: ordinary
schools. . They nbtdd ;the, sooidi'"and educatlonal

expectations. of placemont w1th1n approprlato pocr

withih én ordinary bChOOL aro pavtlcular features.

;éétaolishments._ Cobpe and Andorson _-clalmod tno maln

criteria on Whieh to. Judge the succe svof tyoe 3, 4 and 5

 ng0V1o10n wero ,gald to be 'the{7d* ortunlty to take Eé

reasonable part 1n the llfo of the maln school Qgge-and

Y

,'Anderson suggestod that thls would depen;ﬁfon }ﬁroper

- stafflng, raccess andgreeourcesa~ 'The eVIdenCe.ﬁof'vHMl

_‘(19”9) noted 1n cnénte,'“ and 6 was not reassur1ng ‘in
these areds.”

conflrmed the 51gn1flcance of
. guch features’

7(7; : ;ThEre ig eﬁidenoef tnétl cortaln featufeé_. of
Véocommodqtjonn and'~-*}e§opﬁoes ‘ contrlbute :?to ,tﬁé

- effectiveness: of ;.speCjali:.educatlonal . provision for

childfen with ﬁﬁ;EioEﬁw“diSabilities'“”CObe and Anderson

‘Rﬁ(op 01t ) for example found Sp601a1 tht acéq&m&@étgqpf,
g?ﬁg  purpose - bu11t :ine only two of the ’éiﬁnjsuonf
eétablisﬁmente attaéhédf to ordinary . schools whi@ﬁ;@éfe-
examlned | only ,one had a ’separate treatment 'rooﬁriend
t01lets for the dlsabled were unsétiSfactory- in .three:
units. In one unit tbe]doors were too difficult for the
ﬁiéabled»phpils to opén and in all the buildings studied
A;nere were some restricoions on tne use of whéelchairs.

Eer",Qf'>the units had separate allowances for egquipment,

though tﬁgré.wes no detail of the items obtained. Staff

thought only’three‘of'ihe ounits were adeéequately equipped:’
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This evidence suggested that integration developed'because_
it was perceived to offier edueational 5aﬁdd oOClal

advantaqes, not bocause oF superzor fa0111t1es compared to

thoee avallable in sneclal schools .for the - pH.. Dosplteiﬁ'

,. the d1ff1cult1es most of -the;_lnteération schemes;were‘
regardcd as a success, when Judged accord1ng to the'part

d1sabled pup1ls played din the llfe of the school

7.8 Cope and Anderson (op it ) "fbu@d;all but one. of

:thevuh1‘:'had adequate teach1ngs‘

fiVe‘;of? the unlts there wereistaff ' of -

_teachlng in spec1al -schoo&s In all the'unlts theraplsts

worked closely W1th teachlng and welfare staffW__he latterf

sometames superv1s1“g chlldrens “exer01seSsetcwafon:udaYS'

@

;when therap1sts were not avallable f Ch1ldren from one

| un1t attended hosp1ta1 for phys1otherapy twiﬂe \weekly and.

apeeCh therapy wasjl*““'%”' ‘3east adequate of,.the

therapaes.> Ch1ldren from two of vhejlunits ’madef”use of '

_hydrotherapy -pdols at loca%' ”fschool: another'us€

fyTh1s

b %;at their. Jlocal hosthal sugges_ed that the.

.siaéeﬁéﬁts of some- pup1ls w1th phys1ca1 d1sab111tles werem
not-ideal because vall thelr needs were not met 1n un1ts
attached to ordlnarr schools R Although the crnter1a 'of”
'a55e551ng pupals SEN does not guarantee- adequate spec1al;
educatlonal prov1s1on as shown in -chapter 4, Cope andd
Andersons' findings show‘it is»nevertheless a valid means,

of judging the success of educational placeéments.

7.9, Cope and Anderson also . .noted " the following

- PAGE 112




1n spoc;al

dof1c1enczes in prov151on for dlsabled pupiﬁi‘
'schools,t(xe.types 6 7. and 8. in’ paragraph;‘V;z.) - There

waé”ia,'héea for more phy51otherapy (3 schools), for»more;

spéec atherapy (4 schools), for more sw1mm1ng;(1 school)
f@fffbettor tozlets and changanq fac111tlos (lh school)

Cope and Andersons - research _is7' ev1dence thet no

partlcular type OL Sﬁécial’feducatigfii Ajlvision suchxas
un1ts attached to ordlnary schools, or specaal schools for

the PHr was: totally adequate' for, ch:ldren w1th phy51cal

dlsabllltles = HMI (1989) clearly expres ;

o

}1n chapter 6. Tho features of spec1al prov1s Onvmentloned
by Cope and Anderson are nevertheless sultable crlterla on
whlch"vtheggadegpacy lofu-chlldrens,!;placements» c‘ - be
iassessed It is. now clear that itheyliﬁfihfﬁé’ range of

Afa0111t1es requ1red to cope w1th the phys:cal dlsabllltles

of a relatlvely small number of PUPllS is so great .as- to

render it_ almost 1mposs;ble to meet dll %heir'needé
adequately -~ just Dbecause “a Lschoolg'or AUD}t- has ' béen

desiéneted as a placement for such children.

‘7;10 - Frost (1977) reported on. the intejration>-of
indiﬁid&&l handlcapped' oupils'into ordinary schools or
alternatlvely ztnto units - in ordinary séHOolé. 547
chlldren with physical disabilities placed foll,time in
ordinory'sChools were known to Frost in his role as an
educotlon officer. These Rlacéments were; he,noted,_often
the “result‘of indiyidualtarran§ements between parents and
iHeodﬁfeéChérsﬁﬁfFew if anyﬁegtra:resoprces were requested

or provided. Frost claimed that: theflaroe number-oEASQch
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placéﬁents didﬁnot mean integratlon?was necessarlly. the
best fori . of‘»provision for “the fchfldren4 1nvolvcd He'
claimed f1t can only be cons;dered adequate if ithié”*dt
leastfas good as that in a speczal gchool . ﬁaﬁéﬁts”haHF
~ﬁé&e déCis%bns on the ba31s~fof what prov1s1on was’
" aﬁailahlerie. the opportunlty to fellow exam 'courses in
‘erdinarx ‘schools. :Such zcourses were not .avaldable ln
séec;alaschoe}s, Frost s observatlons,show that there was o
COnsidération‘ df  1nd1v1dua1 SEN pr1or to the 1981 Act

Thls ls not ev1dence that thev prov151on for the chlldren
fw1th ' phys1cal | d1sab1l1t1es-vdn? ordlnary schoolsi was

-

(Eadequateﬁ merely that it had certaln advantages ThiS‘ls

:an example ~Qf~*E1shws.:g9ncept of placement accord1ng tor:

tleast d1sadvantage ﬁhlé{:2W§3«ldescrlbed in chapter

Frost suggested sultable rcriteria. on wh1ch to Judge

'placements were »accommodatlon ’ furnlturej and teachers

knowledge of d1sab1l1ty lhewamportance of. hav1ng welfare#,

staff w1th real1st1c expectat1ons of dlsabledlypuqus was -

stressed 1f even part t1me placements 1n ~ordinary. schools -

were to be»successful.

7111 Kn'famenities 1ndex was used by . Chazan. et ‘al,
(1980) to compare features of prov1s1on for the PH and the’.
sensory 1mpa1red 1n. special and Qrdlnary schools. They
found that observation claSSes attached to ordihary
primary schools or nurseries had better facilitiesvforﬁehe
children they.terﬁed ‘handicapped' than ordinary receptlen.
classes. The best fac111t1es ‘of those seen as 51gn1f1cant

for these chlldren ie. for wash1ng; toilets, and access,
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‘were in sbecial schools. Thls was to be expected though
asichaéter 6 showed HMi Lound evidence that access and

curricula in special schools may also Dbe 1nadoquate

Chazan et al. noted that not” all BH gchodls. had thorap sts B
on the staff and they found evidence of dlesattsfactlon

'wdth the level of speech therapy in particular. It was

found that more advice was available. from. pa;amodlcal

Staffdin,speciad ;rather than fin ordlnary schools fand :

un§ts Chazan et ‘al. o found nothlng to suggest that_the

ﬂﬁ@nd> fa011' xiey deemed 1mportant f“

chdfdrenTZGOuld not . be prov1ded in ordlnar(v‘"flkﬁ_j*?ofﬁﬂ'
unlts attached to them

“they'ioffered .ha-'

14

. in

puplls who needed them lany nelghbourhood ‘school

'1ndex by Chazan et al may stlll be

;%AlfﬁserI‘afori LEAS Judglng placements accord1ng to an
amenltles ' 1ndex 3:h§'fﬁ;hot“ vbeen 'subsumed 1nto the

iStatementlng Procedure as the iatter is based on the needs
iof 1nd1v1dqais.s,Wh11stJthe dangers of' labelllng groups-
6f'" childfen With _ §h¥§10314 _disabllltes- have' been.
ackhoﬁgedged,H LEAS"heed(beoad' strateéiés.'oh hyhdch*toa

provide adequate buildings and other expensive resources.

7.12 = Davies (1980) found that it was possible “to
successfully prov1de phySiothefpy‘ sugﬁort',fer disabled
puplls in ordlnary schools -The hperipatetﬁc service he'

descrlbed was :set‘up to ovércOme lack of knowiedge among
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‘progression

staff in schools which had hindered childrens

in whe¢l chair independence . skills, -exeércises and
pogitioning.  Some of the 110 pupils involved in 33
schools had recently been transferreéd from special ‘Schools

where this kind of support was available.

7.13 _Research by Madge and Fassam (1982) compared‘the
self concepts and adJustment of childfenl with phy51ca1

dlsabllltles 1n spec1a1 and ord1nary schools 1n a 51ngle

------

'There was 1no patfern i; the 'range of

‘London Borough

hand1cap ev1dent among the 46 pup1ls from spe01al SChools

£

26 from comprehen31ve ‘and 16 from prlmarY schoolsﬁwho were

1ncluded 1n the study Most 1ntegrat10n schemei_ﬂadibegun

aﬁ":ég ad hoc ba51s rather than because ofh;deflnlte ,LEA
policy. Madge and Fassam reported that teachers‘ found
pupllsj 'asoc;al ’ and phy51ca1 maturlty were Just as

importantﬁV’_g academ1c attalnments in. selectlng'wthose

lgkéﬁYz'to beneflt from 1ntegrat10n The only causes of

ﬁaiiqﬁQ»_;n' such placements‘¢ were a puplls emot1ona1

problems. Madge and Fassam found that- those chlliren w1th“

ﬁhysicai 'dlsab111t1es, who hadv been re— 1ntegrated lnto
ofdiﬁéfy schoois-and could.fthemseiues therefore compare
their plédements with sPeciai:schOOIS, were unirkely”‘to
want:to change schools. Those-pupi}s“from'special-schoois
Who were intervrewed were morellikely‘to ﬁant to change
school. Madge and Fassam found(that the needs of ddsahledA
pupils for ﬁheel#chair access, medical and welfare subport
in ordlnary schools were adequately met. Their evidence

thus conﬁ;rms= the conclusion reached in chapter S5 that
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spgﬁffaciﬂities can be made available in ordiﬁéxy{éﬁhoofsc

7;14 » The sample of puplls 1nterv1ewed by Maugc and

o

Fassamfﬁa§35maTT* Wany of them dld have clear ror

:ns:Whyf”
they wanted to attend ordlnary ochools and were supported

in these by thelr paren’s;.

The oplnlons of Frost notod 1n

paragraph.V 10 the flndlngs or Chazan et al. in“paragraph_

'7 11 and Madge and Fassam op c1t show that parent vieﬁe

"flcant to the,educatlonal placements

-of chlldren with . phv51ca1 dlsabl "taesf-ufparents~are-only'

placements of any k1nd 1f

‘»they percelve that the prov151 D?IS adequate Madgo andl

1n ordlnary schools and

’speciel

'were"mosttlffeiyﬁ to -ﬁ@Yéﬁlf

‘#inuspeCial

K

themselvesxg“:Th latter may have .

onfldence to move out of sheltored

'schools -were most

favour be ng'1ntegrated because of what they sawn

,f%: ’”jortunlty for what‘theyrtercelved to be a‘ proper'
educa :7mwlth. real work and the chance to. take exams

Thusi”the'curriCula 'avallable in special and ordlnary
sChools' are" 51gn1f1cant crlteria. in the placement of

_-puplls w1th th51ca1 dlsabllltles

7;15SVfVEvidence in chapter 6 showed' thatA.children with
'physical diSabdlities share the neea for.access to certain
features;.of Ccurricula which'_it ’waslsMQQQSted are only
availabie\:in ordinary schools{}xﬁnpaiternative to. .the

previgus}isoiatioh.of specialfscheoispfopﬁthe PH mentiohed -
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in chapter 2, is the siting of ?S:i)ch’:e'sta‘blishm:e‘j‘ﬁts on the
Bame Ggmpﬁs as ordinary schools},lfhis; is type?ﬁﬁfroﬁ thegQ
clasgsification of Cope and ‘Anderson noted in paragraph
7.2! ’ﬁégarty{etﬁal (1982) déscribed a schome where 31
'pupils.:from a-:specdal school ‘Wefe aCtU§}L¥3fSP§ﬂdIHQ
varying 'aﬁquts of ‘time ih:-tpe'adiaceht-coﬁproheh5ive
ischool. The’special school was?parpose:huflté.onftheusite
;éf?fkhe,latter’lnll976; The staff fof the_ comprehen51ve
school wasl 1ncreased to. take account‘ of the phys1cal
mqﬁsahilit}eskof"vthet puplls who were 1ntegrated 1nto 1t

This“increase in"- staff was ,”v the ba51s fof one extra

¢ teacher for'geach e1ght of the spe01a1 school puplls who

1,attended the cdﬁprehens1ve for at least 80% 7ofl%thear

rtametable A :further teacher was prov1ded sp601f1cally to

4organlse and mon1tor the 1ntegrat10n programme Support

staff 1n the spe01al school con51sted f“ﬁﬁo full t1me’

phy51otheraplsts a full ‘time- occupaclonal therap1 ?twox

*part t1me speech theraplsts two“.nurses -and~;a health

v151tor All these staff were employed by the.Area Health
‘Authorlty but Hegarty et al.freported that they dld not
work closely w1th teachlng istaff iﬂ'fthe spec1al school

N 4 ;s'therefore assymed that tﬁey'had 'very 11ttle l1alson

with the staff in the ordiﬁary'school, th1s 1nd1cates that

therapy provision there was inadequaté.

’7f16 - The two schools were~cohﬁected by a short enclosed
corr1dor Parts of: the comprehensive are two storey and
though -1 11ft was installed this" has not allowed access to

all Rﬁ?ts . of the building for'thOSe in Wheel chairs.
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Practdcal rooms and equlpment for craft and home economlcs
wero also modlfled Narrow ’oorr;dors were ‘a problem for'
the disabled pupils in the»comprehensﬁye 5Chool but thls
was oveércome by introddcing a5*6ne§Way tratfic' svstem,'or
even:a;loWing them to leave less%ns early leltatlons t0‘
the 'm0yemeht of wheelchalrs because of flre regulatlons

»QéreuaISQ;reﬁérted. The close prox1mrty ‘of>the'specla1
=SChoolvl@as. said, to- be a. partﬁcular ad;antage”:jn the

interéhange: of - Spe01a1- equlpment suohﬁ;js typewrltersrﬁ

between the two establlshments as_ requlred by 1nd1v1dua1hf

Puplls .}fﬁtf'”the;; tlme'bproblems= were encountered in

transportlng heavy electrlc typewrlters Hopefully‘t ;l%“f
have now been overcome elther by use of portable models or_
a mlcrocomputer network ' Ihe 31gn1flcance ~of spe01a1p

,educatlonal prov1s1on for the »ch11dren w1th thSiCal

dlsablltles 1n same campus schools is - clearl'devaluated by

‘Hegarty et al . Theyinoted that desp1te the 'roblems the

>staff of the special school observe. gcre t1on of" more

educatlonal opportunltles for the1r pup1ls and more mature

l5001a1 behav1our Thls is s1m11ar toﬁ;the‘conclusaons of
Anderson*tparagraph 7.4), "Frost (paragraph 7. 10) and Madge

and Fassam 1n (paragraph 7. 13)

7i17.‘h Other types of specia& educational"-provision for
phyeically disabled childrenv were the‘"épeciai Centres'
described by Hegarty (1982, 4&). The term reflected a
deeire~ not to use the term 'unit’ which Hegarty feared .
impli§§ a segregated school Withdnx» a _schbolafAFEu;£

provision included types 3, 4 and 5 of the  range of
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provision described in paragraphh7”2. Hegarty noted that

ﬁﬁéye‘wgs a blgnlflcant growth 1n such placements durlng

the period 1973 to 19801 Thls hevsuggQSted'regresente

idealogical shift towards lntegratlon but ﬁésthE'aiﬁa§§F*,f
supported by approprlato accoss for dlsablod pup:ls to thef
ordlnary school as a whole. Hegerty noted that some

spe01a1 centres only prov1ded base for

chlldren w1th‘

dlsabalntles from whlch they‘could d1p 1ntojtheﬁava11able

currlculum when p0551b1e but dndi;notv‘necessarxlyv1nvolve ’

real attempts by schools to do. _anyth1ng fother thdng

Hegarty reported thls was sometlmes Justlfled esi aﬁﬁw‘.-

,iopportunwjtffor the chlldren 1nvolved "to assocaate 4

others{yho”ﬁere han@mcgpped“{. Hegarty s flndlngs suggest' fﬁav?

. that usbeciaa *eentiésw* were";hot r always prov1d1ng

'satlsfactory 1ntegratlon or re 1ntogratlon when Judgedv
- .. . L N 2

R i - e CLNE P S A Jp—

accordlng .to«-thev crlterla offisocié},

‘and educatlonal
pﬁportqhities for;disabled*puprﬁs disccssed'yln paragraphs
7'67'7fé«and 7.10. These tlndlngs were supported by AdeyfFe'
(1983) though he cons1dered .un1ts ine ordlnary schools forw

chaldreanlth sensory§1mpa1rmehts.

A7;18f | Hegarty (1982, Db) studied the sucgegg‘,of the
, ;ndividhaiaplacements of 42 Kdisehled childrenAlﬁho were
ih{é&réted‘ into 'ordinary schools'in 14 LEAs. These were
exemples-of types_l and 2 of the range~of provision 1;sted
in paragraph 7.2. Hegarty concluded .thét‘bothvteaching
and non—teaching staff playedﬂa‘s;ghificent part: ih"the'

success of such placements depending on the the training
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they had received and their attltudes to the children
ihvolvod; Thls was more h1gn1flrant than the adaptat1on?

ot buildings to provide facceera for disabled puplls

Hegarty pointed out . that 1nttgrdtlon Was' con51dered to Je{'tﬁ

a success by parents and -teachers who reported galnsinn

pupils’ self eohfﬁdenCe, independenCe;ah&,Sooiai‘mdtqrity.

t7;19_ . fheg feéinteération of phys1cally dlsabled puplls~

from a spetial 5chool to both pr1mary and comprehens1ve
“schools - és approprlate, fﬁj descr1bed by vJonesfjahd'

Southgate (1983) They stressed the 1mportance foﬁ the

2

'ch11dren 1nvolved ;n,‘ what v'1n1t1ally vpart tlme

1nd1v1dual placements 1n the ordlnary schools remalnlng on'*

the role of the specaalgschool Thls was a means of 1ts

:staff reta1n1ng contact and b_»fg; able to perform the
'1mportant role'”of supportlng the placements'fof thelr“

ch11dren ih ord1nary cla seszeg-nepessary? Thls ‘liaison

allowed staff from theu spe01515o§bhooiﬁ tp hroédeh'their
_experlence and ‘help” puplls of the orqihéfy eehogg’who'hed
fSEﬁ}f”oihe‘:alm of support was to:pfoVidefjedvicehﬁto the
o teachers aRed the ordlnary, school- on the impiications of
chlldrens medlcal‘and phy51cal cond1t10ns to her phpils

'wlth practlcal _ﬁact1v1t1es‘ "and_» prov1de Lthem' with

appropriéte follow up to lessons. The%défihition and

;signlflcance of support teachlng for puplls with‘physieal_.

dlsab111t1es is further explored in chapter 9.

7.20 " This: chapter has so far described examples - o6f

provision for .physically disabied7chi;dren Wwhich have béen
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s N

made ‘as a result of local démands for 1ntegratlon or

re=integration. These demandslf equently led to spec1a1‘

cducational provision being establ1shed on an ad,‘hocA

basis. Th contrast Pdcklingtqn;(;geo) suggested iessons,

_cQuldjbexlearned from ﬂmeriCG Wﬁoae;-Public LaW'Qﬂrlgz

reqﬁﬁre5~ that chlldren with any. £ 6rm of " :;sebility should

be 1ntegrated in ordlnary schools -Piacemcnts of»disabled;

:chlldrenc éfe ,t\;.be made ip_.'the?~g‘est restrictive.

”feDVqunmgﬁt‘ ‘with 1ntegrat10n to ~the l“maximUm' extent

*vannual obJec 1ves agreed by parents toacher E and*other

professiohal‘;;‘ln contrast to the 1981 Educat:ennAct the

j"z"* -

American leglslatlon makes »no mentlon of,volacements

depehding->jon'_whether they 1nvolve efflclent ‘jé of

:resources ‘or . may  have ' a detrlmentaI' effect 3on

— . ) [ A — - PR L

non~handlcapped peersr Chlldren ‘are only segregated from;
.ord1oary,sgpoo}se'if the- natureg and* seVenlty of thelr;
hahd&caps*‘is’sUGﬁfthetveducdtioh 1n regular classes even‘
'iw1th supplementary aies~'and serv1ces cennot bewachleééq :
satlsfactorégy' That does Stlll leaVe.én_opﬁortuhity.for?
fsegregat;ohcbut it is in contrast to the' sitﬁation},i&“
}Egglagg where it is children's intedgration or
're;inteéretioh which h§s3 to reiy on opportunlty
Pocklington- (op cit.) reported ‘that theugh IEPs 'should be
used to jexﬁi_‘sui*‘e necessary support for ch;}drens” special
nee&s, in,oraCtice these-haVe sOmetimes remained - unmet
becacse‘ teacheérs had insufficient time - to review

objectives or ‘provide the specified physical attention.
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7.21 Giéb and Flavahan (1987) exemined. the “eriteria

used in making the schodl g;'” Megts of physftally

disabled pupils. Children were'ac“lqncd to qroups matched\

for age and sex, 12 pubils. i specwal schools, 6

integraﬁed“in ordiriary choOla and 6 re= 1ntegratcd there

The severlty of chlldrens phy81cal dlsabllltrcs wes not
'cons1dered they were selected merely because theyfwere

labelled phy51cally dlsabled'_gq

-

_files#“‘Erght “ ﬁactors were ‘.as 90551b1y

\'dlstIDQUIShlng chlldren i

Parents"chlldren and profe551onals

were

their Qreferenees-.fOr
noChOOlS
ranked 2

‘Were also

GIbb andfFlavahan

"‘ranked tound,s gn1f1cant dlfferenlesf

'betwgéﬂfthgt.dlsabled ‘chlldren :

eferences, childréns'

. Psychiologists' preferentes’

51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n the e1ght factors accord1ng to

whether placements 1n ordlnary schools were 1ntegrat1on or

're—1ntegrat10n Though there was wcorrelatlon_ between

Cparentst”: ‘and  childrens® preferences and  parents

preferences “and actions in agreeing to placements, the

'latter dld not dlst1ngu1sh the tWo“groups of childhen.
anb‘“and Flavahanﬂéiop cit.) suggested that the implied

‘sat1sfact10n w1th placements may haVe“résulted'fromREbeir

ex1stencp rether than ‘because parents had sousht a
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'partlcular type of prov1s1on 'ﬁor;fthe 'chilﬂrenjinvolved.

also corre,atlops between the amounts of

therapy °g yen in special Cdinary schools and thei

;Hévefaiy or pupils eéisahilities:c#Whllst'thls:suggosted?

“thit where ch;ldren had *mﬁre severe dlsabllltles they

vrocelvedjmoro theraPY, it does not necessar;ly mean they;;

all thatpwasﬁrequlredw Glbb anthlavahan argu d
: = SRR i~ o

that two types  of placements . for Phys1ca11y "'-dlsabled,f

childreh:hexist 1bé6aﬁée of,”iherﬁia ‘rather tha

'either roffers partlcular‘features of spe01a1 educat10na1

éﬁroyfsion They noted that"severlty~'0f d1sab111ty and

'aﬁoUﬁtsf of therapy diad nOt. dﬁstihguash segregated7

, proviSioh That underllnes the flndlngs of thlS chapter.

gthat there are- no rlgld patterns of - placement'and features
of' special educat10na1 prov;s;on’ forﬂ chlldren w1th

phys1ca1 disabilities in  either séedial 'or; ord1nary~'

.....

'SbhOOlS

7.2%3: The Warnock Commlttee (1978) noted Tt would be

1mp0551b1e ﬁqry the many dlfferent comblnatlons ,of'

‘llnd1v1dua1. péédv that.'occur tov be matched exactly by a

quhrespondigg  hﬁmber of organlsatlons“ (paragraph 6,§).
This led fthe, Warnock Commlttee "to\,recqmmend‘{tﬁatg,
‘iﬁéividua1.chi1dren's SEN should be assessed as aﬁmeans,oE:
establiShﬁhg what\special edﬁcational provision shouf@ be
madeeror them. Whilst they ‘ reoo&hised. that = the
oréanisation of the educational system ‘as  well ’ss
resources available wouid impose 11m1tat10ns on Wwhat is

possible, they pointed the way 'to making appropriate



provision within a range of organlsatlons Though“the

Commlttee recommended’ that there ﬂhould be ﬂasif?

varlety of organlsatlonal arrangements as is practlcahloﬁ

'(paragraph 6 8) they noted that the maJorlty'of those
fllkcly to require spec1al educatlonal prov151on would need
4he1p w1th1n Ahe ord1nary school Chapter '4;<argued that
d'recpgn;thn of 1nd1v1dual chlldren 5 SEN was essent1a1 to

gtﬁ@ﬁsuCCéSS of spe01a1 educatlonal 'prov151on wherever

placed The ev1dence“1n chaptersnS 6 and 7 has

i

_rshown that the SEN offchlldren w1th phy51ca1 d1sab111t1es

,may' ;negulre »spec1a1 educat10na1 prov151on 1nvolv1ng

particilar . rescurces, currlcular cons1derat10ns -and
approprfate: attltudes among. staff in spec1a1 and ordlnary

-fsehoeis”\,Ihef 51gn1flcance of the latter w1ll be explored

A

v1n the follow1ng chapter

7.23 :WwThe'Warnock-Report?alsb’madééit,clear that”speCiai

ﬁschepis:ﬁeﬁidjeontihqe to be needed, for "those with severe

'”Qrfce@plex‘physicalf sensory orAvihteileétual,dgsabiiitgbgy

who ~‘requ1re- spec1a1 facilitiesf*»teaching methodsjj_r“

-Qgpe tfse 'that _1t would be 1mpract1cab1e to prev1de 1n?

36rdinany schools (paragraph 6. 10) “.The'fComm'

prddqeed- a 115t sa1d to be an “indlcatlon of the range“A

’ -(é%r;g%aﬁh: 6.11) which they felt was needed 71
Aahatgsis"ofvthe required range of spec1a1 educat1ona15
;prdyisgdn corresponds almost exactly with —the; earlier
'sugéestidns "~ of Cope and Andérson, as .desScribed in
paraéraph 7.2. The Warnock Report particularly Stressed

that there should be the ‘“closest possible relationships
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between ordlnary and spec1a1 classes or units: and between

ordinary and spec1a1 schoolsft (paragraph 6 12) LlearlyJ

this reflected the Committe -fmndings thatwas thefrange

of possible ‘SEN was infinite. and 'glven thatyihé??noted

organisational 1imits to prov1s1on of-différentitypes

there 'should at least be an ovérla ’1n what was avallable

oé the

It ‘was also suggested that yLEAS? ensutre detalljﬁv

range "in any ared" should bé Wi@élY~ayaiiaﬁle-

‘ 7;Z4¥: F1gure 6 shows that chf¢

Pec1a1 Educatlon ufﬂ-héliﬂ

educat1onal prov151on suggested by'the Warnock Commlttee

Thls does otz of course' mean that all the puplﬁs who
'requlre‘ part1cu1ar placements have them Nor does 1t show
that the range _of‘.speCJal ;educataonal prov1slon is

'adequate tor the \$EN of all ch11dren w1th physioai

'dwsab111t1es to be met . Whllst “this chapter has found

han

evidence that a range of the~.tybég”ﬁgfalorganisation

suggested by Cope and Anderson and Warnock could offer a

means w1th1n thCh approprlate‘1nd1v1dua1 prov151on could
-be made there is no guarantee that thlS w111 be done.

All EEAS for 1nstance may not aotuakly‘ 1mpLement:all the
“types of prov151on suggested Ebidence discussed in this
chapter shows that it is not the breadth of the range that
1s the~ maln 1ssue to be-tackled in ensurlng'the SEN .of
chi;dren with nhySical and‘othér~ disabilitied are met,

rather’the effctiveness of the proVision’made:whereﬁér?it
is }ocated} The next ehapter‘“fhrther ‘explores _ the

inf luences which determine the adequacy of special
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Veducatﬁonal"'provision for children with ph&éical

disabilitics.

7725 "Examples’:dfscﬁ%sed‘in’this‘chapter confirm’ that

tho offcctiviness of special educational prbvision“for

pupilS;twith :thSicaﬂ disabillt'esl- related to -the

prov1s1on of access staff and: resoz Such features

of prov1s1on are the only cr1ter1a on wh1ch satlsfactory

”placoments can be made ' Iﬁ’lS, o be regrotted that the

Aev1dence HOf* examples noted

;Chapters 5 6 and 7 shows that FppOV1s10n’A or,ch1ldren

w1th phy51cal dlsabf'ities 1n both spe01al and ord1nary

schools 1s not alw_ wbeenashow:,that

*glven-, adequate staff and res urces ‘aaéquaeélﬂgﬁeqiai

educat1onal prov1s1on can be made 1"'”:ﬁw* nt situations,

for children w1th

- not poss1ble to 1dent1fy,

"based ‘soley upon subd1v1s1ons of categorles of apparent

SEN \such as severlty of phys1cal dlsablllty

7, 26 ’it'isfaieaf-from.ﬁhe éoﬁdénce3ihf£hfs_chapter'thﬁt
the‘ range of - spec1al educat1onal provisionu required for
chlldren physrcal d1sab1l1t1es must reflect the range ‘of.
the;r special,educat;onal needs 1t has been. establ1shed
that-chlldren who have more }severefphyslcal disabilities
as def1ned in chapter 3 w1ll haQe SEN which in§olVewmore

specmalased educataonal prdvision Nevertheless it

cannot be argued that ch1ldren w1th any partlcular degree

or=f9rm ofz phys1cal or other ﬁdesaballty can only be
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suceesstully placed in a particular type of school ./« i

important for LEAS ‘mékiﬁé spécial eqycmtfohal

Chl]dren Wlth PhYalca] dwsabi’ tias

‘ aware of‘any-potcntlal shortcomlngsf 1n the range of“;uchf

prov151on whlch is. avallable The greater' the range “of -
spe01a1 cducatlonal prov1s1on avallable the ‘more” chance

J'that the needs of all ‘pup1ls w1th SFN w1ll be met. Wh;le‘

,Ishown that there 'aﬁeJﬁsome”

::chapters ,5£'76 nand 7.have

Jv_;'dvantages for some chlldren w1th phy51cal dlsabllltles 1n

;some broad types of educatlonal prov1s1on - the featuresu

‘wh;“hk 1nfluence:fthe,asuccess of any Chlld S educatlonal

o7

placement are complex

@Tb?lterml‘ 1ntegrat10n :hj“ ‘heen .found” tag
At chlldren w1th SEN are*i” t

ofdaﬁary ‘SChOol but

»placements can only be cons1dered 1n terms locatlon

unqt;99@4a~onlylr;f;thg

iChlldren take & reasonable paJ” 1n<the ~43fé-o% thehschool’
as menﬁJoned in paragraph 7 6. The next chapter con51ders
whether the success of 1ntegrat1on schemes for chlldren«

%w1th phy51cal d1sab111t1es IS 1nfluenced by the attltudess

of staff 1nvolved in arranging and implementing them.

7.28 . The thesis has already consideredp;the inf luences
of curriculum and resources on the-success“of placements.
It hasfbgen shown in chapte¥s 5, 6 and 7 that if. SEN are’

not successfully 1dent1f1ed then _the complex 1ssues of
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resources, curricula and placement 'will not be .properly
addreséédl fﬁaig,a;so'cléér‘ffom'chépters 5, 6 aﬁ&’?,ﬁh&%

even  “1f dsSESSméQts of SEN are.aCQuréte, they .will, not

RS

uarantée that suitable resouyrces oy curricula are in fact’

‘provided for bpupils with physical “disabilities. The

impleménting of special educational provision. depends on
the' ' teachers involved, wherever -children with SEN are
placed. Chaptefs -8 and -9 ffhéréﬁéreﬁ “exaniine

teachers'attitudes towards ' provision for the SEN of

§

.children with physical.disabilities, -
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Chapter~8

The 1naluences!'ef ‘Eeééﬁefa*'éstithééé* to ‘ﬁupiiSfr%ith

physzcabfdzgab111tdes 4n- the 59601a1 educat1onal prov1s1onz

made for them

8:1 cﬁapiér‘*57 ’showfa?*the 1mportance

'~ava11a54e ajrange ot spec1a1 educatlonal prov151o,03§fﬁ

maln 1ssUe to vbe

1nd1v1dual SLN could be iiThej

E"ptlons of the

con51dered 1n th1s

A

ySEN of Chﬂ ren w1th phy51ca1 dlsab17 1es held‘by te érs

and other profess onals 1nf1uence\the‘b;5adth of the range-

of spec1a1 prov1slon ava11ab1e .tq.such up;ls Partlcular

'1nfluen01ng’

cons1derat1 n ,~is N given*»

1ntegrat16n and ro 1ntegrat10n as these are an.. essent1a1

19artl0ﬁ“the>;range of prov151on suggested in the prev1ousy

v‘chaﬁterg,EChapters 4 and 5 showed that accurate assessment

of ch11drens' SEN 1s 1nf1uenced .hy teachers percept1ons

’ThlS- chapter ,eXR}QKGS “how such perceptlons mnfluence
»“features:fef specdal educational prov151on for ch11dren,
withzfehfsical :disabidities[ " In chapter. 6 there 'was
evidence that'a sﬁrengvdisadvantage .of seqr;egatedgspéf;Cial=
schools for ‘the PH was. their inability to provide
approériate social and edUcatdoha} peer group experiences.
‘Im this chahter reasensffor this! are ’furthér examined'to

~o
v

assess staff awareness of such inadequacies. Another
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issue to be‘considered is whether ordinary schools merely_
respond. to the demande for re- 1ntograt10n and as & ro ult

make . ad hoc prov1e10n for such. ch1ldron or whtthorv LhCY"‘

offer planned prOV151on and therefore Lhe OPPOYtUnltY,fOF
initial 1ntegratien %UThe 1mgl1qat10ns vloﬁ, 1n1t;al
'eegregation:of chaldren,'With thSieal<-dieabilities in

special schools can then be discussed.

~8;2 » Foster (1977) reported attempts to make prov151on!’f

for chlldren wath phys1cal dlsabllltles n~~o’d1nary

schools; ,Hef hlghllghted the 1mportance of examlnlng pchl

PrdviSidﬂ. in  the PECQntextﬁ"‘f v1341V1dU§l schools 'br
cemmentingAthat there _iel no Sdehffthidg aeﬁan ord%harj :
 sch6ef“"F6eter descrlbed thls type'{ﬁf dpretieiea:afer
chlldren he labelled. as: PH aé; 1ntegrat10n fd lhvfaét*his-

observatlons as a Head Teacher of a- Spe01al school for the

‘PH; '1ayolved inf arranglng placementstor hlS puplls 1n"
ordifiary schools, revealed he was referr1ng to strateg1ee
.ihvdlvedVin.what paragraph 7. 2'def1ned ‘as. re 1ntegrat10n

_The purposee beh1nd such schemes were not 'reported The

types of ‘lqss of phy51cal functlon among the chlldren to

whom Foéter-Wasfreferrlng were unclear Nevertheless he\
'noted that the most 1mportant feature of prov131on for the
‘chlldren to whom he referred was the need. for%-positlye
attltudes from the UHead Teacher and ataff.ofﬁprdfﬁary
schools. - | | B

8.3 " In ‘commenting ‘oh theleeEéntials for suteeesful_

réfinteyratjoh Foster Stressed ythé impdﬁtahee of adequate
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buildings, stafflng ratlos and - resources "His evidence’ is
bascd Vbh recorded observatronsé' ofm . a specific

re—intogration programme. It revealed thac-_the inital

problems of suth {séhemes 1were ‘expected to be*~

-SYmpath?, fear and- curiosity of able - bodled chlldren
the p0551ble resentment oi thelr parents neglect of thef
able bodled puplls by teachers the upset caused to the

phy51cally handlcapped chqldreh by belng ‘left idﬁt&?étr.

act1v1t1es -7;Tn fact, beCausef p051t1ve3att1tudes in the

e

ﬁo%m of approprlate expectatlons 1n aLl"w

" been fostered -among teachers apdn pupils . in

'schools, ho*‘such problems Were-Trecdrdedﬁ‘ This ¢ledrly

shoWedi that aﬁbroprlate attltudes can-ih,_fcreatedé'to"yﬁ

”éﬁpédité'*?fé-intégeatiohf-quu ch1ldren .with ”ﬁhysdtal

¢

'5‘hools Foster reported ¢ éay

’ ev1dence‘>ofz the success of the re 1ntegrat1on programme

: He cla1med the PH ch1ldren themselves brought organlslng

ab1l1ty, humour and knowledge of °a} rangezﬁof? sport and"
hobb1es ‘to- the ordlnary school Thus Foster felt that the ”
able - bodied,children behefitted-fromxthe Qresenceiof thedu
PH and the cohcerns of their parents‘ahd teachers,uere_
thus - .remoued. This evidence shows  that ﬂattitudes
vsupportlve to the re- 1ntegrat1on of PUPllS w1th phys1cal
_dlsabllltles can be developed in ordinary schools. Thls
complements the findings of chapters - 5 and 6 that features
of accéSs. staffing and eresources for children -With
physical disabilities can be provided.in orddnary schools.
Foster's findihés‘are elso _significant here because they

referredskto. the unSUpéqrted re—integration of. children
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with physical disabilities _ifi‘lto?.‘ofdifnary schoois ie. type
1 of the range of provision noted WILh reference to Cope

andAAnderson's-analysis.quoted in paragraph 7.2.

"8q4 Jones and Southgate (1983) rcported that attltudos
ef staff 1n ord;nary schools were cruc1a1 to the success
- of the re— 1ntegrat10n of phy51ca11y dlsabled puplls _Oh a

partet;me: basis. jﬁegartya (198?- b)" also noted that the~

nvéhthusiasm of‘thepﬂeadfiaﬁd staff 1s more 1mpo?tant than'

k%$@ifé le " bu11d1ngs in ch0051ng ordlnary schivref<

ep1ntegra ;on of phy51ca11y dls, f" -He suggested

that posztlve attltudes to dlsabled puplls 'wereﬂllkedy}tov

‘be: . found Sint 'ordJ'ary schools wh1ch lare . a}refh”?““

‘frespondlng to the SEN -of thelr’ex;stlng puplls

855"3, Lack 1Of‘.close contact betﬁeen teachersh'in a

"spec1a1 school and an ordlnary schooll 1nto'wh1ch some: of
the1r puplls ‘were re- 1ntegrated was - reported byiHegarty et
: al 1982.' Indeed an In Serv1ce course organlsed by the
wHead Teacher of the Spe01a1 School to adv1se staff of the
fcomprehen51ve school on the needs of the dlsabled chlldren
was not well ,attended by ~colleagues from thea latter
desplte the Head Teacher of the comprehen51ve school belng .
in favour‘fwthat-: the special school should be,bullt on
campus with his“exist;ng 5chool . Thus‘tit ‘seems. that the
provisioh\ of extra staff and support‘staff available in
thefsﬁecdal schOol.were not used to the best advantageﬁof
the puplls w1th phy51ca1 digabilities in. either: echagi.

This flndlng SUPPOrtSW‘Qhé» ear}ler eVidencezthat,staff
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attitudes to the placement and. provision fo the
children are crdoiaj;r'Merblyfto%proVide the necessary@

access, curricule and paramediqél:support for thef wﬁét»'

enougli. Ihe atcitudes of stafff'fh‘ ordanary sch0015 to\
!phy510dlly d1sab1ed puplls from Whole school approachos'
to pupi}s'_Withw SEN. thpter 9 conslders thlS toplc in

more detail,

8.6' ~ Cope and Anderson found stgff dttitudeStihvoﬁQing,

approprlate g v1g11ance E effortﬁ

understandlng were s1gn1flcant 1nf1uences on thelsuccess

of‘élacements in un1ts ‘f the dlsabled attachedJ to
ordlnary_ischools It was suggested that'thesef;

should¥5be7 mon“tored carefully in types ~§,7~

prov151on whereas they 'are,ytakgn‘vesﬁ read in, special

“

schooluppov151on.

v

. 8.7 Spencer (1980) reported on the ﬁlaéeméﬁt;qﬁCZQ PH

,ch11dren.?

,éf;,é Ef}mery sphoow,yltp approprlate‘vwETféreﬁ
?assistgncgn,;ié;”tyée: 2'ﬁofeqthe;hproV1saon descrlbed in
ParagrEbﬁw 7;2;ttit ejsi'notfrtleag‘ if;these_weneﬂrnltlal
,.splécements; ieqfintegrationf;or-re—integration;‘No;reesohs
wéfee given for the placemeht~of the iﬁdividuaféf;ﬁiidfeh
oogterneduin an ordlnary school rather than-in a spe01al
'ééhoor or‘uhit.‘ Spencer reported that Bell Wood School
‘@es‘ cﬁosen for the children cohderﬁedsbeca@se it was a
sihgle:storey> building. It had no steps;faﬁd ramps were
eesilyg'cohstrugtedA to overéoﬁe ‘ridges  in ~doorways.

Although'the children concerned ' were rieferred to as ph it
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is clear that significant attempts wore thus made ‘te'
prevent phy51cal handicap as" deiined inechapter734.'ThuS

choice of building was seen as an ‘influence on. the,

availability of adcauate Brovision for  pupils with
physicad” disabilitiesi“ini.ordinary zséﬁooléu‘ Aiother .

. dlstlnctlon used 1n dec1d1ng to make prov151on for the ph,
at Bell Wood was’ the fact that the Head Teacher had taught_

t'iana, spec1al school for f*“““ ‘PH, Thus - there. »a_;‘

=recognltlon of the 1mportance of relevant gtaff knowledge;

iacher had been made .wighh

sultable in terms of potentlal av .es:'s:t;e;.,)'c;h'i:l'c_lf‘ﬁ:j‘é‘j}fi'~'t

C.w1th phys1cal dlsab111t1es

empha51sed that the at“ tudes' fo staff

were#more'iﬁﬁdrtant to the success of placements‘for the'

PH than features of bulldlngs There wa'ﬁhelcla1med a need

:for both teachers and welfare as51stants to guard agalnst

"the overprotectlon of ch1ldren w1th phys1ca1 dlsabllltles

'L'

The1r role was seen as - a 51gn1f1cant 1nfluencew on the'
successh‘ef integratien though it was: not descrlbed in. .
‘detail._ ﬁresumably welfare‘Staff could be - QPPQiQt?Q,'in
anY'brdinary4SChool Where their support was needed’fer'thé{
PH Spencer reported that an 1n1t1al feature of prov151on
for the PH wh1ch was: not sat1sfactory at Bell Wood was the
provision ef kphysnotherapy.' This' was originally only
offered> to pupils at the local hospital. After

considerablef‘lobhying by'ithe school. therapy was made
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available there three times per week Th1s squests that
the’attitudefof'the-SCheei towards 1ntcgrat10n was 1ndeed“

very po 1tive Sponcor ‘obocrvattonq thuq contfrm» that

the aVallablllty of teatures of .succesgﬁul? prov151on forﬁ“

pupils w1th physical disabilftiegf in ordlnary Fchoola

dopends as much on ‘@pOSitive deSire,“er‘«itéV';féeSs by

~all '1nvolved aé' 1t d_eg on buaiaihﬁéqetc.{ 5??nﬁéfus

findings 1ndlcated fewer diff&cuities  ;;g

'school rather, than- pr mary where 1t may be e‘

.develop ﬂﬁ”ﬂxiprllte attltudcs,»~becau°ef Qf. thems&aller

”1nvolved The standlng and conv1ct10n of

'as to~make LEA plannlng obv1ous H‘Nevertheless there were

Varlous 1nf1uences on;, demand for . 1ntegratlon may

reeelve iQ}fferentA responaes in terms of attltudes among.
staff involved in ordinary schools. Parénts' ~wishes for
their child to be admitted to his or her neighbourhood |
school, - irrespective of physical disability, may be
eonéideiedgby..the school in reiation to an?JLEA policy on
integfafrdn or re—integration The 'ex1stence éf"such

pollc1es maY determ1ne whethér Head . Teachers and Staff of
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ordinary: schools arc w1111nq to make suggestlon” ’uch as

alteratlons to bu1;d1ngs or . whether they make tlme ﬂﬁd;?a

l;agsoh Wlth utaif from Spoclal Schoolsd1c attemnts are_

madé to red egf te the1r pu9115n wThlB ralses the 1ssue'

of how thb the,

d»ality of arranqemcnts for 1ntegratdon’ﬁ

IR

has” affected the speclal educat;onal prov 51on ava11able o

'If there vié} a wrltten LEA Pollcy elther to 1ntegratev*

dlsabled Pupllsfﬁ Hhelr nelghbourhood schools, or Jnto

:ordlnary schools des1g ated and resourced by the LEA,

staff there’ recognJSe a legltlmacy in.“th ;de@ahds;for -

such i 1acementsed ?Tternatlvely, 1ntegrat;on 1s the

vnesult*of5ad hpé requests of parents statf from spe01a1

S R = ,
~schools or =prov151on 3 made for the

‘dlsabled‘puplls may be’ﬂess adequate as attltudes to it

. may not fbe‘“so ﬂMdChoWiltagépgnd,Qn:”

dﬁﬁ establlshlng

'consultatlon .thene

re-integration

o NE L

JQs;0.~ Howarth~ (1987) noted the 1mportance ,:f:7®ositiVeh

'Vattltudes amonga, staff f -ordmnary schools rece1v1ng

hdlsabled puplls who are rée— 1ntegrated She commented*that

P

“Hegarty et 'a;. (1982) noted "S.E.N. can be met ?in[
ordlnary schools e glven the necessary commltment“

After directf exper1ence of 1ntegrat10n of dlsabled puplls
_Howarth found that 52 out. of 58 teachers 1nvolved were‘ln

faYQQr~of the schemes. There is unﬁortunate@y no aceount
of the LEA policies or other factors whic¢h could have lead
to_.3thef demand “for it. ‘Howafth~ found childrens'

personalltles social adaptability,r -attainment and
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behaviour - inf luenced teachers’ acceptance of-them=rather
than pupils' physical handicaps’ as such. This may have

been S0 but in fact thero could al o havo Fb@éh llnks

between these character15tlce and chlldrenr' dlsabllltles 3;;¢

if lack of spe01al pronSioh wdid :not remove phys1ca1'

han&fcap as deilned in chapter 3. Thug' the pOSSJblllty ofr; :

a vicidds 01rcle ex1sts 1f appropr1ate spec1al pr0v181on;

is not made phys1ca1 hand1cap may occur leading to laCR ‘of

'acceptance of the chlldren concerned S1xvfwachers~wereA~

st1ll apprehenslve “about the lntegration- ~¢ﬁp,x

SEL Lt

. ch11dron even after belng .1nvolved but Howarth d1d not

By

;rlnd such puplls unwelcome among those teachers wTheY

wanted reassurance that thoy were d01ng the be t for the

children“ o cerned “In tWo schools Howarth found eV1dence

of attltudes lead1ng to overprotect1on of dlsabled puplls
_who were vlntegrated In ;;ne school staff werei,ogly-

’\1ntegrat10n f or one» year “but. ‘then =wanted

-spec1al school allowances and extra welfare a551stance

,[The reasons for the1r :poor perceptlon were not reported_

»but reveal a less p051t1ve att1tude tov the chlldren w1th
phys1cal d1sab111t1es This re1nforces the argument putl
Qforward 1n chapters 2 and 3 that teachers penCeptlon§agf K
children with'physical disabilities rmay- bevinfluenced hw“

labels applied to them.

8.11  The Warnock Report suggested that 18% of pupils in
ordinary schools will have SEN at somez»point in their
school life. Croll and Moses (1985) found that in seven

out Qf;gtEnfof the schools stud1ed between 10% and 30%:of{
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pup1ls were percelved by thelr toachers as hav1ng SEV No :

Ee

school had more than 49% so labelledk ~one out af? five
schools had fewer than 10%. Thfshis'furth?r,eﬁid§nC§3§£§t
the latter are unreliable.  Lf ~teather perception of
pupilsf SEN was coﬁSiSteﬁt theh Croll:ahdlMOSes.sdggested
all would ’have nominated about one in;Six:pupils ‘though
the’nature of the difficdlties would be varled Yet thfs.
proport:on was not . found to be constant z"lﬁ; fact the

range across classes was found to be greater than sthe

.range ;across schools »This" suggested that 'teachers

. for the assessment of SEN 1nc1ud1ng the effects

lof phys1ca1 d1sab111ty, -Were unreliablquFor 1nstance-606

Qoﬁﬁteachers regarded 104 to 30 of thei Eﬁﬁhils9as”haﬁiﬁg;

SEN; 3 5/ of teachers “asked said, there were ‘no ch1ldren

fw1th SEN 1n the1r classes Slx teachers_ s 1d 50 i”_;’:‘;f

'thelr 'classes had SEN Although these flgures reflect

.research from a. relatlvely small hdmper Eof schools and¢5

cover "a range of SEN they p01nt to the poss1b1l1ty that

some.. teachers mdyﬁwarecognlse‘

disabilities - and ;make”*alloWanééé*7 or them to access

learnlng gituations accordingly."‘Others rmay‘ llowA
phys1ca1 handicap to remain or develop because of

"chrldrens"physical loss of function.

8.12 The iméOrtanCe of 1n1t1a1 pPreparation >for

‘res= 1ntegrat1on» was emphas1sed by Howarth There should be

close co:operat;on between staff :*'sgec1al schoolsland
ordinary schools receiving their"pqpifs.gfﬂowarth"fouhd

Sympathy, but with high expectations, was crucial to
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successful  re-integration  of - disabled, .children.
Intolerance was said, to be xare but there isva-needlforf
appropriate preparation eg.. need for background knowledqeh”

about dlsabllltY to be made avallable | teachers Ji@f

ordinary aChOOlu. Anothor prorequ1 1te fdr 'euccess,ul

re- 1ntegrat10n wag' sald to be dlssemlnatlon of p031t1ve:f

exper1ence of handncap to othcr staffy'&ltjzs not clear if

-, this comment _really meant‘ as:, distihgt':ﬂrom

. ‘disability’ té%téf»‘e, Such a

in  the

,gpotidh&;“’ that :if

1mportant

”ﬁandi¢§$4 is vseen ;as;'such !at tho outset 1t may'follow

‘ >

4ﬁ£0ﬁ-'diSaleity JThasf-shows

ance from those w1th experlenco

v hdlff;culty icould‘ bef avogded- Aol tng

‘fschemes HoWarthgaieported that the: 58‘

teachers 1nvolved had 11ttle‘

g knowledge of the

S;EAN,A of dlsabled p'plls In>'af year ‘an 1ncrease ;inﬁj'

useful knowledge was noted though 7 0% of staff 1n ord1nary

‘ﬂschooLs_felt 1nadequately lnformed,espe01ally by support

staff such as therap1sts o Seven out ﬁoiffnlne( schoolq‘“

clalmed there, was 1nsufr1c1ent laalson-‘witht medical

ofﬁlcers. fThas reflected the:' desire for backgr,und
- information, ;as' a meansv "of‘ 7promoting o real1st1c
ekpectations rather than the w1sh to make a broad type of

prov1s1on based on med1cal d1agnoses

8.13 From Agheir'intervieWS with‘qnildren and parents
Madge..and, Fassam (1982) _Claimed integration  offered

opportunities to study more suﬁjects to a higher Standard,
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for more social interaction syith 1eso intorruntions o

phvsiotnerany. Thug the latitecr was not viewes as  a
SLgnitigan. OGO OF socrial  acheol  wprovigion,
Fvrdance 4in ¢uopiter ¢ showed thot ovecizt gehocle moy not
Do able Lo crovide o brood, baluseed  and rolevanc

curviculun which 18 availabls but a2i00o thael accegs Lo such
a curviculum may not Dbc available in ordinary gchools.
Access depends on obiectives as shown by chapter 6.
Obiectives depend on perceptions and attitudes. The main
disadvantages of ordinary school placoment mentioned by
the pupils concerned were difficultics of making fricends
and some teasing. Neither of these problems cen Dbe
directly vrelated to features of provision, though thoy
could be related to the attitudes of staff in the ordinary
schools or the preparation and support for re—integration
provided by staff in the special schools from which the
pupils had {ransfierred. The availablility of individual
attention in a special school was the most important
advantage mentioned by pupils in special and ordinary
schools as being helpful to placements there. So far

there is no evidence ©o0 suggest that this too cannot be

made avalilable in an ordinary school.

8.14 This chapter has confirmed that while resources,
access and pupil—teacher ratios are all influences on the
success of  the integration and re—integration of children
with physical disabilities, teachers' perceptions of
physical disability are particularly gcignificant to gsuch

placements. The success of the provision varies according
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childeron, boecause its breadth i1s a function of the succeess

..

of thoe various tyvpes or ovyanigation avallable

8.15 In this chepter the development of pogitive
attitudes to  integration and rvoe—-integration have boeen
linked to | favourablc LEA Policies and Head ‘leachers'
views. It has been suggestea that on an ad hoc vasis such
provision for children with phvsical disabilities has less
chance of success. The evidence of of HMI (19289) noted in
chapters 9, 6 and 7 also confirms this. It has been
argued that teachers' acceptance of children with physical
disabilities depends more on their perceptions of pupils'
soclal maturity than on their phyvsical disabilities.
Howartn (1987) pointed out that difficulties in
integration schemoes are usually because of children
involved being scen as outsiders, not because of thelr

rhyvsicael disavilities.

Page 142



.10 This cnapltey suomssvs thnld Ordiao™y  Seneo.n i
IR LN N

GO o v cyriieed neod gy i vode ensiowin sl o
P FOLAE Likaiv 1A Vi GGG T Y A Oy S
e antogTrian o Gl dc T DA TS RUNSIRN o AN I
disunisitics. AU Nas Doch Grued. Thiet Urie elonooly o

special  escucationnd  provigsion oo Tor such punilo in

ordinory occheols 1o ilikcociy  to  warloeoc e effcctive

combinaction of thoir tcocachoiry! artcitudos to T chilaren
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to punils with 53N, In chapter 9 therae i1s discusgion of

examnles of strotegics dnvelvaed in planeiag andl monitoring
such approaches. This chapter has suggaosted that the
perceptlions of teachers are one important factor 1n such
strateglies. It staid in all ovdinary as well as special
schools have positive attitudes and realistic perceptions
of the S8EN of pupils with physical disabilities, the
rangec of spccial caucational provision for such children

would include the possibility of their béeing placed in

their neighbourhood school. If suitable attitudes for the
intcgration of physically disabled pupils only exist in
speccial or designated ordinery schools then c¢learly the
range of ecducational provision {or such pupils would be
vostricted. It has been shown that where children have
initially becn segregated in  special schools  theilr
re~integration hag possibly been hindered in that thoy
have been perceived as outsidery. Nevortholess oxamples
of strategies vo improve attitudeys to rupls with phvysical

and other disabilities were found.
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The covelosnoent oF succensiul wanolo school  aporocchios Lo
moeting  the Usecial Educavional Necds of »upils with

phvsicol disabilities in ordinary zchools.

9.1 Chapter 8 found evidence that teachers' attitudes
to pupils with physical disabilities significantly affect
the success of their placements in ordinary schools. This
further examines the nature of 1links between

attitudas and the provigion of appropriate

access, resources, staffing and curricula for pupils with
physical disabilities in ordinary schools. It examines how
teachers' attitudes contribute. to the development of what
are termed 'whole school approaches' to pupils with SEN,
including those with physical disabiliﬁies. The main
issue to be congiderced in this chapter 1is how ordinary
schools may develop strategies o increase teachers'
awareness of the significance of such approaches, 1f they
are to offer successful placements for pupils with
physical :disabilities. This chapter also considers
examples of LEA policies for supporting ordinary schools
in their attempts to make special educational provision
for children with physical disabilities. There 1is
discussion of the issue of how ordinary schools can play a
successful part in the range of special educational
provision, which chapter 7 found was significant to the

educational placements of physically disabled pupils.
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0.4 Demsent. (1987) ., cloired Uhat by »Hecoming  goouial
orCAnoryY 8CnoGls can moet the So8 of any iadividual ondad,

Lo i

B2 noted that teachors' digLingtions boitwaooun ‘ordinagry!

and 'soecial' children are avbitrary. Dogsent pointod out
that the continued use of such terminelgy  rovcals

teachers' attitudes which result in some children being
removed fyrom ordinary schools, which could in fact meet
their needs. This view supports +the cvidcence of Barton
and Tomlinson (1981) in chapter 4, that schools may wish
Lo see cnildren labelled as having 5EN so that they will
be placed elsewhexre. Dessent expressed the opinion that
the continued existence of special schools is evidence of
the wish for the continued segregation of scome children
for whatever ryreason. The mere existence of the term
‘integration’' 1s significant to Dessent. He claimed that

)

this implies 'special' children exist as a distinct group
unlike others who are apparently 'normal’'. Evidence
presented in chapters 2, 3 and 4 has already shown that
this is not the case as 1t 1is not possible to reliably

identify groups of 'ph’' children.

9.3 Dessent suggested that ordinary schools should
ensure policies of non—-segregation by examining factors
within the school which fail to meet the SEN of pupils,
rather than loocking for causes of failure within the
child. This view is consistent with the definition of SEN

outlined in chapter 4. Dessent argued that to some
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toachers the label 88N implics that a diffcreont

PTOVIOION OF placomont is nocensnt

cutoids an erdinsyy ounocal. To ovnorag ths 1ol dtmaeld is
reDverentation o an  awarcnoess of  childrons' GAN ond @
wWiscn to obtain avprepriate resources Yor them Lo maintain

placcment in el ordinary clags or gscenoocl. essent did anot
comment  on  the diifvicultics of providing rosources for
children with ehysicul disebilities in  ordinary schools.
He did however note the critical influence of starffing and
yesources as  inf luences on successiul osrevision for them
in  ordinary schools. It has already been shown  in
Chapter © that much of what is required in the curriculum
for all children, 1s also needed by those who are disabled
and indeced may Dbe more rcadily available to them in

ordinary schools.

9.4 Chapters 3 and 4 revealed that there is a
continuum of childrens' SEN varying in gscverity and that
disabilities may involve loss of function in more than one
area. Dessent c¢laimed this i1s anothor reason why some
disabilities may be recognised by some teachers but not by
others. He claimed that making provision for childron
with physical disabilities in ovrdinary schools 1is
straightforward. This is misleading since chapter 8 found
no evidence that favourable attitudes alone will guarantee
adequate special educational provision for children with
physical disabilitics 1n ordinary schools. Dessent

admitted such pupils may also heve gspoecific learning
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difficurties, which arc less obv1ous than thelr phy51ca1
loss of functlon He d1d not commont ‘on whether rellable
assessment 'is a s1gn1f1cant part of what he™ callod mak1ng?

ordinary schools special’. Degsent nevertheieSS argyod

that schools should have ‘policies of - non-segregatlon,ylﬁe
did not offer any cfear ev1dence as' to' how ~ord1nary
schools should develop and: 1mp1ement wholo school poj;c1es

to meet SEN ’JHe, merely, suggested schools should not be

.preoccupiéd :w;thEChiIdrens apparently spe01al needs when

these can 'sbmetimes “be symptoms of fa11ure of the ‘diet’

_‘avallable in the school - Such QYYJOW‘IS consrstentpwith

- the conc1u51ons of chapter 4

‘9.53 SessentESnoted that ord1nary schooL

use ex1st1ng 1nadequac1es 4n- resources as a Justlflcatlon

3<segregat10n ofdh€i: cthd ,,w1th
disabilitfes ‘He: clalmed 1t 1s wrong for ord1nary schools'
to presuppose that they cannot cater for certaln ch11drenr,

when they could lobby for the necessary res‘ Thoughb

hef offered ‘noiwexamples, Dessent;clalmed thatf’poSitive,

dlscrlmlnatlon for ‘the most - able, pup1ls . i7 ordlnary

"schools and the fact that children are Judged by,
@successes. has worked against th development Ofrﬁ
successful prov151on for puplls w1th1n a contlnuum of SEN
Toh support his iv1ew Dessent quotes Booth (1983) thus
uDiscriminatiqnslagainst therhand1Capped ;s a consequence
ofuahsystem;'ﬁhich rekards peOPLQSWithstalents_and certain

physiqugﬁ:'_He:notedvthat' having a ‘separate' system - of-
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special schools has been a means of resolv1ng the ethlﬁal

problem of uztable provigion. Dos ont clanmed* the

statoment ing ‘of ~pupils SEN undév. £hi” 1981 ‘Education: Actf““

.ha ~whelped to legitimise. thls segregatlon ‘He noted

ﬁstatemonts have. bocomo the woapons used by schools ahdﬁ‘

[

parents' in battles w1th LLAS over resources Dessent

clalmed that the 1981 Educatlon Act has done 11tt1e to end>

thel,segregatlon fs pupllS~-wath th51cal cuhhd‘ other'

disahilities from ordlnary school m felyﬁuhecause<oﬁe

1nadequac1es 1n prov151on there

P

‘9@65 : .bésséﬁt suggested that maklng ordlnary schools~

spe01a1 would glve help to . all those'pup '“wlthaSrEﬁyri

who have not been placed in spec1a1 sch:o jzbutfﬁhoﬁafe"

presently falled by their ordlnary schools Though he

preferred not to refer to such placements as 1ntegratlon

' what he-suggested 18+ con51stent w1th 1ts def1n1t10n}1n_;

this thegis. He recognised that . to. - ”t.,succe‘ssr‘ulf‘i-f -

ihﬁegratidhfﬁdepeéded oﬁtovércomlhc fheS;
staff in ordlnary schools who vmay need
to cope w1th chlldren formerly placed in speclal schools
U;;These oplhlons were cLues_toystrategres whlch Dessent?\
saw'as essehtial for o?dinary. schools Cif they were to
Aproyide succeSSfully for children with phy51cal and other”f

disabilities.

9.7 Dessent stressed staff in ofdigary_ssChools need

help fﬁom colleagues such as support teachers, therapists
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and educationab psychologists if they are tov.providb.

adequately for pupils with SEN. If eordinary. schools

1nvolve the fsupport staff mentionad by Dessent they may .

' mOre4,easily regognise inadequacies of ”prdvfs;gn for
children _with physical disabilities ‘-'Specialist stéﬁf
be1ng su1tably tra1ned and experlenced may have knowledge
of addltlonal special resources or be able to offer help

as Dessent suggested 1n mod1fy1ng currlcula and teachlng

:‘methods for puplls with SEN Dessent | lso

that the dfnger in strateg1es 1nvolv1ng tﬁié’kindfof

support 1s that teachers in. ordlnary schools‘ may take the.

attltude that they can leave any concern w1th ch11drens

SEN -to: v1s1t1ng support staﬁf ;J%ln -the worst case he'

suggested they may seek w1thdrawal of puplls w1th SEN

Another danger noted by Dessent 1s that what he descrlbed )

as a. well organised-LEAwsuppo‘ Y_Séryiqegw

asSesSment of puplls thought to»haveaoEN ‘ Thi,?he clalmed

mgé”“£¢5g1t in an'w1ncreased
’reﬁerred;t0>any form of segregated spe01al prov1,,fl;;g
9.85ﬂ Hockley (1985) descrlbed heréwork

teacher worklng in two comprehens1ve schools and thelr ten"

'-feeder w primQrY schools. }éhe: perce1ved her ;role‘ sé;
including three‘ hajor funct1ons classroomn work w1thi
pupils; .liadson and advice for classroom teachers andv
in—-seyrvice training Although she was 1nvolved w1th
ch11dren who had iemotlonal and behav1our problems these_

aspects of support teachlng could be equally appllcable to
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support for ‘physically - disabled  pupils. 'Hodkley's
obsorvation of  pupils' attitudes‘7to> self, poers 3and

environmental conditions would cortainly be relevant to‘””“”;

chlldren w1th phy51ca1 rathor than behaviour dlfflCultleS

Caroful observation could helg{clase teachers in ordlnary
schools to recogniéevpossible”pﬁyeical handacapJas}deﬁlned
_in chapter 3, especially if it is. dlscussedw1th ssupport

teachers. In-service *trainin§=gcarried out by Hockleyﬂ

'involved—-rdTSCnséiqnﬁ of | cnrrjpnﬂar obJectlves ‘record
<keeplng and ‘Séttingfup a-referende ;;brary These ag
are . act1v1t1es whlch would contribdte to the success ul

1ntegrat10n of puplls.‘w1th phyeical dlsabllltfes,*in

ord;nary schools. Ho'kloy noted the 1mportance of

teachers beinq@ayare\rvlthe perceptlons of the1r role held‘

by ciaés teacherS‘ and head toachera who may rese’ “the

1nvolvement of outs1ders w1th the1r PUPIIS

er long term

aim wasvto-extend the skllls and expert1se of teachers “in

the ordinary school.

9.9 ' Dessént - (op ‘c-it ) also’ noted that & -¢lear’

‘dlstlnctlon can be made between the roles of support staffk7

worklng w1th chlldren who have .SEN‘ compared to tho'

work ~on. INBET programmes for thelr teachersj;in' ordinary
schools Dessent cla1med INSET 1s not 51mplr ar matter of
paséing on"macic"tfainingq L;ke Howarth ;aéi noted in
chapter‘:8, e emphasieed’ thel 1mportance of partlcular,'
attltudes among teachers of puplls with S E.N. Examples

are tolerance for dlver51ty, concern;for dlsadvantage and
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accept@ncc of the rights of’ tho handicappéd}ajpessent
stated that the skills for dealiﬁé“'with 5.E.N. 'agé- the
skills he claiﬁed are noeded to deal wzth all teach1ng
s;tuations io. awareness’ of;;all pupils' ‘needsb'andf
difficulties; goal planning, selection; Qf fappropriate,
“methods and intorvention. 'KboVQ all he said?ordinary
schools shOuldb have’ appropiate> expectat1ons sz the1r
pupilsv withi SEN. DeSsent noted LEA support staff can
have a slgnifrcant-role in help1ng ordlnary schoolS'wto

develop all the above strateg1es These v1ews support the

op;n;ons of Howarth (1987) 1n chapter 8. that~teachers 1n
ordinaryisChooLs=Can be helped to develop att1tudes wh1ch

willchQtrihute’to\effect1ve speclal‘educatgonal.prov1510n3'

for children with physical disabiliti

9.10 Edwards (1985) Vstudiéd’ ch11dren w1th learn1ng

_difficulties ‘who would prev1ously have been w1thdrawn

from subJects such ‘as sc1ence 1n.x _fcomprehen51ve school

jShe noted they made as much progress as:the ch1idren w1th

Yy

:whomﬁ;the;r .attainments were matched and who had

-

)ahdf

WithdraWn* Support teachersgvrey;ewedn‘ approaches

'mater1als for those who remained}*ff' ordlnary> 1assesTby

d1scuss1on w1th class teachers Edwards emphas1sed that f
thel Head Teacher S agreement was essent1a1 toksuch ‘a whole
school approach to tackllng SEN The a1ms of such support
teaching were agreed in. advance by the class teachers and

support teachers involved. Edwards ,found it was helpful

if support teachers produced Some suitable ‘materials for

‘Page 151




children with learnlng dlfflcultIOg ac eX amples for cla
teachers, but it was found to be counterproduct1ve to- uso

all their tlme to do this. QhewDOLQd it was Imporuantnfor

strategies in class management = to be Worked out so that

pupils and staff knew the implicit rfrole of support
teachers including the nature.and extent of the‘heip they

would receive. Edwards 'pointed‘ out itfwasa net found

satisfactory for support teachers to Work'. © f-‘an édfhdt'

basis- if whole school approaches “to . SEN were: toVEéa

effectlve If chlldren w1th phy51cal dlsab111t1es are to

be placed ;in“ ordrnary Cl@gi :

range»suggested?in paragraph 7. 2 then all the f1nd1nqs of'

Edwards are 11ke1y to be 51gn1flcant to the success of the
special educatlonal prov1son made for them

9.1%L An alternative ‘to support teachers based in a

Special‘ needs,department, whose‘ advace ’may”*be spread
thinlxﬂarqund' a compréhensive SChool. is for each subJect

deéartment_to'nomfnate .a “co= 0rd1nator _to seek help and-

disseminate Rﬁowledge on SﬂNv to colleaf”' In

suggestlng such a strategy for a whole schools approach to_

types 1 2 ‘and 3 of theu

'puplls w1th SEN Edwards (op c1t ) noted that the adv1sory;:

role for support teachers requlred part1cu1ar sk;lls. -He

or she needs toxbe able to 1lsten to problems,'exiain»'

strategies and approaches which are being recommended:and

support these in writtén form rEdwardsistreSSedfit'isyﬁﬁA;

1mportant for support teachersfto uéé ﬁdipIOmacy&and.have'

conf1dent1a1 ,d;scuss1on on theﬁpossible~failings-of%class




”and other dlsab111t1es placed in ordanarygfclasseS“

‘materials is an essentlal part of successful whole sch

iplacements'tin; ordir

childrens. SEN are: part1cu1arly relevant “to developmentsri'

teachers‘to provide for pupils;with SEN. Chapters 5 and ‘6.
descrihod the importance ;oﬁj appropriate aCcess”_and
curficﬁla for physically d1 ablod pup1ls Clearly ;dWardsiv
sugges tlons could contribute to whole school approaches toQ;V

these issues.

2.12 Hodgson (1985) noted the 1mportance of practzcal

mater1als wh1ch were su1table for chlldren w1th phys1

may need to be eas11y handled and to 'pﬁOVide concreteg.f‘

representatlon 'df abstract 'problems She' argued that

.l

aﬁageﬁéss of theotneed for some ,pupils tog have,"u

;approaches. qugson. suggested support teachlngj:can'd“'

contrlbute to ~thefé success ;jof dlsabled chiidrehs“

ary schools by Ara151ng teachers

awareness of the1r SEN

91??, ,Inh add1t1on to “the s1gnhf'cance of»»teacheYSEg'lvp

att1tudes to the successful placement Ofr ch1ldren W th?3

phys1ca1 d1sab111t1es in. ordlnary schools, 'Dessen’

c1t ) d1d acknowledge the 1mportance of other features

thelr- d1ff1cult1es ;Examples he gave werefzaddlt'
non—teaching‘ support paramedncal 1nput where. necessary

and spec1allst teach1ng methods_ ﬁor‘ phys1ca11y dlsabledt;;

'chool approaches

pupglsg jﬂﬁu noted that wholw l£6 '

'. "./ . -
Ao e
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such as the siting of unlts where groups of Pupllg w1th

physical dlsab111t1es may be brought together in ordlnary

sehoofs. Dessent suﬁééSted thHat there are parc1 ular ‘
dangers’ to bo avo1ded if chlldron are qrouped in thlS way,'
such as the p0551ble stlgma attached to thelr placements

He cla1med stlgma could be«overcome if schools ‘w1th-'; ;

sp601allst support unlts attached placed all ch1ldren w1th

SEN in ordlnary pastoral groups

9.14 Gipps,"efbés- and Goldsto1n (1987) *éxamihedf«ﬁhe |
special‘,educational pr0v151on for ) what they termed
Jwarnock'S~TB¢'_ie. chlldren in ord1nary prlmary schools

but - who were w1thout Statements ofv SEN. undér- the 1981

::Education Kct;j Gipps,vet -all pointedioﬁtfthat Qrdlnary

schools should develop B thelr"‘*épecial edueétionél
provxslon from that prev1ously called remedlal' accordlng
to*-puplls 1nd1v1dual SEN LakeﬁDessentwasmnoted'above

G1pps et al suggested that schools must recognlse it may

fbe thevcurrlculum rather than- the ch1ld whlch needs help

f SEN are . to’ be »met Q%?he thes1s has shown that

recogiitlon g phys1cal dlsablllty and 1dent1f1cat10n of

*poss1ble phys1cal hand1cap, as deflned in chapter 3 among

fpuplls: 1ntegrated 1nto‘ ordﬁnary schools - should thus S

1nvolve the1r class teachers in a well organlsed system of

ssment goal sett1ng and monrtor1ng. . Gipps et ai-'
':suggested that' schools- could be helped‘to develdpqSuch“

important strategies by support from. LEA specialist staff'
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9.15 Wedell et al.(1987) noted the significance’ of 'LEA
policies in the effectiveness of 'special educational
provision made in ordinary éohools, They found that
falling rolls, financial factors and local initiatives
such as integration poLicies‘hEVe-chenged'thei patterns of
euéh provision. Wedell et al. studied the respones of 5
LEAS to the 1981 Educatlon Act ' TheY»found,a.3i%%iDCﬁéé$¢~5
in* support teach1ng ordlnary échooiéfhyjeteffffrom.
spe01al schools :E 376 more : S@pport“teedherd’appqinted.
d1rect1y tor ordinary schooks fah&"a 76% ninCreeeé in
wnon—teachang assisténtsrthere.HﬂfnterView§uﬁ}thhteachers;
LEA officers, other professionals andwpérentSTIEd?tofthez_’
oonoineion=that increaSe&ttreéoﬁrces did not'neceééaril§'
~increase' ’the >effect1veness 5§6£ 'HepeCiaﬁ feducat1ona1{ﬁ
prov151on ThlS is con51stent.w1th the earller p01nts 1n

'thls chapter that teachers perceptlons of SEV and;the1r:

attltudes to the placement .of PUPllS w1th phy51cal and ‘

'gschools are.- 51gn"

other dlsabllltles in ordlna'

'thémsucbess of whoIe}SChooj .ppregqhee to ch;ldrens

9.16 . Using responses - too questlonnalres sent ;td all

LE@e,_-MQsesfet al. (1987) conflrmed the trend of suppf

teaching ih ordinary. schools-awey ~from remedual read1nq;
towarﬁgv%orkfWith‘teaChersfaS:Well as pupiieitacroésithe
curriculum. 63% of the:ﬁEA:eupport serVTEes claimédﬁto.
spendﬁover halt;their tiﬁe teaching pupils,_thogﬁh 20%’of
the Servicgs ¢ouldnft.giYé;éﬁoéeteiied dcc§Unt ot‘how-eime:

was spent. »OﬁIyVéhserViees‘outiof-71 who:repiiedjto Moses




et al. totally rejécted withdr‘%alﬁfrom ordihaﬁy’ (

as on option for pupils with SEN. 25 of the sovrvigos ¥an,
ohe term courses id“*ﬁéﬁgjf,EOry’teaehers in lordinary7‘
schools. Common elements werea’ taught component on" SEN

?QiSits‘to other schools ‘Poles. of adv1sory and support

Sérvices and~7a prOJect 1nvolv1ng teachers in develop1ng
spec1al educatlonal prov151on 1n thelr own schools 'TheSQA, o

i

components are.bconslstent w1th: the cratlcal areas’»of_
whole sChool»policiesl’for chlldren w1th SEN descrlbed
earlier in thls chapter Such IneServ1ce tra1n1ng would
help schools to tackle the:.Lssues,of percept;on of thgi

SEN. of children witﬂh«phyéi?@:ar and  other disabilities,

examine . approaches to SEN in;f”ther ‘schoois, encouraﬁe
effect1ve use of' support sfrVices and develop spec1flc f
pol1c1es for ord1nary schoo‘s7to meet SEN b e

9.17 - Gibps et al.'*(off c1t ) -eiaﬁihed patterns of

“isupport for children ‘with SEN availsble to ordiniry:

-

- 'LEAS ‘contrasting,’

pr1mary schools‘ ih<ag

, env1ronment and s6cio= economlc make up.  They foﬁhd“ysz{vﬁs

there was . a huge varlatlon 1n the”assessment and supportﬁ

offered by LEAS £o teachers faced w1th meetlng the SEN of

-pup1ls in ordlnary»vpr1mary_ schools There were for:,f

'rhstance 35 different namés: ﬁorm,t:ev 90 serv1ces offered

with great variations in what:and hOW :mcuh support .yps-
offered. - 12 LEAS had'no adv1ser for SEN. at all. véfio&é
features of support prov1ded for ordlnary schools 1nc1uded

staff to york: w&th( ;nd1yadual ch1ldrepjhav1ng a rangewof ‘
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learning difficulties; Thereiyasﬁnol-specific mention of
specialksupport being avaiiablo‘for teachers attomptlng to
moet fhe~sﬁﬁ5of’pupfls ﬁith;ph?sicalf“disabilltleSn- Theyfﬁ
found support serv1ces provzded guldancop'and support for
class teachors 1nclud1ng mater1als for them to use. w1th

ch11dren as well as relevant IVSET programmes Gippsvet

al. -made no comment s to the value ot such support for
puplls with- any part1cular loss of functlon such as‘those

_w1th phys1cal d1sab111tﬁes Chapter 3 clearly showed the

h d1ff1cult1es of try ng to 1solate groups of chlldren w1th

w1th SEN Chapter 2 showed that such d1st1nct10ns a

7rather than in-— class support teachlng ~from an addltlo

"form of‘fsBN., W1thdrawa1 was Stlll seen by & s1gn1f1ca1

‘number of teachers as ‘a useful form of spec1al proV151on

any: partlcular SLN such»\ssk'those llnked to phy51cal

dlsablﬂlty ThIs chapter found no eyamples of spec1f1cr
attempts to dlstlngulsh support teachlng for chlldren w1th

phys1cal dlsabllltles from that avallable ’for_gany puplls

‘4}kely«to CQHUrlbuta,towthe Suqceﬁé_qf‘Spec;al”educ’taonal=r.

- provision.

gt _estlgated teachers oplnl n

to w1thiSEN_‘g

puplls,

of‘nofferr Teachers‘ con51dered that psmalleri-cfasses

teacher was the best means of helplng chlldren w1thjany‘w3x'uﬁi

Lack»of’adVJGe from support serv1ces and 1ack of sultable

INSET was also noted by many teachers In one LEA 1t wasxv




a detlared aim. that all'tcﬁcheréfih ' ordinary schools:

should becomo a tedacher of PUPIIS with SEN, ‘thohgh;hewg

they  would perform this rolo was~hotfsp§cii;e&, THLS(
policy isj“similar to vthat proposed by EeSSth and~‘*

dlscussed earller in thlS chapter

9.19.. ,eipés et a& noted that ih"one; LEA, mTNéET to

heip schools? develop approaches to puplls w1th SEN ﬁwas

1n1t1a11y dlrected at ‘one member';: staff ~from=

schoo&yn'ffhe two LEAS whose support serv1ces were ratede
ﬁjthftﬁefmgst sat1stact1on amonga‘claSS' teachers;_were
thoseiﬁithymaterlals prodUced”fbr{Eh&iQiHUad children~aﬁ&

'emphasis .on an objectives" approach. The 81gn ﬁlcance of»

such an ’apprOach-”Was noted in chapteraG. Glpps,et al

found ev1dence of teachers d1ff1cu1t1es .‘1n' matchlhg

of their peers That 1mplled that all ch11dr’

If.. that was the case 1t 3js unllkely; that

speclal jleducatlonal prOV151on would - be. made"'&for

ihafyidualfpupli S'SENﬁv G;ppstete al. ;aiééf foun

r »_.}. B

children for whom LEA supsort staff p.;a'nqéae{; individual
proéraﬁﬁes, had‘:Iittie"mQre contact with teacherS“thah
other ~ puplls Some oﬁ the withdrawal .ahdp‘ éu&péft, y
approaches were found to be better than others in terms of;

continuity.
9.20 - This’ chapter has argued that teéachers' .attitudes
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to pupils with_SEN}determine ordinary schoolsf'approaches

to spocial educational provision. It was noted thatr_

Dessent  (1967)  shgsested that some tedthers assumé

chlldren w1th physical or other dlsab111t1e" arefdiffereht'f'

and therefore outsiders who may be 1ntegrated 1nto the
‘curriculum on offer or alternatlveiy placed_uln»acspeCIal

‘ rschooﬂ~‘ 'Dessent argued that it is the segregat:on 'offeT

Puplls w1th SEN wh1ch should be questlonedmﬁdesplte the” -

1eg1t1macy fi the Statementlng procwss
Educatlon Act wh1ch may ‘suggest d { Dessent clalmedh
'ordlnary schools‘should "become spec1a1" 1h1s could be
done rﬁf staff_ examrne -Eﬁék approrplateness j oﬁ”gtﬁe

curr1cu1um follow adv1ce from support staff and .lobby for

appropr1ate resources He suggested,that they cou}d_then

1mprove}prov1s10n for all thelr puplls w1th SEN rncluding'

fDessent dld ‘not report

\

deta11ed strategles 1n act1on to brlngrthls about though

hlS comments on ra151ng teacher awareness ;oﬁ- "SEN are

relevant to the def:nltlon of phy51ca1 handlcap 1n chapter
31'd1¥he f1nd1ngs LQf Hockley (1985)' Edwards (1985) and
“HongOn' (1985) do support ‘the argument,'that' there are

parthular'strategaes . wh1ch s1gn1flcant

_Jnvmaklng
adequate prov151on for SEN and which can follow from the'

whole school approaches suggested by Dessent
9.21 ,”fDesséﬁt' (op:cit) suggested de51gnat1ng certain
ordlnary schools -as acce551b1e for chlldren w1th Physlcal

d15ab111t1es because 1t may not) be p0551b1e to make alli
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ordinary ochools. special enough for Suéh ’pupils.

Designated schools should be part of clusters oF ordlnary

schools whlch share rosources as a means of eatendlng the
range-of<spec1al educatlonal provxslon,available.* Dessont

did not descrlbe what those shared resolirces might be' 'He

suggested that LLAs should look at what‘resources schools
have and whether they were llkely to be able to meet the
‘SEN of 1nd1v1dual puplls Thus he assumes that LEAs have

a- 51gn1flcant role to play in maklng appropr;atefspec;al

educat1onal ©' provision. = fo¥ pup1lsﬁ with- " physical

dqsah;llt;es;

n95%2 This chapter has argued that LEAS Ican? assist
schools to develop successful whole school approaches to

SEN by arranglng approprlate In Serv1ce Tralnlng“ and

prov1d1ng support teachers = Dessent (op 01t D) clalmed

that all ordlnary schools could‘prov1de for a range of SEN

‘ but the1r success will,  .depend on teachers‘ awan "qss.of

the support ava1lable and the1r _recognltlon, . ?th%ir%oﬁn

needs for support Although blpPS et al (op c1t Y wené

concerned: with‘ ordlnary vpramany schools in a llmited

='1'>iur‘nb*eii"‘ gof LEAS thelr f1nd1ngs suggest support teachlngl
has a 51gn1f1cant part to play in helplng all prlmary 5ahd}}
’ ’comprehen51ve schools to ‘prov1de for SEN 1nclud1ng those

of phys1cally dlsabled puplls . This hapter »hasc argued*

that whatever support is g1ven to 1nd1v1dual chlldren w1th

':other' dlsab111t1es in ordlnary sqhoon)

~ R ’ RS

educat1onal prov1s1on for them will

phy51cal

successful

KL N

_Page 160




depend dn thé ‘extent to which class teachers dovetaJI it

into thoir teaching and curricula. In this, chaptcr it was

shown that?i??te':hers in ordindvy schools dovvﬁ

approﬁrﬁate'pe ceptlon of thelr role in --this, ’ﬁhputﬁfrom

the r“upport "erv1ces is wasted . If class teachers do not

see thelr own role in prov1d1ng f'rA SFV as’ s gn;f1cant;"

they are;;und}kﬁly'gtqaresgohd'to INSETfarraﬁbed;to«raiSEw‘

their ﬁaWarehessVlof che ;pogs&bility that ’phys Cally

d1sabled puplls may not-have full access to thelcurrl‘i""

an9f§91~

;chaptér‘ has argued that support teachlng

: whlch 1nc1 des In Serv1ce Tra1n1ng, Ean' raise. teachers

',flaWaneness ‘of the natiire of pupllS -SEN and 1mprove thelr

,Yinvolved

expectat1ons,,of{_ c 1ldren | w1th
Qifficult

can‘cohthib,:efto whole school approaches to meet1ng SEN

1f 1ndeed ailﬂ staff 5i*whthe ordinary 3schoo;s become

“:uch, developments ,'ane,“acomplementary'%toM‘;;

1m9r9v1ng- ﬁrOVESEOn ~for phy51ca11y dlsabled pup

lobbyiﬁg' for spe01al resources for them It fsf 11kely

that teachers ' demands  for resources will be more

:approprlate if - they have a reallstlc perceptlon of the SEN

"of phys:cally ud1sab1ed~puprls, as-suggested in chapters 4

ah& 5.
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Chapter 10 S BRI

The future rold of ‘Gpceial Schosls for the 'Physically

Handicapped’ .

10.1 Previous chaﬁterSﬂﬂhaveﬂisuggésted changes are

"ﬁaking “place 1n the demand for varlous types of - prov151on:

-for chlldrcn w1th phy51cal dlsabllltles w1th1n
_avallable across spe01al and ordlnary schools In kthls

chapter the possible fAture roie of spe01al schools wh1ch

'have prov1ded for chlldren who were known as th51callyi.

hand1capped‘ '1s examlned 1n the context of the demand for -

[rre

'1ntegrat1on and re— 1ntegrat10n dlscussed in chapter 7 The

fpos51ble 1nfluence of fallvng rolls 1dent1f1ed by HMII

‘.(1989) the prov151on avallable in such schools isfw.

Efalso examlned The purpose of th1s examrnatfdn'ls to;see
%Thow specmad«schools for the PH'can 'play-their partgingthe

Vo range of prov151on descr1bed in, chapter 7. There, is also .

rﬁd1scusslon of crlter;a whlch may be used to de01de

'vplacement of chiﬁdren',at: such schools ~and 'the“"

analys1s of the strengtis andiweaknesses of such spec1al'
edgcat&onal . provisgion for l-chlldrenv —With phy51calga-

disabilities.

10.2  Jowett et al. (1988) suggested that despite vitsj

disaanntages' a. system of~‘spe01al schools cannot*be

dismantled overnlght Indeed they p01nted out that’ from




1972 to 1988 the number  of pubils in special‘schoolsiiﬁ

Lngland and Wales was congstant: at about 13 per 1000 The;r

research was lconccrnod Wth an ,'ovaluatzon of lznks
”defined’;asr'any" harzng ‘of':staﬁf*o?’%esources between

i

special and ofdinar?‘schoOls, TWénty -one of the'sChoo'si

"selectEdbe'Jowett.et al. were?deSCribed-as beingﬁﬁorrtheﬁ

_physically,.han&icapped 7” (14 oi them) had llnks with

ordinary schools Th1s was a smaller percentage than that

of other types of sp 'ual schools though not s1gn1f1cantly

“Two th1rds of all the_;schools;;samplpdf'hachontact

' }between the1r staffs and and. thoSei of spec1al schools;

weekly or'-less The work undortaken by spec1al schiol_

teachers 1n ord1nary schools was found to be as followsﬁ
teaching puplLs from spec1al school 18%
teachangspuplls from ord1nary school 5%

teach1ng comb1ned groups - "5u | 42%

adv1s1ng colleagues in ord1nary school 29%;“*'

lealslng.feﬁ placements in ordlnary sch., 66'

1053 © Jowett. et al. noted that  a total of | sixteen

xteachers from schools for ‘the PH :Wége ihVOlQed in liﬁkéwa
‘between | speélal :[aﬁaﬁ-;of&iﬁéf§ﬁ;‘s¢b9¢1sw Th@f%éést
substant1a1 anOIVG@ént"b?évé téache?»frOm.such a school -
‘was to work tﬁehpyv,five'>hou55’ per week in an ordiha£§ff
EChooli U’Tvéhﬁyﬂvéhﬁiié from that spec1a1 schooliﬁétedk
BEéhaiﬁgflbetweenf three and f1ve hours per week in ;the

ordinary school. There was, also ,some movement of staff

from - the ordinary. séhool tér@ﬁé* school fcr the thjtb

aSsiBt,With’ te§Ching there- ;TW69 teachers froﬁ'anbthgf
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school for the PH spent tifteen hohfs per wesk adv131ng
cOlleaguee in an ordinary school about the 1ntegrat10n of
twonty three ot thelr puplls,lzulh Fact a total of ono

hunchd ana’ tnree:s‘ec1a1 schoo1s reported that starf from“

ordlnary schoois.‘vi51ted them eveéen 1f it was -Just té
attond occas:onal open days. Half the apgroaehesh were
for statf ﬁrom ordlnary schools to bcnetlt from spec{ai
,resources held by the spec1ad school ‘55% of . the contacts’

were on a "regular ‘weekly basas “f Thus Jowett etyal, .

V‘showed that: there have been 51gn1f1cant devet

piénts- in

_the role of spe01a1 fschools 1nclud1ng those

These are now b01ng used ‘as resource centresr?ﬁorqutaff

Jgremwrordnnary schools as originally suﬁﬁeétéa‘

Warnock Report. - _ : S R

.exchanges of staff between

doﬁfers advantages to~both~typeS‘0f§t“

;of support from su1tab1y experlenced te chers"for PUPIIS

‘t
Yo

suggested that spe01a1

Jowett ef~“'a;;y

waccompanylng the1r pup1ls part tlme 1nto ord1nary schools”

couldwsmooth_thet progress of chlldrens re— 1ntegrat10n by

i

paSsjhéleh*tiﬁ‘?LexPertiSe' in meetlng S E. N. to teachers‘
-;hiordinary_sehools; In contrast, the f1nd1ngs of Hegartf
et a1.”(;geg a;b) noted int;chahteri 7 suggestedwthat Such}
éupﬁort_ from special schools may not always be p051t1ve M

Contact with $pecial sdheblsf-may' be- an advantage to the

staﬁf*gf'ordiﬁameEChpole, who with 1ess formal categpr}ee

The 1mportance_x




of . prov151on are now more llkely to have to teach chlldrenh'

Wlth PhYS1cal d15ab111t1es elther part tlme or full t1me
On thé othor hand if small special schools for the PH
continye to é*?St» HMI (1989) fouhd  their chanded of
Pr05i¢ing thelﬁﬁll National Curricu;Qm'ﬁay bo énhénéed'by
support from subject specialist .ﬁéaéﬁers from ordinary

schools.

10:5  ~Qliver. (1985) argué&‘that;égegfal- schools wodld “i

COhtihde"to ex1st because they can be po

a’Just1f1ed by those respon51ble‘)h “their existerice as

ofrer1ngg prov151on for 'the' handfcahﬁéél ‘to Tbeufself’
:sfoicient~ He cla1med spec1al schools reflect the powers
of{ profess1onals | such educat1onal psycholog1stsw'and
adminiStrators ih ekercls1ng~.soc1al control by remov{ﬁé

i'potentl lly disruptive- pup1ls from. 'ordihar§ schools

—— . . ~

‘”leen the dlff1cult1es in 1ntegrat1ng phy51cally dlsabledl
puplls descrlbed in: chaptersA 7~andw8- it is leely-that
some teachers w111 co;operate w1th moves to segregate such
chlldren 1n spec1al schools Ol1ver‘ argued that 1n v1ew
of»"spec1al ’ schools 11mlted - curr1cuﬁa :éng poor
expectat1ons ‘for* the PH descrlbed by Anderson (1973), jt“
“isv segregat1on wh1ch should be cons1dered the” exceptlon
in the placement of ch1ldren w1th SEN rather than ther ;iy
integrat{onr ‘He j_Jcla1med the 1dealog1c1al comm1tments to
integrat%on in the 1944 and 1981 Educatlon Acts were not;

‘followed by action to bring them to fuition.
10.6 . _Jowett;etwal; noted that links between special and
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ordinary schools have acceleratéd since ,the_.abol{tlon»of
tﬁe” formal D.E.S. categorics df«nandicap, They,éﬁgéeéta&
staff in speclal» schools pro&dddngr‘for pupils W§£h
uphy51cal dlSﬁblthY can - also benefit from lihké‘*ﬁithi
ordihary schools because their;egpectaﬁions of’ﬁupils aref
jmorelrealistic. 1f they have contact Withwcolleagues from

ordinary schools. The subject spcc1allsm ,of:“staff?from

ordihary' comprehehsive schoolsh may be helpful to. staffl“"

5 aml’school of perhaps hav1nq to teach more: thaldhv

one:csuhjeCt. Jowett also noted however th ;
had aliéady begunlln:many ‘areas before the 1981 Educatlonf
fActu[;?%he research of Anderson (1973) descrlbed in
chapters 3 and 5 also indicated that llnks were develop1ng-

.with spe01f1c reference to 1mprov1ng the range‘of speclal

*educatzonal prov1szon ava:lable for puplls w1th a range of

phys:cal d1sab111t1es

10.7 ‘{ﬁ 'examznzng 1ntegrat1on , zJowett ;Vet - al.
5d1st1ngulshed between puplls from all the spec:al schools
sampled who attended ord:nary- schools on an 1nd1v1dual'

bas1s (from 122 schools) and those who attended ord1nary

schools in groups (from 68 schools) 75% - of the schools;_{

1nvolved had fewer than s} pup1ls going" out to or,
schools: More than half of all those pup115 on 1nd1v1dua147
placements spent at least o¢ne day per week in the ord1nary

school. The d1fferent flgures of pup1ls going from spec1al

tO ord1nary schogdls e1ther in groups or 1nd1v1duallyf‘ére

found by Jowett et al ‘to reﬁlect _the different parﬁoséé
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involved. These were classified as being predominantly
either’to stimulate pupils’ social or” alternatlvely the1r

educational development Generally it was found that‘

1nd1v1dual re— 1ntegrat1on was arrangod to make appr;p v%te
educat10nal provision and links for groups of puplls’ were

for social reasons.

10.8 Freelands School was an establ1shment cater1ng for
60 puplls descr1bed as ““PH' between the ages of 2 and 19
Jowett‘et al reported that 1t ‘was s1ted on a campus Wlth
flrst and m1ddle schools The close pr0x1m1ty between the
specnal “and ordlnary schools was sa1d to have helped fihj;
intesratlpn of Tstaffp;and pupils. The reasonsifor this
‘help’ are not nade clear but it may well havé been’
because'of thedlack of'utime;trayellinéybetweenrsites.andww
ease of. staff llalson ‘>2§ out - of 32;fpupilgirin:jthe

secondary age range;were spending some tdme W

ordinary SChOOls» 'Supporth’ from‘ werfare 'staff«‘was

ava1lable in practlcal lessons and for ass:stance w1th the

tonlet “and thSlcaln~qare din the ordlnary éschoolsﬁ;f“

needed. All ‘the junior puplls‘v1slt the ordinary schoGl

as a group for half ‘a‘day per week. They were. accoﬁpénied-[

by awwelfare' assistant and-a teacher: There were sald'to‘
be no probleﬁs with ~Pﬁpipupils réceivqng phy51otherapy‘
support because Junlors were'spending enough t1me 1nmthe :
.spec1al school to recelve such speCial. propision'ﬁhere'
A Senlors who generally spent more t1me in the comprehens1ve

than' the spec1al school could return for phys1otherapy

“when’ the curriculum” perm1tted N Thas has 1mportant
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implicatiéns for ﬁull‘time re—integration as Jowettlet alr
impiiodwthat.tﬁéro may . bo a idanger that'theraby suﬁnort
couidlbo Lost if the children with 'bhvsical dlsabllltlos
djd’“not “spend séaé' time fn' the ‘speolal abhOOl where
paramedical Support'was%anparently concentrated They«d1d=r“
'not‘oomment directlv on the issue of whother the PH puplls
should have to return at all to.bhe._segregated vspecial
school for phys1otherapy rather'¥than reCEive .it'ﬁnithe

ordlnary school

-A10;9 Some s1gn1f1cant questlons about the 1inks between

FreelaDQs and the ordznary school remaln ananswered by
Jowett;ét al.. No explanatlon was ggven for example as to

whether a11 the puplls 'at Freelands would normally have"‘v

_'attended the adJacent pr1mary and mlddie schools as thelr

nelghbourhood school If -not,' then they may not~ have o

galned from the soc1a1 advantage fof schoollng alongs"de

their nelghbourhood peer group No explanat1on is- glveij

to the' cr1ter1a on: whach_‘thldren were. seTectedﬂe

candldates /ﬁa?: 1ntegrat10n »ﬁ NO"comment was passed;;y:u

;Jowett et al on any dlfflcultzes 1nvolved _1n setAi
such a »schemef for 'example p0551b1e}problems of . 1n er‘

‘school llalson or access to the ordlnary school premlses_~f,

These however are very real potentlal problems as reve*og;.

vachapter 7.

1010 Another school studied by Jowstt et al. was

Standlake School for ‘children with physical disab;litjes,

There were lOQ~'pup11s on yroll, 17 teaChefsw anaq 4
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i'sxgelrnpant that

i there .was mnéh less_lntogratlon occurlng

gfrom Standlake into the Comprehen51ve were. sa1d b“‘

non-teaching  assistants.  Standlake, like Freelands,

shares & -campus With & comprohon51ve School 13 pupvlo"

werer;atteﬁdihg fourth year and flIth year ClaSaLS h6\

followed sixth form courses. No- exp

to why some pupils attended theeefCOhrSes. perhaps it was:

fbeCauSe they were follOWing_'boﬁraes. whtoh could noﬁ

othorwdse be provided at the.ﬁspecfal school. It would

have been more helpful 1f 1nformat10n had been 1nc1uded by

*Jegett~et al. as’ to- the cr1ter1a for example"soc1al MQ{’

’eduoationalﬁ ‘on- whmch staff’ at qtandlake arranged part:

';tlme re- 1ntegrat1on 1nto the comprehens1ve. school ' It 15

G

than from--Free“° ‘,dd?SPlteaﬁi,‘

locat1on of both épecial sChoOls ’Bﬁieaﬁ\ue, The reasons

schools sett1ng i‘qp; the’_schemes dafferent

Aperceﬁtions* of what the ordlnary schools could offer or “

:“P
- i

‘erent 1nf1uences such 'ds ,LEAfE@Ii@;e'l 1t was noted

Head Teacher of = the’ speclal school, to‘be;soc1a1-rather

than F~educationa1 Although  the distance 'betWeen'_tﬁg:

schools 1s reported as being qulte long, it was notéd*that

rah_sgff lifts and spec1a1 to11ets were_ provided for:

d1sab1ed pup1ls in the comprehens1ve “ihis sujgested.tﬁat

total numbere on roll
”om Standlake,

- bulldlngs ,and =

the twoz

o env1sage any -

;énatlongwae“'giyonoas’~3k

;10 11 s Most of the galns from the A1ntegrat10n of puplls;f'"’




there Was not an access problem which mlght otherw1se have
been a,_erater1on for dec&slone on_whlch children were to
be re-integrated. It also suggests - as with Freeiands
school, that gome quite‘detaifedfﬁighﬁﬁng'was dohé?ﬁgﬁgﬁ§4
LEAito help integration of the dieabied pap@@sﬂi 1&?5
.implfes that?some definite PUrpose was seen .in their partb

time re-integration.

10.12___Jowettret‘a1. also described revintegration from
- Ashdown PH S&hool' It was 51tuated | on campus w1th a“
“comprehen51ve school There was formerlr a prlmary school
ithere too, but thlS had closed 24 out of 45 senior puplls:
were . spendlng up to 75% of the1r t1me an’ the comprehen51ve

schoo;u;Several more,,havapg returned there Vfull»trme

qufficuIties'hwére reported' dh balanc1ng the: t1metab1e.a

3 between the two schools It was: noted that three extra’
dteachers had been prov1ded at the comprehen51ve school to, E
;1mprove overall pupli\gteacher ratao- thereby- to a551ste

1ntegratf

’é: Jowett et al. ,1mpl1ed that 1t was cons1deredMﬂ

one. would auto" oW from the other Chapter Béf

noted'*the ‘1mportanCe " of attltudes of etaff 1n o_“ﬁ“ﬁ*

 school® 'to. pupils w1th S.E. N f~:if theY ’aﬁé?‘to‘kbe SN
:successfully 1nteérated Thus ‘it is. not, necesearily-"theg
case ’*that : mereTY Increa51ng”'resodrceée'woa&d-‘alone S
'fac111tate 1ntegrat10n It was’ nevertheless reported that
Ashdown “Staff were ava11ab1e to. adv1se the staff in the?fi
ordinaryrschobl about the S.E.N. . of the dlsabled Puplls
Thls suggested that attltudes there were’ receptlve to the

re~1ntegrat;on; programme. Indeed Jowett et al. reported“
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long term plans have been made for a new départment of

[FEE

special needs to be set up in the comp#éhensive Cwith g

senlor teacher 85 “head. Some of the staff from“@sthwn
Wil transfer to it full time along ‘With"ail'thefso ie%*
pupils. Ashdown will thén become a prlmary assessment un1t
for ‘éhlldren "with physmcal< dlsabllltles Such~ a

significant chahge could presumably only have come about

as a result» of» deflnlte LEA POllCY and w fthe approval

ofﬁythe Ashdown development

of HMI. The apparent“succesw

~reporte: :J wett ot al rshows the 1mp0rtance oﬁﬁrsuch

Pol:c1es rather tﬂm ;'mere ad hoc evolut1on -Thls is clear
ey}dence;of‘a"changeani the role of a spec1a1 school for_
'ﬁthe7ﬁH end‘also‘ofi,enl,alteratlon in the range of spec1a1
equcationaltﬁrijsion available in that-aree.:

10.13 thhe! wish to form 11nks between - spec1a1 _and

ordlnary schools may or1g1nate from a ~number_ﬁof~sourCesf

such ‘as. Head Teachers of the. schools to be. involved. LEA

5 a ;P9?91t4~hf »demends from» other

nroﬁeSEionais 5,r6m. perénts"wﬁor ’the 1ntegrat10n of

vchifdren w1th phy51ca1 d1sab111t1es HMI (1989) found

‘some - ev1dence that 1n the 11ght of falllng rolls Head‘

teachers 6§: Spec1a1 Schoolsg for example may offer the1r;

:staff as support teachers inu_ordlnary schools wher

v'chlldren w1th phy51ca1 dlsab111t1esv‘he§e been 1ntegrated
or re 1nteqrated . Some ‘have also made: the1r -schools'
resource centres avallable to staff 1n ordlnary schools as

'bg,;;thef Wsrnock.‘ Report - _Parents3“;§n&{

prof _éiéhele,mey,be,opée%e&atg,thea kegellihgfeficﬁildi'




as ph, for the reasons expjained in chapter 2. HMI
suggested thislis one reason for the falllng rolls of
special schools. Such views may now be evident at Annual
Review ~ discussions. 'h‘Thééaf vieﬁsﬁ could then  bo

incorporated into childrens' Statcements Of»éyEgN} aﬁdfafe

another peSsible .inf luence on the range of speciai

educatiOQal provisiodn avallable Them_infﬁuence; of . the

latter °in determining . special educatipnaiﬁprovisipn‘is

discussed again in’the conclusion.

10,14 . Jowett et &1 (op c1t ) reported staff in- spe01a1.

~and ordlnary have varylng perceptlons of ;thef need .for.

links. ‘For- some fac;ng'_a’ falllng“urollé situation or
exgectations of 7parents and ?erQ$5§§Déisg:,ﬁQr the
integration.of'individual‘pupilskityﬁ;s:almOSt a matter of

1nev1tab111ty Other schools wére sald to h

’p051tavely “to demonstrate the1r expertlse : During the -

research three spec1a1 schools were absorbed 1nto ordlnary

schools .asiplanned'for AshdoWn~SchooT and descrlbed in

ﬁaragraﬁh 10fib. Jowett et al*dld point out that"spe01a1A

schools ’ziﬁ the ‘absence offgguldance from bLEAS had

11nfLuence _over<integf§tion in ;the- ch01ce of ordlnarv

schooLsawlth:_Whichd they attémétédl €6 fOrm rinks. The

reportéd criteria for selectlon of ‘such’ schools were

factors' such as adequacy of bu11d1ngs for the dlsabled

freceptlveness of . staff in ordlnary chool and thelr

‘teac”x,g strengths ’ 30wett et al. found that puplls to- be

1ntegrated were selected on cr1ter1a such ‘as ed'catlonal

abllltyy:‘dttalnments; and isoctalc-ma%ukity. They 'noted 5
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poss1ble criteria for special’ schools for phﬁsiCably
abled PUPllS to conslder in selecting;ordinany schools

to: roce1ve thelr pupll 51gn1flcant features of . or,‘““'

schoois - WEY thevher adequate access'";,astaavaiﬁabie.
whethor the school with the most .suftabié bui ldings. had
staff with ~recentiVe'»attitudes | Jowett et ai?‘noted
*Pé?éible"LEA influence on. the success of re 1ntegrat10n

cOﬁld go» fuﬁtherr tﬁaﬁ‘.fthe~ taCIt ap*" yalz noted in

~paragraph 10.. 15

'domng4;so .throughuu\ ":of approprlate staff

Alterlng bulldlngs Vﬁtimé- and ,the‘ necessary

resources may“ only 'wbeff”available' from _ LEAs

avallablllty of such resources may in future be affected

by the 1mp1ement1ng of Local Mangagement.‘of ;fhm;f;g

'though 1n1ta11y LEAS will retaln .an  element. of~centrai-‘

fundlﬂg reserved ’to meet~SEN" ThlS p01nt 1s cons1dered :

‘again in chapter 11, which deals w1th the s1gn1f1canceﬁof

the 1988 Educatlon Act

110.15° ‘Jowett et.al. found that links betwesn speci

ordlnary schools could 1ndeed be the result of fo maf
1ntegrate or ‘re- 1ntegrate puplls w1th S. E. N LEAs;f;
usually aware of such schemes and do glve their tac1t o

approval. LEAs may’ need to be ‘more directly 1nvolved 1f

integration schemes or 11nks between spec1a1 and ord1 ary e

schools requlre extra resources alteratlons to bu11dﬁ gw L

transport between schools or ‘extra staff to meet the needs
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of chlldren With'~SEN' in ordlnary schools Reference by

those 1ﬁvolved LO forhal LEA pol:c1os on the prlnh

llnks could be‘51gn1l1cant noted Jowett Aet_ all_
was d1sagreement about provision, ‘hétW%en 'lseﬁo;,,ﬁ"“;
profe551ona1s orw parentsi Jowett et al did not glvo ‘
spec1f1c . examples .of such“d;sagreementsb b“ the1r B
acknowledgement of"the possibiéﬁdiﬁfjtdltfes‘ds\releYanE;;

to thlS-tbSSlﬁm -

IO”IG"rJowettfet al. gave an example of .- the maklng of LEA

p011c1es almed at brlnglngfabout re—1nt ' fon‘of pup1ls'

w1th SEN who were prev1ously placed in7"speeia1f schools

They descr1bed how an LEA Adv1sory Team wh1ch requested:r

spec1al schools,to.draw ‘uﬁ -a plan~<descr1b1ng' how they'
could promote contact :With ordinary schoolsq All the
latter were pub11shed w1th1n the LEA and for 1ts part 1t

stated thatva_longfterm a;méof;all,spe”' 1 'schools should

bevthe_rebintegrationvof~a5ﬁmany pupilsVas possab;ef*Whlle o

formal LEA po 1c1es may be relevantr less tanglble but

nonetheless 1mportant are. con51derat10ns such as attltudes e

of_ Head Teachers ;of spec1a1 and _ordlnary schools

.....

ihtegratdon;schemés Such varlables may have beengone of

the fnfﬁhences in the . dlfferent amount 'off?Jntegrat1on',ff

;aesééibéd»iﬁ“paragraphs- 10.8, 10 9 and 10.10. ‘Jowett, et

.al.'noted that LEA off1cers may w1sh tolbe m1ndfu1 of this 'fplf'*

point in maklng Head Teacher appo1ntments ' a;jﬁj .

10.17 Jowett et al. (1987) , reported that specialuand

ordinary " schools must work out 1mportant 1ssues in the
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organisation. of any links. These issues are choice- of

curriculum"area,-',the amount of support”‘frOmiséecial

school staff, apbroﬁriateness cdf toachlng utYlbs in

receiving schools and counséiling-gof the1r puplls ‘and.

staff’ahOut SEN. Jowett et al. found problemS»experienced
by various link schémes related to transport not arr1v1ng
on< time, liaison w1th reference to absence,' or changed

arrangements especially wherke rece1v1ng schools were some

g

distance froﬁxthe special wschools As al resultjof these

difficulties sometim”t;lntegratlon had to be yféf* gerlods

of half °r~,ful1~ days to mlnlmlse 1ncohvv“{eﬁce ThlS

.7"

SOmetiMGs led to art1f1c1a1 ad}ustments o puplls

t1metab1es 'Had_ there gbeen prov1s1on for chlldren w1th

ﬁphys1cal drsabiﬁities~ in unlts' attached ‘to_ﬁord;nary

schools as'descrlbed w1th reference to the ;resedrchgqof

'Cope and Anderson in chapter 7 =

co'ld have been av01ded Jowett )

4staff in ordlnary schools felt t

i

’schools dld not. undegstqu;,;hen-

requested

_tchapter 9 “with

'adequately for those pupils w1th s E N. already placed’;-

there. The need for changes in spec1a1 schools was alsoj

¢ recogniséa”bg Jowett et al. thus' it may well happen that

only. by a major reﬁthink_of its gwh3 currlculum ’aqd

acedemic “purposes can the :special SChobl bring itsL o

t1metab1e into line w1th that ' of the?nordinary schoolW

thls statement is even more 51gn1f1cant 1n the context of
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-the entitlement “of pupils in ‘special schools o ‘the

10719 "lt is.clbar“fromﬁthe"cbmmonts of -Jowett et @

,noted 1n the prev1ous paragraph that whatover the p011c1os

of LEAs w1th regard to 1nte@rat1on or parental w1shos 1ﬂ”f;

sucCess depends very much on the 'teachers 1nvolved

waett et;al found that in the l1nks stud1ed teachers 1n7;

ordinaryeschools= d1d welcome the ass1stance them receaved\

' 'from teachers . accompany1ng theIr pupfls“.fromj gpecial -

schools They found that the support teachers rolesAWere°

largely determlned by the teaciang styles of tne teachersv

'w1th whom they were 'work1ng SR common view of alms ‘was

‘needed but some teachers in ord1nary schools 1n1t1ally had

poor percept1ons of how they thought teachers from spec1al

schools » could help them by pass:ng c:”last

techn1ques .and experlencﬂJ

Jowett etfad. repo ted sotie

teachers 1n ord1nary school re11ed upon *the staff from
spec1al schoolsA to~~COpe, w1th pup1ls who had SEN Th1s
casts doubts on whether the 1ntegrat1on was funct1onal or

l.,\

not'as def1ned chapter 8 ; The support may." hav’

puplls of the ord1nary school to cont1nue to rewar -thosef.'

in speCJal school as ,d1fferent._ Support 1n terms 2Qf R

mater1als and concrete proposals for 1nd1v1dual puplls was“

generally welcomed. Some specaal school teachers were

conciously trying to introduce into the4pord1naryn'schooﬂ
thefﬂcaring and supportive gqualities" of thedr;speciali
schools. In this they agreed that _the‘fmostJ 1mportant

prrerequisite for ‘success was to be approachable; and
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cémpetent in working with colleaguésfin’ordinarynschoOIs-

Jowétt et al. congsidered the rolo of ‘the support teacher;l‘

\\\\\\

was a very difficult boundary to neaotlate“. There was

approhensicn among teachers in ordlnary 86h6o1s as ed,to;
accommodate another colleague in ‘their classroom Support
teachers needed to know when to- observe and when to help

These issues though not applled dlrectly to chlldren wzth

phys1cal dlsablllty were no less 11kely to be relevant t0‘

the1r 1ntegrat10n

10.19 JoWett et al. found many. spec1al school teachers

enjoved the autonomy of being away from thear usual schoOl*l

base but many had concerns 'abgu-t- ’h'ow the .
received Spmefspec1a1 SChOOl teaChers ‘ did not see

themselves as?exﬁeité, The expectat1ons of ordlnary school

staff ‘may have been 1nappropr1ate in th1s context poss1bly

causlng d1ff1cult1es Jowett et al noted bome teachers 1n'

ordinary schools. declared themselves appnehensavegaboutf'

accepting children~.with. physical _disabiltx

.success »inf meetlng the S E N of chlldren w1th physlcalt* -

,d1sab111t1es was llkely to turn on whether they weref;

prepared to alter their methods or allow support ;such 3as

spec1a1 ycommunacatlon alds ”fo; be used by pup1ls w1thif”1'

.thSfcal d1sab111t1es Some of 'th- demands made by}j’

téachefs in- ordlnary classes such as that for note tak1ng?

or drawing may heed to be altered forﬁ ch1ldren w1th‘ -

physical ‘disabilities. It would be wrong for example for

such pupils to - miss out on recelvlng‘ or recordlng;'

infofmatjpn which could in fact be'{preparedg,fofpkthem
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earlier. That would mean they were,physically:hﬁnﬂjcapped

unnecessarily. Sucth a risk was explained in chapter 3.

Thus Jowett et al. found evidence of frustations :among
teachérs of special and ordinary“sChooiS.”in§5l;§djiﬁA

links. Successful integration therefOrevdepended on thef

goodwill of both.

10. ZOi ThlS chapter has- shown that whlle speczal schools

are changlng their roles and : developlng thelr l1nks w1th

ordlnary schools there are many problems to be overcome 1fwy?

these new’ roles are to offer adﬁ”“

ph?sical disabilities. : Examp&es 6;.***

ordinary séhools involved show that: there-zare varlatlons'

in theﬁ_extent of staff and pup11 1nvolvement in. those
links. There is ev1dence in th1s chapter that the presence

-of speczal schools for phy51cally dlsabled pup1ls on

-makefﬂlntegrat1on eas1er; Approprlate ordanaryﬂ school

buildrngs w1th full access‘ for" those w1th priblems of

.mobility are also. essential.'if' pupils w1th ”?hV519§l

'_disahilities are to be integrated. More s1gn1fl ant~are

the att1tudes and preparat1ons made by staff both from,h"

ordinary -andv,special- schOOIS Clear purposes behlnd the

integration of pupils with phyS1cal dlsab111t1es are alsof

~an - important consideration - as are -strategneSf for

implementing these. Jowett et al. noted that the'sogrcasi-
of plans for the integration vofffphpilShwftheSfE.N;ivaryfi

The role 6f LEAS was found to be &ignificant given ‘the_

need for expensive adaptations to buildings, provision of
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sgépoht §taff;'§nd resources for chlldren with pﬁy51ca1
dié@ﬁ;litiéécif>tﬁeyf§re to have full access to ordznary
scﬁoolé; The ‘influence of 55ecial schools on the~success
‘of ‘integration for sroups of individual disabled pupils
canﬁot:be'uhderestimated. Flnally comment has been%.made~
on Vthe difficulties and: advantages of links ‘getwéén
'teachere in soecial ‘and ordlnary schools Theif‘biégest
1nf1uence on the euccess of” tﬁ%l 1ntegrat10n ot dlsabled
'ipuplls 1nto ordlnary schools .is. the strategles they use to

overcome dlfflcultles of 1n—c1ass support for the chllden

concerned DJfflCUltleS ‘ih th;;}area.were CQHSJeredklh
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_Chabter 11

The implications of the 1988 'Education Reform Act and. its
likely influence on Spec1al Educational‘ ProVis{on for

children with phy81cal d1sab1l1t1es

11.1 - The leglslat1on conta1ned 1n the 1988 Educatlon
Reform Act ’appl1es to- all puplls 1n malntalned schools
ThlS 1s 1n contrast to ﬁﬁér 1981 Educatlon Act Wthh was
concerned w1th ch11dren w1th spec1al cducatlonal needs
The f1rst 1ssue to be cons1dered 1n thlS chapter i85 how
the~ 1988 Act w111 affect the 1dent1flcat10n assessment

_ and statementlng of puplls w1th phv51cal dlsab111t1es ‘ A

wmajor feature of tne” Educatlon, Reform Act 1s the

1ntroduct10n of a Natlonal Currlculum for ‘all ‘pUplls in
England and Wales. The second 1ssue to be exam1ned in thlS

‘vchapter isnhowffar_}t~w1ll be 90551b1e3,tqﬁn1mplement the .

‘National  Curriculum . for Childreth;W@'h;.fﬁbysjcal‘
l*disabilities. in special and ordlnary ‘SChoolsf This

schapbter ‘tnnS‘vexaminesq'th poss1ble 1nfluence _of“'thef:
' Ed@cation Reform Act on the placements of puplls w1th
.physical* dlsab111t1es within - the range of spec1al

educational prOvision.referred to in earlier chapters.
ll,z The implementing of the 1981 Education Act ‘was
bégun‘followinc D.E.S. Circular 1/83. fFQllowing the 1988

Education Act a draft circular revising the latter was
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issued in December 1988. WhllSt the substantlve c;rcular
ha5 yet to be publlshed the contents of the draft 01rcular
are relevant to this- thesis. The purpose of Lho-neWHi :_ %
circular i8 60 review the iﬁpremehtation‘ of the 1981

Eduoation Act, in the light of experlence since 1981

11.3 The draft circular refterates,the definitdon of
‘special edUcational Aneedé' used. in Circular 1/83.. Aé7
noted im chapter 4, SEN are said to exist if éhiidren haVe1_
a_ learning difficUlty which caiIS'for special educatfonal;
groQision to be made for ~them5~'_The'4draft oircdlar |
confirms ’learning vqiffiCulties may Abe thexresult in ai_{
disability. In Paragraph 17 (D.E.S. 1988), headedrdEooué
on the_Cher”, the draft circular emphasises that Spec1a1
eddcational provigion .ehonld be madef,in, relatlon to

ch11drens needs rather than the1r diéabilltles Thfé£<

‘conflrms that categorles of handlcap should not ‘be  the
baeisnof speCIa} educatlona} prov1§10n. The Draft Crrfuiar
continues : “The“dektent to which a learnlng dlff?gﬂltyw :
hinders a child's development does not depend sarai§1~§p«li".*?

L

the nature and severlty “Of that d1ff1cu1ty -,Otp

S
.signifioant factors include the personal resourcee and
attributes of the child as well _gs the help and support
provided at home, and the prov151onwmade by the school and
the LEA and other statutory and-wvoluntary ageno}es
These cOmments"appear to reflectLa“move away from thetQEre'
labelling of children as havidg 'SEN, under the 1981
Education Act. ;Chapter 4 showe“dT the label éENﬁ is

sometimes used 'to refer to childrens‘ disabilities,
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without .other factors which may cause -théﬁ.,i?éfﬁn
difficulty Dbeing acknowieagéd. The draft cirau;gf;(ep
cit.) doésbolaim to haQe regard toO research, eiperieﬁde-
and’ re@orts “‘such as that of thé ‘Hbuse of Commons
Education, Science and Arts seloct Committes oh “the

'Implementation of the Education Act 1981'.

11.4 The draft circular (op cit.) emphasises that

statutory procedures for the making ‘of' Statements ‘of SEN
ugder the 1981 Education Act have drawn attention away
from-a_larger, group of children for whom schools and LEASVH
have also hade special educationai provision. »%lthough‘n'
Section 5 “of the 1981 Edaoation' Act -déaiiﬁgr'withe'
monitoring and assessment'remains.in force, guidéﬂines for
the procedures’inVolvethaQe been,clarifiedi ~Raragfaph?f8f

of the draft circular clearly states “The:assessmentfof

SEN s-ig not an end in itself; -itf#j'wather firstf;stepr ’
towards a better understanding of the child 8 learning
difficulties“. The draftzcircqlar;stresses the importance;

of“early ideﬁtification-of possibie learning difficulty,

defined as in paragraph 11 3 above

those "children with physical disabilities as defined in A

chapter 3 of this ‘thesis. The, importance of non stau
assessments within schools and the de51gnation of teachersa
Wlth responsibility for children with SEN isdgaisoi;f?
stressed. Of particular significance to the. findings ih
chabter 9 of this thesis is the éomhent that "It is the
ciassroom teacher who 1is in the key position to observe

responsés in the classroom, to recognise the child,who*is' &
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iexPerieneing difficulties in 1earningi and to try out
differént approaches to help meet the Chlld s 'needs“
(paragraph 24). These guidelines conﬁirm: that - the: D ‘S
recognise thatb learnlng d1ff1cu1ty may arlse because of
childrens' interaction with thelr _learnwng envgnonment'

rather than mercly because of their%dlsab111t1es.

'11:5 Arrangements for the assessmentEQQ;SEﬁfane largely
unchanged by the 1988 Education . Act. 'fProﬁeSSienaJ
inydivement. from class Vteaqherq throughsﬁhead teaéhér}}
specialist teachers, eddeatienal;psychelogistswand;medieal:
sta%f remains.unchanged. Parents‘ cont1nue tod-be seenuas<
partners infthe process. The need for’ them to ,be‘.given
1nformat10n in 51mple terms rather than educatlonal Jargon

is conflrmed in the draft 01rcular (op c1t ) The process

of gatherlng dv1ce from the profes51onals 1nvolved in

‘assessments and its collatlon by an LEA offJCer 1ead1ng to
the writing of a Statement has not been altered In v1ew
of experlence the need to complete the assessment process*

in 6 months is stressed Slmllarly the suggfﬂted checkllst

annexed to the draft ‘c1rcular (op 01t ) agalnst wh1ch5’

b

professienais can frame their advice, reveals a’ change of17

emphasis from that which accompanied D.E.Q.ICJrCubar 1/83.
Whl.ilst the’ h’eadings for the "Descriptior ° of the Child's
Functiening“ are the same it is suggestediunder Aims of
Provision that '"Reference should be made-teithe relevant
attainment targets of the National bﬁrrdculum wherever
possible”. Categories of physiealﬁand.~m9t¢r»deveie§meqt

appear particularly relevant to children‘withyphysjcal
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disabilities but there is nothing to say entries 'must be

made under all headings or that there could_hot beaentries

under others which are not listed. . Similarly Undyr-"(

"Facilities 'and Resources" there are suggest1ons relevant

to the SEN of children with physica;.diSabilities.' Thus’

resources such as those possibly reéquired for the teachihg

of children with .phVSical disabilities and other

specialist provision. . such ‘as  therapy and appropriatei

: thsidal environment, including‘access for 5nqnlambu1ant

pupils, can be specified.

11.6 Paragraph 29 of the draft circularp(op Cit,)znotes

that "it is not possible to describe -prec,is.e’ limits for

this Smaller group", ie. ‘those for whom statements arefto;

be made. Paragraph 30 'states that ”As a general rule

LEAs are expected to afford the protectlon of a’ statement
to all chlldren "who have severe er» complex learnlng
difficulties which require the provision - of extra

resources in ordinary schools and in all cases whereﬂthe

child is expected to sﬁendfmestmofn the -“day 1n a. spec1a1¥ -
unit of an ordinary scheql-;dr- a spec1a1 school“ - In

speakiﬁg,of "protection of a_statement“ the draft circular.

implies that Without~such a doCument -spec1a1 educat10na1

prov151on for puplls with SEN in ordinary schools ought toS
befadequateqlYet'if.additibnal resources are not requestedj’

by a school, even though they may De necessary a

statement,Will ~nhot be made. In paragraph 30 the draft
circular clearly places the reSponihility of making

adequate provisien on ordinary schools by noting that
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"Statements are not required where ordjnarf schools
themse lves detérmine and make special educatﬁonal

provision from their own resources. Such provis 3i'on- quht

commonly include additional  support or equipmsht” .
Chapters 5,36 and 7 of the thesis'showed that in”fact

special educatdonal provision. for chlldren 'with phy51cal
ndisabilities in special and ord1nary schools ig sometlmes

inadequate. It is now clear that thlo could be a reoult

of” failure of staff in ord1nary 'schools to identify

' “¢hildren's SEN. U T

lll? Another féature of the 1988 Educat1on Reform Act
is the introduction of the Local Management ofq Schools

(EMé). Under schemes to be set up by the LEAS and approved
by the D.E.S. LEAs will have d1scret1on as to whether or

not they delegate prov151on for; statemented pup1ls in

ordinary schools .and SPecial units. organ1sed as part oﬁ
ordinary schools. Spédial_ educat1onal groy;slon< " for

non—statemented, pgﬁils -must nbe. fundedﬁfrom'the formula

;?based on Pupil numbersl Ord1nary schools may 1de”t”fy the

need for extra resOurcés, for example a d1sabled pupll may

require an alternat1ve means of commun1cat1on

word processor. Under the gu1dance in the draft.- c1rcular
noted above, schools ‘would Hbe_ obliged to fund th1s
eqguipment, unlessfthe child concerned had aestatement.
Thus there' an lbe disbutes” hetween SGhools and}iEEA'
Officers as to  what éonstﬁtﬁtes adequate :

educational provision for pup1ls w1th phys1cal o

disabilities. It has so far been the SJtuatlon that the
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responsibility for any shortfall in fundlng for resource”gé

to meet spe01a1 ‘educational needs lay w1th LEA oftlcers

They ultlmately wrlte statements 1dont1fY1ng SEN and the

special educatlonal prov181on to bé made If an LEA galns

approval for an LMS scheme involving thé- delegatienf“of

funding for statemented éugils, ‘it is hard to seeshhw )
schools could all be given an appropriate Shatﬁ*'dﬁilah‘

LEA-wide formula, which would be.flekibie'enough to 511QW2

for”déVelopmentS‘SuEh as provision of access for pupAw’

with wheel'Chafrs. hExamples of the dlfflcultles of maklng

such provision were noted in. prev1ous chapters

the safety clause contalned in. the draft clrcular;:

guarantee that no child i1l w1«th'out appropriate

'spe01a1 educat10na1 prov151on under LMS. - It states :}ni.

paragraph 12 that ”The LEA - retalns 1ts statutory duty to

y

ensure that the spec1a1 educatlonal prov151on spe01f1ed 1n

the statement is made for statemented puplls

11.8.  Guidanhce in theﬁdraft circular (op cit-)‘ion the

“Form*“and Content of( the Statement“ var1es 11tt1e from

that orlglnally 1ssued 1n D E S C1rcular 1/83 It notests-‘

fori»lnstanqe . that “the 1981 Act,-While ?i¢= abolllhed

'categories of handicap', dbesfnet rule out thef=use‘ éfif

such thmS-“ It adds that whllst reference may beé made tofil‘

specific disabilities such as autlsm the full nature of.;”h”

the ehild's'educational- d1ff1cu1t1es should be ampllfled

The draft circular ‘reiterates that “special edui;,-,f
provison should be specified in terms of, the fa0111t1es

and  equipment, staffing arrangements methqu'?and'
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approaéhes Where . relevant' educational env1ronment
access and transport provision should be spe01f1ed“- These

requarements offer a clear opportunity for very sPecxf1c

prévision to be planned by LEAs Dbut the? do not oﬁféi
guidanceito parents as to what action can be taken.if this
is not made, merely offering the chance £o appeal it the
parents do ~not consider‘:dppropr;atedpfovtsion4has@b§en

‘specified ih_ the area ofu'“Add1t1ona1 NoneéduCatignaJ ,

'ProvisiOn the draft 01rcular does make ”dt clear thatm

WhllSt LEAS may prov1de serv1cos such asyspeech and p*

.theraples, the responSJblllty fo } Dlstvlct Hea thi;'

Authorltles to do so*remalns.

11,9t,f Iheﬁ the51s has shown that no 'clear pattern of

RS PR ~

-Spec1a1 educatlonal prov151on for chlldren w1th phys1ca1

or other d1sab111t1es has developed follow1ng the 1981'

JE S L A GOSN G

Educatlon‘Act There 1s nothlng 1n the 1988 Educatlon Act'

which. directly. requires. LEAS to prov;de-,éaﬁ.%cularﬁtypesi
of organlsatlon stafflng, resourcés or. placements for_

‘puplls w1th SEN There'is- thus nothlng to ensure they

make the range of prov151on Wthh ev1dence 1n cha:‘er 7

1suggestediwas necessary, to prov1de adequately for pup'ls

with physical diSabilities" The duty fof LEAs to as;far:;
asA'possible educate chlldren w1th statements in ordlnaryu
schools is reiterated in' the draft c1rcu1ar (op c1t ).
Under the heading of 'Integration;'speclal'needs'support»
services, resourced provison :in' ordinary‘ schools‘~and
e#tensiVe linksdwithAspec;al schOois aregmerely-saddﬂtQ,be

"valuable developments" in the education of children with
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SEN. Thé"’_se" \)iveWS are consisten‘t;;wit‘h the f_indi:ngs ¢f t:he_
thesis but the 1988 ERA" does not ensure that such examplesv
of good pract1ce will be more w;de;y adopted. .Wedell
(1988) noted Ethe 19@85Act's,fai1ure to outline a rangevof
special educational provision R in recognition 'ofa a

continuum of SEN.

11.10 Thé'draft_c&rcu}ar_confirms that the requ1rementsh
of “the Natiohal«'CUrriculuﬁ apply to all pupiis w1th
ﬁspeciad oducational needs. vun&éf tho ‘headingj of
'Integration’ it not?satﬁatn”the 1988 Act aims“td raisef
expectations of all ”pupils,-b 1nc1ud1ng those ,with
statements“ (paragraph 22). It adds "the curriCUlUm is
expected to be balanced and broadly based and relevant to
rthe full range of "panLs needs"” (paragraph 9) )
1111 . Whilst also stating - that ﬁ&evels of attainmént -
'def1ned w1th1n the Nat1ona1 Currlculum w111 cover a” w1de

spread .of ach1evement and w111 enable pupils of very:-

ddffmwht ab1l1t1es to demonstrate progress theg,bft‘
c1rcular adds that 1n some cases 1t may nevertheless be}
necessary to mod1fy or d1sapp1y the statutory prov181on to.’
’meet the ch11d s needs“ . Thé' draft cdrcular:-notes that
attalnment targets, programﬁes tofvgstudyiand‘assesSment N
arrangements could ‘be mod1f1ed It clearly States “ifgit“
ig considered essential' a subject or subjeCtSQ couldifbe',?
excluded from the- curr1cu1um of the 1nd1v1dua1 ch11d w1th?
SEN. Thls could only be done Jf‘detalls aYE'glyengasﬁtQ

the alternat1ves for.whatever7 'isﬁmodified or disapplied.
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‘Indeed the draft 01rcular suggests that‘under the headihg

of Special Educatlonal Prov1g1on statements may qpec1fy,

in accordance with section 18 of the 1988 Act;

an}!'

provisiéh oxclud1ng the QPPIICQtIOD of the prov1 1on of,

any part of the Nat10na1 Lurrlculum.,i.,many alternatlven

pnogrammes of study outsiden the 'Natiohel Curriculum;

- framework desighed to meet thé< ch&THfs_"needs“ It is. -

merelY”seid*to be ”deSipeble to record” such; deta11 in

statements. The draft éircdlar Cleaer”states that if no

'éxemptiOnéi aj shown on the statement “then a.maihtaihedg'

school  is ob11ged to offer a1l 'Ehe subJects bftvthe>
7Nat10na1 Currlculum w1thout modlflcatlon for that pupll at

a level _ appropriate >to the~pup11's ab;l&ty?:'(paragraph

62) .

11 12 The draft 01rcular (op 01t ) offers no gu1dance on_

criteria whlch can be used to JUStlfY the exclu51on pf'a;

i

subject or subJects” (paragraph 9)»fr0m-fthose~‘whlch”are
part ‘of the Natlonal Currlculum Guldellnes to be followed

are out11ned in Paragraph 10(1) of the draft c1rcu1ar The

fIrSt of these is V“where the Nat1ona1 Currmculdﬁ.

requiféﬁ%hts ~would ihvolQe ~certain klnds of phy51ca1 or,{uﬁ

practical" work., - alternatzve arrangements~ mlght 'be)

prescrlbed for those ‘whose. phys:cal dlsab111t1es could put

at risk thelr own safety or that’of>ethersﬂ.48eCOHQiy it

NS )

is noted that only by means of a statement can there be

anylmedifiCation or disaﬁplicatienﬁgﬁethe-demands'of?the

Nétidhalfgurricqldm. In -order'toﬂeylow time to deﬁéémidef

any neéessary modifications and diS&ﬁéfic&tiens foerupils
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with statements they are fndt required te fOidewfuthe«
National Curriculum until Seﬁtember:1990 rather than 1989
as in the case of other pupils', Flnally under regu1ot1onq
in section 19 of the 1988 bducat1on Act. a Head Teacher can‘
temporarily make such mod1f1catlon oY dlsappllcat1on as;f,
necessary to allow assessment of SEN or to cater fqr~av
pupil who develops “temperary problems-Whieh;it would not
be jappropriate to reflect iﬁ the statemeﬁtt. “5jhis
tehporaf& exclusion is to be.restrictedite:ejmékimqmebf“

six months.

11.13 Evidence in chapter 6 of this thesis feund it
unsatisfactory to. distingufshi pa?ticuié?% aims for “the:

edud%tidn"cf chlldren w1th phys1ca1 d15ab111t1es, though

1t was suggested some 1nd1v1dua1 adJustment of obJectlves

methods and resources may be approprlate 1n 1nd1v1dua1

caSes The guldance in-.the draft 01rcu1ar noted *aDOVe“ih :

fact suggests that the 1988 Educatlen Act recognlsed the‘

importanee‘of‘g;yinq Qhe eopportunlty toﬁdistrngulsh-suchif
"iaims in terms ofﬁjNatiohaJ Currlculum SubJects 'JThe; 1%

poseihle dlsapp11cat10n of certaln Subjects because ?gftf

deils” ,thsical disabilities, makeS» this 'cleafh Th1s:vf
»opportunlty may be seen 'by' some schools and LEAs as-a 7, . ;
means of av01d1ng the d1ff1cu1t1es of hav1ng to prdv1def'

the necessary; access, stafflng--and resources needed for.

children with phySicel disabilities té participate in the
.Netienal Curriculuﬁ, Chapters 5, 6 and 7 gave oxamples of

exiétihgl,diffieultdes in prov1d1ng what was prev1ously

termed'a 'Madnstream-Currieulumu.~The 1988 EducatlonwAct
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'1t would be most unhelpful to return to maklng currlcu ar

only affords curricular protection to those with physicai
and othér disabilities in so much as it does require those
making assessments torspecify alternatives to the Natgonaiﬂ{

Curriciilum.

11.14 The dlsappllcatlon and modlflcatgon of Programmes
of Study and- Attalnment Targets were further explalned in-
'Policy to Practice’, (D.E.S. 1989). It neted <that. as
objectives for attainment are based on 10 levels coverlng
the period &f compulsory schoollng they allow ”v1rtua11y,1.
all puplls to reGord some progress“ A (paragraph 8 2)

Though reference is made to the adaptlng of the Nat10na1
Curriculum to ‘"groups of puplls defined in terms of
particulﬁf”rcasésw'and circumstanCesi; (paragraph ;854),

these are not actually specified This comment‘refleots

powers under the 1988 Educatlon Act wh1ch ’allow the

Seeretar? of State to make orders for“instance-qulfylng

the publishing of resultsgofjasseSsménts It isﬂnot‘olear

. how snch 'grOups”'of pupils areato-*he deflned other than

terms of those w1th statements ThlS th651s has shown'

prov151on for-chlldren w1th.SEN.on the basxs;p'

‘their disabilities. Of particular. significance to this.

[L13

thesis is theé confirmation in thé draft circulat

pupil should be ‘depriVedE@of access tO*nthé~QNa”fon T

Curriculum attalnment targets 1n mathemat1cs or scl\nce on_

the grounds of d1sab111ty“ (paragraph 8 6) ThJS‘lmpl;es-

EXae

that the necessary resources and spe01a1 equlpmentivin*

these subjects should be made available erVaJiﬁghilﬁﬂéﬂ

Page 191




with physical disabilities in  special  and, ordinaty

schools. This still leaves unanswered the probiéms: ;flj

whether such provision will actually be made for-children

without the prbtection of a statement this belng of,4

greater s1gn1f1cance should thelr school be 1nvolved ;,

LMSéchheme. fDesplte,'these concerns the D E S clcarly

confirms the entitlementxof' 'as many pupzls as p0551ble toai"

the full Nat10na1 Curr1cu1um —allhvfoundatlon. subJects E

a;tainment targets,uand programmes of- study, (POllGY to
Practice, paragraph 8.5).

11.15 The Nat10na1 Currlculum Counc11 KNGC), wasdsetwup o
by the D E. S under the 1988 Educatlon Act to carry out
statutory consultatlon on, proposals of the Secretary of

It

State for programmes of study ’and atta1nment ta'

N — it U R L SO SO

also offers non statutory gu1dance on 1mp1ement1ng the
Nat1ona1 Currlculum and 1ts Clrcular number 5 (May 1989)
covered the part1c1pat10n by puplls with spe01a1
educationalt‘neeasf‘ NCC stated f?ﬁﬁﬁ“SUppb?t *for-vthe.

pr1n01ple of maximum: part1c1pat1on by all such puplls and

Amrn&mal use of the except1ona1 arrangements (paragraph

1). The c1rcu1ar h1gh11ghts the" entltlement in law of all :

pupils;to a broad and balanced curr1cu1um relevant to;il

their i#ndividual needs = and ' says thatfﬂthis;bntitlement
represents an opportunity to improve standards futherf,
(paragraph 2). NCC reported that '"the great maiorit§ of
reSponaents strongly' supported part1c1pat1on and were
opposea | to e%émption“. -Gparagraph;ﬁa) Such support led

them to continue "NCC wishes to reaffirm this pr&nc;ple'of
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aétiveuéartioipation by the.domplete fange of puﬁiISsQipp
séﬁ“'<inc,1udirng thosé- with profound and multiple 1earmng .
d1fflcu1t1es) whethér they are in ﬁspecial,dhﬁtimafy,
vmldd1e 'or'secoﬁaﬁfyfsoﬁoolse ﬁith”ofﬁﬁfthout stateﬁehtsm:
THUS*NCC CdfCulaf ﬁdmber fsﬁ-ohangedfthehemphasis'ofﬂthe
‘orlglnal D.E.5. view-on exempt1ons whlch was outllned 1n
the: Draft C1rcu1ar examined. above : The NCC view .on “the

1mp1ement1ng of thev'Natlonalefiurrlculum complements the

flndlngs of thlS the31s that gthei aams' of educatlon for

 phys1ca11y drsabledu puplls. should notubevdlst;hguIShed

from those for chlldren 1n generai NCC.have<removed thel_
_d1ff10u1ty of flndlng legltlmate Critefia on whlch ‘to
exclude ch11dren with physical and other dlsabllltles from
the : Natlonal Cutrlculum : WedelL (1988) noted . that

modlchatlon and dlsappllcatlon are 1ncon51stent with the

v1ew that the Nat10na1 Currlculum 1s a rlght for all

ch;ldren, irrespective. of = any phys1ca1~ ort'other‘

di@ficulties:théyiﬁaY§have.'

11.16  Ih common with. the COhclusioﬁs*'?eached infoha”tengz'

in. Circular Number 5 . (op. &it.), argues.

"special educational needs are not . just a;‘refleCtioﬁ of 1.

pupils' inherent difficulties or disabilities; they ave ©

}gfteh felated‘to.factors w1th1n schools which can pr‘eventT
of exacerbate some prdblems‘; ﬁparagragh‘S).. Schools w1th:
agreéd‘policies on teaching and iearning&appfoaches for a
range of SEN are expected to be most successful in. meetlng
them The 1mportance of 1inks between 59601a1 and ordlnary

schoolsu and the ass1stance of LEA support _serv1ce5'yare
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not@d‘gy ﬁCC>a$LeffeétiVe meahs. of succeééfully prdV;Qing
tﬁéﬂﬁétionai curricuium for éﬁéils ‘having a ygngéf;éﬁ
disabilities. Chapter 10A showed that 'suCh fea£g§QS~Qf'
’séeciél educaﬁionai' prov{Sidh'fOr éhifdren Wi£ﬁ §£;éiééi
and other disabilities are already in existence and can’
therefore support(éarticigation by pupilsVWith SEN in the

National Curriculum.

11.17  NCC has 1sSuéd'ggidan¢e on approaches ' to be-used
 t8 allow” pupils with sEﬁ“ﬁQXEmum pafiicipaiiéh‘fin the
National cufr;éﬁigm“<“ThlegﬁggE;;f’théié;ééééés= to the
curriculum shouldi be ‘fa;i}itééga“luﬁg -Wﬁéﬁgver- meaﬁq
nedesééry to ens&féz“thaf sdccgss: is:achie§éa.' Examples
given are use ofiaiterha£i§é ;mé%ﬁs. of chmﬁnicétioh,
ééécific; éuppbfﬁ andv‘cérefully‘-régrqcﬁuféd.>-teécﬁiﬂg

programmes. The significance of such -provision for

phygioélly diSabledaPupils héé Jbgéhipgpsidered:in egpliéft'
chapters.‘ Tﬁe1'signifiéaﬁce of Néé}éALgﬁiaénce is _t%éir
recognition that " such provisiggi?canﬂ’brihg_‘abOQt the
effective paftiéiéatipn :oﬁ;féﬁildreﬁ"wiﬁh»fégyv in the
National Chrricuigﬁ:.It,'was noféd 4ébéveftﬁat éhelﬁﬁE;é}_
draft ciréular (op cit.) defined special e&ucational neéds
in terms of childrens’ leérnihé'difficﬁitieéjlwhich may or -
may not result Erom physical or othér;.disabilities;,NCC:
Ci§8§‘Aa)  suggest thaﬁ .Jthé“méjqfiﬁy -of puéils_ with
learning difficulty ‘Simply reqdifelwork.to be syiﬁébl?
E?éSentéd and ‘differentiatéd ;to},;métég ltheir ﬂhéga“;

(paragraph 6). This conf irms.

the findings of the thesis.

in chapter 6 that such pupils need individual objectives.
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11.18 "Wedell (1988) noted‘ the importance of proviéin97
adequate access to the Natlonal Curriculum for all puplls |
whatever their phy51ca1 or other dlsaballt;es. Hewargue@
that thoush the aims of education may be the»same5fef<aiigi
pupils, »teachers must consider which skills are tov be
developed as nriorities when planning schemesafef1tﬁerk.'
WédelllsuggeSted that the latter snduldvaISO'consider3tneH
significance of obiectives to the motiyation”Vef fpgélré
with SEN. In seeking to follow the7Nationai_CQrfiqupmbne
noted_schools'@nst. ensure thatj all pnp;is 'are:;feai1y;y1
“engagedd in‘actiﬁities appropriatefto‘itheir indiyiﬁnal
needs and interests. WeQelir-Suggested‘ the"Natiqnal
CUrriculn@ challenges bdth‘special and erdinaryischdois'tev
proVidelalittpUQils with experlences leadlng to success'
continnitg and'progression ‘ He noted pressure. for LEAs to

arrange approprlate programmes for those 1nd1v1dual puplls

w1th-asevere phy51cal vand learning dlfflcultres ‘wril -

highlight problems in_:accommodatingva range'.ef pngress
rates.. Wedell suggested thls may lead to‘?a-:reversionato
;gtn’chegregatlon» of chlldren wWith SEN in sp901al schoolswtk

and of streamlng in ordlnary SChOOlS ‘»Th;svwould»be;mOstga.

,regrettable given that as chapters 6, 7 and Lqﬂshﬂwedﬁtﬂét’

curricula prov1ded by spee;al schools for ﬁhfsicaflxh'?*
disabled pupils-are often lacking in breadthland balance;
Theéepare exactly the qualities the National ‘Curriculum

Seeksntg promote.

11.19  Norwich (1989) confiried that the entitlement of

all 'pupils to participate in the National Curricuinﬁs
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requires ‘'"good: practice" in special and ordinary .schools,

which must havefﬁhqle school policies for the inclusioﬁheﬁ;v

pupils with SEN. He noted that DES Ciréular-G/QQ.doee?'
allow ;ﬁdﬁﬁis‘te be taught at“leveier whichﬁ‘aie. outs1de
their age-related key - stéégs. Such 1nforma1’
modification' could be used tOVCOunter the argument. 1n.;t-,-hei
previous paragraph that the Nat1ona1 Curr1cu1um may resu1t=
in »demands fer the segregat1on of pup1ls, w1th SEN .
'éhaﬁter 8 noted the 51gn1f1cance of whole school p011c1esm
if th51ca11y dlsabled puplls are ‘toshave aCQQSS'tO-thé;
curricula available in ordinary schools. o

11.20 - Norwich suggeeted - that “givensbefhe~” time

constraints, some subjects may ‘be a low priérity,fer

pupils with SEN", (page 995). _He~suggested disaﬁbﬁieatidh

may be appropriate if pupils’ levels of attalnment are

consistently Dbelow level 1. This would go .agalnst ,ehé"
advice of NCC Circular 5 as explained in paragraéhWITL15.

Norwich does add that "it is notable that the system.of

defining 10 Levels of progression with AT's provides for

more Attalnment Levels above the average for 16 ,yearfelq5m

than below the average for 7 year olds“’ (page 5§ .'~‘He;>

argues there ghould 7bef&a locally or natlonally deflned;fr

‘develepmental curriculum’ to lead 1nto Level 1. 'Thejp,:"

thesis has found no justification for such a curriculum .

for physically disabled pupils. An argument ‘ﬁéé ;;7
apparently distinct KdeveTOPMental curriculum' may be’seeh

by some teachers as a means of contlnulng to segr'gate“

some. childréen 'in  special schools. Oliver (1985) clalmed
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separate special schools have failed rto ‘proVide adegdate‘
curricular and their existence“cannot be justified'\agiﬁheQ
best meang of providing for what are perceived ‘to '‘b&-
distinct groups of pupils. The thesis has cleaﬁl? éﬁé%ﬁ*”
that there are. ‘no valld cr1ter1a on which 'to' 1dent1fty
groups of physically disabled puplls and that it is hbt?

‘helpful to do so.

14,2l NCC confirm that some wording *ﬁin, '6riglnalh
proposals’ for AtééinmenthérgéﬁélgAi) ‘and Programmes “of
istqu_ in the COre subjéots was altered so that tasks
‘previoosly' 1mp0351bley for“chlldren w1th phys1cal
’ xcommunlcatlon dlsabllitles have been made p0551ble w1thout
coﬁpromlslng the AT As noted 1n chapter 6, HMI (1989)
found' eQidence of 1nadegnate curr1cular provlsion “for
»chlldren w1th physlcal dlsab111t1es_ﬂ‘in speolal andﬁp‘ﬁrméé
ordinary schools. NCC conflrm that ‘ifi556Qld he;possible |
for 'all' puplls with SEN to: demonstrate progress;;in
“relation to AT s, even though th1s may bé small and w1th1n
one::leyel, though__the latter should not be ud%reotly‘i,‘
related to{age‘groups; | | o
11 22 'ln 'From POllCY to Praotlce (D.E.B. 1989);_;;53s5ﬁ>
explalned that Attalnment Targets (AT 8) should ﬁo0ver the
range of knowledge sk1lls and understand1ng wh1ch puplls
should be helped and expected to master as they progress
through school”, (paragraph 3.11) . Programmes of Study
(PoS) ”w1ll set out the 'essential matters, skillsr and::

processes Whichbneedpto be covered by pupils at each stage
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of their education” (paragraph 3.12). It is noted that
the targéts‘offer general objectives, dsetting_ out areas
within which nupils will  need to develoh their
attainments Thus there is flox1b111ty to meet Lhe ENiOf
pupdls with physlcal or other dlsabllltlos NGC’(198§ a )
comment '"there is no set allocation of:trme to theiAT's,
and teachers may feel that gertain AT's are agpropriate-A
vehicles’ for meeting' particular aspects of 4specia1
edntatipnal need, and could w1th advantage be given more
tifie. Provided all. AT'S 'are- covered L thlo"klmdu of
'fléﬁibilitr iqgnfgeu used ﬁhéﬁv plannlng puplls' - WoY:
'ﬁgaragraph 9). This conflrms Wedell S suggested strateg?
described in paragraph 11~18 ‘above " The D E. S have
¢onf irmed that puplls at Key Stages of assessment -at ages
7, 11;914'*§ﬁd 16 mlght show attalnments over a range of

leQels. D 5“57 Nat10na1 Currlculum Orders and

‘non -Statutory Guldance for Maths ‘and 801ence conflrm that
most attalnment levels' w1ll ‘be relevant to more than one

key stagé, as are the PoS

11.23 Simmons &nd Thomas (1988). were concerned“}that
originally the Education Reform Bill made thﬁthion of

special arrangeménts for the assessment of pupils with .

SENﬁdfTbey feared that it would  lead tod'a_."stilted
téstfled"Or examrledj-cdrrdgﬁlum”. Si%mgns Aand Thomas-d
fednd'that-staff in ordinary schools ‘were. in'favgur Qfgaii;.
thelr puplls partlclpatlng in the Nat10na1 CurriCuIdnjbut

that they wanted to be able to carry -¢d¥“ aésessment_

related to their own scéhools and pupils. - While he
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acknowledges,fthe significance - of appropriate AT's for

pupils with physical and other disabilities Norwich'aggw

expressed the hope that the School Exam1nat1on ‘and,_~

AsSéssﬁént Council (SEAC) would similarly allow Standardk”*””

Assessment Tasks (SAT‘S) to be approprlate and accesslble
to pupils w1th SEN: The SEAC Recorder No. 2 (1989)
conf irms that "the mode of presentatlon,. the mode of

operation;{or the mode of'responSe may need to be adanted“

for;~50me"pupils if theY would-. chskwfse_ be at ‘a.

dlsadvantage in attempting the tasks 'Clearly3this offensh"‘

'the~ opportunlty for teachers in. spec1al and ordlnary
schools to use SAT s approprlately for phy51cally dlsabled

pupdls.

11.24° This chapter has shown that the assessment and

wr1t1ng of statements for puplls w1th phy51cal and other

v}dlsabllltles will not be 51gn1f1cantly altered by the 1988i

'Edncatlon Reform Actm Therew is also_ unllkeJY-tovbevany

immediate: change in "the. range of . prov151on avallable n‘

special_or ordlnary schools for chlldren w1th phy51cal”.

fdisabilities There may- - be changes {in the patterns of;

placement of such chlldren based on spec1f1c LEA pollc1es
1nfluenced by the pattern of resourcing. wh1ch results from

LMS .

11.25 It has been argued that the demands of -the

National Curriculum may result in attempts to make
specific curricular provision . for physically  disabled

pupils in special schoeols justified as part of a range of




"provision for such pupils. This is not what the 1988
Education Act intended and chapter 10 showed that such
placemo nts can only be justified if there are . links
betwoen special and ordinary schools. The thesis has
shown that it 1is not just the range of provision which is
significant to -physically disabled children but. the
opportunity to move between the. various types of
organisation. This chapter has shown that the Epossible
financial complications of LMS'mard.fimitdthevpartétime or
permanent transfér of ohildren-between SChooLs Chapters
7, 8 and 9 showed that a range of spec1a1 educatlonal
prov151on for phy51ca11y dlsabled puplls will not be of
full benefit unless. the1r placements within' fﬁt.‘are
flexible Patterns of placements as with the numbers of

statements actually written and the prov151on ‘of resources

for phy51cally dlsabled puplls are llkely to contlnue to

vary;between LEAs..

11.26 It has ' been: shown. in  this chapter that the
Natlonal Currlculum need not bed?thf, whole currlculum for
gup;ls with physlcal dlsabllltles 1n spe01a1 and ordlnary e
’schools. ‘There -is no ‘reason' why schools should ‘t
continue to proyide'abtiyities'such as r1d1ng ifor- the
disabled or wheel chair dancing‘for example, if- 1t-can be
shown these contribnte' towards breadth, wbalance and
relevance for the ohildren coricerned. The demands‘of the
National Curriculum will clearly put pressuré on éoaé
special schools to';hroaden their curricula to incldde

subject areas chapters 6 and 10 found -were not previously
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covered. The National Curriculum positively encourages

the differcnfiation of objectives to meet the 'SEN of
individual pupilg, including those with physiCal,éndvoﬁher
disabilities. Chapter 6 showed this is of benefit to

physically disabled pupils.
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Chapter 12
General Discussion and Conclusions

‘12.1 This concluding chapter cemmehts on_ the current

- significance of the arguments discussed in the thesis

about the nature of physicalfdisabflity and causes qu

_ pbssihleﬁ"physicalh:haﬁdicaps‘ to ch11drens educatlonalj

oy

ﬁrogress:‘ 'The thesis has Shown_ that durlng the perlod
since  the Warnock Report (D,E;S.: 1978), significant

changes‘fhaVe,»occured in the *strategies ,uSedf tofhake

spec1a1 educat10na1 prov1s1on for phy51ca11y d1sabled

chlldren Th1s chapter evaluates these strategles The

thes1s . argues that they arer 1nfluenCed; “ Py the'.

identifiCatiohr'ef*;phgsicalbhandicap. ‘the lnterpretatieg*“
of the ééﬁcégt- of special ?dUCationai”.ﬁeé&s,: Eﬁ;e_
d?éilabiiitgs;Of)resources"tei'prevent‘ it, opihions ‘on
appropriate curricular‘ obJect1ves, attltudes and§3. 

”approaches té’ physlcally d1sab1ed pup11s ‘in’ ord1nary'

' schools, the chang1ng role of spec1a1 schools and the 1988u:_x

Education Act." ThlS- chapter summarlses "tHe 1nr1uence of“'”“”

these factors on features of educatlonal—’provxs1on. fer"'

ch11dren with phys1ca1 d1sab111t1es and cOnsﬁders'whether

these factors justify the use of the term special-to

'deSCribe'such provision.

12.2  Chapter 2 showed that during the 1970's some -
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Proﬁessidhﬁls | 1nvolved ih‘i the assessment ’ end‘-
implementing of spec1d1 educatlonal provision"bedéh“ﬁto
feel +that the label 'physically handicapped’ hhdg,géh o
iha?propriate basis for speeiel.eduCatiehgl prdbiédeh*de-f
it stresded deficits in the child.  Gulliford (1971)
defined 'disability’ as “the kind or degree of impéirment |
whieh results 1p'féémé nioss of DhYsicai ,capa01ty or
function”. He added that “the_ exteﬁt«dof;'chlldrens
»phy51cal handlcaps depends on the demands made of them and"
the ease w1th whlch dlsabllltY edn be 01rcumvented
compensated for (page 4) The search of more/receht“*
literetdfe fodnd manykexamples of,~eddeatlohal prov151eh f
some appropriate for physicaii? disdhied{bupilsg some not.,:
which suppertedgéﬁllfferd's views. Tﬁé;theeie:cone;ddee

that the defihitibhs of  ‘physical. diéabilityt‘ldhdl

phy51ca1 handlcap made 1n,,chapter =3> of the the51s ihd

order to highlight the 1mportance of pupils’ .access to-

learning, will always-be 51gn1frcant to‘their educatiéhale,ue

grqgress. HMI (1989L recoqnlsed the 1mportance oﬁ
diétinguiShing the‘ terms 1n tho title of - thelr Report on¥7
'Educating Pthically_Diéabled Pupils', .as’ have-}NLCd'ln

their documentation (1989 a, b). -

12.3  Gulliford (op ¢it.) argued that . "disability may
,5hdve festricted the "epﬁortuhities for learnjhg thredeh
incidental eXperienCes, for acquirihg and trying out hew
mehtallahd physical skills, for ekplorihg the immediate -
gényjfohmentqaﬁdAfor becoming aware of ‘thev social one" |

(page 170). This supports the conclusions in chapters 3,
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4. and 5 that teachers' perceptions of pupils’ physical
disabilities, Cof pupils’' spoecial educational needS_(SgN)

and of features of educational prOViSion, significantly_.

affect its success. The thesis has c¢learly shown that if -

teachers are aware of the pesSibﬁlity'that' less obvioﬁs,
physical disabilities can 1éad to,physidal-ﬁandicaps, the
latter need not affect educat1onal progress. The thesis

‘has shown that ‘this awarenes: must be transletedv'rntd‘
appropraate special educatlonai‘  §rovision. iinvolving
fededUdtelaccessf te" the currlculum ﬁeaesséfy edupatégneil'
andi non- educatlonal support andv approprlate Kplatementsr
Almost twenty years ago Gulllford (op cit. ). wrote‘iﬁéeﬁe

physical dlsab111t1es need be little of eghéndiCdpﬁif'ine“
env1ronment is organised’ approprlately“ (éege '5) . It is
Aregrettable thatiHMI (1989) still_fOund manr exampIes‘ of

phy51ca1 handicaps -tQAchjldrens' educatlonal progress 1n

both’special and ordinery,SChoqlsg

12.4 Brennan (1965) distingnishedb_betveen twospupilé,

both'thSicelly disabied} to ilkﬁégrgteitﬁéﬁjmthere;isfne'
simple relationship between tne»"se"verityﬂ of ‘thevdi‘-'séb"ii?ii:’i}
an&kits>effeet on learning,” (ﬁage' 35) . One boy was:
severely physically dlsabled belng totally dependent‘on a
wheel chair. He was nevertheless able to study’ at A'

Leﬁel -giQenh the necessary a551stance in mob111ty and
recording. In qdntrast Brennan descr;bed .another .pupii,

who although able.fo move around school independently,inad
poor éefordination, diffieulties in graspingAand liffing

objects and in conceritrating on tasks such. as reading and
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numeracy, whlch require sequen01ng skills. The contraech

between these puplls conflrms learnlng d1fflcult1es cannot
be directly linked to phyelcal disabilities, but may alsp
reflect pupils' perceptual, inteilectual, social and
emotional development. This confifmsV'that it is nét

appropriate  to make a distinction between special

educational provision for physically disabled children-

with statements of SEN and others without stétements, who

may also have learning difficulties;reIEted’ to 'possibfe

physical handicaps.

12.5 The thesis tas argued that -the 1981 and 1988

Education’Acts -still allow those making assessments to

continue to explain some*childfensi difficulties in terms

of physical disabilities rather than necessarlly,

con51der1ng the fa11ure of learnlng s:tuat:ons to prov1de

for them. Whllst the.concept'of SEN has been shown to be
a more valid basis for 'making special educat1ona1
provision than . categories of handicaq; the thesis has

argued. that -thewﬁr{tihg of Stateménts undér the 1981

Educat1on Act merely ‘provideé the Qpportunity'to record . . -

dlfflcultles and speCify’,special eduCétiehai provision.

Clearly thiSEpositiQn}has not " changed sinee;Wedellé(JQQZ)

noted thét¢5tdtemeﬁtswcannot guérantee good' practiceilb#tfi
that they iny' repregent the accumulated, releveﬁt'

information." Goacher et al. (1988) showed that in most:

LEAs Statements did'netﬁ proVide a full descrlptlon Sf
childrens' needs. The thesis concludes that Peter (1982)

was correct in her »assumptlon :that\Statements were not
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intended to describe detailed educational programmesL.

12.6 Pumfrey.and_Mittler (1989) , have argued that the

’£e£m' 'special  educational  iiesd'  has outlived its
usefulness as a means of consciousnesS’ raising incanf
attempt to.’obtain resources for ‘some childrenv Thoy
suggest' that ”thev term SEN ”isv subjectiQe} ambiguous

relative and context bound” Its_ vagueness isvshOWn by
ﬁtheir ev1dence that one LEA has, prov1ded Statements of SEN
for 0. 04/ Of'ltS school population yet another has done
s0 for 4. 2% of 1ts pupils They confirmﬂthat-Statements-

of SEN have 1mD11ed that there 10 a distindtion'.between

ordinary children‘ and those who have SEN reinforced by
labels -sgch as  BEN Adv1sers and"vSEN departments.
Pumfrey and'Mittler-(op‘cit ) sUggest q;;iéf the.term SEN,
is counterproductive because 1t leads to the perception
that”  the ‘children so labelled ‘areijsomeone' else's
responsibiiitrg Their o;inions are consistent-with the
arguments in’ chapters 3- and 4 that assessments /under,the

1981 Education Act may fail to 1dent1fy yandg;record? the

phy51ca1 »handicaps of some pupils 1n what the the51s has

shown to be a continuum of physical disability

12.7 -Pumfrey’ and Mittler = (op cit.)‘ sdggest tnat
assessmentv procedures should reflect criterion asvwellaasb
norm—referehced tests and observations. Chapters 3 and. 4

noted the significance of such measures .1in 1dent1fy1ng
childrens' ‘physical disabilities. \The,thesis,conclgdes

that teachers-in both special;andvordinary sChoOis should
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not only be aware of any pupils' physical disabilities but
should also record the strategles they intend 'to‘useAto
ensure access for all Pupils‘ to the curriculum. 'The~
Nationaiifcurricudum Council (NCC),»(1989 b) confirm that
National Curriculum Plans should eénsure .that "all staff
know which pupils have special.educatdonal_ needs, the
nature,of their needs and howfbeSt tocﬁeet these needs"

(page 5). Whilst NCC use the = term SEN, >c1ear1y-they_are
not 'suggestlng that 1t should only be used to ,hefér to
those pupils Who; have statements written under the -1981

Education Act.

12.8 Wedell (1988) defined SEN as the outcome “of -
interaction between résourceSﬂang deficienbies w1th1n the
child and resources and fdeficiencies w1th1n the

env1ronment This suggests that Statements may be

mlsleadlng 1n 1mp1y1ng SEN are statlc Clearly ch11drens
physical d1sab111tles may. be lessened for example as they
-develoé;‘Phy51ca11y _ or follow1ng medlcal treatment
Certainly:there ~may 'be‘ changeS'fdn thelr env1ronments‘
hopefully, but not necessarlly for the better | Changes 1nfl
SEN can be recorded in the Annual Rev1ew Procedure zunder?::
the 11981-Education Act, though there is‘no guaranteeithat:i

they will be idéntified.

12.9 Pumfrey and Mittler (op cit.) claim that »makiné
explicit assessments of childrens 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences
by‘uSe. of, “agreed instruments and grocedures,“ is . .an

adequate basis for the alloCationxoffadditional resources;
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They do not outline such procedures in detail. ié&mfrey
and'Mittler argue that dg every child has “different"énd
varving personal and educational attrlbutes and ucodﬁ”

tlie word special 15 redundantﬁvand d1v151ve in thls'
context . While Ehese'opinions are 'ans;stent with the
findings of the thesis that chilorens' physical
disabilities should be individuaiiy defined, it does mot
acknowledge | possible phy51cal handiCaps:present;in the:'
learning situation, rather than the 'cngld; :chéptér;;il
showed the 1988 ;Education Act: will hotv_£éﬁ§vé‘ theﬁ-
difficulties ‘of iﬁgking}re11a51ét§§§essménts?éfisgN wh;éh
»were descrihed“in,chepter_4.v Thef'thesis 'concJQQes thét

' ﬁhere‘ Stétementsr‘of -~ '8EN are wr1tten’ underrﬁ}

Educatioén Act they would be more helpful 1f they {made
ekpllc1t references to the phy51cal handlcaps to puplls

progress wh1ch would ex1st 1f partlcular reatures. of-

pnovision anei not made.. The thesis “hés referred to
Special ‘educatlonal .provision fcr* phy81ca11y dlsabled

puplls but. concludes that a- contlnuum of prov151on 1s more“
vllkely to result 1f the emphaols is on maklng approprlate‘

'educatlonal prov151on for all chlldren

12.10 | The thesis hasffound no ev1dence that use‘otgthe
term SEN has. been directly: detrlmental to the educatlonatf
Provrsron made er'phvsically dlsabledfpupilsﬁf\In»ﬁigféer
and.MittTer“s Qiéwﬂ(on cit.) use of the. term ’specﬁaiticeﬁn;
only be ,jdstifﬁeﬁg.to quallfy , educat10na1 needsrwor o
provision; ‘as a‘ﬁéébé'éff obtalnlng partlcular resourcesv

The thesis recognises: there can be'advantages in the use
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of the torm SEY to 1dent1fv and obtaln adequate furnlture

access to bulld;ngs, resources »to' ass1st in. practlcal
asgignments, communication gids, grov1slon of tnerapy and
nonmteachihé a591stance wthh.%cﬁgﬁter' 5 shbwé&"'ére
significant in prevent1ng 1nd1v1dLa1 phy51ca1 htndlcaps

Clearly the\term Spec1a1 edgcat;onal provisgion is ‘not
app?Op?iate if it is to be ‘used to ‘ﬁake ;arbitrafy
distinctions 1n educat1ona1 prov1s1on or .placement;; the

dangers - of whithwere_-eXpla;nedﬂin Chaﬁter'zu

12411 VChabter_G‘argued;that”thé‘“ajmsffof% educatlon for
physically disabled- pupils should not be dlstlngulshed
from those jfot the educatlon of other puplls ..DES

gu1de11nes 1ssued follow1ng the 1981 Educaton Act, req

spec1a1 schools and un1ts: to’ prov1de malnstream

'modified' or developmental curr(cula accordlng to their

pupils' 1nd1v1dua1 SEN:~¢They;refﬂected the‘fangtggnal
support necessary tO‘ pfoVideg‘accessf'to, a"hainst%eam.
curriculum or the'modification ‘of objeGtives needed  to
make ituﬂaopropriatervfor~ch§&dféns' learhing or physacal‘
difficulties Clearly the 1988 Educatlon Act has changed

the emphasis by~ demandlng the currlcular breadth balance

and .reievance which AHMI (1989) found lacklng ng}-
physically disabled papils=in some ofd;nafy and spe01a1
schools and units. ;Chahter 6 noted that the advantages of
smaller classes, specialist--teaching 'and-resources which
special schools claimea, did not compensate for. such
curricular binadeqnaCTes, It also | found that some'

physically disabled pupils in  ordinary ,_;scho,o‘l,s;’{i‘w,e'r‘e‘v




excluded _ffomtﬁhe curricula p?é&ided~.for- btéer Pupils
there: Somet imes they’Weﬁeweﬁeluded because 3Eﬁ°°l${f&lt_
aimg for their education Iould be diﬁgerent, sdﬁéti@égt
it ‘was;heeauSe*the schoblg clalmed‘ tﬁey' did not ﬁaQe”

suitable buildings, resources or experienced staff = to

provide for the SEN of pﬁysically’disabled{pupils.

12.12  Chapter 11 noted the clear ;eﬁtitiement of all

pupils to the National cdfriéuaum Thls is. 1ike1y'to
highlight. probieﬁs- ,Q?A ‘resourc1ng -NCC (1989 D),

{‘emphas1se that adaptatlons to furnntur=*

adapted keyboards word processors and other‘I T alds areﬂwn

necessary.?for some~sphyslcally“‘q;sabled‘:pupilS‘ to‘hgve

adequate, acceéss to the Natieqal“CurriCuTum._,NCC ~do ;qot
suggest how the necessa?wainance to*%fBVide theée items

could be obtalned B Pumfre?

»and M1tt1er (OP'Cit )

1T

the 1988 Educatlon Actf

curr1cu1um plan should be drawn up for vaii pupils and

shared = with their . Qarentsaaaé» ‘the key to resourcesf

T

- Lefevre (1988) couid',get ;haye' been aware 'ef the full';

T -

5 re ulrement that an'rndlv;dual';

comput”rs w1th t

e

National Currieulum: implidatiqﬁs tor resourcee when he"

wrote of "fishing for funds". t‘Iilj<a"\}r¢é‘r.«theles’s -he-conffr’edr
fears described in  chapter 11 that LMS may make;,it,;‘

d1ff1cu1t for ordlnary schools to prov1de adequately -fo ir

HVPUpils with physical disabilities.. Lefevre suggesteq:t;fge :

would be because of  those who he termed "cost cutting

administrators'.

12.13 NCC (1989 b) “ask both special and ordinary
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schoole to carry out a Currdfutum audlt whzch e"aml‘

thelr alms, ObJGCthQ’ and ava11able resourceb Chapters_u‘

i

5, 6 and 7 showed that wPTOVlSiOﬂ of resourcésf Lheg«

planning; of &chemgs of Work and in-service tralnlnq for
teachers are significant teatures of :pecnal educac1onel

provision for phy51ca11y d1sab1ed puplls VCC guldellnes{

ask that Nat1ona1 Curricu1um*vPlansxto be wr1tten.=by ,

schools ghould mcntlon method and 1ntermed1ate ochct1ves
to render Attalnment Targets approprlate ¢to- the SEN of
rnd1v1dqalv. puplls Thls Cis con51stont : w1th the

concLusioQS;-in- chapter 6 that physzcally dlsabled‘T'

may need indiViddal currlcular obJectlves wherever they
are placed. 7*The- the51s therefore concludes that,7the5"'
National Curriculim- plans which all schools mustiproduceﬁ

do . offer a means of 1mprov1ng educatlonal prov181on 'ﬁorr‘

phy51ca11y dlsabled chlldren o The3~breadth demanded by :

fthe

narrowing, of thel currlculum whlch*chapter 6 show”d was af'

danger“Ofothe'ioplectlvesf approach The the51s coycludes

_that strategies. advotated: by -NCC (1989 b) cdn :1mprove='

eddcatiohal' provisionJ for phy51cally dlsabled puplls by ) :3_

removing deficiehciesJ in preylous_ cgrracula"prov151on
whigh were doted in chaptere'5;76fand 7.0 | |

12.14 NCC (1989 b) provide eXaméTes. of activities &ﬁichh
can be part of'schemes of work >1ead;q§ to pdrticular
attainment targets. “'They suggest _ that ”pupllS ih
-wheeidhairs“ mdy:benefit from collaboratlve work 1n maths

and. sdienCe:'gaining the beneflt . of other pqﬁ;ﬂs
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experienges lhomas (1988) 1mplled ,Programmes of_ Stud?‘
shon}d?be relevant to chlldron w1th SEN, for example
“hlstory is what hdppenod this morn1nq”' (page VQi[' =NCC

(1989 b) COnflrm the same attalnmcnt targecs ‘are set for '

all‘pupils in any key«stage. w1tﬁxonly those chlidren w1th
severe learnlng dlfflcultles hav1ng exceptlons recorded on
‘thelr Statements of SLV» 1f for 1nstance they are always

work1ng at 1evels below their key utage NCC note that

“The Secretary of State does not expe t’most statements to
have references to modlflcatlon or exemptlons from the new

currlgulum“, tpage 2),

$12.15 Chapteffé fouhd that some special and ordinary

schools 'Have -organised particular courses . designed to

ﬁdter specifichify‘fof what:tﬁe§“‘: \“”tg, '

of: phy51ca11y dlsabled pupils {EY (1985)

— e e e e R ——

that vogatlonal 'gogrses

s {,

employablllt 'fﬁfdrjwspeéial schge}_;png;ls gwkre,fmgre

_1mportant ‘th,;n the "liberal tradition in’ education”.  He

;.

"‘argued that such strategies need not produce &’ narrow

curp;culum«-QDQ'that children inVolVed could eXpe?ieﬁce

"wonder, joy -and delight, in currlcula whlch alm”d for

indeﬁeﬁdénde‘ Wniiét the'the51s has shown suchff"

relevant to phy51cally dlsabled puplls it conplui,”'thgy”n*'

ty
B
Py

aré not an adequate basis _tga ensure _the"tféadthﬁnpw“

demanded by the National eCuf%lculym--'Inh contrast“’

'Galietley,' Dyson (1985) eIéTﬁEQ*tﬁat vocatlonallsm is

not 'education' gndltherefofe flrrelevant to chlldren w1th

clafmed -

\

SEN. In his view special Schools should be “w1den1ng and




Lwith

deepening the undcrstandlng of even those chivdr:n

profound anad. multfple phy51cal and learnlng d1f Loultles“

This is conslstent with 1ho ljnd1ngs of this th“51s and

NCCVGuidelines-ghatlphysicallxwdlsabled:pup&lSNshould have‘

& broad and balanced'curricqlum;

12.16 The hthesis has found o evidence’ to support -
Dyson & claim (op c1t ) that ”many ch1ldren w1th SEN w1ll

never master technologlcal skllls"- Even if th15* were

true in“ﬁract ce the the51s argued 1n chapter 8 that such

PhYSlC&llY dlsabled puplls Though puplls w1th ;tatements e

of SEN are fnptitt f have results ofxlatta1nment test1ng

pHPIIShed?[>£T 1988 Educat]on’Act makes 1t clear spec1al,

and ord1nary schools should be able‘fto demonstrate that,

- ———— ST W—

such” puplls ‘are mak1ng progress on‘thexNatlonal Cur'hn.(,ulum'_.~

progra@mes;.’f study ) Thls;demandwghq'”

'of puplls

disabilities: Chapters 6

sometlmes lnapproprlate 1n1the past

12.17 NCC have offered gu1dance (1989 b) on 1mplement1ng-vf“"

the Natlonal Curr1culum attalnment targets for chlldrent:'

with SEN.- Thls suggests teachers should reduce phy51cally 3

disabled pup1ls« rellance on wr1tten materlals ﬁand=

'stresses the benef1ts .of classroom ass1stantsihelp1ng w1th
practical act1v1t1es i The th651s concl;des that\1t is o

more_ important to plan appropr1ate curr1cular obJectlves

for -physically disabled apuplhs-’th@n “to d1skf'j
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,Naéionai ‘Curriehlum_for» them. ‘Npcr‘atso hdghiight the

importance of- whole school approaches to theurecor&ing.oﬁ‘f”,

progress by ail PUPIIS, Whatever their léevels of
attainment. Chapter 9 noted the' importance of adequate
record keeping in monltordng the progress of physically

“disabled pupils in special and. ordihary schools.

12'18 The clear requlrement 1n the 1988 Educatlon Act

that all puplls partlclpate in the Natlonaleurrlculum

alcant change from‘ thé 1981 E_ocatlon Acf.~,

»

51gnals a8 s;gn
—whrch- as the: the31s haseshown effectlvely led to.iaf
'd1v1510n-between pup:ls w1th 5tatements< oi qEN and thoseh
who are not so labelled Thls chapter has argued that 1f'
children ‘with physical dlsab111t1es are to successfully

'aparticipate in'the National Currlculum‘ they must have

approprlate access _the: necessary Stafflng and resources :

“to dosao; Clearly whlle these fea:ﬂ¥§5-°f-provls}QE,GQUl@UHV

be specified on Statements ;thSEN‘ae;aléeans of;providing.

essential acgesshgto.,NatiQnad GUrriCdiQﬁg;programmes of,“'

study, the. absence of Statements Tﬁor: some phy51oa11y o
disabled pupils shOWS'-ghe 1mportance of other strategleij

tovenéure.adequate provision’ for all puglls;

12.19 - This chapter has shown that the adedﬁacy of

educational provision for phys1ca11y dlsabled puplls ;n;44f7

special and ordlnary schools w1ll cont1nue to vary desplte
the demands of the Natlonal Currlculum NCC (1989 [ haveA

made it 'clear that “the ten core and other foundatlon‘

Sdbjects,“:of" the' Nat10na1 Currlculum plus rellglous.




'\;’Statements of BSEN for. puplls w1th phy51cal and }dth

R a

education - i& not intended 1

éape‘the whole cu;riculum”,

. (page 1).. Chanters‘ 6 and 11 sugyested activities,andﬁ[

subjéctsd  which may \be'~particular appropriate For many
physically disabled pupils. . Breonnan (1985)  otiered

avpropriate - guidelineg' for curriculum evaluation for

pupils with SEN, including those who ‘aré .bhysically .

disabledl He'suggestedbtheir;curricura_ should ‘be. Judgedf;

on whether they are real, .rélevant,' realls,ﬁé and

1rational. The thesisfhhas found however that the most'

?hélpful cr1ter1a forxevaluatlng’currlcula for thSlcaﬂT-

dlsabled puplls are those of HMI.w11985) whlch%'do notn

dlstlngulsh hetween groups of Puplls_ HMI suggested-thaty,

curracuja for all puplls should be broad balanced and'ﬂﬂﬂ

reTeiant‘”to%:théir’ needs, wlthwadequate continuity ‘and¥.

progression.

hLZ;éO 0" Grady (1988) p01nted ou“

of LMS may 1ncrease demands 7f the statEméhtingﬁef-'(

=childrenj;w1th:’physfcal and other dlsabllltles :séﬁooié"'

may see this - as a way oﬁféﬂ 'adequate'

- provigion ‘for_~such- chlldr"' ' rdlnary schools, ratherm

Aﬁthan hav1ng t6 rely on théir” delegated budgets to do so

o' Grady “also " noted that 1ncreased pressures ‘to wrlte7~u°

disabilities -~ may lead to thelr i$?3r§932193~ in SQeC al

schools. This would effeotiveﬂ?-,result in a narrowing ofW
the range of educatlonal prov1s1on for such chlldren ‘-Ihév

the51s concludes that -such unlntended consequences of the

1988 EdUCatlon,_Act CQD’_QDLbeG -avoided if: LEAs have
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explicit policies of maKing a;proﬁriate prOVision for-all
pupils,.vuhether or not theyi'haue 'étatements of :SENe
Indeed as Pumfrey' and Mittler (198”) feared, contznulnq
use of such{terminology could rosult in some phy51callyw

disabled pupils Being inapbropriately placed.

12.21 O'Grady Lop~ 01t ) also _suggested demands for
statementjng. could- also result 1rom chools vde51ne"tov
remee such 3ch1ldren : from~ .thhﬂ~IOCal and national‘*
.comparisons of atta1nment test1nq These are niow requ1red
by . law for all pup1ls except those w1th Statements -of SEN

Clearly there dsV"a' danger *fﬁs' O brady suggested that
-ordlnary schools may” seek the Statementlng of those puplls
whose attaanments are weak: Eurtherﬁguidance trom DES is
 needed to prevet lnaooropriaterSe of Statements. of SEN.

12.22  The thesis has*bshown that

fexistence-.oﬁuy

varying types-kof educatlonal organ'satlon - i : lessn

prOVision -wherever it'is made» The thes1s concludes thatgm

dec1510ns on placements must . 1nclude careful conslderatlon

of whether the provision suggested can really offer the

physically disabled  full access to the Natlonalﬁ‘hbh

Curriculum‘ Another con51deratlon is whether there is any’

Just1f1cat10n for segregatlng any puplls‘ -from_gthe1r:‘

nelghbourhood schools The the51s concludes that ideﬁljy S

every . ordinary school -should be adequately staffed"and“ﬁ“‘

resourced to ’PrOVl@e _access: t‘oathe-curtr;culum_ for pupils. == -

F
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"' ‘with -SEN- contains an 1mP11°1t

 physically dlsabled pupils "will mest

‘acceptarnce ;ef,linput frothEﬁ’sUPpértJSer*

with aby;degree of_physical disability.

1? ?8 Pumfrey énd Mittler - (op cit.) argued tﬁste%if
tearhers are com@ittEQ"to the;education of all childreh 7
nehe,wouid.be excluded from any area of the curriculuin.
Chapters 8 and 9 found that teachers!'attitudes are a
siqﬁificant inf luencde on the | successf .er ﬁﬁ?s&cs&ly
d1sab1ed puplls educatlonal placements ' 'Benhéttf;et*alh

(Qp\‘c1t;) reported 1ntegrat10n may be ﬁihdered by

negetive'_ﬂteaeher- attztudes, Panapproprlate ‘?énisatien“

andiag}riculum": page .104. NeEC (1989 by aorees that

cat 1tudes and

bradtices in schools whlch do not actlvely en ourage full

»partieipatlon ;'(page 1), ie. 1n.the Natlonal Curracuium;r

'.fts\gggdanqenoh‘ mékfng the latter \acce551ble to puplls'u

will be @nflueneed;by ttﬁe

and 9 showed that ordina¥y wédhoejswfiariéafvfr?%* y

tra1n1ng " Given the clear’,gu a

(1989 a  and b) to prov1de the Nat10na1 Currlculum for all };”;

pupils they may-be more_ready to do‘soJ

12.24  The thesis has found that _in  order tc‘ééﬁéfﬂfbr,
what it has found to be a contlnuum of phy51ca1 dlsabllltY
the range of prov151on suggested by Anderson (1973) and

outllned in paragraph. 7.2 should be establrquq~:§nd

" available in every LEA. Figure 6 shows'that many children

with SEN who do hdt have statements written.under_théelgal

- Page 217
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Act are: placed in ordlnary " schools. Whilst - the 'thésis

f ound examples :Of‘varYIHQ;tYPQS«Of educational provision

for physically disabled pupils it found no evidenc
'cleaf'stfateédes'to erisure a natioﬁallo?“_lotﬁﬁ"cbﬁtandﬁﬁ‘
of provisiOn.-VJAlthOUQh HMI (1989) drew attehtioﬁftolthe'
particubar advantédges of certaih »features of special
educational p;ovlsion for childfen thh~ }oh?sldal

~disabilities they felt unable to advocate rlgld pollc1es

of placemernt ’forﬁsdch pupils in specnal yor‘;o“dlnary

schools.
12.25 Bennett et al. (1989) in their case studies found
that "there was a'widévariety of *LEA approaches to the
issue of integration”, (page 103) and that few -of them had

definite. 'policies éfog_“it.“ They ’suggested that thé‘}

'navallabllllty of spec1a1 schools was a s1gn1f1cant factori o

e —_— PR - e

in the placements_of chlldeni w1th SEN | The'

%the51s hasl'

iargued that phys1ca11y dlsabled chlldren r‘hould be placed

hln the most approprlate prov151on not in: whatever l;;:

N

part of the range» apﬁehs'ito =be‘ avallable‘1n thelr”
] O{Grady;(op Cit.) empha51ses that 1f it is unacceptable
distin@uish currlcular needs‘ fdr phy51ca11y d1sabled;

pupils, 1it can not be acceptable to dlstlngulsh placements

for -them by their being segregated from thelr peers

12.26 . Chapter 10 suggests it may be difficult for small
~special schools ‘to Tprovide the breadth of curricala

réquired by the 1988 Education Act, in view of the&f

limited staffing and’_resources. NCC (1989 b) stress that.

Page 219."




currlcula breadth can be eytended by links 'with'»neabe
ordqnary schools. Chapter 10 cstab11shed that such: 11nks

are. helf

11 in 1mprov1ng special educational provision forf

¢nildren w1th’ phyplcal digabilities in both typos ;5f R

proyiéion.'fNCC offer no detail on how such links shou}dn
béTSet up, implemented or monitored. " The thééisghas_shown
that a varlety of ad hoc intégration 'and‘rehintegratiqn s

schemes for phy51ca11y dlsabled puplls exist; someqmore

éucceésful than others. .'dtv concludes _that$ suCh

developments are more llkely to 'plav' a usetul part 1n aﬁﬁ'"

range f" educat10nal provasaon for phy51ca11y dlsabled
'puplls if LEAS have clear - pOllCleS on prov151on for theml
and if the DES, HMI. or NCC produce national guldelxnes as

to hOW'llnks can be established.

‘12 27d i The theeie_guggeets that spe01al schooie_etaffedv
‘and equlpped to prov1de for phy51ca11y dlsabled puplls are
st111 needed as part of the range of prov151on dlscussed

) Ch@?@??;fio showed that contact between colleagues from.

specialvand ordlnary- schools had helped teachers 1n thegn

latter to gain insight into the SEN of their disabled.

Pupiis. - The thesis concludes “that' the *Ngt;§ﬁai
Curriculum is likely to result in special achooﬁé.aékdng”
AforfhElp in subject areas for which as HMI-(lQBQY’Shdﬁéd?
they have no)snecialiSt teachers. It is clear that‘aslthe
demand for'nlaces in specialkschools‘falls;-then theylmust
change their role so that they can still be & viable_gart
of the range of educationa]-prOVision for children.‘wfth

physical disabilities.
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12;26 ”The thesis has»shoWh‘thgt‘eif ordinary Eédheéés,'
provide R Dproprlat currieular‘ obfeptives, reSbHéé?Qfﬁf
access to tho curr1culum ahdiafe:adhqhately'stafﬁed,?ﬁahz
more ’phyaﬁcally disahled puétis'idQUld';be 'petmaneﬁtiy
placed .there. Oliver CTQB&) argued= that yglven,vthe'
politdeaifwill to do.go, such features of prov131on could

bevmade available. Péter:(1984) “argued that -“there aref

'emﬁﬁddé@,'attitudes ‘ahd structures which 11m1t aécess to

the ‘curriculuf for pupils’ w;thﬁSEN1 Ihe thes;sgﬁas,found‘”'

that this is true Of  some ‘examples of provision for

Physicallv‘disabted children.

12.29 Ainscow and. Tweddle (1988) arguéd. - that the

labelling”vof pupils' dlsabllltles has '%ed fto thet

dovelopment of a separate branch - of the edicat
‘based on the promloo that a% proport1on yef;r”fh:i
somethlng wrong with .them” NCC (1989 b) have stated,u
that g”SOme pup1ls Will haQe PhYSlcal i
1mpa1rments wh1ch make access 1nto a challenge. (pageff)
‘Thls acknowledges the reallty that some. chlldren may . st111
be excluded from the Nat;onal Currlculum because ef_
ina@?quate _ resoufdeeﬂ aﬁdf .inappropp}ate ufteache;af

» attltudes "%he‘“theSis cencludest‘that thelﬂajf%téfdea'.,
Segregatlon of ’physically»Ldiéabled *pupila” ih SQecial'
schools" may therefore coﬁtihue, ,-aé”‘Oliver .f$9§§ii>

predicted.

12:30 The thesis has shown that the challenge to.sdme
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physically disabled children results not, from the nature

of their ,pnysical disabilities =~ but  from the
appropriateness of the educational  provision made for
them. NCC (1989‘ b):'observe that the «ntitlement of'all
pupilé» with SEN to a curriculum which includes‘ the
National Curriculum ig based on the notion  of -éqgal
opportunities. Thére havé been natiohal‘ gﬁideiinés' in

recent years on th1s subJect but malnly related to gender .

‘and ra01al 1ssues The th651s conclude% fhat phy51ca11y

d1sab1ed puplls should be ,glven equal opportunltleu. to

receive the broad and balanced educaLlon Lo which they arej
now: legally entitled.  The thesis concludes that the.
existence of such oprrtunigies dépéndsi on the attitudeé
of . LEAS,» teachérs' aﬁd other pfofessionals involved in

making appropr1ate provision for physicallyn disabled

pupils. ‘As nelther the DES or NCC are dlrectly 1nvolved

in resodurcing schools for the needs_ot,phys;cally dlsabled g

pupils, ,the"theSié concludes that- they could be;”in-

conflict with LEAs who have this responsibility.

12.31  The thesis finds that Ainscow and Tweddle (1988)

“offered the most‘_hélpfuls summary of~>influencés on

éducationa1  provision for ‘Children nwitﬁ‘SEﬁ'-inéludiﬁgA 
those with. phy51cal dlsabllltles They argued educatlonal‘
provision can' only be appropflate 'if‘.,pollt;01ans,
admﬁnistrators, teachers andYV parents bdnSidér ghe
individu§1~ needs of all'pupiis, ,entitlement_rathérrtﬁan'
eXciQsion; flexibility'rather' thani rigidity”‘§nd sgpport

for all teachers rather than expert attention for some
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Vapproprlate educatlonal prov151on for phy51ca11y dlsabledéf'

children in separate provisidn , Ainscow »aﬁd Twé&dle*<~A“'u
Warned that the' label SEN 15 unhelpful to the maklng orfﬁ

appropriate special cducat1ona1 Drov151on and zswmexely,ai'

‘more polite way of rererr1ng>to pupl?s zwhb ’égeﬁéééh 5§ 1¢ SR
inadequate”. This thesis . has’ a‘rgued that t‘h‘e label SEN
may not necessarily be helprul to the maklng »ijf“ ’”Tf

"1‘

children. Thé concepts Qf entltlement 'iandl equalj;f*

opportunities offer. more hope for the fpfp&ision f@fﬁ'

‘fprovidinga there aré  CIear guidelinééL'asﬂ

adequate cqrrlculq;fand,»reSouncési”for””

““SUEhW' puplls

qoﬁ idered approprlate NCC have prov1ded such guldellnes
(1989 a,b.c). It is for HMI LEAS teachers and- parentsv;.f

to enSure.theSe,are properly Implemented.
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