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1 The school: background

The school selected for the UK case study is situated in Greater London, to the north-west of the City (about 30 minutes by road from London-Heathrow airport).   The area is one of dense urban population, with a rich ethnic and social mix.  The local education authority (London Borough of Harrow) in which it is situated is relatively advantaged in socio-economic terms in comparison to other London boroughs but has areas of considerable socio-economic deprivation. Approximately one-third of the pupils come from homes where the first language is one other than English.  The total school roll is approximately 1050 pupils aged 12-16.  The local education authority in which the school is situated has a three-tier system of education (in contrast to the 5-11 and 11-16/18 pattern in the majority of local education authorities).  This means that pupils enter secondary school from middle schools (ages 8-12) and then for 16-18 education proceed to colleges of further education, sixth form colleges or the sixth forms in other secondary schools.

The school demonstrates good practice in the inclusion of pupils not only with special educational needs but also from different cultural heritage.  It has a long history of integration and inclusion.  This is one of the reasons that it was selected as the UK case study as other studies have shown that a long lead time is needed for inclusive practices to become embedded in everyday practice.  This ‘embeddedness’ was borne out at the school: practitioners acted on the basis of a set of assumptions and accepted ways of performing which they took as the norm but which would not necessarily be the norm in another school.

The school enjoys stable staffing and a relatively high proportion of longer-serving teachers. The headteacher was long-serving; both experienced as a headteacher and with the culture of the school itself — he had been on the staff at the time of the initial move towards inclusion, had been promoted to the post of deputy headteacher, had left for a very short time and then returned as headteacher.  This stability of staffing is noteworthy within both the area (London) and national contexts: there is a national shortage of teachers and problems in recruitment and retention in England; the situation is particularly acute in the London area, where many schools have in excess of 50 per cent of the establishment changing annually, together with unfilled posts and reliance on supply teachers (temporary, agency staff).  Stability of staffing indicates good staff morale within a school and is, per se, self-perpetuating insofar as it generally breeds confident and positive relationships among teachers — although these had been particularly cultivated at the case study school.

1.1 Brief history of the development of inclusion at the school

The school is unique in that a record of its initial move towards inclusion, which resulted from its response to the Education Act 1981, was published as a book by the headteacher and the head of Learning Support who were at the school through the 1980s (Gilbert and Hart, 1990).  Unusually for a study of this type, the school was named and individuals identifiable — normally, case studies are anonymised.  This public exposure was a bold move and is not insignificant to the development of the school.  The present research visit gave evidence of a very ‘open’ community in which staff share successes and failures, strengths and weaknesses and where seeking advice and discussing classroom issues with colleagues is an accepted way of life.  This culture is typically found in inclusive schools: not only do staff have the confidence to ‘have a go’ and confront challenges, so are well equipped to accept pupils who may be less easy to teach, but they are also aware of the need constantly to share experiences as they seek to meet the needs of a wide range of pupils.  The latter is particularly important in a situation where pupils with complex needs may present unique profiles and it is imperative to accumulate evidence of effective ways of meeting their individual needs.

The report (Gilbert and Hart, 1990), which prospective visitors to the school would be well advised to read, highlighted the fact that the initiative was a whole-school affair. Notable features included:

· the management of the initiative by senior managers, school governors and teacher representatives

· investment of time for all members of staff to plan collaboratively (the school closed early one afternoon a week for half a term to allow for the involvement of all staff)

· additional working groups of members of staff (voluntary but half the staff were involved) to scrutinise broad issues such as: the curriculum, pastoral support, special needs, ethnic needs, staff needs, equal opportunities

· change grounded in expertise and knowledge: members of staff, as a group and with a leader, followed an in-service education programme designed by the Open University.

In addition and, perhaps, most importantly, there was:

· a focus on how all pupils learn

· an increasing awareness that pupils ‘failed’ because of the experiences to which they were exposed in school rather than any deficiencies inherent in the pupils themselves

The school also identified key tasks and a systematic programme of action which included a specialist member of staff:

· working with subject departments to address learning difficulties within the context of the curriculum

· assisting all teachers to develop strategies to enhance the learning of all pupils

· developing mechanisms for identification, monitoring and assessment procedures, all grounded in the curriculum

· working with ‘feeder’ middle schools to ensure continuity

· liaising with parents and external agencies

Two principal outcomes of the above activities (conducted over a five year timespan) were:

· a radical change of pedagogy and classroom methodologies with a much broader repertoires of approaches

· learning support being delivered in ordinary classrooms 

These are clearly evident in the school today as are the processes of well-managed development, a degree of action research, discussion and collaborative planning both within the school and between the school and external agencies and stakeholders, which the report (Gilbert and Hart, 1990) describes in some detail.    The processes, which also included attention to evaluation and the identification of success criteria,  are important for they go some way to explaining the ‘security’ of the innovation and the fact, indeed, that the school has developed in its inclusiveness (something which, as the literature demonstrates, does not always happen).  The processes are in line with what is known from the research literature on effective change management (see, for example, Fullan , 2001).

The headteacher commented on the way that the school had developed since the initial inclusion both in the range of special educational needs which it was able to address and also in terms of its overall academic achievement.  The school had successfully dealt with the tensions between these two developments (in England it is sometimes reported that schools become less inclusive as they seek to raise standards of achievement —for example, by restricting the roll or learning opportunities within the school.  On account of its early success in integrating pupils who would otherwise have been in segregated provision, the school earned a reputation in the locality for being good for pupils with special educational needs but it was not thought of as the sort of school which parents of very able pupils (commonly called gifted and talented in the UK) would choose. The school dealt with this by careful presentation of image and co-operation with the media so, by the time of the research visit, it had built up to a roll representing the full ability range.  The headteacher also spoke of the challenge of maintaining the learning development unit as central to the school and keeping its focus on teaching and learning while, at the same time and with a level of staffing that was considered inadequate overall, addressing an increased number of pupils and an extended range of types of need.  The headteacher commented that the department did less work with other departments: however, a couple of specific projects were underway, one with the English department and one with the science department so this element of work was still in operation.

1.2 The school today: external evidence

Ten months prior to the research visit, the school had been subject to a formal inspection by the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted) which operates a national programme of inspection for all maintained school in England (Ofsted 2003a and b) (1).   The inspection was a five-day exercise involving a team of 15 trained inspectors.  Reports of these inspections are public documents and available on the Ofsted website (2).  The report was extremely favourable and the school was rated as ‘good’.  The summary noted:

Whitmore High School is a good school.  It is justifiably proud of its inclusive and multicultural ethos within which it achieves high standards for its students and fosters a climate of mutual care.  Relationships between management, staff and students are very good and the school is led with commitment and integrity.  It provides good value for money.

In particular the school was identified as being particularly successful in that it:

· achieves high standards in GCSE examinations [national, public 16+ examinations]

· provides good teaching in all areas of the curriculum

· stimulates students through good excellent teaching in expressive arts subjects

· provides well for students who are physically disabled or who have significant learning difficulties.

The areas identified by the inspectors as needing development were relatively minor and there were no major weaknesses in any area of the curriculum.  In only two of the lessons observed was teaching considered to be unsatisfactory.  The school’s levels of performance in the 16+ examination (General Certificate of Secondary Education) are generally above the national average (as in most schools, there is intra-subject variation), despite the relatively high proportions of pupils with special educational needs and using English as an additional language.

The general performance of the school is important.  It reinforces other evidence that, although there can be good pockets of inclusive practice in schools that have significant problems (ones which receive a poor inspection report, for example) inclusive schools are generally effective on a range of measures and address the needs of all pupils.   Provision for pupils with special educational needs is part of a general approach to teaching and learning within all classrooms.  This is particularly significant in the secondary phase of education.  Whereas it is possible, on account of the way in which most primary schools are organised, for an individual teacher to provide an inclusive classroom in which a group of pupils can be exposed to the range of the curriculum, this is not possible in secondary schools where there is invariably subject specialism and pupils move around different teachers in different classrooms.  An individual pupil is not going to have his/her needs met unless all teachers are operating effectively in relation to those needs.

2 The school today 

2.1 Present roll and establishment; deployment of staffing resources

The school has about 1050 pupils of whom just under five per cent have a statement of special education need (3).  The principal needs of the pupils with statements are as follows (some pupils had, of course, multiple difficulties):

· physical disabilities:  wheelchair users, 12; mobility difficulties,  14

· autistic spectrum disorders: 5

· visual impairment: 2

· attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: 14

A further 25 per cent of pupils are on the school’s special needs register (4).

Pupils come from a range of middle schools in the borough and some come from a neighbouring borough (cross-authority education is relatively common in England, particularly in densely population areas or where a particular school across a boundary is geographically closer to a pupil’s home).  There is an established link with a middle school that has specialist provision for pupils with physical disabilities; this provides continuity for those pupils who can transfer with their peers in the normal way, although pupils from this middle school can, of course, normally go to a range of other schools.   The local education authority is presently seeking to extend the range of options as regards secondary schools for pupils with a physical disability so that choice for them and their parents is not limited to a few schools which are specially equipped to meet their needs.  

Each member of staff (and supply/cover teachers) has what is known as the ‘purple file’ (a loose-leaf ring binder) containing information about all pupils, individual targets for pupils, and suggested strategies to meet those targets.  Individual teachers are responsible for acting on the information contained in the file with regard to the pupils whom they teach.  

The Learning Development Department (the title is significant insofar as, in line with many other similar departments, addressing special educational needs is perceived as a broad learning issue and specialist staff are concerned to meet the learning needs of all pupils) comprised a head of department (newly appointed to the post in the term of the research visit), following a year when an experienced member of staff was acting head of department, and four (full-time-equivalent) teachers and 15 teaching assistants.  All the latter were employed by the school.  This is not always the case in English schools and, indeed, had not always been the case at this school.  Teaching assistants (a range of terminology is used in the UK — for example, learning support assistant or special support assistant) with respect to pupils with special educational needs can be employed by the local education authority and managed as part of the central team, allocated with respect to pupils with statements, although this arrangement is becoming increasingly rare and schools are increasingly responsible for their employment and management.  

2.2 Pupil grouping

Class sizes averaged 26 pupils (an intake of 260 pupils was divided into 10 mixed-ability groups with a similar profile in terms of range of ability — slightly smaller (22/23) in the 14-16 age group classes).

Most teaching in the school was in mixed-ability classes (there was some setting in mathematics and science, especially in the last two years of education, when pupils are following public examination courses).  This is becoming increasingly unusual in English schools, particularly in the two years leading to the 16+ examinations.  While the current European Agency project is not dealing with 14-16 education, it is significant that classes in this school at that age group were inclusive; it is possible that the inclusivity can be partly attributed to practices with the younger age group and the fact that teachers were accustomed to particular teaching styles and focused on strategies to enhance pupil learning which enabled mixed-ability teaching while still resulting in above-national performance in the 16+ external examinations.  The school’s expectations (about the range of ability in each class and the fact that it was the classteacher’s responsibility to meet those needs) were made clear to candidates for posts at the school and were fully accepted by all staff.

2.3 The allocation of additional support

Support (teachers and teaching assistants) was allocated to mainstream classes on the basis of need: the support timetable was drawn up in the summer holidays before the new academic year.  Support was a scarce resource and so was carefully monitored: it was withdrawn once a pupil no longer needed support.  Continuity of support was an issue, particularly where this was important in relation to the pupil’s needs — for example, with a pupil with autistic spectrum disorders or a pupil with particularly challenging communication difficulties.  High-dependency pupils exerted some restraints on the timetable: for example, two teaching assistants would always be carrying out physiotherapy programmes with pupils with physical disabilities.   The nature of pupils’ statements would also exert restraints on timetable flexibility: if, for example, specific contact times had been written in to the statement.  Otherwise, staff were allocated according to other pupil needs; staff’s own interests, skills and preferences; and, importantly, pupils’ own identification of their support needs.     

2.4 Individual Education Plans

Over 200 pupils had an individual education plan (IEP).  In England, these became a requirement for all pupils on the school special needs register after the publication of the Code of Practice on the Identification and Assessment of Special Educational Needs about eight years ago (DFEE, 1994).  This document has now been revised (DfES, 2002).  It gives detailed guidance as to the content of an IEP, taking into account all that had been learnt about the operation of IEPs since the initial Code of Practice.  Many schools now use commercially produced software to write individual education plans.

When the pupils arrived at the school at the start of the new academic year in September, data from the IEPs from their middle schools and from visits which the secondary school staff had made to these schools to talk with pupils with special needs and those who had been working with them, were used as the basis of their targets (if they had been on the register in their previous school).  These were then revised as pupils settled into the secondary school routine and were reviewed (by means of a whole-staff consultation exercise) in time for the annual parents’ evening for these pupils in December.  As far as possible, administrative procedures (the preparation of documentation) related to special educational needs was aligned with the mainstream school cycles of report-writing, for example.  Staff spoke of the necessity of keeping targets manageable: there was a danger that pupils with special educational needs were ‘over-targetted’ and that too many people were scrutinising their progress too often.  The setting of individual targets within normal school routines was felt to guard against this danger of over-exposure.

Teaching assistants were responsible for maintaining a record book, detailing what happened in lessons with regard to a particular pupil.  However, they commented that there was often no time to do this and they were also unsure of what to write.

2.5 Pedagogic approaches

The heads of two departments — English and History — spoke of the overall way in which they accommodated the needs of the whole ability range within mainstream subject classes right up to the end of statutory education (at age 16+).  It should be stressed that this model of pupil grouping is unusual: secondary schools in England are increasingly grouping pupils by ability, particularly in what is known as key stage 4 (the two final years of statutory education when pupils are taking courses leading to the external national GCSE examination at 16+).

Both heads of department stated that they were totally committed to mixed-ability teaching and had been involved with it for most of their teaching career. It was also clear that they were committed to their subject and to enhancing pupil learning.  While in many contexts this would be considered ‘obvious’, a distinction is sometimes made between the two: some teachers, often very vocal in their commitment to inclusion, will claim that they are first and foremost committed to children and put subject teaching as a lower priority.

The heads of department at the case study school considered that a high degree of oral work in the classroom facilitated the inclusion of all pupils and helped them undertake writing tasks that they would be unable to do without this preparatory activity.  For example, the head of history had just been doing work on seventeenth century sources with a mixed ability group of pupils.  He had spent the majority of the (50 minute) lesson reading and interrogating the texts with the class; the pupils then wrote about the texts for 10 minutes.  All pupils were able to do the latter but it was doubtful that they would have been able to do this had they been asked to write ‘cold’ — without the discussion.  The head of English agreed that oral skills built into writing skills.  They both engaged in a lot of planning before tasks were undertaken and preferred that the whole class engaged in the task — all pupils would follow the same course and pupils with significant literacy difficulties and learning difficulties would have access to the same corpus of English literature (Shakespeare, for example) as the most able pupils, although the presentation of it would be at different levels of complexity.

Both heads of department were concerned that new syllabus arrangements for the GCSE examinations might preclude this way of teaching as they expected that pupils’ work would be differentiated by content (eg the literature read) rather than by mode of presentation or outcomes.   Each pointed out that in an inclusive school it was important for the ‘content’ of the curriculum to be inclusive in order to embrace the rich variety of material with which pupils could engage: for example, African folk tales were as rich a source as Shakespeare.  

The head of English described the detailed planning that went on to group pupils at class level in and groups within classes.  At class level, in year 8 (the entry year) previous performance and individual pupil interview data were taken into account.  These class groups were reviewed to ensure that they had a representative group of pupils in terms of ability in all the different elements of ‘English’ (eg oral, writing, comprehension) and also in terms of pupil background (special needs, ethnicity).  Within the classes, task groups would be fluid, constructed around the particular task and the particular needs of pupils at the time.  For example, a pupil who wrote at a very high standard, might find oral work difficult; while a pupil who could not write fluently, might be good orally; or the same pupil might respond differently to different types of literature.  

The school had a policy of ‘open entry’ to GCSE examinations.  This is notable insofar as some schools do not enter pupils whom they do not consider will pass, not only to save examination fees but also to maximise the grade percentage in a particular subject (the overall results of all schools are publicly reported and the media —  not the education authorities —​ usually put them in rank order, thus giving a distorted account of the actual achievement, in relation to baseline data or degree of learning difficulty, of the cohort).   The English department entered all pupils for the exam in English literature. (Again, while most schools enter all pupils for English language, English literature can be more selective).   The head of history pointed out that the mixed-ability grouping policy had no adverse effect on pupil achievement.  Of the previous year’s cohort, 70 per cent of pupils entered (and pupils with special educational needs were entered) achieved a grade A, B or C, significantly above the national average. 

Both heads of departments tried to ensure that colleagues within the department were working similarly.  While they commented that there was often too little time available for joint preparation of curriculum material, they operated resource banks of differentiated material and used departmental meetings to share ideas and teaching strategies.

Staff stressed the importance of not making assumptions about pupils.  As one teacher put it:  ‘We say, “OK, you may have learning difficulties but we haven’t closed the door on you getting good grades’’.’   Both the mixed ability teaching and the open entry to public examinations were aspects of this.  But the very fact that pupils with learning difficulties were included in modern foreign language lessons was also relevant.   There are anomalies in the situation in England.  In some cases, some excellent inclusive work goes on in these lessons; furthermore, special schools are often involved in innovative work in foreign language learning.  In other cases, pupils with literacy difficulties are removed from modern foreign language lessons in order to do additional work in literacy.  In the case study school, all pupils followed a modern foreign language in mixed ability classes.  Again, a lot of oral work was undertaken, with differentiated questioning and different levels of worksheets.  

2.6 Pastoral support

The school had strong pastoral support, with a significant input, extending outside ‘official’ school/working hours, from teachers who had pastoral responsibility.  Inclusive schools generally have strong pastoral support systems in order to ensure that ‘out of classroom’ conditions, such as difficulties in the pupils’ homes or pupils’ personal troubles, do not inhibit their ability to participate in the curriculum.  The attention to pupils’ personal lives also highlights the fact that inclusive schools generally perceive the pupil as ‘a whole person’ and take responsibility for the development and well-being of the pupil as a person.

Two assistant heads of year (teachers with a particular additional responsibility for pupil welfare) interviewed  spoke of the fact that the school perceived a relationship between poor punctuality, difficulties at home and difficulties with homework.  It was thus a key function of pastoral staff (the system includes class tutors, heads of year (middle managers) and then senior managers) to ensure that pupils were in school when they were supposed to be.  This involved rigorous monitoring, which helped staff to understand why a particular pupil was having particular difficulties.  They pointed out that school might be the only stable point for some pupils and that when they were in school they were safe, but their safety could not be ensured if they were not in school.

Pastoral support inter-related with specific behavioural support: external support was available to provide ‘packages’ of support working with the young person, his/her family and staff at the school and taking into account any learning needs — for example, unacceptable behaviour could be related to a pupil’s failure within the curriculum on account of literacy needs.  

Those responsible for pastoral welfare of pupils had little discrete time in which to carry out related activities — for example, to contact other agencies or hold a meeting around a pupil.  It was thus ‘an all day thing’ in the words of an assistant head of year: it might start when a teacher arrived at school at 08.00 hours, and continue through the day in time snatched in break and lunch times, and after school.  

2.7 The use of support staff

Support teachers were valued by their colleagues teachers — not least because they shared marking and responsibility for pupil behaviour in lessons, and also shared teaching where appropriate.  They all maintained their credibility as ‘ordinary’ teachers (both with colleagues and pupils) by teaching a small number of mainstream classes each week and by being form tutors.  When in the role of support teacher, they felt free to use their own initiative to work with pupils in the class as appropriate — for example, if the pupil for whom they were formally in the classroom was able to cope on his/her own at a particular stage in the lesson.  At times, they would take responsibility for a group of pupils so that the teacher could work with the pupil(s) with learning difficulties or, where relations were particular good, would team teach.  While acknowledging that relations with individual colleagues had to be forged sensitively and on an individual basis, they considered that suggestions were usually readily accepted, particularly if they eased the situation for the mainstream class teacher.  It was commented that the latter were both extremely busy and had a very full curriculum to deliver so, as a consequence, could fall into making old assumptions about pupils’ abilities.  For example, they would ask the class to copy notes from the board, forgetting that some pupils would not have the necessary literacy skills to do this; or would dictate notes too fast for some pupils to be able to record them.   Class teachers sometimes just needed a reminder about pupils’ difficulties so that they could present work in alternative ways (eg make written notes available).     

Teaching assistants were also valued and those interviewed felt confident about working in classrooms.  They were fairly adept at ‘thinking on their feet’ although, unsurprisingly, found it easier to work with teachers who planned ahead and were able to outline the topics for the term.  In some cases, the assistants familiarised themselves with the text book for a particular subject.  While, like the support teachers, they had a varied timetable so that they were not always with the same pupil or year group (with the consequent advantages to the pupil(s) ), they were nevertheless able to focus on a particular subject area if they had particular skills or interests there.

As a group, because they moved around the school so widely and saw many lessons, the teaching assistants were able to take an overview of pupils’ experiences and were able to offer perceptive comments about these. They noted, for example, what is noted in other studies, that inclusion became harder as pupils became older.  In year 8 (pupils aged 12+ -13+) pupils could generally cope but, once they were in year 9 (the year prior to following GCSE courses) , things became harder and greater differentiation was needed.  Some teachers provided differentiated materials while others left these to the classroom assistants.  The latter were usually responsible in the case of the pupils with the most severe of needs: for example, one pupil used Clicker and might produce just one relevant sentence in the course of a lesson.   It was pointed out that teachers ‘had 1000 other pupils to consider’ so the fact that they did not always provide differentiated materials themselves was unsurprising.  Assistants certainly did not complain that they always had to shoulder the responsibility (as is the case in some other schools).

The teaching assistants interviewed pointed out that the larger the number of high-dependency pupils, the less they were able to offer general support to pupils with less challenging special educational needs.  One, for example, commented that, in the past, she had been able to help pupils in the library at lunchtimes but now she was occupied with pupils on feeding programmes.

The school also used support from external (local education authority) support services: the educational psychology service, occupational therarpy, physiotherapy, the sensory and communication services, and behaviour difficulties support. 

All support was in mainstream classroom apart from:

· some intensive literacy work for a group of year 9 (aged 13) pupils during lessons for a second foreign language

· the offer of an Additional Support Option in key stage 4 (years 10 7 11; ages 15/16) so that pupils did one fewer examination course and used the time to catch up on course work for their other subjects.

2.8 Pupil development

The teaching assistants who, as elsewhere, were often the adults closest to the young people whom they supported, commented that it was usually the case that the more able the pupil, the more s/he was able to participate in the social life of the class.  It was particularly difficult when a pupil could not communicate effectively: these pupils tended to get ‘left behind’ by their friends.   Other studies have shown that some pupils with severe special educational needs are unable to participate in the peer culture which is often so important to adolescents: for example, they cannot ‘hang around town’ or discuss the latest pop group.  A teaching assistant made the comment that pupils with communication difficulties often lacked friends (‘we’re [the adults] their friends’) and often only had ‘acquaintances’ rather than ‘friends’.  This was despite the fact that pupils were generally reported to be extremely tolerant of each other and to be ‘naturally’ supportive of peers with special educational needs (for example, unasked, they would push wheelchairs and get out a pupil’s books ready for the lesson).  

Peers were reported to become frustrated with pupils who had severe behaviour difficulties which disrupted the course of the lesson.   Strategies such as ‘circle of friends’ were not entirely successful and it was often up to the teaching assisistants to draw pupils with significant special needs into existing friendship groups and ‘try to draw them together’.

There were, however, notable success stories.   References were made to school pupils with physical disabilities who were confident, popular and articulate (of one girl, who was already championing the rights of people with disabilities, the comment was made ‘I’m sure she is going to end up as an MP!’) and of a boy who was extremely happy amongst his peers and for whom participation in the social side of a mainstream school was ostensibly the principal justification for his being there, regardless of his academic progress. 

2.9 Professional development

Professional development in relation to pupils with special educational needs was a whole staff matter where relevant, highlighting the fact that most staff would have pupils with a range of needs in their mainstream classes.  All pupils were the responsibility of all teachers — not just staff in the learning development department.  As pointed out before, the first initiatives in inclusion were grounded in the professional development of all members of staff.

More recently, all staff had had sessions on pupils with autistic spectrum disorders (a special need relatively ‘new’ to the school — as elsewhere in England) and behaviour management.  In addition, meetings were held around particular pupils; a range of professionals and practitioners would come together to discuss the pupil’s needs and approaches to them. Staff spoke of these as useful.  This sort of provision was another reinforcement of the attitude at the school that colleagues were ‘in this together’ and meeting the challenges posed by a particular pupil was a corporate matter.  This resonates with other studies of effective inclusion practice which stress the importance of teachers not feeling ‘threatened’, and fearing that they will be unable to cope and will lack support. 

Teaching assistants had an induction period — they shadowed a colleague for a few days  — and had access to formal training provided by the local education authority and by the school itself. Perhaps because inclusive secondary schools are less common than inclusive primary schools, it was the experience of the teaching assistants interviewed that external courses were geared towards colleagues in primary phase schools and also focused on working with small groups of pupils withdrawn from mainstream classrooms, rather than on working with pupils within mainstream classrooms.   They thus valued highly the ‘on-the-job’ training they received and the fact that the school had a very open atmosphere in which there was a lot of communication among staff, formally and informally, in meetings, in the learning development departmental room, in the main staffroom, in the corridors, and a great willingness to talk about pupil needs and strategies to address them.    It was perfectly all right to admit difficulties.

Notes

1
http://www.ofsted/gov.uk     Available from link on home page

2
http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/reports/index.cfm?fuseaction=summary&id 1=102239

3
A pupil is issued with a statement if, after a multi-professional assessment, it is decided that his/her needs require exceptional resources which it is not reasonable to expect to be provided from the school’s normal budget.

4
Under the terms of the SEN Code of Practice (DfES, 2001), schools are expected to keep a register (list) of all pupils who are currently identified as having special educational needs.  The Code of Practice is available at:

http://www.dfes.gov.uk/sen/viewDocument.cfm?diD=260
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