Inclusion in Action: Developing an Effective Whole School Approach,

Paper presented at International Congress for School Effectiveness and
Improvement, Vancouver, Canada, January 4™ — 7™, 2009.

by Alison Ekins and Peter Grimes, Centre for Enabling Learning, Canterbury
Christchurch University, UK

peter.grimes@canterbury.ac.uk

alison.ekins@canterbury.ac.uk

Abstract:

At Canterbury Christ Church University, UK, our work in the Centre for Enabling
Learning has focused on supporting schools in establishing whole school systems
which support the participation and achievement of all students. This paper draws
on data collected through our work with hundreds of schools since 2004, as
lecturers, consultants and Local Authority advisors. In this paper, we set out to
provide a brief introduction to whole school inclusive systems and provide case
studies of schools working at three different levels. This paper presents a new
dynamic model of inclusive school development which we call ‘Inclusion in Action’.
This places self evaluation and whole school reflection at its heart, and emphasizes
the need for schools to think about the core components of a strategic approach,
including Inclusive self evaluation, Data tracking and analysis, Target setting,
Provision and Interventions, in a dynamic and inter-linked way.

Introduction:

At Canterbury Christ Church University, UK, our work in the Centre for Enabling
Learning has focused on supporting schools in establishing whole school systems
which support the participation and achievement of all students. We are in a unique
role in that for the last four years, each of us has fulfilled a joint-appointment position
as Senior Lecturer / Local Authority Advisor with the brief of setting up and
developing an Authority wide training framework to support more inclusive practices
in schools.  This paper draws on data collected through our work with hundreds of
schools since 2004, as lecturers, consultants and Local Authority advisors. In this
paper, we set out to provide a brief introduction to whole school inclusive systems

and provide case studies of schools working at three different levels. Interested
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readers will be able to follow this up in ‘Inclusion: Developing an Effective Whole

School Approach’ (Grimes and Ekins, forthcoming).

Inclusion and School Development:

Much of our work has involved supporting the introduction of initiatives such as self
evaluation, data tracking and analysis, provision mapping, intervention planning, and
target setting and helping schools apply them to ensure all children are making
progress in school. We draw together approaches from three different but
overlapping educational fields — Inclusion, self-evaluation and school development.
It is not our intention to provide a comprehensive overview of these ideas. Rather,
our aim is to demonstrate how the dynamic model ‘Inclusion in Action’ we present,

draws together these 3 educational fields.

Before we introduce our model ‘Inclusion in Action’, it is important to identify some
key theoretical perspectives which underpin our work in this area. We therefore

briefly introduce the following key issues:

* Balancing an inclusive approach to education with the reality of governmental

agendas

* Refreshing the principles within the English National Curriculum Inclusion

Statement

* Exploring the notion of groups vulnerable to underachievement



Balancing an inclusive approach to education with the reality of government

agendas:

Our work is embedded in an inclusive approach to education. We also acknowledge
the practical realities for schools who are trying to develop more inclusive practices
under great pressure from a standards agenda imposed by central government. We
believe it is the duty of all teachers and schools to actively work together to identify
and remove potential barriers to the participation, engagement and achievement of
all students in their local community schools. However, this view of Inclusion is
contested and sometimes at odds with other interpretations based on models of
special needs and disability. In England, the Government Department for Children,
Schools and Families (DCSF) and national Inspection Body- Office for Standards in
Education (OFSTED) have compounded this confusion, issuing guidance and
reports to schools clearly linking Inclusion with special needs agendas (OFSTED
2006). There is clearly a need for more clarity and guidance from the DCSF which

will enable schools to develop more inclusive practices in a strategic way.

Refreshing the principles within the English National Curriculum Inclusion

Statement

Within the English National Curriculum, there has been a clear statement of Inclusion
which describes the statutory duty for all teachers teaching in mainstream primary
schools, to be proactive in ensuring that they meet the learning needs of all pupils.
We believe that this Inclusion Statement embodies some of the underlying core

values and principles behind any attempt to drive Inclusion and the development of



meaningful inclusive practice forward. The Inclusion Statement in The English
National Curriculum for Key Stages 1 and 2 (primary age children between the ages

of five and eleven years of age), therefore:

‘sets out three principles that are essential for teachers and schools to follow when

developing an inclusive curriculum:

= setting suitable learning challenges

= responding to pupils' diverse learning needs

= overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment for individuals and

groups of pupils.” (HMSO 1999)

Whilst the importance of these three principles is key within our thinking and
conceptualisation about Inclusion, in reality, many schools and teachers are not clear
or familiar enough with these principles. Often these vital key principles are lost or
buried under competing initiatives or agendas, and therefore do not form the basis
for all thinking about teaching within the English educational system. We would
argue that the principles which were developed some ten years ago remain valid, but
that there is now a need to refresh them within the minds and thinking of all

practitioners.

Indeed, there is a wide range of research which indicates that the only effective way
to develop inclusive practice is through a whole school emphasis on inclusive
practice, policy and culture in schools (Corbett 2001; Booth and Ainscow 2002;

Kugelmass 2004; Ainscow, Booth et al. 2006). However, in many respects, it can be



argued that primary schools are struggling to develop whole school approaches to
Inclusion. By reinvigorating these three principles, and by considering them within
the context of the interactive and dynamic model which we present later, we hope
that practitioners and whole school communities may find further ways to engage
with the complex issue of developing meaningful inclusive practice to support the

needs of all pupils.

Exploring the notion of groups vulnerable to underachievement

There are several different ways of interpreting the term Inclusion, including focusing
on students with disabilities or seeing it as concerned with behaviour and disciplinary
exclusions (Ainscow, Booth et al. 2006). However, in the context of our work we
have used the idea of focusing on vulnerable groups of students as a way of
supporting schools in focusing on how they can adapt their practice to make it more
inclusive for all children. OFSTED have identified a number of specific groups of
children who they argue are most likely to experience underachievement, or barriers
to learning and participation. The most vulnerable of these groups are children who
are Looked After / in Local Authority Care. The next most vulnerable are children
with disabilities. Other groups include children from low-income families, children
from refugee families, children from Traveller families, children whose first language
is not English, children from certain minority ethnic groups. Although there are
certain disadvantages to the vulnerable groups approach to Inclusion, we believe it
can support a rights based examination of school culture, policy and practice (Rieser
and Mason, 1992, Peters, 2003) and is often a useful way of enabling teachers in

schools to practically engage with developing more inclusive practice. However, it is
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also important for schools to remember that there can be a tendency to develop
isolated strategies in relation to different vulnerable groups which can often lead to

segregationary practices (Doreman;, Deppeler; et al. 2005).

In our work with schools, we find it useful to emphasise that other vulnerable groups
are also ‘boys’ and ‘girls’, demonstrating the fact that in actual fact every child could

potentially be vulnerable to underachievement at some point in their school career.

In order to help practitioners to engage effectively in responding to and meeting the
needs of all vulnerable groups, we emphasise the need for schools to develop
meaningful strategic approaches to a range of whole school systems such as self
evaluation, data tracking and analysis, provision mapping, intervention planning, and
target setting. These systems are not new (DFES, 2005). They are systems
introduced and discussed by OFSTED (OFSTED, 2004), the DCSF and the National
Strategies (initiatives driven by the Department for Children, Schools and Families) -
both at Primary and Secondary Level. Many schools are already engaging with the
systems in different ways, but most are engaging in them because they are required
to. The systems are often seen as simple, paper based activities or as a means to an
end. The value that the systems hold for enabling innovative, meaningful and

strategic whole school development can be lost.



A Model of Inclusion in Action:

We are aiming to support practitioners to be able to see the different systems in a
more dynamic and practical way. Rather than being seen as separate processes
which are completed by different staff within the school setting, our work aims to
enable practitioners to visualise ways to make important links between the
processes. We argue that schools can make the processes much more meaningful

and valuable by engaging with them in a more holistic way.

We therefore present a model which does this in two different ways:

1. We show how the individual processes and systems themselves link together.

2. We emphasise the need for whole school understanding and commitment to the
systems. This moves away from the notion of separate co-ordinators responsible for
different areas of whole school development, and shows how to ensure the effective
engagement and participation of all stakeholders within the whole school strategic

approaches to Inclusion.
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We present our Model of whole school strategic approaches to Inclusion as a series

of interlinking processes set within an overall inclusive focus of Identifying and

removing barriers to learning. These interlinking processes draw together the three

broad educational fields of Inclusion, School Development and Self Evaluation. The

Model aims to help practitioners to understand the importance of using all three in a

linked and dynamic way to drive Inclusion and the development of meaningful

inclusive practices forward. Our understanding of the processes, epitomised within

8



the model that we propose, emphasises that Inclusion can not move forward
effectively within schools, without rigorous and meaningful self evaluation at all levels
of the school community. Self evaluation is therefore at the centre of the dynamic
Model which we propose. Linked to this process of meaningful self Evaluation are
the systems and processes which we suggest should be carried out at a whole
school level, to respond to and meet the needs of all pupils. These include pupil
tracking and data analysis of pupil progress, intervention and provision planning and
target setting. By linking these systems and processes together within a dynamic
model of whole school development, the school is supported to identify trends and
patterns of progress or underachievement, and can then more effectively identify and
set appropriate priorities for whole school development. This then ensures the link
with the broad fields both of meaningful whole school development, and also
Inclusion more generally- and the development of appropriate inclusive practice

within individual school contexts.

It should be noted here that the Model which we present respects the unique nature
of the individual school context, and thus a prescriptive list of particular activities to
complete is not provided. Rather, a way to start to think about how to link relevant
and essential school systems into a whole school development model which can
then respond to the particular needs and issues arising directly out of the school

context, is suggested.



We define learning in the widest possible sense, linking social, personal and
academic achievement. Our view is that schools should be supported to think about
how to see each child’s school experience through an inclusive lens (Corbett 2001)
which seeks to ask searching and holistic questions about each child’'s engagement
with and experience of school life. Our experience as teachers, Local Authority
Advisors and researchers has taught us that children can experience a variety of
different forms of exclusion from school life, many of which go unnoticed by schools.
The model we present, encourages the development of joined-up thinking in schools
which sees all children as complex individuals with the right to fully participate and
achieve. We argue that this should occur within school systems which exist to serve
children’s holistic development; furthermore, these schools should be consistently
and actively, seeking to identify and remove barriers to all children’s engagement in

the school community.

The Three Stages of Inclusive School Development

In this section of the paper, we would like to focus in more detail on the different
processes that are involved in a whole school approach to developing inclusive
practices and present 3 case studies based on the evidence and experiences from

our work with schools.

During the last ten years thinking and practice in England has led to more of an
emphasis upon demonstrating that all children are making progress in school.

Schools have had to develop a range of systems and processes to enable them to
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effectively track, monitor, analyse and review the progress of all pupils and to

measure the impact and quality of the provision and interventions that are on offer

within the school setting.

These processes include the following, which are briefly defined below:

Data Collection- The introduction of National Testing in England in 1988 has
led to an increasing focus on school performance, measurable through pupil
performance in SAT’s. Most schools now have effective systems to collect
levels and scores which measure pupil progress at regular opportunities

through the year.

Data Analysis- Once data has been collected relating to levels of pupil
progress, most schools have developed systems which enable them to look at
and analyse key trends in terms of pupil outcomes across the school and in

different areas of the curriculum.

Pupil Tracking- Using the systems developed within the data collection and
data analysis stages, staff members can track the progress of individual pupils

to ensure that appropriate and effective levels of progress are sustained.

Target Setting- In England, all pupils are required to have class based
targets set for English, Maths and Science, and schools have developed a
range of ways to ensure that the targets that are set are meaningful, are
reviewed on a regular basis, and help to ensure effective pupil outcomes.

Children who are placed on the SEN Register also require high quality targets

11



to be set and reviewed on a regular basis in order to meet their individual and

different needs.

Intervention Planning/ Provision Mapping- Schools plan a range of quality
interventions and provisions to support pupils in achieving their targets, and to
help them to make good rates of progress. Many schools across England use
Provision Mapping systems to enable them to plan strategically in order to

respond to needs across the school.

Self Evaluation- Schools now play a more active role in the evaluation and
inspection process, and, as part of the New Relationship with Schools (2004)
are required to complete an on-line self evaluation form (SEF)which is used to
inform OFSTED Inspections. Self evaluation within our Model incorporated
the whole school SEF, but extends this to include other whole school
evaluation activities and opportunities which help to impact upon each of the
other systems described above, and which also acts as the vehicle to drive
forward the other two broad educational fields, or School Development and

Inclusion.
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Stages of Development leading to our Model of Inclusion in Action

We argue that there are three discrete stages of development in relation to the way

in which schools have engaged with these systems and processes.

Stage 1:

In Stage 1, schools tend to see the systems as discrete and only tentatively
connected with each other. Different staff members may be responsible for the
different processes or systems, with little or no interaction and discussion between
personnel about how each impacts upon another. Often the processes may be
viewed as paper based activities which need to be completed to satisfy external
requirements. Each of the systems is timetabled to occur at particular times in the
school calendar, and once completed can be ‘ticked off whilst staff attention moves

on to the next activity to be completed.

Data Analysis Self Evaluation Target Setting Interventions
Assessment Co- Headteacher SENCO SENCO/
ordinator Literacy/

Numeracy Co-
ordinators

i i

Dec/ March/ July September Sept/ Jan/ April Sept/ Jan/ April




Stage 1 Case Study:

Individual members of staff within the school have attended training courses which

have highlighted the need for schools to track and analyse data in different ways.

The SENCO has received training about her statutory duties under the Code of
Practice, and regularly reviews the SEN Register, informing parents if and when their
child is placed upon the SEN Register. She also meets with teachers 3 times a year
to discuss and review and set |IEP targets. The SENCO also line manages the
Teaching Assistants and decides who will deliver different intervention programmes.
The SENCO has received specialized input on particular SEN based intervention
programmes, and uses this knowledge to set up intervention groups- but has not
attended training about and is not aware of current National Strategy intervention

programmes.

The Assessment Co-ordinator sets up assessment weeks three times a year, where
all the children are assessed and their scores collated. The Assessment Co-
ordinator oversees the practical organization of this, and also keeps a record of the
assessment results. The Assessment Co-ordinator is unsure about expected rates of
pupil progress or how to input and access assessment and pupil tracking data using
some of the centralized computerized systems, such as Raise-Online. Instead, the
secretary inputs the data and the Headteacher uses it to inform the Self Evaluation

Form.

The Headteacher is responsible for the School Self Evaluation Form and gathers
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information to update the profile on an Annual basis.

The Literacy and Numeracy Co-ordinators have attended training from Primary
Strategy Consultants and monitor the effective delivery of the Renewed Frameworks.
They are aware of some different intervention programmes which can be used to
support their particular curriculum area, but are not responsible for TA allocation and
do not have the time or resources to be able to oversee the setting up of these

groups.

Class Teachers within this school work hard to teach the children within their class,
and fill in the assessment data record sheets on a regular basis, but are unaware of
expected rates of pupil progress and do not use the information gathered to inform
their planning or to target particular individuals or groups of children for further

intervention or support.

An experienced Teaching Assistant within the school has for some years run Speech
and Language Skills groups with small groups of pupils, and, although the catchment
area of the school has changed in recent years, and more children are coming to the
school without the Speech and Language needs that used to be presented, this

programme continues to be delivered without being adapted.

Stage 2:

In Stage 2, schools are starting to see school development as a cyclical process
using the School Improvement Cycle (see below) to connect some of the systems
(Gross and White, 2003). The cycle encourages school teams to view the

development of their systems in a more cyclical and joined up way, although does
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not always enable full scrutiny and consideration of the needs of vulnerable groups
of pupils who may sit outside the cycle. The cycle is more about moving whole
school development forward in a more engaging and proactive way, than about
identifying or analyzing individual pupil need. A feature of this stage is that schools
are more likely to view responsibility for the process to lie with a core team, often the

Senior Management Group within the school, and the Governing Body.

THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT CYCLE

Stage 2 Case Study:

The Head teacher has developed a key group of senior teachers to form a Senior
Management Team. This team meets weekly to discuss relevant school based
issues and to agree and decide upon future actions. The information from this group,

including the actions to be taken, is then told to the other staff during staff or
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Teaching Assistant meetings.

Members of the School Management Team have received training about the School
Improvement Cycle, and are enthusiastic about using this to inform their thinking and

planning.

The Headteacher has implemented a cycle of monitoring and review within the
school in the form of strategic lesson observations, monitoring of curriculum

coverage and also work scrutiny.

Members of the Senior Management Team have also decided to use the School
Improvement Cycle as a way to think about development across the school, and are
starting to link it to the Every Child Matters Agenda. Different priorities are therefore
identified each term, and the team is responsible for monitoring how the school is

doing in each of the areas.

The team feedback to each other, and sometimes to the Governing Body, although
other class teachers or members of staff have little awareness of what is being
discussed within the meetings, or how key decisions regarding the School

Development Plan are being made.

Stage 3: Inclusion in Action

In Stage 3, we present a dynamic model of whole school development. The research
that has informed the development of this model is rooted in our engagement with
schools across South East England over the last eight years. In this model the

systems described above are inter linked and interactive. The model is organic. In
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this model self evaluation is not a once a year event, as it may be in Stage 1, self
evaluation instead becomes an ongoing process inextricably linked to the other
processes of data analysis, intervention planning and so on. Rather than individual
staff members (as in Stage 1) or a group of core SMT members (as in Stage 2)
leading the processes, the processes become embedded within the classroom

context with the class teacher taking an active and engaged part in all.

This model is founded on the development of inclusive school culture, where the
active participation and achievement of every member of the school community is

seen as fundamental for the ongoing successful development of the whole school.
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Stage 3 Case Study:

Within this school a number of teams have been set up to work together to monitor,
review and evaluate practice across the school. Opportunities are planned so that
the teams can meet on a regular basis. Using the School Development Plan, which
was put together following lengthy consultation and involvement with all stakeholders
within the school (including parents, pupils, governors, Teaching Assistants and
teaching staff) as the central plan, the Headteacher is able to break the plan down
into small step priorities for each team to consider, develop and feedback to the

whole school community.

The teachers and teaching assistants throughout the school are enthusiastic about
the priorities for action and development within the School Development Plan, They
are knowledgeable about them and excited to be involved in their planning and

development.

New and creative ideas for achieving the priorities are welcomed and considered-

drawing on the strengths and different experiences of the whole school community.

Parents and pupils feel empowered and valued, and the pupils talk excitedly about

decisions about the development of the school that they are involved in making.

In addition to contributing to the whole school Development Plan, all stakeholders

are involved in an effective and meaningful process of pupil progress review.

Class Teachers have a clear understanding of the assessment materials used to
assess pupil progress and use these three times a year to capture levels for each

child.
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Once the information is collated, the Headteacher plans Pupil Progress Review
Meetings during which discussions about pupil outcomes and progress are
discussed. Key members of the Leadership Team involved in planning interventions,
target setting and allocating support are involved in each meeting, and the class
teachers look forward to the opportunity to talk about the successes that they have
had with their children as well as any gaps in progress and achievement. During the
Pupil Progress Meetings, the class teachers are encouraged to scrutinize the
assessment data, and they have a clear understanding of expected levels of
attainment and progress. During the meeting they are supported to identify those
children who are in need of further catch up support or intervention. A problem
solving approach is adopted during the meeting so that everyone can contribute
creative and innovative ideas to move pupil progress forward. During the discussions
a Provision Map, clearly recording planned provision and support at a whole class;

small group; and individual level is completed.

This is then used to immediately inform the class teachers planning for the next term.

Case study three demonstrates that the three educational fields of Inclusion, School
Development and Self-Evaluation have to interlink simultaneously in a dynamic way,
in order to enable significant school change to ensure that all students are fully
participating and achieving. This signifies a shift in thinking away from interpreting

these three fields as distinct and separate.
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In our model the desire to develop inclusive practice, is enabled by the formulation of
shared visions and values which have been negotiated through a whole school
community self evaluation process. The impact of this can lead to inclusive school
development where reflection and sharing is translated into concrete action which
supports all pupils in the school. This is not a linear process as the fields interact
with each other in a dynamic way. This is mirrored by the specific processes which
support the development of inclusion in action, such as Data Collection, Data
Analysis, Pupil Tracking, Target Setting, Intervention Planning and Provision

Mapping, which also interact with each other dynamically.

Concluding Comments

It is important for the reader to be mindful of the fact that we are not advocating a
one size fits all model of whole school development. Indeed, it is essential that we
acknowledge that all schools are at different stages of development, and that they
will be able to respond to the ideas and examples provided here in different ways
according to the ethos, culture and current working systems operating within the
individual school. No two schools are the same, and it is not possible to provide a
neat plan of action which will work for all schools. Instead, it will be important for the
reader to use the illustrative case studies and adapt them accordingly to their own

school context.

The issues that we discuss and raise here are to be seen as part of an ongoing cycle

and process of development. No school will ever have achieved complete perfection
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in terms of their inclusive practices and the systems used to support these. We
would therefore encourage readers to use the case studies and supporting materials
to develop reflection and critical debate and discussion within individual school
contexts. By doing this, engaging the whole school community in discussion and

reflection about the issues, meaningful change can occur and develop.
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