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The International Special Education Congress held in Birmingham, England in April 1995 provides opportunities for colleagues from around the world to re-examine their thinking and practice. Five years on from the previous congress held in Cardiff it is possible for us to review together the progress that has been made in providing appropriate schooling for children and young people experiencing difficulties in learning. It is important, however, that such a review is also set within the context of the wider international discussion stimulated by the 1990 World Conference on Education for All, held in Jomtien, Thailand.

During those five years since the Cardiff and Jomtien conferences, thinking in the field has moved on. The rather token mention of special education needs within discussions at Jomtien is being gradually replaced by a recognition that the special needs agenda should be seen as an essential element of the drive for education for all. Thus instead of an emphasis on the idea of integration, with its assumption that additional arrangements will be made to accommodate exceptional pupils within a system of schooling that remains largely unchanged, we see moves towards inclusive education, where the aim is to restructure schools in order to respond to be needs of all children (Clark et al., 1995). 

This inclusive orientation was a strong feature of the Salamanca Statement on Principles, Policy and Practice in Special Needs Education, agreed by representatives of 92 governments and 25 international organisations in June 1994 (UNESCO, 1994). Specifically the Statement argues that regular schools with an inclusive orientation are:

"the most effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes, creating welcoming communities, building an inclusive society and achieving education for all; moreover they provide an effective education to the majority of children and improve the efficiency and ultimately the cost-effectiveness of the entire education system" (page ix).

Implicit in this orientation is, therefore, a fundamental shift with respect to ways of addressing educational difficulties. This shift in thinking is based on a belief that methodological and organisational changes made in response to pupils experiencing difficulties are likely to benefit all children (Ainscow, 1995). Indeed, those seen as having special needs come to be recognised as the stimulus that can encourage developments towards a much richer overall environment for learning. However, advancing towards the implementation of this orientation is far from easy and, as a result, evidence of progress in this respect is limited in most countries.

On a more positive note, recent years have seen an increased concern with the concept of education for all in many countries and, perhaps, a greater recognition of what this involves. In the developing world attention continues to be focused on widening opportunities for participation in basic education. There is, however, a long way to go with millions of children, including many with disabilities, still denied their right to schooling (Colclough, 1993; Mittler, 1993). Considerable concern has also been expressed about the poor quality of teaching offered to children in many schools in developing countries (e.g. Levin and Lockheed, 1993). In the developed world, of course, sufficient school places are usually available. Here the problem becomes one of finding ways of organising schools and classrooms in order that all children and young people can experience success in learning. Sadly, for too many pupils their attendance at school is a largely unsatisfying experience, leaving them despondent about their own capabilities and disillusioned about the place of education in their lives (Glasser, 1990; Smith and Tomlinson, 1989).

Against this rather depressing picture of schools in both the developing and developed world, the aim of this paper is to stimulate discussion about possible ways forward. As we consider the vision of education for all our concern at this Congress is with making it happen. With this in mind I will address the following questions:

· How can teachers be helped to organise their classrooms in ways-that foster the learning of all of their pupils?

· How can schools be restructured in order to support teachers in these efforts?

Underlying my engagement with these questions is a belief that we know more than we use. Our aim must be to put existing knowledge to better use. This congress provides an opportunity to pool our ideas and to help one another gain greater clarity as to the most appropriate steps to take. In this spirit of sharing and support I will summarise and explain some of my own thinking, focusing particularly on the areas of teacher and school development. This leads me, in the concluding section of the paper, to offer some thoughts on the implications of my analysis for the work of the special needs community.

Teacher development

How, then, can teachers be helped to organise their classrooms in ways that foster the learning of all of their pupils? In considering this question we have available a rich source of resources from the extensive research that has been carried out with respect to teacher effectiveness (e.g. Bennett, 1991; Fuller and Clark, 1994; Hopkins et al., 1994; Porter and Brophy, 1988). We can also each draw on our own experiences of outstanding teachers who seem to be able to create contexts within which pupils with a wide range of learning histories can participate, contribute and experience feelings of success. However, in this paper my concern is not with the characteristics of effectiveness but rather with finding ways of moving practice forward.

Over the last six years or so I have been privileged to work alongside colleagues in many countries in pursuing this agenda. Our work has been in the context of the UNESCO teacher educator project, 'Special Needs in the Classroom' (Ainscow, 1993a and b; 1994a and b; Ainscow et al., 1995). Working together we have been trying to develop approaches that are powerful at both the pre- and in-service stages in helping teachers to adopt ways of working that take account of all pupils in their classes, including those experiencing difficulties in learning.

From this extensive experience, involving work in over 50 countries, we have found that certain factors seem to be particularly important. Perhaps surprisingly the availability of material resources, although very helpful, of course, is rarely the key factor. Much more important is the way the task is conceptualised. In this respect the following strategies for teacher development seem to be important:

· Opportunities to consider new possibilities

· Support for experimentation and reflection.

I will consider each of these in turn.

In encouraging teachers to explore ways in which their practice might be developed in order to facilitate the learning of all their pupils, we may well be inviting them to experiment with ways of working that appear alien, given their previous experience. Consequently, it is necessary to employ strategies that will enhance confidence and support a degree of risk-taking. Our experience is that a powerful strategy in these respects involves teachers participating in experiences that illustrate and stimulate a consideration of new possibilities for action.

Within the UNESCO project we place considerable emphasis on learning through experience. With this in mind workshop sessions are led by teams of resource people who are highly skilled in organising sessions during which participants have opportunities to experience a variety of active learning approaches. In this way they are encouraged to consider life in the classroom through the eyes of learners and, at the same time, to relate these experiences to their own practice in school.

These workshop sessions emphasise three key factors that seem to be important to the creation of more inclusive classrooms. The first of these relates to the importance of planning for the class as a whole. In this respect, we in special education may well have made a tactical error in placing too much emphasis on planning for individuals. Whilst this may have been appropriate when our work was carried out in relatively small, separated contexts, it is to a large degree impractical in mainstream schools. There the teacher's first concern has to be with planning activities that cater for the class as a whole. It can also be argued that an over​emphasis on individualised planning of the sort that has been dominant in the special needs field distracts attention from other contextual factors than can be utilised to stimulate and support the learning of each member of the class. This points us to a second key factor.

In addition to planning for all children we have found that it is helpful to encourage teachers to recognise and use more effectively those natural resources that can help to support children's learning. In particular I am referring to a range of resources that is available in all classrooms and yet is often poorly used, that of the pupils themselves. Within any classroom the pupils represent a rich source of experiences, inspiration, challenge and support which, if utilised, can inject an enormous supply of additional energy into the tasks and activities that are set. However, all of this is dependent upon the skills of the teacher in harnessing this energy. This is, in part, a matter of attitude, depending upon a recognition that pupils have the capacity to contribute to one another's learning; recognising also that, in fact, learning is to a large degree a social process. It can be facilitated by helping teachers to develop the skills necessary to organise classrooms that encourage this social process of learning. Here we can learn much from certain developing countries where limitations of resources have led to a recognition of the potential of 'peer power', through the development of 'child-to-child' programmes (Hawes, 1988). The recent interest in co-operative group work in a number of Western countries has also led to the development of teaching specifications that have enormous potential to create richer learning environments (e.g. Johnson and Johnson, 1994). The introduction of such approaches, however, seem to require more than a knowledge of techniques. What is important is the responsiveness of teachers to the feedback provided by the pupils as the activities within a lesson take place.

This takes us to what we see as the third key factor in creating more inclusive classrooms, i.e. improvisation; in other words, the ability to be able to modify plans and activities whilst they are occurring in response to the reactions of individuals within the class. It is largely through such processes that teachers can encourage active involvement and, at the same time, help to personalise the experience of the lesson for individuals. This orientation is in line with much of current thinking in the teacher education world where there is increasing acceptance that practice develops through a largely intuitive process by which teachers 'tinker' with their classroom plans, arrangements and responses in the light of feedback from members of their classes (Huberman, 1993). Changes in practice, where they do occur, often seem to involve small adjustments, as teachers refine their existing repertoires in response to unusual circumstances, i.e. what Schon (1987) refers to as 'surprises'. Wholesale changes rarely occur, whilst teachers are understandably reluctant to give up ways of working that have proved to be helpful on previous occasions. As I have suggested, significant change represents an enormous risk for any teacher and, of course, it is a risk that has to be taken in front of an observant and potentially threatening audience, the class. In a more positive sense, however, it is the reactions of this same audience that can be the stimulus for the tinkering that seems to be an important and necessary factor in the development of practice.

Beyond this emphasis on providing teachers with opportunities to consider new possibilities, the other strategy that we have found useful involves providing support for experimentation in the classroom in forms that encourage reflection on these activities. The key to this seems to be in the area of team work. Specifically we encourage teachers to form teams and/or partnerships within which the members agree to assist one another in exploring aspects of their practice. In the main we have found it to be preferable that such teams involve groups of teachers who work with the same age group of pupils, or teach the same subject. For example, they may be asked to select a forthcoming unit of work or topic and consider how it might be planned in order to incorporate approaches that have been discussed during previous workshop sessions. They are also encouraged to form teaching partnerships that can assist one another during the process of implementing what has been planned. The role of the partners is to be together in the classroom during periods of experimentation, sometimes team teaching or occasionally observing one another more systematically in order to provide feedback and 'coaching' as new possibilities are explored. These forms of in-class support have proved to be a highly effective means of facilitating the development of classroom practice, confirming similar evidence from other studies (e.g. Joyce and Showers, 1988).

Throughout all these processes of teamwork and partnerships a strong emphasis is placed upon what Gitlin (1990) calls...'dialogues'. These go well beyond simple discussion in order to create forms of interaction that encourage a consideration of alternative ways of addressing particular tasks or problems. It leads to what Aoki (1984) has called 'critical venturing', where a community of teachers involved in a development activity use their multiple perspectives as a means of providing opportunities for a reciprocity of interpretation. During such dialogues teachers are stimulated to engage in forms of reflection that go beyond a simple consideration of whether or not what they are doing with their pupils is successful. Rather they can help teachers to consider why they do what they do, what influences have led to these responses and, as a result, what other possibilities have been overlooked.

This form of critical reflection, carried out in collaboration with colleagues, seems to be particularly important in the special needs field. Here our traditions have led us to conceptualise our work in a relatively narrow way, thus missing many possibilities that might lead to better learning opportunities for the children we seek to help. Specifically our traditions have led us to see our work primarily in technical terms (Heshusius, 1989; Iano, 1986). This leads to a concern with finding the 'right' teaching methods or materials for pupils who do not respond to existing arrangements. Implicit in this formulation is a view that schools are rational organisations offering an appropriate range of opportunities; that those pupils who experience difficulties do so because of their limitations or disadvantages; and that they, therefore, are in need of some form of special intervention (Skrtic, 1991). It is my argument that through such assumptions, leading to a search for effective responses to those children perceived as being special, vast opportunities for developments in practice are ignored. 

I accept, of course, that it is important to identify useful and promising strategies. However, I wish to argue that it is erroneous to assume that systematic replication of particular methods as of themselves, will generate successful learning, especially when we are considering populations that historically have been mistreated in or excluded from schools. This overemphasis on methods often serves to obscure attention from more significant questions such as, why in a particular society or, indeed, school, do some pupils fail to learn successfully? 

Consequently, it is necessary to shift from a narrow and mechanistic view of teaching to one that is broader in scope and takes into account wider contextual factors, including both community and organisational dimensions (Skrtic, 1991). In particular it is important that as educators we reject what Bartolome (1994) refers to as the "methods fetish" in order to create learning environments informed by both action and reflection. In this way, by freeing themselves from the uncritical adoption of so-called effective strategies, teachers can begin the reflective process which will allow them to recreate and reinvent teaching methods and materials, taking into account contextual realities that can either limit or expand the possibilities for improvements in learning. In particular, it is important that teachers keep in mind that methods are social constructions that grow out of and reflect ideologies that may prevent us from understanding the pedagogical implications of power relations within education.

As teachers we must remember that schools, like other institutions in society, are influenced by perceptions of socioeconomic status, race, language and gender. Consequently it is necessary to question how such perceptions influence classroom dynamics. In this way the present methods -restricted discussion must be broadened to reveal deeply entrenched deficit orientations towards 'difference'. As teachers, we must constantly be vigilant and ask how the deficit orientation has affected our perception s of pupils who come to be seen as being special.

Teaching strategies are neither devised nor implemented in a vacuum. Design, selection and use of particular teaching approaches and strategies arise from perceptions about learning and learners. I contend that even the most pedagogically advanced methods are likely to be ineffective in the hands of educators who implicitly or explicitly subscribe to a belief system that regards certain pupils, at best, as disadvantaged and, in need of fixing, or, at worse, as deficient and beyond fixing.

In recent years, of course, the deficit model has been subject to massive criticism in the special needs field (e.g. Ainscow, 1991; Barton, 1993; Dyson, 1990; Fulcher, 1989; Oliver, 1988). Consequently, we have seen a shift of thinking that moves explanations of educational failure away from the characteristics of individual children and their families towards the process of schooling. This has led to the introduction of approaches based upon an interactive view. However, I have come to believe that despite good intentions, approaches based upon this perspective often unwittingly give rise to a kinder, more liberal, and yet more concealed version of the deficit model that views special children as being in need of special teaching, i.e. approaches that other children do not require in order to achieve in school. Thus, despite moves towards integration of children said to have special needs, with an emphasis on approaches such as curriculum differentiation and additional support in the classroom, the deficit orientation towards differences continues to be deeply ingrained in many schools and classrooms.

Similarly, the teaching approaches developed as part of the UNESCO project, such as the emphasis on active learning and co-operative group work, can help in creating more responsive learning environments, where pupils can be treated as individuals whilst at the same time taking part in experiences that encourage higher achievement. However, where such approaches are implemented uncritically, they are likely to lead to ways of working that continue to accommodate deficit views of certain pupils. Thus it is necessary for teachers to be helped to develop as more reflective and critical professionals in order to overcome the limitations and dangers of deficit thinking. Only in this way can we be sure that pupils who experience difficulties in learning can be treated with respect and viewed as potentially active and capable learners; only in this way can the responses of such pupils be used as a stimulus to teacher development.

So, in summary, I have come to recognise that the most appropriate way forward for helping teachers to respond to educational difficulties is one that includes an exploration of the influence of a range of contextual factors on professional thinking and practice. In this way it may be possible to introduce teachers to ways of thinking that will open up new possibilities for the development of classroom practice. This requires us to move beyond a concern with methods and materials in order to encourage teachers to become reflective thinkers, confident enough to experiment with aspects of their practice in the light of the feedback they receive from their pupils. It also requires them to overcome the deficit orientation to difference that remains so influential. Consequently, the process of reflection has to include a concern with the teacher's own assumptions and an examination of how these are shaped by wider contextual factors. Thus, whilst reflection is a necessary condition for professional learning, it is not sufficient. It has to be supplemented by confrontations with alternative points of view. Hence the need for opportunities to experience demonstrations of different ways of working and to work in collaboration with colleagues.

In the light of this conceptualisation I have found it important in my own work to engage with forms of teacher development that can be located within schools and classrooms. As I seek to support teachers in developing a more reflective stance to their practice in response to educational difficulties, I find it necessary to consider how organisational factors impact upon their perceptions, attitudes and responses. In particular, I need to adopt ways of working that encourage forms of collaboration which include an engagement with alternative points of view. This takes us on to the issue of school development.

School development

So far I have argued that an emphasis on learning through experience, critical reflection and collaboration can support teachers in seeking to make their classroom practices more inclusive. This argument leads me to believe that such approaches need to take account of the influence of school factors. In particular, our search for ways of making education for all happen must include a consideration of how schools can be organised to support such efforts. I will examine this issue from both a cultural and a structural standpoint.

There is now considerable evidence that norms of teaching are socially negotiated within the everyday context of schooling (e.g. Rosenholtz, 1989; Talbert and McLaughlin, 1994). It seems that the culture of the workplace impacts upon how teachers see their work and, indeed, their pupils. However, the concept of culture is rather difficult to define. Schein (1985) suggests that it is about the deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an organisation, operating unconsciously to define an organisation's view of itself and its environment. It manifests itself in norms that suggest to people what they should do and how. In a similar way Hargreaves (1995) argues that school cultures can be seen as having a reality-defining function, enabling those within an institution to make sense of themselves, their actions and their environment. A current reality-defining function of culture, he suggests, is often a problem-solving function inherited from the past. In this way today's cultural form created to solve an emergent problem often becomes tomorrow's taken-for​ granted recipe for dealing with matters shorn of their novelty. Hargreaves concludes that by examining the reality-defining aspects of a culture it should be possible to gain an understanding of the routines the organisation has developed in response to the tasks it faces.

Certainly my impression is that when schools are successful in moving their practice forward this tends to have a more general impact upon how teachers perceive themselves and their work. In this way the school begins to take on some of the features of what Senge (1990) calls a learning organisation, i.e. "an organisation that is continually expanding its capacity to create its future" (p. 14). Or, to borrow a useful phrase from Rosenholtz (1989), it becomes “a moving” school, one that is continually seeking to develop and refine its responses to the challenges it meets. 

It seems possible that as schools move in such directions the cultural changes that occur can also impact upon the ways in which teachers perceive pupils in their classes whose progress is a matter of concern (i.e. those nowadays referred to as having special needs). What may happen is that as the overall climate in a school improves, such children are gradually seen in a more positive light. Rather than simply presenting problems that have to be overcome or, possibly, referred elsewhere for separate attention, such pupils may be perceived as providing feedback on existing classroom arrangements. Indeed they may be seen as sources of understanding as to how these arrangements might be improved in ways that would be of benefit to all pupils. If this is the case it might be argued that the children referred to as having special needs are hidden voices that could inform and guide improvement activities in the future. In this sense, as my colleague Susan Hart has suggested, special needs are special in that they provide insights into possibilities for development that might otherwise pass unnoticed (Hart, 1992).

It is important to recognise, of course, that the cultural changes necessary to achieve schools that are able to hear and respond to the 'hidden voices' is in many cases a profound one. Traditional school cultures, supported by fixed organisational arrangements and high levels of specialisms amongst staff who are geared to predetermined tasks, are in trouble when faced with unexpected circumstances. On the other hand, the presence of children who are not suited to the existing 'menu' of the school provides some encouragement to explore a more collegiate culture within which teachers are supported in experimenting with new teaching responses. In this way problem-solving activities may gradually become the reality-defining, taken-for-granted functions that are the culture of the inclusive school, i.e. a school that is effective for all pupils in the community.

How, then, can schools be helped to organise themselves in ways that encourage the development of such a culture? Once again I will use our experience within the UNESCO Teacher Education Project 'Special Needs in the Classroom' to engage with this issue. In addition I will also draw on findings from a series of school improvement studies that I have carried out with colleagues in Cambridge (Ainscow and Hopkins, 1992 and 1994; Ainscow et al., 1994; Ainscow and Southworth, 1994; Hopkins et al., 1994). All of these findings point to ways in which the restructuring of schools in order to support development activities can impact upon organisational culture and, in turn, the development of classroom practice.

By and large schools find it difficult to cope with change (Fullan, 1991). In this respect they face a double problem: they cannot remain as they now are if they are to respond to new challenges, but at the same time they also need to maintain some continuity between their present and their previous practices. There is, therefore, a tension between development and maintenance. The problem is that schools tend to generate organisational structures that predispose them towards one or the other. Schools (or parts of schools) at the development extreme may be so over-confident of their innovative capacities that they take on too much too quickly, thus damaging the quality of what already exists. On the other hand, schools at the maintenance extreme may either see little purpose in change or have a poor history of managing innovation. Moving practice forward, therefore, necessitates a careful balance of maintenance and development. 

Attempting to move practice forward also leads to a further area of difficulty which is experienced at both an individual and organisationa1level. This involves forms of turbulence that arise as attempts are made to change the status quo. Turbulence may take a number of different forms, involving organisational, psychological, technical or micro-political dimensions. At its heart, however, it is frequently about the dissonance that occurs as people struggle to make sense of new ideas. It is interesting to note that there is evidence to suggest that without a period of turbulence, successful, long-lasting change is unlikely to occur (Hopkins et al., 1994). In this sense turbulence can be seen as a useful indication that the school is on the move. The question is, how can teachers be supported in coping with such periods of difficulty? What organisational arrangements are helpful in encouraging the development of practice?

From our experience of a range of schools that have made tangible progress towards more inclusive policies we note the existence of certain arrangements that seem to be helpful in dealing with periods of turbulence. These provide structures for supporting teachers in exploring their ideas and ways of working whilst, at the same time, ensuring that maintenance arrangements are not sacrificed. More specifically they seek to support the creation of a climate of risk-taking within which these explorations can take place. In attempting to make sense of such arrangements my colleagues and I have formulated a typology of six 'conditions' that seem to be a feature of moving schools. These are:

· Effective leadership, not only by the head teacher but spread throughout the school

· Involvement of staff, students and community in school policies and decisions

· A commitment to collaborative planning

· Co-ordination strategies

· Attention to the potential benefits of enquiry and reflection

· A policy for staff development
Using this typology as a guide, it is possible to draw out some important messages about the restructuring that may be necessary within a school if it is to provide the context within which teachers will be prepared to consider new possibilities for responding to educational difficulties.

First of all, in schools that we observe moving successfully towards more inclusive ways of working we see evidence of what is currently seen as a shift in thinking about leadership. This shift involves an emphasis on 'transformational' approaches, which are intended to distribute and empower, rather than 'transactional' approaches, which sustain traditional concepts of hierarchy and control (e.g. Sergiovanni, 1992). Typically this leads the headteacher to seek to establish a clear overall vision of the school that encourages a recognition that individuality is something to be respected and, indeed, celebrated. Such a vision is created through an emphasis on group processes. These are also used to facilitate a problem-solving climate. All of this creates a context within which leadership functions can be spread throughout the staff group. This means accepting that leadership is a function to which many staff contribute, rather than a set of responsibilities vested in a small number of individuals.

Apparent also in moving schools is an emphasis on involvement that extends beyond the teaching staff to include pupils, parents and members of the community. Interestingly this style of working is similar to the 'incorporative approach' noted by Reynolds (1991) to be a characteristic of highly successful schools. Arguably the critical group to which involvement needs to be extended is the pupils themselves. In this respect the crucial issue is that teachers plan their lessons and organise their classrooms in ways that encourage involvement in the tasks and activities that are set. Here an emphasis on group learning activities is important. In effect group work is a way of setting tasks that encourage participation.

In order to support staff in exploring alternative ways of working, considerable emphasis is placed on collaborative planning. This needs to be guided by an ongoing search for what will work locally rather than what seems to work elsewhere. Here it is the process of planning, rather than plans in themselves, that seems to be crucial. In particular, the active involvement of staff encourages the creation of common purposes, the resolution of differences and the basis for action by individuals. Consequently, the benefits of any planning activity often outlast the currency of the plan itself, offering a level of shared understanding which is a pre-requisite for widespread empowerment. 

In literature on educational management (e.g. Weick, 1985) schools are sometimes referred to as 'loosely-coupled systems'. This loose-coupling occurs because schools consist of units, processes, actions and individuals that tend to operate in isolation from one another. Loose-coupling is also encouraged by the goal ambiguity that characterises schooling. Despite the rhetoric of curriculum aims and objectives, schools consist of groups of people who may have very different perspectives, values and beliefs about the purposes of schooling. What we see in moving schools are various forms of communication that are intended to co​ ordinate the actions of teachers and others behind agreed policies. However, these work in such a way as not to reduce the discretion of individual teachers to practise according to their own preferences. Teaching is a complex and often unpredictable business that requires a degree of improvisation. Indeed, as I have already noted, it might be argued that a significant hallmark of an inclusive school is the degree to which the teachers in it are prepared to 'tinker' with their usual practices in the light of the feedback they receive from members of their classes. Consequently, teachers must have sufficient autonomy to make instant decisions that take account of the individuality of their pupils and the uniqueness of every encounter that occurs. What is needed, therefore, seems to be a well co-ordinated, co-operative style of working that gives individual teachers the confidence to improvise in a search for the most appropriate responses to the pupils in their classes; in other words, a more tightly coupled system without losing loose coupling benefits (West and Ainscow, 1991).

In our engagement with what I am calling moving schools my colleagues and I have observed that those schools which recognise that enquiry and reflection are important processes find it easier to sustain their momentum and are better placed to monitor the extent to which policies actually bring about desired changes. A particularly important aspect of enquiry and reflection relates to classroom practice. We have strong indications that where teachers are encouraged to help one another to explore dimensions of their work with children through mutual observation, leading them to talk about their practice, this can have a significant impact upon their actions. An emphasis on the creation of teacher partnerships is a good example of how a commitment to this idea has to be matched by organisational arrangements that make it happen in practice.

The presence of these first five conditions seems to provide the basis for a climate that supports teacher development and, in so doing, encourages teachers to explore new responses to pupils in their classes. To this end, therefore, schools need also to have a well thought out policy for staff development. This needs to go well beyond the traditional patterns by which teachers attend external courses or, more recently, the use of one shot school-based events. More than anything it seems that if staff development is to have a significant impact upon thinking and practice it needs to be linked to school development (Fullan, 1991). As such it should be concerned with the development of the staff as a team, whilst not ignoring the learning of individuals. 

It is helpful to think of two elements of staff development: the workshop and the workplace (Joyce, 1991). The workshop is where understanding is developed, demonstrations provided and there are opportunities for practice. However, as we have seen, for transfer of ideas and skills that the workshop has introduced back into the workplace (i.e. the classroom and school), attending a workshop is insufficient. Our experience suggests that ability to transfer into everyday classroom practice requires 'on-the-job' support. This implies changes to the workplace and the way in which we organise staff development in schools. In particular, it means there must be opportunity for immediate and sustained practice, collaboration and peer coaching, and conditions that support experimentation. We cannot achieve these changes in the workplace without, in most cases, drastic alterations in the ways in which we organise our schools. In particular, it requires that time has to be set aside for teachers to support one another within teams and partnerships established in order to explore and develop aspects of their practice.

The special needs task

What, then, are the implications of my suggestions about how teachers and schools can be helped to move towards ways of working that are more inclusive? Furthermore, what does it all mean for those of us who regard ourselves as special needs specialists?

First of all it seems clear that making a school more inclusive is not an easy move. Whilst the analysis I have provided suggests certain conditions that seem to support such development, these are not readily established in organisations where they, are currently absent. What is required, it seems, is a fairly significant redirection of resources and effort in order to shift organisations that are structured to facilitate maintenance of the status quo, towards ways of working that will support development activities. The creation of arrangements that encourage development provides opportunities for staff to become clearer about purposes and priorities, leading to a greater sense of confidence and empowerment, and an increased willingness to experiment with alternative responses to problems experienced in the classroom. For this reason I would argue that the special needs task may be most appropriately perceived as being part of a wider process of school development. Put simply this means that by improving overall conditions a school supports staff in developing a wider range of responses to pupils who experience difficulties in their learning. In so doing, it adopts a way of working that is essentially about the 'reformation of ordinary education, to make it more comprehensive' (Vislie, 1994). Furthermore, it seems likely that such moves are likely to be to the benefit of all children in the school.

What, therefore, are the roles of specialists in this reconceptualised special needs world? In general, the following three options seem to be possible: 

· Maintenance roles - where we respond to those pupils who struggle within existing arrangements, and perhaps, in so doing, unintentionally assist in the retention of the status quo.

· Modifying roles - where we respond to those pupils who struggle within existing arrangements by seeking to adapt existing arrangements.
· Development roles - where we respond to those pupils who struggle within existing arrangements by working with colleagues to make new arrangements that may facilitate the learning of all pupils.
I am well aware, of course, that the pressures on schools in many countries, resulting from ill-conceived central reforms and underfunding, create many dilemmas with respect to which of these roles might be most appropriate. In addition many of those who are given the special needs task may feel that they lack the expertise and support to negotiate with colleagues in a development role. 

For my part, my own work is guided by the kinds of argument outlined in this paper. Specifically I am seeking to work with schools and teachers in exploring the possible connections between the tasks of teacher development, school improvement and special needs (Ainscow, 1995). However, this is by no means an easy direction to follow. On a personal level it makes considerable demands, requiring me to engage with unfamiliar theoretical fields and collaborate with colleagues who have far greater expertise in these areas. All of this can at times lead to a feeling of being deskilled, as old ideas and techniques derived from a career in the narrow world of special education come to be seen as being largely redundant to the task at hand. On a more positive note, however, this reconstruction of special needs provides wonderful opportunities for growth and learning. In this respect the Congress at Birmingham gives us all a marvellous chance for supporting one another's development.
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