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ABSTRACT

Inclusion is an international buzz word which h#isaated a lot of attention because of its strong
emphasis on the rights of every child to educatippropriate to their needs. However, educational
inclusion with its links to category based sped@dlcation needs has typically ignored the social
inclusion/exclusion agenda which leaned more towaelw Labour government’s (1997-2010) “race”
equality and community cohesion policy agendaschosls. Researchers and education practitioners
have emerged from these seemingly disparate notibmsclusion and this might be affecting the
achievement of children from black and minority réth (BME) backgrounds who have special
education needs (SEN) - children who are on thersettion of two inequalities — “race” and

disability.

This study uses a documentary research approaotptore the effect of the intersection of “racetian
special education needs on BME students with SEiNdacondary school judged to be outstanding by
Ofsted. Results show that intersections of “raged disability had an impact on the achievement of
these students. The study concludes that theraega@ for policy direction to extend the boundacies

inclusion to embrace BME children on the intersaddiof two or more inequality strands.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.0 Background

This thesis offers a conceptual and historicalsiglof the notion of ‘inclusion’. It focuses on
tensions and overlaps in the ways that inclusialdgen conceptualised and practiced in
relation to ‘race’/ ethnicity and special educatibneeds (SEN). Education researchers and
policymakers working within the fields of “race”feticity and Special Education Needs (SEN)
have worked independently of each other with ltdenmunication and this might be affecting
the provision and educational outcomes for childrem black and minority ethnic (BME)
backgrounds with SEN (Diniz,1999). These are childvho might be found on the margins, at
the intersection of “race”/ethnicity and SEN. Ipdssible to have barriers to the inclusion of
BME children with SEN that could influence outconméschooling for them? Could these
barriers to their inclusion be caused by their &&ethnicity category or is it because they have
been diagnosed with SEN as well and are at thesedtgon? El Sharif (2010) had argued that
barriers to inclusion of BME children with SEN cdle as a result of the limited contribution
of their parents to the professional discussionsraal assessment and provision for them.
Several other researchers (Coard, 1971; Diniz, ;1888linson, 2007; Hick, 2007) have
suggested that BME children labelled as having &ENhot getting the best out of schooling in
the UK so their opportunities later in life are tied. However, there is a paucity of research

into the provision or outcomes for BME childrenvBEN educated in mainstream schools.

In a booKTell it like it isedited by Richardson (2007), Coard’s seminal warkiow the West
Indian Child is Made Educationally Subnormal in @etish Education Systenc¢ard, 1971)
was reprinted. Coard complained about the “vergdarumbers of [our] West Indian children

in schools for the educationally subnormal (stathmet) these children ha(d) been wrongly



placed there (and) once placed in these schoolgttanajority never get out and return to
normal schools; they suffer academically and inrflo& prospects for life because of being put
in these schools [and] the authorities are doing iretle to stop this scandal” (Coard, 1971 in
Tell it like it is2007:29). Contributors to this book drew attemtio the predicament of

children from BME backgrounds in schools in the Eépecially their over representation
within labels associated with SEN For example, H&B07) claimed that institutional racism
led to the disproportionate representation of ceiidrom BME backgrounds among those with
SEN labels. He believed “that minority communitresre missing out on important
educational opportunities by being labelled as SERby) having their needs overlooked”

Hick (2007:131). In the same book Tomlinson reftélobn the social and political significance
of being labelled as having SEN for members ofiflaek community. She lauded the
mobilising and continued galvanising effect of Gbsiseminal work on local and central
government. Her contribution linked inequality aftcomes to a lack of opportunities to arrive
at desired outcomes noting as evidence how “thenftBepartment for Education and Skills,
and the Warnock Committee, taking evidence fomifisiential report published in 1978 (had)
managed to ignore the issue” (Tomlinson 2007: 8@ME children with SEN. Research into
the plight of BME children in schools in the Unit&thgdom by Rampton (1981), Eggleston et
al (1984), Gillborn and Gipps (1996) and GillbomdaVirza (2000) also had not explicitly

mentioned this category of BME children who coukbahave SEN.

Diniz (1999) reviewing the literature on BME chiéalr with SEN in special education (by
researchers such as Male 1996, Ahmed et al 199heC@t al, 1991) in the 1990s had noted
how different SEN labels had been applied to d#ffi¢icategories of BME children for example
overrepresentation of South East Asian childremfoderate learning difficulties, Pakistani

and Bangladeshi children for hearing loss and aeafrand Black Caribbean children for



emotional and behavioural difficulties. In Scotlaiiniz (1999) had noted how reported
concerns regarding assessment procedures thditt@kccount of their bilingual or cultural
context in segregated special education, haksgaff debates in Scotland on BME students

with SEN in special schools. He had concluded that

the issue of race in SEN was in limbo...has renthineisible or is left implicit in

research and practice (Diniz 1999: 214).

Diniz’s continued work on this subject (Diniz antiishi, 2003) led him to believe that the
relationship between race, ethnicity and SEN wasptex and under-researched and there was
a need for an in-depth study of the effectivendé<3EdN provision for minority ethnic disabled
children. Diniz’s ideas seem to have been confirimg#iick’s (2005) comments on SEN
assessment systems for BME children particuladgétbelieved to have some form of
behavioural difficulties. He claimed that SEN assesnt systems were ambiguous and varied

from one local authority to another.

According to Diniz (1999) one way of improving timelusion of BME children in schools was
applying a form of social inclusion which could &ehieved through “racially inclusive

education” that offered to stamp out institutioredism defined by the MacPherson Report as:

the collective failure of an organisation to praigh appropriate and professional
service to people because of their colour, culturethnic origin. It can be seen or
detected in processes, attitudes and behaviouhvemmount to discrimination through
unwitting prejudice, ignorance, thoughtlessnessranal stereotyping which

disadvantages minority ethnic people (MacPhers@poRd999: 6.34).

This could mean that education inclusion would haveove beyond its confined boundaries
of category based special education needs to emtitacsocial inclusion agenda that had

already begun to link more with the “race” equadiyenda through the Race Relations



(Amendment) Act 2000 in schools. The Race Relat{@&imsendment) Act 2000 following the
Macpherson Report (1999) had ensured that “racaliggpolicies” (REPs) and action plans
were introduced into schools by May 2002 to guamhe social inclusion of BME children.
Thus it seems that the definition of inclusionastinuing to expand so that traditional
educational inclusion and its category based SEdMésaspect of inclusion while social

inclusion/racially inclusive education and its racpiality agenda is another.

Research traditions have clearly grown from thesedeemingly dichotomous positions on
inclusion. Following this argument earlier reseaogiCoard (1971), Diniz (1999) and Hick
(2005) could be positioned within the “race”/ethtyi@quality agenda with a strong focus on
BME children wrongly labelled with SEN but with litad information on BME children who
could be on the intersection of “race”/ethnicityde®EN. Since Coard’s (1971) study, debates
about the educational performance of BME pupilsshia@en conducted predominantly within
discourses about multiculturalism and anti-racisith Wimited references made to SEN. The
review of attainment of BME children in researchads produced by Gillborn and Gipps

(1996), Gillborn and Mirza (2000) confirm this.

In much the same way, proponents of an expandedaoeducational inclusion in schools
such as Dyson (1999), Thomas (2001) and Ainscal/ @006) who understand inclusion as
increased participation for all children have nqgblesitly mentioned BME children on the
intersection of “race”/ethnicity and SEN. Therefdreeems that children on the intersection of
“race”/ethnicity and SEN occupy a very complex dmearked by competing discourses which
are often conducted in separate ‘fora’ by groupeselprofessional identities are seen as
distinct” (Diniz, 1999: 213). It is necessary tHere to draw these debates together if only
theoretically and to look at what the inclusiorBME children that have SEN would look like

in schools. This is the major aim of this reseaildfis could have important implications for



education policy at all levels especially at loselfool level. Teachers would need to know
how to ensure that all children, especially the twatnerable such as BME children with SEN,
are given equal opportunities to achieve positivie@mes and do as well as they can. The
academic/educational achievement of BME childreth BEN is essential because it is cost
effective for society as a whole because of the @daycation is linked to poverty and the

possibility of living successful independent adivies.

The UK regulatory body for education — the Office $tandards in Education (Ofsted) has
been given the mandate to assess how schoolssugrenpositive outcomes for all children.
Through its important document ‘The Framework fag tnspection of maintained schools in
England from September 2009 under Section 5 oEthecation Act 2005’ (henceforth to be

called The Framework) Ofsted has defined “differgnoiups” of children to mean:

— girls and boys;

— minority ethnic and faith groups, Travellers, asylaeekers and refugees;

— pupils who need support to learn English as ant@dail language (EAL);

— pupils with special educational needs;

— gifted and talented pupils;

— children “looked after” by the local authority;

— other children, such as sick children; young carésse children from families under
stress; pregnant school girls and teenage motheds;

— any pupils who are at risk of disaffection and ag@n (The Framework p 6)

This definition arguably excludes children in sclsowith “multiple inequalities” (Verloo,
2006) such as children from BME backgrounds laldedie having SEN. Population statistics
(2001) seem to suggest that this category of admnldrom BME backgrounds labelled as
having SEN exist in schools in the UK especiallyhia inner-cities. Inner-city borough

councils have recorded growing numbers of childneschools from BME backgrounds while



researchers following on from Coard such as Hi€073 have drawn attention to the over
representation of BME children in special schoSisce the mandatory introduction of

inclusive policies and practices into schools im ldite 1990s (see DfEE 1997/8), increasing
numbers of children with SEN are placed in maistreschools rather than special schools. So
it can be inferred from this that there could beoaer representation of BME children with

SEN in mainstream schools just like in special sthol herefore this research is important
because it attempts to investigate provision feséhchildren to reach their potential in schools

and avoid issues of inequality.

One of the ways of evaluating equality and inclasioschools in the UK could be by finding
out how that Ofsted evaluates these issues ansl ti@m to important concepts of achievement
and underachievement. According to Black Hawkir)7) and Ofsted (2000) high levels of
inclusion resonate well with high levels of achiesnt as would be found in schools judged to
be outstanding by Ofsted (see a fuller descriptid@hapter Three). This conforms with the
argument of Phillips (2004) that when outcomesegpgal it means opportunities are also equal
and confirms Gillborn’s (2005) idea that “testsegiuity and policy...(need to) go beyond the
expressed intent of policy makers and practitiot@examine how policy works in the real

world” Gillborn (2005: 490).

1.1 Research Aim and Questions

The major aim of this research is to find out hoalMBME children with SEN were included

in outstanding mainstream schools in the UK dutitgg13 years of the last Labour government
and what impact their inclusion had on the outcoofeschooling for them. This broad aim has
led to several questions and hypotheses. These are

- Which children could be identified as BME childneith SEN?



- What is the experience of BME children with SENmainstream Ofsted judged
outstanding schools in the UK?

- Is it possible that some children from BME backgrdsiwith SEN are suffering a
double jeopardy as feminists like Crenshaw (19Bfjga (1996) and Brah and
Phoenix (2004) claim on the issue of intersectmingender and “race”?

- What is the impact of multiple inequalities of “edand disabilities (particularly
SEN) on the educational outcomes of BME childrethv@8EN in schools?

- Have notions of inclusion really expanded in p@&go outstanding schools are
offering similar chances for all children includiBgME children with SEN to
reach their potential?

In order to engage with some of the fundamentalkisgor this research as expressed above

this study will attempt to answer the following faquestions:

— Can Ofsted’s principal documents measure the ouwtsdor BME children with SEN?
— Are BME children with SEN identified and providear fin outstanding schools?
— What are the educational outcomes for BME childwéh SEN in outstanding

schools?
— How do the outcomes for BME children with SEN comgpaith outcomes for other

groups of children?

In the next section | provide a context for thisaarch. | offer a brief biographical account
which explains my involvement and experiences éafea of inclusion especially the

inclusion of BME children.

1.2 A Brief Professional Biography

My introduction to the field of ‘disability’, ‘racequality’ and “inclusion” began
simultaneously when in order to qualify for thelusson and equality module of my Masters

degree in education, | wrote a dissertation eutitldow the development and implementation



of the “race equality policy” in my secondary schadfected the inclusion of ethnic minority
pupils”. My personal experiences arose from the response®ived through interviewing
parents, teachers, senior management and studentssecondary school and their

perspectives on the then newly introduced schaa egjuality policy.

Investigating this policy gave me firsthand expecie of possible concerns associated with the
introduction and implementation of an equality agptowithin a school that had identified itself
as being educationally inclusive. My research sttbj#oe, who was then in my mathematics
class, presented a significant challenge for tvesoas: Joe was categorised as a student with a
Statement of SEN for Behaviour, Emotional and Sdeaiiculties’ (BESD) and was given
special SEN support. His ethnicity code categorlsedalso as a ‘Traveller of Irish decent’

and the Ethnic Minority Achievement (EMA) departrherorked with him to include him in
school. How really was Joe supposed to be includ#dtwo labels? The School had
completely separate and large SEN and EMA depatsrikat worked at various times with
Joe regarding his perceived needs and he was aafyinvithdrawn from a majority of my
mathematics lessons for a range of SEN or EMA wetations designed to meet these
perceived needs. Consequently, his “inclusion”efghdd by the school had led him to

underachieve in mathematics.

Another reason for my concern regarding Joe emetgadg my interviews with him, his
family and his SEN and EMA support assistants asspory remained consistent throughout
these interviews. Joe was labelled BESD and witestent of SEN as a result of violent
outbursts with fellow students and occasionallylsdoecause he felt bullied for his Traveller
status. Even though these outbursts had redudbd &me of the interviews because as his
mother confessed “Joe had stuck up for himselframdnates knew not to mess with him” and

even though his peers had learnt to include him sfidd had not lost the label of BESD or



Statement of SEN. To what extent could the “doyddpardy”, (a term used by Verloo (2006)
to describe multiple inequalities of gender anatyauf “race”/ethnicity and SEN have affected
the inclusion of Joe at the school? Joe’s SEN aack®/ethnicity status remained with him
throughout his stay at this school. These condergered with me and enabled me to connect
with the views of Diniz and Khushi (2003: 87) tha should “examine and question our
assumptions, attitudes, practices and policiesdagg“race” and SEN (because
already)...disabled children experience high leeéksocial control in schooling and (the

possibility that race could be) a compounding féicto

| found it troubling that schools changed staffigeations as they tried to catch up with
conflicting government policies on inclusion. Mystnation at various times between 2003-
2008 included Special Education Needs Coordin@BNCO), English as an Additional
Language (EAL) Coordinator and Curriculum Acces®i@mator. Just as children acquired
labels for purposes of resourcing so too did tes;ladong with the negative connotation these
labels brought. There was a blurring of boundaretsveen EAL and SEN, inclusion and
equality, made even worse through very dubioussassent procedures (Coard, 2007; Diniz,
1999; Hick, 2007; Harry and Klingner, 2006) thatecprised students as EAL or SEN or both.
| read the bookWhy so many ethnic minority students in speciatation: understanding

race and disability in schoolsBy Harry and Klingner (2006yhich indicated that similar
issues around special education — assessmentlailing processes — in the US could be
responsible for reproducing inequalities in sgciétvhat was and still is really important for

me was how Harry and Klingner (2006: 22) explaittesdr findings as essentially rooted in

the belief that school-based disabilities reflea impairments (which) further fuels
beliefs of the inferiority about any groups whorsete have these impairments in

greater proportions than do other groups (alsdhersymbolic level there is no



escaping that the label of disability carries grafa; to add to this already historical
prejudices against certain groups is to add irteultjury (Harry and Klingner 2006:
22).

Harry and Klingner (2006) helped me to understaelsiplight; Crenshaw (1989) provided
the most appropriate terminology — she called #perence a “double jeopardy” caused by the

intersection of, in her case, gender and “race”.

From 2008, | had started inspecting schools (priyregcondary and special) for Ofsted and
currently I am a lead inspector. | discovered fsted’s published reports ranked schools in
almost the same way as published league tableshobts. Ofsted reports are accessible to
parents and often played a role in parental choicehools. It became clearer to me that |
could draw on Ofsted framework and methodologiesdwance my study on inclusion because
Ofsted utilizes a mixed methodological approach tabined qualitative and quantitative
approaches. As a lead inspector | developed experief this mixed methodological approach
and the normative judgements such as outstandiugl, gatisfactory or inadequate given to
schools. This made me into a more reflexive piiacer that was able to self criticise my
analytical regularly. Then | read Mercer (200 he challenges of insider research in
educational institutionsvhich described the advantages and disadvantdgesearching as an
“insider” or “outsider” and this helped to honese skills further. | have used this opportunity
as a lead inspector to uniquely position mysedriher to increase the validity and reliability of
this research. These reflections and consideral&mhi a shift from my extremely inflexible
positivist approach to learning and knowledge teatieg time to understanding

poststructuralist theories and ideology.

Wodak and Chilton (2005) had highlighted major gnégive principles which | have spent

some time reflecting on especially with regard to

10



the set of questions that defines a comprehensueastigation...(which) requires a
diverse set of methodologies, based in a divedditlisciplines...the need to link
empirical work (method and measurements) to sdlory in the interest of self-
reflexivity that is vital for researchers into s@@ction, because theory plays a role in
the interpretation of empirical data, whether iroplly or explicitly (Wodak and

Chilton, 2005: 13).

However, more recently, | have become further imedlwith feminist literature across the
range of post-positivist, post-modernist and ptstesuralist frameworks and methodologies.
Especially with the work of feminist thinkers liéancy Fraser (1990) who had published
material focused on social justice and democraleying to the allocation and distribution of
social goods, acknowledgment of different groupsl, @epresentations through language. | was
further struck by the reported negative impachtdrisections of gender, race and class on
women (Crenshaw, 1989; Brah and Phoenix, 2004)wiméel gone unreported for many years.
This has added a further dimension to my developtesvards a critical analytical researcher.
Investigating the effects of intersectionality od¢e” and disability particularly SEN in schools
is the broad aim of this research and in the nesti@n the key terms used in this research are

clarified.

1.3 Definition of Terms

“Race” and SEN have been described as extreroehplex categories by several
commentators (Fields, 2001, Bhog2004, Caulfield et al, 2003; Ainscow et al, 200&dsay,

2003) and in this section | will explain how theillwe used in this research.

1.3.1 Race

The term “race” though used freely to classify gesmf the world is a complex and

contestable word. Caulfield et al (2003) have aptiexth to answer questions like

11



what is “race”... how can it be defined...(with avaore questions): is it (race) how
we view ourselves or how we are categorised byrsthéoes it relate to skin colour or
ethnic background (Caulfield et al, 2003: 1475)

Bhopal (2004) has described “race (and ethnicity.easmplex, multidimensional concepts
changing with time and (therefore) subject to vagyinterpretations” Bhopal (2004: 442).
Miles (1989), Fields (2001) and Casey (2011) adlotde “race” as a social construct but in
slightly different ways. Fields (2001) echoed Mil@989) and makes us understand that
“race” ..... seeks to understand the world throcigsification and labelling”, Fields (2001:
49). She argues that “race is neither natural ramshistorical...(but) predicated upon the
recognition of difference and signifying the sinaméous distinguishing and positioning of
groups vis-a-vis one another...(because) raciajoaies are strategically necessary for the
functioning of power in countless institutional addological forms” (Fields, 2001: 50). Casey

(2011) presents a more practical viewpoint whiolpgests that “race” is

not something we are born with (in that it is n@femetic or biological fact) but
something that is mapped onto us from the firsteiats of life (with the first listings
on a birth certificate)... (however) racial ideietit do not automatically follow from
these early external racial assignments. Theyshkpe over time, through multiple
interactions with those who are the same and \uitsé who are different Casey
(2011: 4).

However, there are some researchers leaning meeeds a critical study of history who
believe strongly that race does not exist. Todamd Mack in their review article over 25
years ago succinctly suggest that “racism is a-aitdisted social phenomenon, (but) "race”
itself does not exist” (Todorov and Mack, 1986: )}, Alview which Grosvenor (1997) also
shares. | have written the word “race” in scaretgsidike Todorov and Mack, (1986) and
Grosvenor (1997) to show that | share this viewpdtrelds (2001) believes that the continued

scientific use of existing classifications of “rads/ researchers seem to point to an

12



endorsement of its validity. This is probably wMijles (1989) preferred to use the term
“racialisation” to avoid reifying “race” arguing ahthe concept of ‘race’ as “an idea (that)
should be explicitly and consistently confinedhe tlustbin of analytically useless terms”
(Miles 1989: 72). Miles took the view that it waeetideology of racism and its effects in

society that was essential and not ‘race’.

This research looks closely at the real life exgraes of children socially categorised by
“race”/ethnicity. | will use the terms “race” anthaicity interchangeably and together because
both terms are linked somewhat to varying degratsideas of biological difference in
scientific and popular thought. | am aware as An(#000) suggests that ethnicity could be
seen as being about phenotype and genotype whaesirsalls to view differences between
groups in a “valid way” and that such a definititmsome precludes connotations of “race”.
However, | agree more with social constructivigipraaches and Gunaratnam’s (2003)
suggestion that “there is something of a perveskionship between the theoretical
recognition of “race” and ethnicity as social categs that contain and overflow with multiple
meanings and “the real present-day political...anediexperiences of radicalized identities
and identification”(Gunaratnam, 2003: 33). Leon&ad8009) confirms the view that
“confronting inequality means coming to terms watitial arrangements that create structural
disparities and understanding their sources”, Lesm&009: 13). He aptly describes the
dilemma of racial identities that resonates andeapids this research when he says that racial
formation is “a reliable source of information hetsame time that it is contradictory, a sense
of belonging and alienation, a process of undedstagnas well as estrangement. It therefore
seems possible to argue that “race” contains umlieansions while still insisting that it is
necessary to use ‘race conscious’ analytic conteptas to embrace all groups that have

racial descriptions such as BME children with SHM%nardo (2009: 13).
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Historically the term “race” came into common pada as a descriptor before ethnicity.
However in schools data collected on ethnicitysedito operate “race” equality policies and
this means that both terms are often used integdedly. This is the way both terms are use

in this research.

Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) groups are very eige in terms of migration history,
culture, language, religion and disease profilesa MORI research survey on BME groups in
the UK conducted by the Electoral Commission in Mayne 2005 the term ‘Black’ and
‘Minority Ethnic’ (BME) referred to people who dmhdefine themselves as being ‘White’
using the 2001 Census definitions. However, theitXOdmmission’s definition of BME

groups as people who belong to the following cemrstisgories of ethnicity:

White Irish, white other (including white asylumegers and refugees and Gypsies
and Travellers), mixed (white & black Caribbean jtel& black African, white &
Asian, any other mixed background), Asian or Adsaitish (Indian, Pakistani,
Bangladeshi, any other Asian background), bladdack British (Caribbean, African
or any other black background), Chinese, and angratthnic group.

will be adopted in this research.

1.3.2 Special Education Needs

There are several ways special education needs) (&% been perceived in the UK both in
research and practice but no system has been xt@tieely to categorise children with SEN
as much as th8pecial Education Needs: Code of Prac(iz@01). This Code of Practice is
statutory and all providers for children had todawue regard for it. During the last Labour

government all schools in the UK were enjoineddarbndful of the Code of Practice which
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set out how children with SEN could be assesseuhtifled and provided for in schools.
Consequently, for this research, | have adopte@peeial Education Needs: Code of Practice
(2001) definition for SEN which states that: “chiéd have special education needs if they have
a learning difficulty which calls for special edtica provision to be made for thenCode of
Practice(2001: 13). | have also accepted to use the Cadggkanation that a child with a

learning difficulty would:

* have a significantly greater difficulty in learnitigan the majority of children of
the same age;

* have a disability which prevents or hinders theomfimaking use of educational
facilities of a kind generally provided for childref the same age in schools
within the area of the local education authority;

* (be) under compulsory school age and fall withe dlefinition above or would do

so if special education provision was not madetiem;

and that special education provision should bdane

» for children of two or over, educational provishich is additional to, or
otherwise different from, the educational provisinade generally for children of
their age in schools maintained by the LEA, othantspecial schools, in the area.

» for children under two, educational provision of/&md.

1.4 Outline of this Research

This research project has been organised intcchapters. The current chapter has introduced
the research and presents the rationale for thestigation into the provision and outcomes of
schooling for BME children with SEN. Chapter Twdest a review of the research literature
around “race”/ethnicity and SEN focusing on howioiag of inclusion seem to have expanded

beyond category based educational inclusion to acgbother areas of inequality notably
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“race”. Chapter Three presents the research mekbgyland discusses how documentary
research is used to illuminate the aims of thisaesh emphasising the phases of the study
(steps and stages) as well as limitations andadtissues. Chapter Four presents the findings,
analysis and discussion following the 3-stage peaé Ofsted inspections. Finally, Chapter
Five outlines the conclusions and implicationshaf $tudy, makes recommendations for the

research and offers suggestions on ways forwarflifare researchers in this field.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introduction

The research focus for this thesis is the achiewerog Black and Minority Ethnic
(BME) children with Special Education Needs (SEM) schools in the United
Kingdom (UK). The rationale for the need to reskatis topic has been presented in
Chapter One. This chapter is concerned with “rathhicity in the UK education
system and its history. It draws attention to timeuen relationship “race”/ethnicity
has shared with inclusion in a more general senseglthe 13 years of the last New
Labour government. This is a period which arguatnds out as the most important
to the development of inclusive policies and p@Edi — both social inclusion and
educational inclusion — in the UK. Its relevance esphasised as this chapter
progresses. It is against this backdrop of a burefationship with inclusion that this
literature review seeks to explore what we knowfagoabout the inclusion of BME
children with SEN in schools in the UK. This chaptgerefore has been presented in

three major sections.

The first section deals with contemporary issues ‘ofce”/ethnicity and
multiculturalism in UK schools dwelling on how tiexicon of “race” equality was
introduced into schools. It will tackle the ways€e”/ethnicity extended to include
notions of Community Cohesion in the wake of thé [éndon bombing in 2003 and
seemed to be linked more with New Labour's notiohsocial inclusion/exclusion

and its standards agenda.

The second section is concerned with expandedmsotibinclusion and explores theories of

disability and SEN in UK schools. Links with noteof equality/inequality and expanded
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concepts of inclusion around “race”/ethnicity ifeols are explored. Drawing on these two
seemingly distinct areas of research, this litesataview will attempt to reveal how certain
ways of viewing inclusion (such as through the fabrelational model” of disability presented
by Reindal, (2008) seem to be leading to new unaedings about “difference”. These new
ideas suggest that “race” and SEN in schools amplgiways of describing the concept of
“inclusive diversity” which is what schools dadligh a broad set of inclusive policies and
practices to meet the range of needs of differbidi@n” (Norwich,2002: ).

In the final section, the possibility of using tieory of Intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989) as
it is more currently used by BME feminists primgiih the United States of America, to
interpret findings of this research is proposedsTheory was used to explore the relationship
between class and ‘race’ by several researchaw@n@dan, 1976, 2006; Miles 1984; Anthias,

1990, 1993; Carter, 2003).
2.1  “Race’/Ethnicity and Multiculturalism in UK Sch ools

This section elucidates the policy and social cartteat has drivefirace” equality policies
andthe Duty to promote community cohesiioto schools in the UK. An attempt is made to
reveal how the relationship between notions oféfaquality, multiculturalism and
community cohesion in policy and practice in scBqmibomoted certain aspects of the New
Labour government’s social inclusion agenda. TBmgs$tanding history of the concept of
“race” which dates back to the Enlightenment ankdiinto the emergence of “race” science
(called eugenics) in the Y&entury is summarised. This summary covers theswawhich
“race” and “race—thinking” has apparently changedrome from the period when “race” was
conceived as a science (Fairchild, 1991; Jenséi8)16 more recently when commentators

see “race” as a social construct (Figueroa, 200k study is situated arguably in the more
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contemporary era of debates on “race” as a sogratouction and this focus is reflected in this

section.
2.1.1 Theories of “Race”

“Race” developed through the categorising, labgland application of a hierarchical system
developed with reference to body - biological, leyge, cultural, environmental hierarchies and
allowed concepts of superiority or inferiority afogips of peoples to take centre position in
human thought and relations”(Goldberg,1993: 54yoBand Bird (2001) quoting Banton
(1983) traced the onset of ‘race’ to the contadtwfopeans with people whose physical
appearances were very different. He posited tihna&i($e) contacts were important to the
development by Europeans of racial categoriesd][eatial discourses... [emerging through]..
(and) processes of radicalisation( a process Huailees physical and cultural differences to
individuals and groups) which enabled peoples efwbrld to be seen through the lens of
“race” (Barot and Bird, 2001: 607). These procesdeadicalisation according to Wikler

(1999) led to the emergence of eugenics in thecEdtury.

Wikler (1999) highlights Francis Galton’s definti@f the term "eugenics" as the "science of
improving stock-not only by judicious mating, bubh&tever tends to give the more suitable
“races” or strains of blood a better chance of ailevg over the less suitable than they
otherwise would have had" Wikler (1999: 185). Thagenics movement” developed from
this thinking was a complex international moventeat drew people of different ideologies
from the right, left and centre and its overt uskagted over a period of about sixty-five
years—between 1880 to 1945 (Wikler,1999). Howeliewe (1998) and Chitty (2009)

believed that eugenic ideas have not been elimdretegether but have bubbled under the
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surface for sociologists, historians and scientiser the years emerging from time to time in

policies and practices in health and educatiohén2 and 2% centuries.

In 1994, Herrnstein and Murray proposed “the Belhv@” - as an important biological
category that applied to distinct classificatiohsiuman beings with a suggestion of a strong
relationship between intelligence and “race” (dmatity) that was in line with similar
suggestions by Jensen (1969: ) that there araal'lf@ gaps"”. These assertions led to a lot of
criticisms especially from those who saw “race’aasocial construct with an “unstable” and
'decentered' complex of social meanings constéeilyg transformed by political struggle
(Omi and Winant,1993:71) - struggles which accaydmGillborn (2005) have sometimes
been bloody. Graves (2003) described the Bell €as/“scientific racism...with its
unsupported claims, limited reference to theoryry possible links to the eugenics

movement” (Graves, 2003: 9).

The contribution of “race” activists of the latess® the 90s who worked hard individually and
in known groups such as the Indian Workers AssotigtWA), West Indian Standing
Committee (WISC) and Campaign Against Racial Diearation (CARD) to fight racism and
discrimination in the UK also influenced “race”agbns profoundly. Unconsciously their
activities seemed to embed the concept of “racéfienpublic consciousness for obviously very
different reasons. Kimber (2010)kgualities in Britain since 194bas presented an
impressive timeline which shows the conflicts ofsessive governments in the UK that gave
almost equal attention to “Race” Relations Actscasnmigration Acts. Tensions created often
led to continuous amendments to the “Race” Relaticets and were fuelled almost
exclusively by violence and murder, the most higfife being the murder of the black youth
Stephen Lawrence in 1993 (Lea, 2000; Neal, 2008k report of the inquiry into his death

(The MacPherson Report, 1999) focused attentianialfy on “race” issues in all institutions
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including schools (see a fuller discussion of “fasguality policies in schools later in this
chapter). As anti-racists were working strenuotslynprove “race” relations legislation,
multiculturalists were in schools trying to chartbe culture and attitudes of children and
working towards more inclusivity. “Race” activitisthave ensured in several ways that the
definitions and the social construction of “racetiaacism in schools is continually examined
even though their impact is not often recordedtwdisd in detail and is beyond the scope of

this research.

2.1.2 The Social Construction of “Race” and Racism

Sociologists have explored the social construatiofiace” and how “race” relations are
shaped and experienced in schools. They have sedggasssible theories for studying how
people (including children) from different “racds’e together and perceive each other in
schools. Blumer and Duster (1980) in their workmfpted to throw some light on the
complexity of trying to understand how people reli& one another on the basis of “race”.
They grouped the processes of “race” relations usitemajor headings [biological
determinism, racial prejudice, structural-functilisra, assimilation, colonial exploitation, and
collective definition] and some of their “race” aébns terminology such as institutional racism
(Cole, 2004; Gillborn, 2006) and racial assimdat{Worley, 2005) are still in use. They
believed that the ultimate aim of “race” relationghe UK was assimilation. Their view
conforms to the ideas and concepts suggested toyiarss like Grosvenor (1997), socio-
political scientists like Tomlinson (2008) and soresearchers on special needs such as

Wearmouth (2011).

Bartlett, McKinley and Brayboy (2005) have alsolmetd five possible organising frameworks

which emerged since the 1970s and contributedeaévelopment of socio-cultural theories
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of “race” and schooling (they) studied in partiautae problems of systemic racism and
discrimination in schools”, (Bartlett, McKinley aftayboy 2005: 370). Their views were
drawn from several sources notably the culturalaggoal theory of Ogbu (1999); the racial
formation theory of Omi and Winant (2001); the pieetheory cum cultural production theory
of Levinson &Holland, (1996) and Willis (1981); tlkdtical race theory of Calmore (1992),
Ladson-Billings & Tate (1995), Delgado (2002), Dedg and Stefancic (2000) and Gillborn
(2005, 2008); and the theorizing of work on ‘ragi’tand silence. The Critical Race Theory
(CRT) developed by Gillborn is most relevant tis ttesearch because it is concerned with
“the overt and covert racism facing people of colithin educational institutions” (Calmore,
1992: 2161) in the UK and using its framework migathelpful with exploring issues of

racism for BME children.

The CRT framework is built around an understanaihgacism as “the liberal pursuit of

meritocracy, colour-blindness, and incremental glearin society and education” (and).... is
linked to differences in power and privilege” (Datp & Stefancic 2006: 366). According to
Solorzano (1998) “CRT also views “race” and racentheir intersection with other forms of
subordination such as gender and class discrimmgt{(Solorzano (1998: 122) — an area of

focus for this research.

Gillborn’s extensive research into intersectiohgace”/ethnicity and class and its impact on
the educational attainment of categories of pupildK schools led to a proposal for a “focus
on outcomes (rather than intent) as a basic tdraatyoserious attempt to understand “race”
inequality” (Gillborn 2008: 11). His view is shareg Phillip (2004) in her compelling
argument that outcomes and opportunities are pekjtlinked so that when outcomes are

unequal it means that opportunities are also uriedjba critical analysis of published schools

22



statistics reported by Gillborn and Mirza (2000¥liscussed later and is the foundation of this

research.

2.1.3 Theorising “Race” iBritish Multicultural Education

Following the Second World War, increased numb&BME children since the 60s were
found in schools in the UK particularly in the Landboroughs and larger cities like Liverpool,
Birmingham, Leicester and Manchester (Chitty, 20These soaring numbers were the
foreground for the introduction of issues of “racedcism and “race” relations into schools.
Chitty (2011) captures this historical context afitrms that the 60s was the beginning of
multicultural education and the recognition in ealian policy and practice mostly at the local
level of the arrival of minority communities frono@monwealth countries of Africa, West
Indies and South Asia to the UK. Against the backdsf scientific “racism” underpinned by
the eugenic movement the experiences of increasingpers of BME children in schools in
the UK following the 1870 Elementary Education Aetame important to sociologists. A
number of sociologists (Bourne, 2001, 2002; Lyrkd86; Mullard, 1982; Tomlinson, 1977,

Gillborn, 2005) have reported a phased approatihetdevelopment of multicultural education.

Bourne (2001) traces the journey of “race” theogrivhich seems to have come through a
laissez-faire’, assimilation and then integratiemipd confirming Lynch’s (1986) five

chronological and conceptual phases of British icwilural education namely:

The ‘Laissez-faire’ phase

The immigrant and ESL phase
The deficit phase

The multicultural phase

The anti-racist phase

23



From Bourne’s (2001) socio-political and historistdnce, “racial disadvantage... (came to)
connote(d) some sort of handicap, related to dree” and/or culture, that could be assuaged
with handouts, that is "positive action' to mebe ‘$pecial problems and needs of ethnic
minorities' (Bourne, 2001:11). Bourne’s (2001, 20@2ay of thinking regarding “race” seems
to agree with New Labour government’s approachestially include BME children in

schools especially through projects and schemdsasithe Ethnic Minority Achievement
Grant and the Aim Higher Projects (see also D&t@¥§6 - Still Aiming High. It also mirrors

the medicalisation of needs (discussed by Fur@fi2Pdrawn from the deficit model of

disabilities that has been criticised by proponehisclusion like Harry and Klingner (2006).

More recently, conceding the phased approach piexséy Lynch (1986), Mullard 1982 and
Tomlinson (1977), Gillborn (2005) acknowledged ttethough the particular measures meant
to address ethnic diversity have changed from torténe, one constant feature has been a
place on the margins of education policy”, (Gillbp2005: 486)". Gillborn (2005) suggested
that apart from superficially, successive UK goveemts exemplified by Margaret Thatcher
and John Major with their colour blindness stanog &ony Blair’'s by calculated omission, had

done very little to change the status quo on “rgGliborn, 2005: 489).

Historians who explore and often report on contieairemind us frequently of the dangers of
a phased approach. Very recently Grosvenor (20iRgclerqg and Kusters (edgjgration,
Intercultural Identities and Border Regiohas argued that a phased approach to “immigrant
education” is problematic for three reasons. Birgtlphased approach focuses on change and
ignores continuity represented by the continueceegtice of the UK to assimilation and

secondly it “adhere(s) more to understanding atthero-level with little attention at the local
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level and its articulated social relationships wititself and outside of itself” Grosvenor
(2012:36). A situation which according to Grosve(®2012) had led to more consideration for
policy statements and rhetoric that sometimes wagvidenced enough in practice. Finally,
Grosvenor (2012) had also complained about howakperspectives on “race” relations
underpinned the organising framework used by sogists and policy analysts and placed
non-white migrants at the centre and other miggaotips on the fringes. This has caused
fragmentation of the BME population and createdhier labelling in schools with its
detrimental effects on identified groups. Theseceons are considered in the design of this
thesis which proposes to study BME children atitical level—in a school within a local

authority with its own traditions and structures.

It is within this historical context that it is gat® fit the set back to multicultural education
caused by the 7/7 London bombings in 2003 when Biay the then Prime Minister declared
that multiculturalism was dead and in its pl&éishnesgqBlair, 2005; Brown, 2006) was
proposed as the glue that could promote good “reglations in schools. It was within this
confusing climate that the Duty to promote Commyfibhesion was pushed into schools in
England and Wales by September, 2007 even thouwgitdiog to Robinson, (2005: 1411) “the
community cohesion policy agenda in England (haw@rged from the melee of explanation
and advice that abounded in the aftermath of tteetsdisturbances in Bradford, Burnley and
Oldham in the summer of 2001” and had a longephysiSome critics of the Community
Cohesion model (Worley, 2005; Pilkington, 2008)gaéred it as in direct opposition to the
more inclusive multicultural models because ofetsdency towards an assimilation standpoint.
It is therefore possible to suggest that the stifdize historical development of multicultural

education in UK schools which identifies continetiis a good basis for an understanding of
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the uneven relationship that exists between isstigace” equality in schools and inclusion of

children from BME backgrounds even when they hawBl.S

2.1.4 Understanding Racism and its Existence in Setls in the UK

There are a number of reports that have suggdst¢dME children are marginalized and
disadvantaged in schools in the UK due in paratism (Rampton 1981, Gillborn, 2005, 2008;
Tomlinson, 2005; McKenley et al, 2002; Bourne, 192301). Whether racism exists in
schools or not has drawn intense arguments. Irsdagon | attempt to provide some examples

from research starting with Pilkington (1999), offeting voices.

Pilkington (1999) commenting from an avowedly amitist stance had argued that “schools
are responsible for the differential treatment @ridan-Caribbean pupils and that it is
incumbent on them (schools) to reflect on theistng practices” (Pilkington, 1999: 413).
However he added words of caution as well. He sstggethat “while accepting that the
evidence for racial discrimination in schools sger than the critics maintain...we should be
cautious in seeing such discrimination as the nfagtor accounting for the complex pattern of
ethnic differences in educational achievement’liRgton, 1999: 415). His critics on the other
hand pointed out that such re-examination by schaolld result in badly behaved children
being rewarded for their behavior. Pilkington’s 999 view therefore suggests a need to look

beyond racism and discrimination and to consideerotactors.

Gillborn (2005) thinks that the major problem witdtism is that it is a “multifaceted, deeply
embedded, often taken-for-granted aspect of pogations (that) lies at the heart of
institutional racism in the UK” Gillborn (2005: 48@rom his CRT viewpoint he presented
evidence of “recent changes in the English educaystem (that) reveal the central role

accorded the defense (and sometimes extensioagefimequity” (Gillborn, 2005: 486). He
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posited that the most recent example of this igaheeaching changes made to race equity
legislation (affecting all public institutions aedery state maintained school) in the wake of
The Stephen Lawrence inquiry (Macpherson, 1999)véver, some researchers (e.g. Sewell,
2000) feel that racism might not be the only fa@eolved in the underachievement of BME
children in UK schools. Could racism combined vather factors such as SEN play a role in

underachievement?

Sewell (2000) has suggested other key factors asi¢the extent to which social class
conditions, peer group influence, parenting....(@aple) in causing black student
underachievement in Great Britain” (Sewell, 2000). #1e noted how these factors were
typically overlooked by researchers - a view thgtports the paucity of research on
intersection of factors such as maybe “race”/ethnwith SEN. Also in the US, Schwartz
(2003) attempting to explain black underachievenseggests that “researchers should focus
on community factors, such as how minorities intetrjand respond to schooling, asserting that
the most effective way to improve black performalneg in the black community changing its
own approach to education” Schwartz (2003: 76)s Wew conforms to the idea of
“‘community forces” in Ogbu’s (1999) “race” relahe cultural-ecological theory. However,
Hall (2000) has reminded us of the negative effettshat he calls “biological racism” which
he says “privileges markers like skin colour, (abg)discursive extension...social and cultural

differences” (Hall, 2000: 223).

Gillborn (1997) views “teacher racism and studetg@ations” as responsible for the
differences in attainment for specific UK childream certain BME backgrounds. Gillborn
and Mirza (2000) remarked on the influence of “athy’ and class on students’ achievement
of good GCSEs (test results expected at the efid géars of schooling in the UK) and

suggested that further work needed to be done wrottieer factors such as disabilities and
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SEN could affect BME children’s achievement. Gillb@and Mirza (2000) noted that White
British students who do not receive free mealswaoee likely to attain five higher grade passes
than their counterparts of the same gender in Bkias especially those of Bangladeshi,
Black African, Pakistani, Mixed (White/Black Caridin) and Black Caribbean ethnic heritage.

Gillborn (2008) reminds us that:

despite the frequency with which Gap Talk (referthie statement that the gap ‘for
black and minority ethnic pupils’ has ‘narrowe®fES 2007: 7) appears in official
pronouncements, the reality is that deep-level naegualities are a fundamental and
relatively stable feature of the English educasgstem....raising fundamental
guestions about the nature of race inequality urcation and the culpability of
policymakers (Gillborn 2008:119).

Gillborn (2008: 139) notes that “Black African FSMys were 9.7 percentage points more
likely to attain five higher grades, i.e. threeésrthe size of the gap between ‘White British’
and ‘Black Caribbean’ FSM boys (3.1 percentage tsinHis figures suggest that when the
crude measure for social class calculated as pelwiible for free school meals (FSM)
intersects with “race”/ethnicity the reasons foa@&t/White perceived gaps in attainment may
be affected. His study provides confirmation fdudher research into issues of intersection
in schools and how they affect attainment of pugild is the starting point of this study into

the intersection of “race”/ethnicity and SEN in sols.

Contributing to the debate on racism or not in sthélaynesa et al (2006) have looked at
children at intersection of “races” i.e. childreinv@hite and Black Caribbean descent since
“they make up the largest category of mixed heeitagpils in the UK”. They found that as a

group (these children) are at risk of underachigand are proportionally oveepresented in
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school exclusions. Researchers argued that batoi@shievement for children of White and
Black Caribbean descent were not similar in alpeess to barriers to achievement of Black
Caribbean pupils. They saw distinct differencesalwl@mong other reasons derived from “low
teacher expectation linked to misunderstandingaigéd heritage identities and backgrounds”
Haynesa et al (2006: 17) which seemed to suppetidias of Blumer and Duster (1980: 211-
238) that an understanding of “race” relations tigtoa collective definition process might
enable teachers to work better with children ofedikeritage identities allowing children to

choose their own identity.

The effect of low tolerance to racism has beenntedaas positive and supports high
achievement for BME children. Demiea (2005) invgestied evidence of good practice from
thirteen case study schools in a local educatiomaaiy (LEA) where pupils from Black
Caribbean backgrounds achieved high standards isdbkols. Identified features of good

practices in successful schools in this LEA inchlide

strong leadership with emphasis on raising expiectafor all pupils and teachers; the
use of performance data for school satfluation and tracking pupils' performance; a
commitment to creating a mesmerising curriculumngtieachers use their creative
intuition to deepen the quality of pupils' learnimaghighly inclusive curriculum that
meets the needs of Black Caribbean pupils; a stilokgvith the community and a
clear commitment to parents' involvement; goodaetl coordinated support to

Black Caribbean pupils through extensive use ahieg mentors and role models; an
inclusive curriculum and a strong commitment toaapportunities with a clear

stand on racism (Demiea, 2005:506).

It is important to note that the outcomes of thiglg appears to show that taking a firm stand

towards racism worked together with other formgofusion ( as defined in the CSIE
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definition discussed elsewhere) to bring about smpment and higher standards for BME

children.

Thane (2010) has suggested that a concern withriyppites (to reduce discrimination) should
be linked to measurement and tracking of outcoraésdation, income) for different groups.
This view conforms to Phillips (2004) suggestioatttefinitions of equality (including “race”
equality) must consider both policies and practtbes support equal opportunities and those
that track equality of outcome by measuring theaotf policy and practice on groups. One
way New Labour had attempted to address the pe&dessue of “race” inequalities and racism
in schools in the UK has been to have policiedaggto enforce equal opportunities and to
measure impact through comparing educational owtsdor various groups. The job of
regulatory bodies such as Ofsted mandated to catrthese duties and report on it is discussed

in detail in Chapter Three.

2.1.5 *“Race” Equality, Social Inclusion and Educatnal Achievement in Schools in the

UK

Ofsted was given the directive by the New Labowegoment to police equality (especially
“race” equality) in schools (Race Relations Amendt&ct 2000). However, there were links
between “race” equality and particular ways soitialusion was perceived during the 13 years
of the last Labour government. In this sectionll piovide some context to how “race”
equality policies were introduced into schools @2 and also consider its extension in 2007
through the development of Community Cohesion pediand practices. This section
concludes with how “race” equality in schools haet part of the then government’s wider

social inclusion agenda. This agenda which didresbtnate well with the exclusion focus in
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schools and the labelling of some children of patéir minority groups as having behaviour,

emotional and social difficulties.

The status of “race” relations in schools beforeRace Relations Amendment Act, 2000
(RRAA) has been captured exceptionally well by Riélan’s articleWhere prejudice still
flares into violencgublished in TES of the"6of January 1995. A typical example cited in the
article is the Burnage High School murder whereaR¢kein lets us know: how schools and
local authorities with high proportions of BME diiién had evolved localised “race” equality
policies to ensure the safety of children in tiseinools — central government had no policies on
“race” equality. It is against this backdrop thatpril 2001, the Race Relations Amendment
Act, 2000 (RRAA) came into force. The RRAA gave thablic sector the legal duty to
promote ‘racial equality’ and a statutory generatlyd specific duties) to promote race equality
through its obligatory prerequisites of eliminatunglawful racial discrimination, promoting
equal opportunity and promoting good “race” relasidoetween people from different racial
groups. A duty was also placed on Ofsted as anatidmcregulatory body to ensure that

schools complied with the law. The RRAA defined Ratin general terms as consisting of:

‘Conduct or words or practices which disadvantagadvantage people because of

their colour, culture or ethnic origin.....

Consequently, all schools by law were enjoined layi1st 2002 to maintain good Race
Equality policies (REPs) which is a written statetnef responsibilities and commitments

linked to an action plan which should:

. Be part of the school’s development plan;
. Give details of how the school will put the pgliato practice and assess how
effective it is;
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. Clearly define roles and responsibilities, soglednow what is expected of
them; and

. Explain clearly what the school will do if thelfmy is not followed (paragraph
6. 10, Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Hapeality-2001)

However, Ahmed (2007) has revealed that “writinguwaents that express a commitment to
promoting “race” equality...[with a] focus on howaments are taken up as signs of good
performance might also work to conceal (some) foofmaicism” (Ahmed, 2007: 601).
Creegan et al (2003) have also noted how desmtkdbnness of successive governments,
REPs have not brought about “race” equality iniin8bns due largely to concerns around the

rigour and robustness of REP action plans.

In addition, Tomlinson (2005) had analysed theaoif policies that apparently focused on
“race” equality on the achievement of minority goswand agreed that some success was
achieved “but the higher achievements of Indian@huhese groups have led to facile
comparisons which further pathologise young peoplfrican-Caribbean and Pakistani
origin... (and the) failure to develop a curriculfwn a multiethnic society has contributed to an
increase in xenophobia and racism....despite ameraedelations legislation” (Tomlinson,
2005:101). Tomlinson (2005) gave the political ok which had blamed some form of
multiculturalism as the problem for the perceivedrggation and not racism. She agreed with

Back et al (2002) that:

race riots in (the) English northern towns in tobenmer of 2001 (Cantle, 2001); the
events of 11 September 2001 in the USA,; the 2083inviraq; plus increased racism
against refugees and asylum seekers, had movdttalalhetoric away from support
for addressing inequalities in a culturally divesseiety towards new kinds of

assimilationist policies (Tomlinson, 2005: 105).
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For a short while, from September 2007 until thalfion government came into power in
2010 schools were under a new duty to promote camtgncohesion. This duty to promote
community cohesion extended beyond RRAA'’s (20068s@ription in schools stating that a
school “whatever its intake and wherever it is teda- is responsible for educating children
and young people who will live and work in a coynirich is diverse in terms of cultures,
religions or beliefs, ethnicities and social backgrds”. This forced schools to acknowledge

that children came from diverse backgrounds arehsure that:

all children and young people can benefit from nivegil interaction....consider how
to give their pupils the opportunity to mix withdalearn with, from and about those
from different backgrounds, for example througlk$invith other schools and
community organisations. Through their ethos arrdawum schools can promote
discussion of a common sense of identity and sumeersity, showing pupils how
different communities can be united by shared \&ahrel common experiences
(Guidance on the duty to promote community cohepi@h

This “duty” which was perceived by some (like Tonslon, 2008 and others mentioned earlier)
to have emerged from an assimilationist view ot&arelations had nonetheless extended the
mandate of the RRAA to maintain “race” equalityidgrthe last three years of the New
Labour government and was monitored for effectigsrand impact by Ofsted. There are
parallels to be drawn from the way schools devealgu#icies and practices to meet the
requirement of “race” equality compared to how sdbalealt with issues of social inclusion.
Within the wider context of social inclusion “Nevahour (saw) education as a policy priority
and a means for delivering economic competitivea@sis[in doing so] combating social
exclusion” (Alexiadou, 2002: 73). This is becauséOaga (1999) argues [that] “government
policy is largely driven by the need for global quatitiveness; and nowhere is this more so
than in education” (Ozga, 1999: 44). Alexiadou,Q20explains how “the official discourses

established a causal relationship between soctligwn/inclusion and educational success...
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(which) ... suggested that educational achievenadmigside changing peoples’ attitudes, is the
key to the social inclusion of individuals, soaahesion and national economic growth”
(Alexiadou, 2002: 72). He further argued that “sadiocus suggests a conception of social
exclusion ... (and, so, of social inclusion) thatiraws from primarily economic definitions ...
(and) the ultimate expression of this selectiveifois the ... emphasis by New Labour
education policy on ‘standards not structures” gdddou, 2002: 72). This focus has
underpinned the “race” equality agenda in schdolthe extent that achievement of groups of
children including children from BME backgroundsseen as evidence of social inclusion and

evidence that requirements of “race” equality pechave been met.

However, Room (1999) has warned that the flip sidldew Labour’s social inclusion model

does not add up necessarily to eliminating socielusion because

social exclusion is a normal and integral pathefpower dynamics of modern
societies (and) ... carries the notion that wespeaking of people who are suffering
such a degree of multi-dimensional disadvantafysiich duration, and reinforced by
such material and cultural degradation of neighboods in which they live, that
their relational links with the wider society atgtured to a considerable degree

which is to some irreversible (Room, 1999: 171)

Donnelly and Coakley, (2002:vii) suggest that idesrto assess the well being of children
“other sources of exclusion such as racism, digghitjection of difference and historic
oppression need to be considered” (Donnelly anki@ga2002:vii). This might mean that
socially including children from BME backgroundsjoéres not just ensuring that they are not
underachieving but other issues of exclusion nedmktconsidered which might go beyond
racism to look at intersections with other formsnafquality such as disability (especially

SEN).
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2.2. Disability, Special Education Needs and Inclimn

2.2.1 Disability and Special Education Needs

The notion of Special Education Needs (SEN), asarehers like Terzi (2005) continue to
argue, remains conceptually a “within-child mod#iat developed from the “medical model of
disabilities” (Terzi, 2005: 447). Frank Furedi leagicised the “medicalisation model” -
sometimes called the deficit model - for leadingategorization and labelling which often
have a negative impact but Florian et al. (2004agiiee and have defined the important role of
categorization in special education as that ofstesyatic ordering of information on the needs
of SEN children and a way of “rationalising thetdlsution of resources” (Florian et al. 2004
37). They suggest that despite its “negative antllpmatic effects”, labelling is necessary
since there could be no public policy without cifasation. Reindal (2008) confirms this view
because despite the arguments of critics (Mitd600; Dyson, 1997, 2001) to the contrary,
classification systems were underpinned by an wtaleding of how to cope with difference
and was necessary for provision, special arrangenae differentiation in school settings.
Thomas (2007) has protested that forms of inclugi@thools seem to tend more towards
“diagnostic medicalised versions” which is mordime with the discipline of psychology and
to ignore other forms of inclusion such as soeialusion which are beginning to align more
with particular forms of community cohesion (se&rdgon of Community Cohesion

elsewhere in this chapter).

Disabilities, Special Education Needs (SEN) andusige education have often been
juxtaposed in research, policy and practice by sgewemmentators (Campbell et al 2002,

Norwich, 2008). This seems to have followed theotes ways disabilities are conceptualised
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in the last two centuries. Millar (2010) presentfisability legislation timeline that covers the
late nineteenth century (1893) with the introduttid the Elementary Education (Blind and
Deaf Children) Act to the early twenty first centif2008) when the Disability Rights
Commission merged into the Equalities and HumamRiGommission. Millar’s timeline
points to ways the lexicon of disabilities in sclsochanged overtime, from a focus on the
learning of children with physical disabilities suas the “blind and deaf children or
“handicapped children” to a recognition of learndigabilities and the introduction of Special
Educational Needs” (Millar, 2010:163-5). This chanig the language of SEN has also been
captured by Dyson (1999). Hodkinson (2010) notes the concept of Special Education
Needs (SEN) in schools has continued to expan& $Narnock’s seminal Report in 1978
stressed the plight of children with SEN. WarnodR&port signalled the entrance of inclusive
education and inclusive policies into schools. €ntly all maintained (government aided)
schools in the UK retain what can be generallyechaltinclusive policies” which state how
schools assess, categorise and support childratifidd as having SEN and other vulnerable

children including children from BME backgrounds.

Reindal (2008) has proposed good reasons why thegekeon models of disability and
categories of SEN seem to have persisted over sayng that it is due to “perceptions of the

phenomenon of disability”. Reindal (2008) propoteat:

if disability is a social construct then SEN istpafrthe problem and needs to be
deconstructed. On the other hand if the issueais“the special needs enterprise (is) a
necessary evil because of general education’slityais accommodate and include
the full diversity of learners” then the abolitiohSEN and the adoption of “full non-
separatist inclusion” (Norwich 2002: 488) as rabljpraponents of inclusion such as
Ainscow et al (2006) recommend is the answer (RajrzD08: 137).
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Finally, Reindal (2008) hints at a third possilyikthich suggests a new understanding of
disability that posits that SEN can legitimatelystdeside other forms of inclusion in schools.
The proposition here is that the answer to thetguresf whether it is possible for “the
existence of a common ground that can serve aati@iph both for the radical proponents of

inclusive education and SEN” Reindal (2008: 13&$ in the notions of disability.

2.2.2 Disability and Notions of Inclusive Diversity

Reindal (2008), drawing on Norwich (2002), has hgjtted two broad notions of disability
relating to SEN: additionality for the individuahitd (identified as an individual approach to
disability) and inclusivity of the system (idenéifl as a social approach to disability). Tensions
between these two approaches according to Reiad@8j has given rise to various models of
inclusive education, and what Norwich (2002: 498J kermed “inclusive diversity”. Inclusive
diversity suggests a broader notion of inclusiat #mbraces other vulnerable, disadvantaged
or oppressed groups and might include children flBME backgrounds. However, Norwich
(2002) has expressed a fear that “inclusive dit€ranight lead to issues of disability being
dissolved within tenuous notions of inclusive edisraand just like SEN become a separatist
term relative to mainstream education. Howevet,iagsay (2007) argues, there is an
opportunity to implement and evaluate a variegatetiem of inclusive education appropriate
to the complex societies and patterns of schoatirige twenty-first century where inclusion,

in its widest sense, is impartial, addressing r@tigethnicity, social class and other social
dimensions as well as SEN and disability (Linds@972 19). That seems to be the view of
Reindal (2008: 138) on her proposed new understgrafi disability using a “relational social
model” which attempts not to recognise a split et “additionality” and “inclusivity” on the
basis of SEN but rather to ensure that the isswppifession is not obliterated from an

understanding of disability. Reindal (2008) argties by not eliminating the role of
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discrimination and oppression, the “social relatiomodel” is better aligned to the morality of

inclusion.

2.2.3 Notions of Inclusion and Special EducatioNeeds

Inclusion of pupils perceived to have SEN curreatlyacts a great deal of attention in schools
in the UK and education policies in the last thileeades seem to promote the human rights
perspective on inclusion (DfEE, 1997/98). Theshtadhave been expressed in the

“fundamental principles” of the SEN Code of Pragtic

e child(ren) with SEN should have their needs met

* the SEN of children will normally be met in mairestm schools or settings

« the views of children should be sought and takémaccount

e parents have a vital role to play in supportingrtbkildren’s education (SEN Code
of Practice, 2001:1.5)

However, notions of special education needs aect#tl by historical interpretations that arise
from differing views on special education provisi@orbett (1996) sees special provision from
a humanitarian perspective which exemplifies cinamig and care for learners, a view
supported by the detailed historical account priesktby Cole (1990) as she argues against the
social and vested interest perspective of criscaiologists like Tomlinson (1982). Since the
1980s critical perspectives relating to power amotiol had been articulated and elaborated in
relation to society and by extension special edoairovision. Tomlinson (1985) had noted
the clash of interests of professionals who hadsted interest in increasing the numbers of
children needing special provision. Tomlinson (19B#95, 2008) had also criticised the
medical-psychological perspectives on provisiondited model of special needs and disability
model) for ignoring the influence of social factanghe construction of learning difficulties,

allowing the over-representation of children fromriing class families categorised as having
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emotional and behavioural difficulties and for ugspecial education provision as a safety
valve for maintaining social control. Criticism alby Wexler (1992) along similar lines seem
to confirm this view suggesting that “educatiomatitutions maintain social stratification by
reinforcing class identities among young people&l)am this way they contribute to the
production and reproduction of social and cultimafuality. Despite the weaknesses of critical
views of special education provision which sugglesat influences outside the education
system (Copeland, 1993) and a preoccupation witilquwe (Clarke et al, 1999) is unhelpful for
the support of learning of all students, sociolagfmerspectives of special education needs still
persisted and were demonstrated during the thistears of New Labour government through
its social inclusion/exclusion agenda. Researdiie@yson 1997 and Mittler 2000 also
showed concern for the way socio-economic factodssmcial exclusion worked to reduce
educational achievement of particular groups oldcen in schools. Their concerns seem to

draw attention to possible links between sevetargecting social factors and schooling.

By far the strongest link to educational inclusderives from the three major models of
disability (Hodkinson, 2010) which define the “pteim” and signpost the “treatment”. The

first of these is the medical/deficit model whiaes the “problem” as the child. In contrast, the
contextual/curriculum model sees the “problem’resdontext/curriculum that needs adapting
in order to support a child’s disability. Finallyhe equal opportunities model which considers
the “problem” to be that of discrimination in sagi@gainst disabled children and looks to
planning for inclusion in order to provide equapoptunities for all children. Educational
inclusion developed from the deficit model has besticised by several researchers. Allan,
(1999: 8) discusses how educational inclusion weastcucted principally by medical
practitioners and psychiatrists working outsidecadiion that ‘define(d) individuals by their

deficits, rather than by external factors’ Theseetigoments have prompted several debates
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around the “deficit model” and “the medicalistiomdel (see Furedi, 2002 for a review of the
medicalisation model) of special education needgrbponents of expanded notions of
inclusion such as Thomas 1997, 2006, 2007; Dys@®7,11999, 2001; Campbell, 2002;
Tomlinson, 1982, 1985, 2008) who have sought ¢akaway from the deficit model and to
look at the environment of schools. Developmenigdfusive education seemed therefore to

have followed more current disability perspectigash as suggested by Reindal (2008).

By 2000, the Centre for Studies on Inclusive EdocaCSIE (2000) an independent body set
up in 1982 to promote inclusion had suggested taeeds that needed change (or modification)
if inclusive education was to be achieved was thr@ailum, teaching support, funding
mechanisms, and the built environment. This sigdadl shift from “within child” factors to
ensuring that schools were themselves supportitiggion and the rights of all children to

mainstream education—a rights perspective.

The introduction of the rights perspective sigrialee expanding, albeit controversial role that
inclusion played during the thirteen years of Neabaur. Thomas (1997:104) points out that
the term ‘inclusive education’ came into commongase following the 1981 Education Act
which encouraged education in mainstream schotiieréhan special schools. He draws
attention to how attempts to distinguish betwee@tusion and integration often highlighted

that integration tends to concern ‘bolt-on’ progisito mainstream rather than an approach that
takes into account the needs of all pupils as eeqguesite of curriculum planning for all
(Hodkinson, 2010;Thomas,1997; Ainscow,1995). Int@st an inclusive approach shifts the
focus onto the school rather than the pupil whamkthg about excluded pupils. The position
paper published on-line by the British Psychologgi8ty in August (2002: 2) had noted that

the
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drive towards inclusive education... (was) ...albaote than ‘special educational
needs’ and reflected changes in the social antigadiclimate... (and) ...a new
approach which characterized thinking about difieeg British Psychology Society
(2002:3).

The reason for this change in thinking, accordmthts position paper was “...espoused in...
(much) ...recent discourse about education....(wheomphasise(d) learners’ rights as well as
their needs, and stress(ed) the importance of aca¢idn free from discrimination and

segregation as “inclusion (was) enshrined (as)esggion and discrimination (were) rejected

and outlawed” (British Psychology Society, 2002:3).

The notion of inclusion appeared to be concerndld thie question of human rights a
philosophy of acceptance within a framework whicbnpoted value and respect for individuals
in order to enable learning. This view of inclusammd human rights is in line with anti-racist
perspectives that suggest the tackling of racgdrénination in institutions and schools as a

way of overcoming barriers to learning for BME cinén (Bourne, 1994).

The very suggestion of inclusive policies and ftgc@l introduction into schools in the UK
followed as Hodkinson, 2010 reports, the electibNew Labour in 1997. The Government
upon taking office acted swiftly and through thee@r Paper, Excellence for all Children:
Meeting Special Educational Needs DfEE (1997) mgtthe tone for the central thrust of
education reform through the last decade of thetietn century. Thomas (2007) seem to
agree that in spite of its very unclear originghia 1990 Salamanca Statement (Rix et al, 2005)
and its very strong links to category based SEB, it (inclusion) mandatory entry into
schools has had a beneficial effect on the educafiehildren. However, Rogers (2007: 56)

argues that: “inclusive” education policy... denig$iculty rather than embraces it...due
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largely to the conflict between “inclusive” educatj the league tabling of schools and the

testing and examination culture.
2.2.4 Expanding Notions of Inclusion

Inclusion continues to be a highly contested cohedych according to Ainscow et al (2006)
influences the development of inclusive practicedhools. Rix et al (2003: 5) had described
“inclusion as the first real assault on the classaxlel of schooling” which (hitherto had)
...entrenched systems of separation and segregdtamnldren”. O’'Hanlon (2003) noted how
inclusion had developed into an international bweozed and ideas underpinning it had
expanded beyond its original links to category H&SEN. She reminded us that “inclusion is
more than just... (about)... integration and magashing (see also Thomas and Glenny 2002)
(since), ...inclusion is embedded in a range otexis-political, social, psychological,
educational... (and the) ...varied ways by whiatusive schools strive for tolerance, diversity

and equity” (O’Hanlon, 2003:13).

Thomas (1997:25) refers to the human rights petisgecf “inclusion in school(s) (as)
consonant with inclusivity in society as a wholg’apposed to the language of integration and
assimilation promoted by the New Labour governnwatit regards to BME groups. The
promotion of integration and assimilation in sogieas been exemplified by the “Britishness”
speech of Tony Blair the then Prime Minister in @@6llowing the 7 of July terrorist attack in
London (mentioned earlier). This speech seems itapbbecause as Grosvenor (1997) argues
“a clear, coherent, consistent and uniform polioyderstanding) can be discerned by (the)
reading ..... of speeches of government ministersoffincdals over a period of time”. Trying to
explain the perceived role multiculturalism shopldy in post 7/7 Britain, Tony Blair had

attempted to redefine multiculturalism by statihgtt
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Christians, Jews, Muslims, Hindus, Sikhs and ofai¢ins have a perfect right to their
own identity and religion, to practice their faghd to conform to their culture. This is
what multicultural, multi-faith Britain is abouthat is what is legitimately
distinctive..... the failure of one part of one commity to do so, is not a function of a
flawed theory of a multicultural society...the whaleint is that multicultural Britain
was never supposed to be a celebration of divisiahpf diversity. The purpose was
to allow people to live harmoniously together, destheir difference; not to make
their difference an encouragement to discord... sornbt that we need to dispense

with multicultural Britain.

In this way wider society had taken a backward &t@m Thomas’ (1997) proposal for an
inclusive society to a society that embraced irgggnist models. It is within this wider policy
context that schools have functioned especiallglation to the inclusion of BME children.
Booth’s, (1996, 2003) views of inclusion conformedrhomas’s (1997) and referred to the
process of inclusion, suggesting that inclusioragieg schools in expanding the scope of
diversity to include all children in communitiesdaoppose all forms of selection and
exclusion. This construction of inclusion seemsupport Thomas and Glenny (2002:351) who
proposed a view of the inclusion of the 21st cgnnich should be less about achievement
and standards—‘'and more of ideas about sociatpisind human rights’. Building on similar
lines of thinking regarding SEN and disability Aoasv, et al (2006: 13) developed a typology

of six ways of thinking about inclusion:

1. Inclusion as a concern with disabled studendsadiners categorized as ‘having
special educational needs’.

. Inclusion as a response to disciplinary exclusio

. Inclusion in relation to all groups seen as feinlinerable to exclusion.

. Inclusion as developing the school for all.

. Inclusion as ‘Education for All'.

o 0B~ WD

. Inclusion as a principled approach to educadioth society.
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Ainscow et al (2006) had sought to broaden deéindiof inclusion albeit still around notions
of disability, by questioning the reasons behindgpproach to inclusion that placed a higher
premium on increased participation of children ity because of their disability or SEN
ignoring any other ways participation could be leiredl or indeed improved. These newer and
expanded notions of inclusion had started engagitigwhat Susan Hart had earlier called
‘innovative thinking’ (Hart , 1996), and ‘learnirvgthout limits’ (Hart, 2004) and had begun to
show concerns regarding the effect of categorinafidart et al., 2004) on children and the

idea of children as ‘having special educationaldsée

This need to distance themselves from the traditioancepts of category based SEN
prompted the “Index for Inclusion” (Booth and Aise, 2002) to substitute concepts of
‘special educational need’ and ‘special educati@navision’ with ‘barriers to learning and
participation’” and ‘resources to support learning participation’. For them support for
children was for reasons of diversity and diffen&enjamin (2005: 176) had explained how
Ballard (1995) and Munro (1997) have argued tha term ‘diversity’ allows for the
reconceptualisation of pathologised ‘differenced &ime production of non-hierarchical plural
identities”. This means that the school that ‘valderersity’ is delighted with the plurality of

its community to the advantage and inclusion of\Alser (2003) on the other hand talks about
“forms of difference” and questions how they shibithe framework of the standards agenda
confirming what Sedgwick 1994 sees as the flawth@iconcept of diversity which shows
similarities with the politics of “equal but diffent” that underpins SEN discourses. The
concept of “equal but different” according to Sedtkn1 994 is only useful to a group who
have traditionally been marginalized and oppresdgaete it plays the role of policing the

borders of separation. This is in line with Fulch@rgument that “ notions of difference
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divide[s] the school population into those with ahdse without handicaps....construct(ing) the
notion of normal and abnormal, of belonging hereleewhere ... (Fulcher, 1999:8). Norwich
(2008: 15) looks at the highly contested notiohsameness’ and ‘difference’ exemplified by
frictions and inconsistencies inherent within atsgswhich is beleaguered with irreconcilable
dilemmas that suggest that ‘to recognise and responot to recognise and respond to

difference’ all pose negative risks.

Ainscow et al (2006) and Thomas (2007) blame tHsoua government’s contradictory stance
on inclusion. Thomas (2007) sees the SEN Codeatftiee, 2001 as damaging for
development of inclusive practice in schools beealigersity is promoted as a way of creating
socially inclusive schools when only children idéatl within an SEN category qualify for
“support”. Schools’ support does not reach outlltéoams of diversity. Ainscow et al 2006
share a similar view of the categorisation procgsaed the practices and language associated
with them which act as barriers to the developnodiat broader view of inclusion. They note
for example, that there remains a massive oveesgmtation of working-class boys in those
categorised as having special educational needsa garticular over-preponderance of
African-Caribbean boys in those categorised asifftpgmotional and behavioural
difficulties’—a hint of possible intersecting facso Coard (2007) and Hick (2007) had come to
similar conclusions in relation to children fromrfpeular race/ethnic groups and their over-
representation in special education (as discussdie®. A further supporting view by

Benjamin (2005:177) proposes that “when differemcespecific descriptions of difference, are
only legitimate for a few, then that difference de¢o be understood in the language of social
relations of domination and subordination”. Whats researchers seem to be implying from
different perspectives of difference—race/ethnioitythe one hand and disability and SEN on

the other—is that such categorisation and the nrdmnerhich ‘special educational needs’

45



masks such over-representation, limits the undwsigtg of how perceptions and constructions
of gender, class and ethnicity (and their inteieastand overlaps perhaps) contribute to the
difficulties children and young people experientachools. Epstein et al., (1998) believe that
it is much better to identify barriers to learniangd participation than to categorise children and

explore their special education needs.

Mittler's (2000) viewpoint of inclusion as a prosasot a state progresses the definition and
concept of inclusion further. Mittler (2000) imdi¢hat it is valid to stop at various moments to
investigate definitions of inclusion and measuresilde impact on groups of children. Dyson
(2001) suggests a process of “re-calibration” godiating to maintain key focus on children.
Marshall’s (2008) through his observation of thesusf terminology over time suggests that
“some... (terminology are) ...no longer acceptableelevant in today’s context; thus the
children labelled ‘*handicapped’ in the 1970s becahiklren with special educational needs in
the 1980s and 1990s, and now may be describedldrechwith learning difficulties and/or

disabilities (LDD), or with additional needs” (Mdwal, 2008:333).

Social discourse around inclusion often based ooti@n of human rights and participation
frequently ignores any reference to the model wdeits’ learning or how this form of
inclusive education might be measured by regulatodies such as Ofsted. Black-Hawkin et
al (2007) has implied an increase in the scopaatision and the drawing together of three
contestable concerns: “the meanings of inclusio® concept of achievement and the use of
evidence to inform educational policies and pra&tt{@lack-Hawkin et al, 2007: 13). They
have suggested that “high levels of inclusion cartitirely compatible with high levels of
achievement (and) combining the two is essentill ihildren are to have the opportunity to
participate fully in education”. However, accorditmgAinscow et al (2006:560) “the Labour

government had separated its inclusion agendaitsitbcus on identification, location and
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participation from its standards agenda and it€entration on achievement and league
tables”. They seemed to be proposing a view thmatitsion and the standards agenda are in
conflict”. Inclusive education is seen not so masha way of promoting more effective
learning as enabling social participation and lrgkmore into the social inclusion agenda of
the labour government. From this perspective abg#lithe right of every individual to be
valued, respected and accepted as a member ofyso@Eg be seen as an essential part of
education, but is not sufficient to guarantee thality of teaching and learning for children. It
seems to me that there should be a clear link l@stweclusive provision and school outcomes

such as achievement.

Cole (2005: 341) urges us to think about the “megsiof inclusion” suggesting that within
these meanings.... special schools still have aoitant part to play.... (even in) a competitive
education market (because) ‘caring’ for childrerttera; feeling welcome within the school
counts; sharing and giving responsibility to yoyrepple demonstrates respect and offers them
dignity; having friends matters”. Dyson (1999) radjgested the possibility of more than one
form of inclusion with possible links between titamial category-based educational inclusion
(SEN) and social inclusion. He wants us to haveemegard for the influence of social factors
on children with SEN especially the influence ofiabclass. His notion of inclusion concerns
some form of understanding of the impact of intetis@a —such as SEN and social class—on

children.

Howe (1999) had examined the concept of educatiemqadlity pointing out that the features of

democratic interpretation which incorporates otlogrsheir own terms by giving equal respect

so “all persons... (are) ...afforded recognitiod &ave their self-respect secured’ Howe (1999:
884) best promoted inclusion. This might mean ii#he overall structure of the education

system as a whole, the needs of learners neededdonsidered and a diversity of provision
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made available to take account of diversity of reEquents, strengths and interests. This
supports the notion of “inclusive diversity” dissesl earlier. Thus according to the views of
Corbett, (1995) practices seen to marginalise ggaupthe basis of race, gender or sexual
orientation in schools could be termed to be nahdsive. Ainscow et al (2006) have noted the
principles of non-inclusion and oppression for tled children in segregated education. They
had defined inclusion very broadly as “an appraacdducation embodying particular
values....(and) concerned with all learners and witbrcoming barriers to all forms of
marginalisation, exclusion and underachievement.d. (at just) with children with
impairments, or otherwise categorised as ‘haviregisih educational needs’ (Ainscow et al
2006:26). This seems a strong argument for the ptiom of “race” equality in schools
supporting the various steps taken by schools $arerthat children from BME backgrounds
achieve as well as their peers. However, addressiadgorm of inclusive practice has led to a

further categorizing of children by their ethnicgans.

Burton, Nandi and Platt 2008 have drawn attentmtieir study to problematic issues to do
with defining and measuring ethnicity and ethnientity and have agreed in their conclusion
with Aspinall, 2007, that “ethnic identity is mulfimensional and fluid” as opposed to a “uni-
dimensional, fixed and stable concept” and itslidesasure would have to be consistent,
reliable as well as capture people’s perceptiameif own ethnic identity”. To describe ethnic
identity through survey measurement, involves #gous dimensions bound up in the concept
of ethnic groups (such as ethnicity and ethnictitd@nincluding “differentiation from others

as well as positive association with commonalifsrton, Nandi and Platt 2008:6). It is
noteworthy that not all commonalties need to bagméefor ethnic identification and
categorization to take place. Consequently, theeelack of consensus among researchers

about what is to be measured and why. One of tegscould be the recognition that ethnicity
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like race is not just a variable because it reprsssocial relationships as well. Therefore as
Apple (2001:103) has tried to explain “the deceshtraity does not succumb to an official
centralised bureaucratic party line because itgkisive of multiple voices and subject

positions”.

Two groups have emerged with particular concemms fcurrent ideas on expanding the role of
inclusion. One is a group of concerned social pslamists and their interest in understanding
individuals’ identity including their social idekgiand social relationships. The other group is
made up of researchers and policy makers who pag attention to “social stratification
where group membership is seen as shaping grougarshoutcomes and resulting in
different life courses” (Burton, Nandi and Plat0308). In the UK the later concern is
involved with legal attempts to reduce discriminatand disadvantage requiring that
monitoring takes place to measure the effects tfdascriminatory policies. It is in the light of
this monitoring that “race equality” entered intheols following the amendments to the 1976
Act which made discrimination illegal but also gaeblic authorities the duty to monitor

policy and service delivery for different ethniogps.

Much of this information is collected through admtrative data which also collects ethnic
identity data as part of its process. However stliigle connections to sometimes unrelated
concepts such as specific connotations of ‘ratipnal identity, parentage, nationality,
religion and language have prompted Burton, NandiRlatt (2008) to suggest that “the
primary aim of (the) data collection is rather lland is less concerned with ‘ethnicity’ itself
than with other criteria that may or may not bemponent of ethnic identity — specifically
‘colour’....(but) which are offered as alternativeysaf understanding social reality and social
difference” Burton, Nandi and Platt (2008:13). Gamsently, there seems to exist links

between identifying and publishing BME data throggivernment monitoring systems in
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schools; supposed “racial” composition and retatichievement (see an example of analysis
of relative achievement of minority ethnic group$&&£SE by Gillborn and Mirza 2000;
Gillborn, 2008) and the need to promote good raeialtions in order to avoid discrimination.
A conflation in the use of statistics for thesegmges was developed during the New Labour
Government to promote social inclusion in schoald attempt to reduce the education
inequality gap. This is one way issues of “raceli@ily seem to have located themselves
firmly on the inclusion agenda of schools and a&ekig to join forces with traditional
education inclusion in particular SEN. This mighg#an that educational inclusion would be
unable to continue to ignore issues of social sici and are confirming Reindal’s (2008)
model of disabilities. Several local authoritiesy@aublished electronic “Education Inclusion
Policies” that suggest this in practice. For exaylPolicy for Educational Inclusion

published by Haringey Council (2003:3) states that:

Inclusion is a human rights issue. It seeks to tarat social exclusion and improve
social cohesion. Educational inclusion is one eispkinclusion in society. For
Haringey pupils it is concerned with the procesemeby the Education Community in
Haringey develops and challenges its knowledgéu@jlpolicies, practices, and
beliefs so as to include and enable all learneyartiess of age, gender, ethnicity,
sexual orientation, background, disability andiatteent, to benefit fully from what
schools can offer them....inclusion is above atialyemoving barriers to learning and

participation.

2.3 Intersection of “Race” and SEN in Schools

On the policy landscape especially in the last twéwue years, the issue of “race” and
disability, specifically Special Education Need&R§ in schools in the UK have been driven
at different moments as two separate strands gliedéy. However, such pure strands of

inequality according to feminists like Brah and Bhia, (2004) do not exist in real life and
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intersections often occur with sometimes negativgact. This present research is expected to
illuminate socially constructed identities in sclsosuch as children classified within specific
“race”/ethnicity bands and labelled as BME and \ah®also categorised as having SEN.
These children could be considered as within agcayeof hybrids that could be found in key
areas of intersection in schools. Shields, (20@8)grovided some understanding of such
hybrid identities explaining how “intersecting idiéties emphasis the unique form of identity
created out of intersections... a unique hybrighi¢h is] stable in this newly formed
intersectional category” (Shields, 2008:305). Is€R008) has accepted Ashmore et al’s

(2004) definition of identity as:

social categories in which an individual claims nbenship as well as the personal
meaning associated with those categories...dateglto awareness of self, self-image,
self-reflection, and self-esteem (Shields, 2008304

In the context of schooling in the twenty first tay UK and on-going debates and emphasis
on inequalities in schools especially with resgegierformance of groups of children (Borman
and Dowling, 2010; Feinstein et al, 2007; Gillbamd Mirza, 2000) a question for this
research (see also chapter one) would be the p@#sipact of policies and practice on

children within the intersectional category of “edfethnicity and SEN.

This research therefore seeks to illuminate sonal of the following questions. Have
children within this intersectional category bedentified? What is their experience of
schooling in UK schools? Is it possible to seett famd evidence of their experiences? How
are schools coping with this “hybrid” of childreM?hose job is it to include these children?
How well are these children performing within thdieation system? In order to answer these

guestions there is a need to understand how tlogytio€ intersectionality can help us to gather
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the evidence and interpret findings regarding sgeting identities. In the next few paragraphs

| will attempt to discuss the origins and definisoof intersectionality and how it has been used
by feminists and others to define specific sociatypstructed groups. | will put forward my
argument in the concluding paragraph of this sadibosuggest that this theory is suitable for

this research.

The concept of intersectionality originated for fhst time in the US (Crenshaw, 1989) and
derived its meaning from an intention to captime winique experiences and struggles of
women of colour who according to Crenshaw (198BYtieough the cracks of both anti-racist
and feminist discourse. Notions of intersectiogaiitew out of an analysis of models of
inequality which constructed social forces as fiomehg in layered or tallied -up ways.
Feminist scholars like Lykke (2005) had describ@drsectionality as “the interaction between
gender, race, and other categories of differenaedividual lives, social practices, institutional
arrangements, and cultural ideologies and the outsoof these interactions in terms of power”
(Lykke, 2005:245). Suggesting connotations of poaret subordination, Phoenix (2006)
defines the term intersectionality as “the compietical struggles and arguments that seek to
make visible the multiple positioning that congetieveryday life and the power relations that

are central to it” (Phoenix, 2006:187).

Crenshaw (1994:139) had developed two concepta@fsectionality in relation to race and
gender; “Structural intersectionality — which occwhen inequalities and their intersections
are directly relevant to the experiences of peopociety” and “political intersectionality —
that indicates how inequalities and their interisest are relevant to political strategies.
Hancock (2007) has argued against a “unitary agbrtaidentity politics” suggesting that
“multiple marginalization’s of gender, race andsslat individual and institutional levels create

social and political stratification requiring pafisolutions that are attuned to the interactions of
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these categories (and) intersection theory clamasd policy problems are more than the sum
total of their mutually exclusive parts” (Hanco@07:64). McCall, (2005) contends that
domination and oppression in society, such asmga@sxism, homophobia, and religion-based
bigotry, do not act parallel to one another sirarens of oppression are interrelated giving rise

to systems of oppression that mirror the "inteisettof multiple forms of discrimination.

However critics of intersectionality such as Grilli®95) are concerned about complexities
around its study. McCall, (2005) has drawn attentmthe issue of complexities “that arise(s)
when the subject of analysis expands to includdipheldimensions of social life and
categories of analysis” (McCall, 2005:1775) sucdht there is a fear of endless numbers of
categories emerging in studies of intersectionaitye has proposed an approach (McCall,
2005) — the inter-categorical complexity approatich requires researchers to use pre-
existing analytical categories to document relafops of inequality among social groups and
changing configurations of inequality along mukiind conflicting dimensions” (McCall,
2005:1777). She believes that this will enableasdeto seek “to explore how disparate
socially and culturally constructed categories saglgender, race, class, disability and other
axes of identity interact on various and often stemeous levels, contributing to systematic

social inequality (McCall, 2005:1778).

In the last two decades the concept of intersealityrhas been studied chiefly through a
gender lens but its use and relevance in othes arfieiaequality such as “race” and class has
been mentioned earlier in this research. Examglescent research into intersectionality of
race and class in a classroom in the US (Case\L)28ad in the UK (Gillborn and Mirza,
2000) has taken the study of intersectionality nfionely into education. Gillborn and Mirza
(2000) in their study of 118 Local Authorities hanarked on the significant difference to

educational attainment made by social class, radegander and had acknowledged the

53



possibility that intertwining (or intersections) @énder, race and class could be significant to
the achievement or not of specific BME groups. Bsgocio-political scene, Tomlinson (2008)
had noted how political tensions had been creat@dviariety of forms in education possibly to
do with intersectionality such as “interconnectitme$ween race, social class, gender and
disability” because of the incorporation of groygesceived by the white majority to be
racially, ethnically or culturally different. Shaid the situation in education had led to sharp
guestions about shared national identity, cultbesitage, multiculturalism and racism. This
seems to support Diniz (1999) view that “the iBhteducation system has moved from
recognition of social class difference to the lon of the effect of other ‘differences’ based
on the identification of some children as havingaal education needs and or having non-
white British backgrounds”(Diniz, 1999: 90). Thiowe according to Diniz (1999) is

responsible for the plethora of views and theasfeschooling.

This research will attempt to extend the work dft§érn and Mirza (2000) on the achievement
of BME groups to cover outcomes for BME groupshatintersections of “race” and SEN.

One of the ways this study can be carried out cbaltly looking more closely at the Ofsted
reports of schools to check the outcomes for BMitldn with SEN in mainstream schools.
Osler and Morrison (2002) have suggested that @fstgorts influence policy and practice in
schools and education policy in general much mose tesearch publications especially
through published ranking for schools. Schools @aiigy Ofsted to be outstanding according to
Ofsted (2000) are described as effective schoalsate “educationally inclusive”. Details of
how documentary research is used in this studgnatisise Ofsted reports of schools and how

they are generated is discussed in Chapter Three.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

3.0 Introduction

The main aim of this research as stated earlier find out how schools, particularly
successful schools as judged by Ofsted to pramidstandingeducation for pupils, cope with
the intersection of “race”/ethnicity and SEN for BENpupils. Essentially how do these schools
ensure that BME pupils with SEN are not underaghgeer underperforming in UK schools?
Such schools would be defined by Ofsted to be dshwloere the (see The Evaluation
Schedule in Appendix 4):

Outcomes for individuals and groups of pupils (s&2 of The Evaluation Schedule )
and the school’s capacity for sustained improventssg p 83/84 of The Evaluation
Schedule-Appendix 4) are at least good with eitindroth judged to be outstanding.
The majority of judgements in the quality of prawis (see p 30-36 The Evaluation
Schedule) are outstanding. The judgement for Tlee@feness with which the school
promotes equal opportunity and tackles discrimara{see p 48-49 of The Evaluation
Schedule) is at least good (The Evaluation SdiequlB5).

In Chapter Two, the literature had proposed sonmeece that notions of inclusion had
expanded beyond category based SEN to include™/edbaicity in practice. This position
seems to represent an unintended shift in praictisehools in spite of government policies on
education. During the 13 years of the New Labawegnment, education policies had
appeared to keep issues of equality and socialsman distinctly apart from educational
inclusion by encouraging parallel school policied aractice in schools. They had separated
the inclusion agenda with its focus on identifioatilocation and participation from its
standards agenda and its concentration on achientemd league tables. However, the

regulatory body that evaluates government’s pdicie education - Office for Standards in
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Education (Ofsted) - uses methodologies that apjpdaeave tied these two government

agendas together.

Ofsted considers inclusion as a measure of edunztemuality and as one of the stated goals
of education that could lead to high achievemedtstandards (Matthews and Sammons,
2004). This is also the view of Black-Hawkin e{(2007). These views on the notion of
inclusion imply an increase in the scope of in@asand the drawing together of three
contestable concerns: “the meanings of inclusio® concept of achievement and the use of
evidence to inform educational policies and pract{Black-Hawkin et al, 2007:13). Thus it
might be possible to look within Ofsted documemtatisee detailed explanation of Ofsted
documents in section 2 of this chapter) for meanwignclusion especially in relation to

children on the intersection of “race”/ethnicitydaBEN.

This research adopts the theoretical frameworktefrsectionality as described above and has
sought to use McCall's, (2005) category approadhéanterpretation of data obtained from
Ofsted documents. In order to engage fully witbhudoentary research (see explanation of
documentary research later in this chapter) anghdissible impact of the intersection of
“race”/ethnicity and SEN on BME children it is nesary to remember that issues of
intersectionality are complex. Grillo (1995) suggésover fifteen years ago that “in every set
of categories there is not only subordination ks &#s counterpart privilege—a double headed
hydra (so we) cannot get rid of the subordinatiagimeut eliminating the privilege as well”
(Grillo, 1995:17). His caution regarding “studyiagclusively how the oppressed are defined
by others... (and) ... neglecting how people rebste definitions and create their own
concepts of justice, morality and legality.... (aislo) ignoring how imposed definitions and

self definitions shape each other” (Grillo, 1993) & pertinent to this research. What
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intersectionalist critiques seem to be suggessrigat research into intersectionality should

take account of all groups no matter how complek ghosition within the study area.

McCall (2005) has identified three distinct wayseaarchers have addressed the issue of
complexities in studies of intersectionality. Thesearch will consider all three. Firstly, the
anti-categorical complexity approach which decartt analytical categorisation and would
prefer to work on the premise that categories sischiace”/ethnicity and SEN or their
intersections do not exist. This would probablyirbéne with colour blind policies and practice
in schools as well as policies that do not recag®EN. Secondly, the intra-categorical
complexity approach which maintains a critical smtowards categories and concentrates
particularly on social groups at neglected poiritsitersection such as “people who according
to Dill (2002) cross the boundary of traditionatignstructed groups” (McCall, 2005:1773).
This approach presents a possible way of lookirigeatiata generated from this research since
BME pupils with SEN seem to fit the descriptionngiglected groups at points of intersection.
Thirdly, and McCall's (2005) preferred methodologythe inter-categorical complexity
approach which, “explore(s) how disparate sociailg culturally constructed categories such
as gender, race, class, disability (such as SE8Ip#rer axes of inequality interact on various
and often simultaneous levels, contributing to eysttic social inequality” (McCall,
2005:1777). This approach to complexity makes tisdready existing categories and offers
an opportunity for this study to look closely agfaxisting categories of “race”/ethnicity and
SEN in schools (see definitions of BME and SEN ha@ter One) and how school systems

have led to underachievement or not of pupils ogitigpthe intersection.

This chapter considers how documentary reseangbed to illuminate and answer the

guestions for this study. The chapter is concemigadwhy, when and how documentary
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research is used and is organised into four breetioss. In the first section documentary
research is explained and its use as well as thefus case study in this research is justified.
The second section summarises the scrutiny of Kste@documents and instruments and
presents the structure and process of inspecfldns section describes Ofsted procedure for
gathering and analysing an evidence base to prapoblished report. The third section
discusses the methods used to choose a case shaty &alled School X) and how i&ill
Ofsted paper trailvas obtained from Ofsted. Particular attentiogiven to the scope,
limitations and ethical considerations inherenthis research. The final section concludes with

the contribution of this chapter to the aims o§tlésearch.

3.1 Documentary Research

3.1.1 Why use Documentary Research?

Gary McCulloch’s (2004) view of documentary reséaec representative of why | have
chosen to use this methodology for this study. M€h's (2004) has described how
documentary research has been given limited atteiriresearch methods texts since the last
half of the twentieth century because social s@enhave preferred other methods. He
observed that “interviews, questionnaires and timeservation (had) become the basic tools
of social research, while documents (were) seaf asly marginal utility” McCulloch (2004:
14)... (and) restricted to providing context andlkgaound to “actual” participant research”

McCulloch (2004: 23). He also outlined some of te@sons for this decline as:

firstly, they appeared better suited to the stuidhe past rather than of the present,
because they had survived from previous periodsn& whether recent or ancient...
they represented evidence that researchers dirodtice for themselves, but which
was already in existence, they were often not aomckdirectly with the issues that

interested the researcher. It was possible to spamy hours, days or weeks studying
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them with little result....whether they were loahte a library, a records office or an
attic, spending time with them meant being lockedyfrom the world outside. Such
a lonely, solitary and ultimately unsociable adgivdould easily seem a peculiar means

of understanding more about society (McCulloch,£23)

However, McCulloch (2004) has stressed the poweiootiments in “especially shed(ing) light
on both historical and contemporary dimensionsdofcation and society...(and) provid(ing)
potent evidence of continuity and change in idaal$ in practices, in private and in the public
arena” (McCulloch, 2004:22) which according to Hanoutweigh any disadvantages. His
advice on how “to develop a study that is basedanuments ...(by) “reading between the
lines...(in order) to follow the plot, the basiotine... (and) to analyse (their) meaning and
(their) deeper purpose” (McCulloch, 2004:23) isyveertinent to this study. Webbs (2004)
have described social institutions such as Ofssetfi@h deposits of records about past and
contemporary events which would be unobtainablthbynethods of personal observation and
statistical measurement (Webbs, 1932, quoted iniMo€h, 2004: 30) and their view

reinforces the use of documentary research forstiidy.

McCulloch (2004:13) has described two types of doeats, “documents that have been
produced without any direct involvement on the péathe researcher, produced for other
purposes and often with different priorities fradno$e of the researcher....(and) ... documents
that (are) deliberately produced by researchedatesfor their research.... documents prepared
or facilitated by the researcher”. Scott (1990)éhads that “administrative papers produced by
governmental and private agencies (are) the smglgt important category of documentary
sources used in social research” (Scott, 1990:8%83.is because this research is more

concerned with written documents represented ds éxen though it acknowledges
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Fairclough’s (2003) definition of documentary sagavhich includes “visual sources” and his
assertion that text in contemporary society areemgingly “multi-semiotic”.

McCulloch (2004: 16) has also reminded us not @wilocuments as if they are just texts but
to see them also as “social and historical constfu€his means that documentary researchers
need to consider carefully “how and why it (a doemt) was produced and how it was
received” (McCulloch, 2004:16). This reinforces thew held by critical discourse analysts
such as Fairclough (2003, 2005) that “the analykthe dialectic relationships between
discourse (including language, but also other foofreemiosis e.g. body language or visual

images) and other elements of social practicea8isnportant as the content.

Marwick (2001) has made a clear distinction betwa@mary and secondary sources. He
described primary documentary sources as documdricht “were created within the period
studied (while) secondary sources are produced Iagehistorians studying that earlier period
and making use of the primary sources created mith{Marwick, 2001: 156). Marwick
(2001) also thought about categories of primarycsiand proposed that handwritten
documents were superior to printed documents. Tdtassof documents will be considered

closely during this research in order to improve validity of findings.

3.1.2 Why Ofsted Documentation for this Research?

Reference has been made to Ofsted documentattbe above section as well as in Chapter
Two of this thesis. This section attempts to angwerquestion “why Ofsted documentation”
presenting reasons for the use of Ofsted documentfaltr this study and explaining Ofsted

methodologies.

There are two reasons why Ofsted documentationchasen for this research. One is to

extend the work some critical “race” theorists I&#lborn (2005, 2008) had done when he
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studied underperforming BME groups in mainstreahoets using available government
performance statistics of 5 good A*-C GCSE gra@hiborn’s methods had prioritised the
same source of statistical data used to generageidetables of schools. Since the regulatory
body Ofsted was set up in 1992, Ofsted reports imreasingly provided another way of
evaluating the performance of schools. It is thmeehecessary to find out how Ofsted reports
and processes, an accepted way of categorisinglsanahe UK as outstanding, good,

satisfactory or inadequate represent BME childregh SEN.

The second reason is linked to Ofsted’s methode®gihich underpin its major documents.
The Framework (see full name in Chapter One angubesection below) instructs inspectors
to carry out a combination of activities that irdduanalysis of school documents, analysis of
statistical information, interviews, focused dissioss, and observations using field notes to
record these activitie$his way of gathering and analysing data to produtiral report
appears to fit a mixed method approach which Jahasd Onwuegbuzie (2007) have
described as “where the researcher mixes or comlguantitative and qualitative research
techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or lgagui® a single study” (Johnson and
Onwuegbuzie, 2007:120). Since mixed methods allew/points, data collection, analysis,
and inference techniques” that are “cognizant, @pptive, and inclusive of local and broader
socio-political realities, resources, and needsh$on and Onwuegbuzie, 2007:129). Mixed
methods also have the advantage of “add(ing) rigoeadth, complexity, richness and depth
to any inquiry” (Flick, 1998:231) and ensuring tnesearch methods follow research questions
as the most essential aspect of the study in aagip that gives the greatest prospect of
getting valuable answers. It follows therefore @&tted documentation from a case study
school needs to conform to what Johnson and Onwizeg2007) call the fundamental

principle of mixed research which states that:

61



researchers should collect multiple data usingekffit strategies, approaches, and
methods in such a way that the resulting mixtureamnbination is likely to result in
complementary strengths and non overlapping wealksegJohnson and
Onwuegbuzie, 2007:127).

The goal of mixing as Onwuegbuzie & Leech (2004h&t of “expanding understanding and
not a search for corroboration” (Johnson and Onbueig, 2007:122). However, in this
research the multiple data obtained by differenthm@s by inspectors is used essentially both
for triangulation (corroboration) and for contrilmg to a deeper understanding of how the
school as an institution and its peculiar charasties can affect the outcomes for pupils such
that the final published Ofsted report is expedttelde more reliable and valid and based on a

stronger evidence base. An explanation of Ofstedgsses follows later on in this chapter.

| am conscious of the weaknesses of a mixed metsmhrch such as have been highlighted by
Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2007) but I think the fitsrad ensuring that methodologies and
methods match my research questions far outwergettisadvantages. This study hopes to
benefit from data collection and analysis that hasen carried out by inspectors in School X
through approaches as well as methods which aléajive and quantitative. This might help

to reduce bias and enhance “complementary stréngttish together serve the purpose of any
or all of the following “triangulation, expansiocomplementarity, development, and initiation
(Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2007:127). All theseradgas can accrue to this documentary
study of a Full Ofsted paper trail of School X besait consists of data obtained through a

variety of methods.
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3.1.3  Why use Case Study?

Case study is a common research methodology useskbgrchers when the central focus of
the research is exploratory and there is limitéelnaion to whether data collection procedures
support qualitative or quantitative methods. A cstsely engages well with the complexity of a
single case or group of cases with the main purpbsaling a complete story (Thomas, 2009).
Even though Yin (2009) had suggested that maja daltection tools for case studies could be
interviews, participant-observation, documentatemehival records, direct observation and
physical artefacts, Bryman (2008) had placed ndsion types of tools that could be used.
This makes it possible to use School X as my cagly school to pursue my research aims in

spite of some well known disadvantages of this watogy (see Yin, 2009).

The interpretivist paradigm has been discussedsixtely by Stake (2005) and Thomas
(2009). Stake (2005) suggests that undertakinga stady is an umbrella term for a theoretical
perspective that can incorporate qualitative, gtetive or mixed methods while Thomas
(2010) focuses more on phronesis and leads awaydroover attachment to development of
theory.. For Stake (2006) the critical point ineatudy research is to decide what to study
which he called “quintain” (which simply means) “abject or phenomenon or condition to be
studied — a target” (Stake, 2006: 6). In that seBSME children with SEN can be seen as such
a target in this study. In this type of case stilmdycentral focus is the activities that are cdrrie
out during the study such as discussions, obsengtinterviews etc and the researcher’s
involvement in these activities. On the other h¥imd(2009) sees case study as a method, to be
used in the circumstances of certain research ignesthich pose a “how or why” question
about a “contemporary set of events, over whichrfestigator has little or no control” (Yin,

2009: 13).
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Swan (2011) describes Yin (1984, 2009) as takibgpadly positivist approach and Stake
(2006) an interpretivist approach. Thomas (2009faans with Stakes (2006) view of a case
study. The issue of triangulation and the distagaf the researcher from the case which
happens with documentary research seem to sudngeshis study fits better into Yin’'s
perceptions of a case study particularly when atblevant variables such as schools judged to
be good, satisfactory or inadequate which are det$ie scope of this research are considered.
The choice of the case study school is given chagfention not because of issues of
generalisability as Flyvbjerg (2008) had discudsetdmore towards what Thomas (2011) calls
“exemplary knowledge” which draws more on phronéseeking to answer questions and offer
solutions) as distinct from theory. Due in parttmstraints of time and cost, Thomas (2011)
had described a typology and structure which | ledapted for this documentary research.
This structure enables a “snapshot case study’aicase examined in a defined period of time)
of School X that will include categories such aMBand non-BME groups; SEN and non-
SEN groups, BME with SEN group; BME with other gages such as BME with free school

meals and BME that are looked after by the LocahAuity.

In the UK, the end of secondary school educatiandstical point for students because “the
choice for continued schooling that qualifies psipdr university or other academic education
is generally taken at the age of 16” (Dustmann42200). This is partly why several
researchers including Gillborn (1995, 2008) hawelistd the outcome of secondary education
for BME students. This reasoning also applies i® $tudy. It is therefore important to find out
how well BME students with SEN are prepared in @aunding schools at this very vital stage in
their lives. The next section is concerned witmtdfging and discussing Key Ofsted

documents and processes in order to engage walltetcontext for this documentary study.
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3.2 What Documents are Needed?

Thomas (2009) has noted that all documentary relsesudifferent and depends on scrutinizing
and reflecting on the right documents. Relevanuduents for this study have been framed
through the structure and procedure of inspectdmsaintained schools (called Section 5
inspections) and will be discussed in three stagesddition, the key published documents and
instruments used for inspections are explainedtlama@pecific role each document plays is

highlighted.

3.2.1 The Key Published Ofsted Documents

The first and most important Ofsted document isTthe Framework for the inspection of
maintained schools in England from September (28€f@)red to as “The Framework” in this
thesis (see Appendix 4). The Framework establisbes“the general principles and
processes” are applied to inspections of maintagodols in England. It sets out the statutory
basis for inspection and summarises the main featirthe school inspections that (took)
place in England from September 2009” (The Framkwd). The Framework (called from
information on p.13 and 14) describes the thre@nageas used by inspectors to evaluate the

work of schools and this is summarised as follows:

1. The seven judgements for pupils’ outcomes (whrg): pupils’ achievement and the
extent to which they enjoy their learning; the ext® which pupils feel safe; pupils’
behaviour ; the extent to which pupils adopt hedliflestyles; the extent to which
pupils contribute to the school and wider commurthg extent to which pupils

develop workplace and other skills that will colotre to their future economic well-
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being taking into account pupils’ attendance; tkiemt of pupils’ spiritual, moral,

social and cultural development

2. The three main judgements about the effectiveentthe provision (which) relate to
the quality of teaching, including the effectiveeu assessment, the curriculum, and

the care, guidance and support (provided to pupils)

3. The effectiveness of the leadership and manageofi¢he school. This includes the

following eight areas:

* The effectiveness of leadership and managememhbedding ambition
and driving improvement taking into account theefiveness of the
leadership and management of teaching and learning.

» The effectiveness of the governing body in challeg@nd supporting the
school so that weaknesses are tackled decisivelgtatutory
responsibilities met.

* The effectiveness of the school’'s engagement vatemns.

* The effectiveness of partnerships in promotingrigay and well-being

* The effectiveness with which the school promotasaéqpportunity and
tackles discrimination.

» The effectiveness of safeguarding procedures.

» The effectiveness with which the school promotaarmaoinity cohesion.

» The effectiveness with which the school deploysueses to achieve value

for money.

The seven outcomes for pupils had acknowledgeé&vieey Child Matters agenda. Some

commentators have linked this agenda to some fdintlusion suggesting as Maynard (2007)
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says a greater “focus on the whole child, and eaty) a more holistic approach to a number

of outcomes for children (by) improving their oviérgell-being” (Maynard, 2007:25).

The Framework gave limiting power to three judgetaehirst is “if the outcomes for “pupils’
achievement and the extent to which they enjoy tearning” (Framework p 35) is inadequate
then the school receives an inadequate judgementh& second and third point which fall

under the effectiveness of the school’s leaderahippmanagement the Framework states that:

Where a school is judged to be inadequate in ogldt the quality of the school’'s
procedures for safeguarding and/or the extent iowihe school promotes equality
and tackles discrimination, inspectors treat tfess#imiting’ judgements and the

school’s overall effectiveness is also likely tojbeged inadequate. (Framework p 39)

It is in the schools’ promotion of equality andkieg of discrimination through its “race”
equality policies and action plans as well as taeking of the standards reached and the
progress made by BME students (Guidance on Eqeslitin the one hand and the monitoring
of the learning and progress of students with liegrdifficulties on the other hand (Framework
p 9) that the experience of BME students with SEN lge identified, monitored and tracked.
There are limiting judgements in the Framework oy aspects of provision so there seemed to
be a missing link between actions of leaders anglaigers and outcomes for students. That

missing link could be the curriculum, teaching opgort for students.

The second key document is fhlee evaluation schedule for schomderred to as the guidance
and grade descriptors for inspecting schools ind&mhunder section 5 of the Education Act

2005, from September 2009 (see Appendix 4) and linllo The Framework. This document is
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the full evaluation schedule of judgements covej(the broad range of a school’s
work....(including) judgements about outcomespiapils, the quality of the school’s
provision, its leadership and management and ciypacimprove, and also its overall

effectiveness (The Framework p 14).

The third document is an important Ofsted tooledhtheEvidence Forn{EF). The EHs used
throughout the inspection by “inspectors (to) gathealyse and record evidence and their
judgements” (The Framework p 21). The most impartaatures of the EF (shown as entries

on the form) are:

the date which tells about when the on-site ingpedtappened; the timing of a
particular activity and how long an inspector spetentification for school inspection
and inspector; type of activity whether discussieasson, or other ; details of lesson
and whether or not support assistants or suppachess were present. Finally eight
spaces are provided for judgements on the activiigh follows a detailed evaluation
and summary of key points of activity.

Below the space for judgements often as an opingpectors are provided with some space for
evaluation of the fiv&very Child Matteroutcomes of safety, health, contribution to
community, economic well being, and spiritual, mosacial and cultural. It is pertinent to note
that at the bottom of the EF are two points thatamterisked one of them most relevant to this
research is the call to inspectors to —“(you shptdle account of the learning and progress of
different groups of pupils in coming to overall gements”. The positioning on the EF of these
aspects as less important suggests to the insgheatdhey are optional. It is possible to see

this as a blow to equal opportunities for groupstofdren.
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3.2.2 Structure and Process of Inspectior

In the diagram below the structure of an inspeciggoresented in three major stages follow

the order in The Framework (p-22).

Stage 1 (preinspection work)

TheFramework explains the importance of the Stageotqss (pr-inspection) in the sectic

on “What happens before an inspection?” as foll

inspectors gain an understanding of the schootl@missues for the inspection befi
they begin their work c¢-site... lead inspectors begin by reading and anajysie
school’'s SEF (Self Evaluation Form), taking fultaant of the school’s analysis of
own performance. This features strongly when theds for inspection and plans
the deployment of the tm are discussed with the schoolThé Framewor-Ofsted,
2009: 18)
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After a school has been notified of an impendirgpéttion the Lead Inspector prepares a
concise pre-inspection briefing (PIB) for the sdhad the inspection team from a wide range

of documentation that includes both qualitative godntitative data such as:

the SEF (school self evaluation form) and additigana-inspection evidence form:
data from the most recent RAISEonline report; whielevant, the sixth form PANDA
and any Framework for Excellence performance atdis; the report from the
previous inspection; the reports from any subjectspect surveys carried out by
Ofsted in the school; the reports from any moniinspections carried out by
Ofsted; the reports from any section 48 inspedfs@e paragraph 13 of The
Framework); information from any upheld complaiat®ut the school from parents
to Ofsted; the results of any surveys showing ibevs of both the pupils and their
parents; any additional information the school wisto bring to the inspectors’
attention. (The Framework p 18-19)

The PIB is therefore a very important document sied$ the tone and focus of an inspection
highlighting important links between how the schaiews itself in the SEF and what
guantitative data (such as the RAISEonline, PANBparts and responses to surveys) and
other qualitative sources (such as school documsaysabout the school. Based on the PIB the
lead inspector then creates the “joining instruwio(Jl) for the deployment of the team. The JI
sets out the roles and responsibilities of team b reminding team members of
professional conduct during inspections and dissidemestic arrangements. The focus of the
PIB is an indication of which particular groupsiagspection team is interested in from the
evidence gathered at the pre-inspection stageratine iJl the methods used by the inspection
team to procure evidence can be identified.

Stage 2 (on-site inspection work)
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This is a major part of the inspection becausestcdbes fieldwork processes for gathering
data through the interviewing of key leaders andagars, analysis of responses from parent
guestionnaires, group focus discussions with pupbiservation of lessons and other scrutiny
of key school activities such as pupils work. Evide from all these sources is triangulated
during team meetings. “The Framework” recommendsdays for typical on-site inspection
activities and under the sectittHow do inspectors use their time during the ingpat'? the

role of the lead inspector in these two days isnsure that :

sufficient evidence is gathered so that judgemabtait the school are secure and
reliable; the main judgements about the schoohgreed by the inspection team;
teachers receive well-informed and helpful feedb@atkessons observed; the head
teacher and other senior leaders receive wellsiméor and helpful feedback about the

overall effectiveness of the school and the maidifigs of the inspection.

Pertinent to inspection judgements is the direseolmtion of teaching and learning in the
classroom and The Framework is clear about its@a&pien that “much of inspectors time on
site is spent observing lessons, the quality afiteey and pupils’ learning ... (this is because)
judgements (are) about the outcomes for pupilsetfeetiveness of provision, leadership and
management and the school’s capacity for improvéni&@he Framework- Ofsted 2009: 21).
An added on-site activity for inspectors which Hramework presents as an option is that:

inspectors may also ‘track’ potentially vulneraplgils, such as those with learning
difficulties and/or disabilities...(and)...give sjfec attention to the quality of learning
for different groups of pupils....within mainstred@ssons.

In schools:

inspectors gather, analyse and record evidencéhairjudgements on evidence

forms. The overall judgements made about the scireotecorded by the lead
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inspector on a template included in the inspeateport. (The Framework- Ofsted
2009: 21).

The lead inspector ensures the quality of the emedase (EB) which is made up of the PIB,
JI, questionnaires (pupils, staff and parents)ahBFs completed by the inspection team
during the inspection. The Framework spells ouffitied activity of the inspection team at the

end of Day 2 of the inspection. The Framework st#tat:

the overall judgements (need to) reflect all thielence considered by the inspection
team. Final judgements are made only when altfiestd evidence has been collected
and considered...(and it should)..represent(sgdngorate view of the inspection

team.

The inspection team can judge the school to beéandsg, good, satisfactory or causing
concern (and requiring a notice to improve or sgletieasures). The scope of this study

however only includes schools that have been judgée outstanding by Ofsted.

Stage 3 (final published report)

Based on the rich evidence base gathered therdspddtor then writes the report which is
rigorously internally moderated before final publion on the Ofsted website. The Framework
states that “the lead inspector is responsibledonpiling and assuring the quality of the
evidence base” (The Framework- Ofsted 2009: 21is @hidence base is posted to Ofsted
through the Inspection Provider Service after tort has been written. The final report
covers all the major areas for evaluation of schatentified in “The Evaluation Schedule”

providing and justifying numerical judgements. Téad inspector writes the report following a
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set of prescribed guidelines provided by Ofsted @sidg the evidence base contributed to

jointly by the inspection team.

In the next section | discuss the methods usetidose a representative school (School X) and
the steps | went through to obtain the requiredidmntation from Ofsted. Also included in
this section are some limitations and consideratfonthe research especially around ethical
issues and accessibility of documents. Finally sigiction concludes with a suggestion of the
process of analysis and presentation of findingEtapter Four.

3.3 Methods

3.3.1 Criteria for choice of School X and obtaininga Full Ofsted paper trail of School X

In 2011, Ofsted published an outstanding provitlst$2010/2011) that indicated that 3,494
schools had been judged to be outstanding atdeast since the keeping of records. Of this
number 199 were London secondary schools (appra&lyna.7% of London Schools). Eleven
had been judged to be outstanding four times, &ethmes and 97 twice. Just around a third
of these schools (66 schools) were inner city Lonsithools with the ratio remaining
approximately the same for schools that have begged to be outstanding. Since 2005, the
central focus of inspections had been the quafitgaching along with the progress of
identified groups of children including childrenttviSEN and children from BME
backgrounds. This has been reflected in the rewfewajor Ofsted documentation since 2005.
The last review before the Labour government left/gr was in 2009 so it made sense to look
at Ofsted documentation for outstanding schooks #éffiat period but before more current
reviews of Ofsted framework led by new Chief Ingpeof Ofsted — Sir Michael Wilshaw

since the Coalition government came to power. Trbegss for choosing School X and
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obtaining aFull Ofsted paper trai(see Appendix 3 — e-mails) followed the steps lighied

below:

Step 1- General Enquiry (Appendix 2)

| inquired on the Ofsted website (21/12/2011) alamaessibility of d&ull Ofsted paper trail
and | received a response from Ofsted (23/12/26thting that my request would be
considered under the “Freedom of Information (F&) 2000 and any other legislation that
may apply” (23/12/2011mail Ref: CAS-209654-6YB9TRktails requested included the

choice of an outstanding school to meet critertabsébelow:

1. Was an outstanding secondary school in 2006isaeither still outstanding, was

outstanding before 2006/7 or has not been inspsoted;

2. Is an inner-city London secondary school witbrac60% students registered as
from minority ethnic backgrounds and at least 30%&pecial Education Needs and

Disabilities (SEN/D) register.

| also requested that tiell Ofsted paper traishould include relevant information as proposed

below (full details in Appendix 1):

= evidence of initial contact with school by leadpastor
= pre-inspection briefing and joining instructions

= evidence of full contribution by team inspector§$k
= evidence of team meetings

= final 2006/7 report
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Step 2 - Formal response to request and receipt dbcuments from Ofsted(Appendix 2)

After a series of e-mails back and forth betweeeatiyand Ofsted to clarify my request,
Ofsted sent a formal response (04/01/2012) withildedf one possible case study school that
closely met criteria above stating that; “documaatawould be sent to address specified
within 20 days” (04/01/2012 mail Ref : CAS-20990P¥KVH3). | received the response mail
(31/01/2012) with Ofsted documentation before theys were up. Documents received

included (details in Appendix 2):

= Cover letter dated 31/01/2012 Ref: CAS-209902-GPRVH

» Analysis of data on parent and pupil questionnaires

= Other documentary evidence such as joining instms, meeting schedules,
site map etc

» School self-evaluation Form (SEF)

* Pre-inspection briefing (PIB)

= RAISEonline 2010 full report on School X

= Completed evidence forms (EFs)

3.3.2 Early Considerations and Limitations for thisStudy

In this section | consider how this research meegsstrict rules set by the University of
Birmingham Ethics Board, | address the impact cfté restrictions as a major limitation for
this study, | consider the process of gatheringaralysing data from documents through the
tedious task of reading and re-reading documentseaioned earlier and its possible effect on

the research. Finally, | address the issue ofdasthe potential limitations of using the Ofsted
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Framework as a tool for gathering data and howelnd to reduce the effect of bias on the

outcomes of study.

One of the initial considerations for this resedneld to be addressed early in the research cycle
when | requested through Ofsted open enquires FailaOfsted paper trailIn an email
(23/12/2011) Ofsted said that documentation ondospns are discarded after six months of
publication of an inspection report. This meant tHaad to obtain th&ull Ofsted paper tralil

of School X within a restricted timescale to endinag source materials remained within the
scope of this research. The scope of this researchentioned in Chapter One covered the 13
years of New Labour government so Ofsted documient#ttat reflected’he Framework 2009
and the Ofsted processes mentioned above had pehapa specific period. School X met

these criteria.

A major limitation of this research is directlya&dd to the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act
2000 under which Ofsted agreed to share its doctatien on School X with the researcher.
Although through the Freedom of Information (FOBtR000, | was free to request any
information regarding inspections yet Ofsted wasrieted by same Act from disclosure of
“some information such (as) personal data abouilgsfaff’( 31/01/2012 mail Ref: CAS-
209902-GPKVH3). The cover letter (in Appendix 3y@sponse to the request for Ofsted
documentation was clear about what had been extliude the evidence base of School X.
The letter stated that “some information within éwdence base is exempt from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act 2000ta®nsists of personal information about
third party individuals which is not fair or lawftd disclose to the public”. Such excluded

information as stated in the cover letter includes:
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1. Evidence that relates to the security of the sckiteland the procedures for
ensuring the safety of pupils and staff of the stligection 38 of FOI Act 2000)

2. Personal information about third party individusigh as returned parent and pupil
questionnaires; observations of teaching duringdies and assemblies; copies of
lesson plans; notes of discussions held with grofipsipils; references to the
specific circumstances of individual pupils, famdior staff members; notes made
by headteacher, staff or external partners whemsopal opinions are expressed;
notes from pre-inspection telephone calls, contdotmation for school staff and
inspectors (section 40(2) FOI Act 2000

3. Information within Part A of the school self evaiioa form (SEF) provided to

Ofsted in confidence by the school managementi(gedt. FOI Act 2000)

The cover letter stressed that the FOI Act 200@5daot take account of who the requestor is
or the purpose for which the information has besjuested” but it ensures that disclosures
contain non-exempt information. As a result, docotaéor this research meet the strict
requirements of the University of Birmingham ethicard. Furthermore, | anonymised the
name and location of the school and the namesrebps mentioned in any of the documents

especially the names of inspectors.

| considered the tedious task mentioned by McChuli@©004) of reading and re-reading of
documents in order to make meaning and contexeuplsagraphs, sentences, phrases and
words. This task was made all the more tedioustiamel consuming because a major
proportion of evidence from Stage 2 (2-day on-sigpection) is hand written by inspectors on
Evidence Forms. This is why according to McCull¢2604) documentary research lost out to
more popular less tedious methods in social rekedits tedious task was ameliorated

because the researcher is a lead Ofsted inspextaram apply the same sequence as the stages
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of the inspection process described earlier tag¢hding of documents. Consequently, the
making of meaning as reading proceeded reducedydryés unwanted material was discarded
quickly and time was focused on the aims of theassh. In this way this research benefited
from the “insider” practitioner status of the resdmeer while maintaining the benefits of
distance as an “outsider” (Mercer, (2007). It sedmethe researcher that | occupied a new

position — a semi-insider practitioner stance.

| identified two major potential sources of conceglated to using a tightly structured
framework such as the Ofsted Framework (2009)Hsrdtudy. Firstly, there was the
possibility that data collected using this framekvoright not be answering the questions this
study was interesting in as expressed in chapri@ought to ameliorate the influence this
would have on this research by closely scrutinishegFramework (2009) and how well it was
suited to the major issues for this research. €kalt of this scrutiny is part of the conclusion
to this chapter. Secondly, | recognised throughemyperience as a lead inspector, that the
information gathered by inspectors through a nunobgualitative routes such as document
analyses, interviews and observation, particuldugng the on-site activities of Stage 2
(described above) were not entirely value frees Tuld introduce bias especially as
inspectors could be using their personal views\ahdes to arrive at judgements rather than
what the evidence suggests about how well SchasaX carrying out its duty towards BME
students with SEN. To reduce this effect, | resdlto use my semi-insider practitioner
position to ensure that evidence was triangulaspe@ally across the quantitative-qualitative
divide in such a way that quantitative, less subjeaneasures could be checked against more
gualitative deeper meanings and understanding. fdppened continuously throughout the
study. This informed the decision to use an oVéfg}-fifty mixed (qualitative/quantitative

mix) methods design for this study.
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As a BME researcher engaged from a semi-insidestipoamer position in research into the
educational achievement of BME children with SERedognised the possibility of bias based
on my “race”/ethnic background. To further reducesh used the advice in the Masters
Programme in Education, Research Methods in Educétandbook published by the Open
University (p 151) making sure that notes on theteots of documents are separated from
comments and interpretations of the researchehdyse of a simple format that consists of
three columns: question asked, content of docuitssit and comments and interpretation of
researcher. This semi- structured scrutiny schegluilded the process of gathering data
through the three stages of the inspection proaléssing the researcher enough room to
respond to evidence as it emerged during the stadat it is easy to triangulate evidence or
to explore meaning within and across stages. The-siuctured schedule was produced based
on questions for this research already discusselapter one of this thesis. A proposed

sequence of analysis of data is presented beldkeisonclusion to this chapter.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter has provided information about docuargresearch and how it can be used to
find out how well BME pupils with SEN are doingansecondary school (School X) judged to
be outstanding by Ofsted situated in an inner LonBlorough. Ofsted’s structures, systems
and processes towards the end of the 13 yearswflldbour government are presented.
Particular attention is given to obtaining the reseey documentation from Ofsted and the
limitations of the study so far. The system forhgaing data will keep strictly to the 3-stage
Ofsted structure discussed in this chapter. Tha gemerated will be analysed based on the
guestions for this research earlier discussed ap@n One and the theory of intersectionality
will be applied to the results of the analysis. Bmee of data will follow a [data reduction]

process described by Thomas (2009:197) that ingdba¢h quantification...(and) qualitative
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data ...selection, through summary or paraphrasaigh being subsumed in a larger pattern”.
Thomas (2009) described two analytic processesatysing words and analysing numbers —
that embrace the full range of analyses suitalbsl¢hi® mixed methods employed in this

research. This aspect is further discussed in @h&otur.

The most important contribution of this chaptethis study is its response to the research
guestion “Can Ofsted’s principal documents meatheeutcomes for BME children with

SEN” (see Chapter One p 6)? The answer at thid gomo. The key Ofsted documents—The
Framework and Evaluation Schedule—have not ideswtir acknowledged the existence of
any groups of pupils (see defined groups in Chapter p 4) on the intersection of inequalities
including BME pupils with SEN. Categories of BMEgis and SEN pupils are presented as
separate groups and their outcomes, provision @plost are seen as distinct. This does not
conform to the view of (Shields, 2008) that intetsmns are actually the norm and pure breeds
of people hardly exist. However it is pertinenthas point to note that there are no restrictions
on the use of Evidence Forms by inspectors to ceasffield notes their data analysis, firsthand
observations, interviews and group discussionsderao reach inspection judgements. This
process to reach decisions through the less riagtriase of evidence forms gives a chance for
inspectors to use their professional judgementrdtsea probability that the use of
professional judgement could change macro-levetrakpolicy as represented by the
Framework, at the local and school level. Thisvéeav also shared by Grosvenor (2012)
discussed in Chapter Two (p.9). Further analysiatdé obtained through the close scrutiny of

the evidence base provided by Ofsted on SchoolpXasented and discussed in Chapter Four.
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CHAPTER FOUR — FINDINGS, ANALYSIS and DISCUSSION

4.0 Introduction

The major focus of this research was to find owt eell BME children (especially BME
students in secondary schools) with SEN were pealidr and supported to reach desired
outcomes in successful schools judged by Ofstguawide outstanding education for their
students. The major question for the research @sripact if any of the intersection of
“race”/ethnicity and SEN on these students. Esalytiow are outstanding schools ensuring
that BME students with SEN are not underachievingralerperforming in UK schools? This
chapter presents the findings, analysis and disonusé thefull Ofsted traildocumentation on
School X received from Ofsted discussed in Chapieee. The organisation of this chapter

will follow the three stages of an Ofsted inspectitescribed in Chapter Three.

The method of analyses used in this chapter wi# iato account the mixed methods — both
guantitative and qualitative — used to generated fiba thefull Ofsted traildocumentation such
as nationally published statistical data and scatd; records of observations and interviews;
and field notes from scrutiny of school and otredevant documents. Quantitative data was
culled from nationally published statistical dasavweell as school data was put together and
presented in tables and charts using, where negessaple percentages to enable
comparisons to be made. For Qualitative analyafgplied what Thomas (2009) calls the
“constant comparative method” where it is possibl&map [your] themes to show the
interconnections between them” Thomas (2009: 188)use “thick description” Thomas

(2009: 202) to make some sense of the social tuat schools.
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Documents have been scrutinised carefully for tireent (i.e. use of words/phrases/sentences
containing BME or SEN) and context of BME studenith SEN in School X. Other related
terms such as English as an additional languagé X H&arning disability, school action,

school action plus and statement as well as argifgpypes of SEN identified in School X

also formed part of this scrutiny. Data were exttddrom inspectors’ field notes captured on
evidence forms (described in Chapter Three). Teasanarised notes were full of
abbreviations that are specific to education psiesls and inspectors but | was able to make
sense of most abreviations because of my ‘insidsine this research. Full meaning of
abbreviations is provided for the reader. Qualitatiata was organised in such a way that it
provided deeper understanding and richness throiggigulation and complementarity for

guantitative data.

4.1  Stage One— Pre-inspection Activities

Stage One is a very important phase in an inspebggause it shapes the whole inspection
process. The pre-inspection phase (Stage One) dotation which provides two important
documents (the pre-inspection briefing called t& dhd the joining instructions) has been

itemised in Chapter Three.

The most important pre-inspection documents froenpibint of view of the lead inspector for
School X are the Raiseonline (RolL), the schoollsea&luation (SEF) and the school’'s
previous inspection report (PIR). These documemrt®wnalysed in detail in the sub-sections
that follow primarily because there is clear evicenf their importance in the lead inspector’s
pre-inspection briefing (PIB) and join instructiosble 1 presents the Stage One documents

sent by Ofsted and their status. Missing documenparts of documents are explained using
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the information in Ofsted’s cover letter (Appen@ixor according to their relevance to this

study.

Table 1: List of Pre-inspection documents (see Appendixridégails of documents) with
comments on status and relevance to study

disclosed. This document is a primary sour
and was word processed by the lead inspec

Name of document and Wh_ethe}r or Comments on status and relevance of
were it can be found notin Ofsted document
pack
The SEF—a partially complete self evaluation
document that consists of Section B. Section A
had been removed because it contained personal
. data that is exempt from disclosure to the public
Self Evaluation Form , ;
(SEF) Yes under section 41 of'the FOI Act (sge Appendix
p. 3 for further details). Section B is a 31-page
statistical record provided by School X. Itis a
primary source that provides factual information
about School X in the month and year of the
inspection (May, 2011).
Sixth form PANDA No Not relevant to study
No mention of its use by lead inspector for
Framework for Excellenci . .
. No preparing the PIB therefore not analysed for this
performance indicators study
Previous inspection report Not in pack | This is a nine-page inspection report written by
(PIR) but obtained| the lead inspector describing the school and the
from Ofsted | quality of education and achievement of its
website students. This report a primary source for this
research was published in December 2007.
Subject/aspect surveys Yes Ofsted survey inspection programme: the extent
and quality of provision for pupils from day 6 pf
exclusion—printed letter (dated 06 November
2008) written by inspector reporting on
outcomes of meeting with School X
headteacher.
Section 48 report No
Monitoring inspections No
reports
Views of parents and No Barred from disclosure by FOI Act
pupils
Complaints No
Approximately a third of this document had
. . . been obliterated with Black ink to ensure that
Pre-inspection briefing :
(PIB) Yes personal data according to the FOI Act was not

ce
tor

(dated April 2011).
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A 5-pageEvent Detailddocument is provided

on the portal of the ISP (Tribal inspections

Event details portal). This document includes details of the
Yes . , . :

inspection such as a short CV of inspection

team members.

The lead inspector calls his Joining Instructions
theTeam briefinglt is an original word
processed document produced by the lead
Yes inspector and dated 11-12 May 2011. Itis a
primary source. It is contains a 4-page of
instruction deploying the team of 6 inspector
for the inspection of School X.

Joining instructions (JI)

[92)

4.1.1 Previous Inspection Report (PIR) 2007

The PIR is one of the key documents of Stage QmeovVided a full description of School X in

2007 as:

one of the largest secondary schools in the coyntnjch) serves a culturally and
socially diverse community in southwest London. #d half of the students are
from minority ethnic groups. The proportion of stats with English as an additional
language is above the national average. The piopast students with learning

difficulties or disabilities is in line with the tianal average (PIR p 3).

The inspection was carried out by two inspectong, leading, the other a team member, with a
very simple three point focus referring to the ‘l@glement in mathematics and science (and the
sixth form), the match of the curriculum to leasiereeds and the quality of care guidance and
support” (PIR p 3). The focus did not include amytigular mention of student-groups
especially large groups such as BME students or §kfients. However, inspectors gathered
evidence from representatives of almost all stakksne of School X. They scrutinized data
from an analysis of (data about) students' acihieves provided by the school, observation of

parts of lessons, parents' questionnaires, andssigms with senior staff, subject leaders, the
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chair of governors, the clerk to the governors, stadents (PIR p 3). The report described
School X as “a good school with outstanding feaU(EIR p 4) and a school which could
become outstanding if it could “ensure that improeets to progress in mathematics and
science are sustained [and] ....that students thakieest possible progress at AS” (PIR p 5).
That is why in the pre-inspection briefing undeoityis for improvement in last inspection”
(PIB p 1) these issues were raised again by tltkitespector as part of the inspection trail.
With respect to areas of interest for this rese#ttehreport mentioned “minority ethnic” or
“English as an additional language” just once m‘tDescription of the school” (PIR p 3) at the
beginning of the report and no more. Learning diffies (LD) was mentioned three times in
the report (see Appendix 1). It was mentioned e“thescription of the school (PIR p 3)...
overall effectiveness of the school (PIR p4)...Jandhe tabulated “inspection judgements”

section under “achievement and standards,wherastjwdged as good”.

Student-groups have not been overtly highlightettis report however, through the skilful
positioning and use of the word “ability” which aggyed in the second line of the paragraph on
attainment in the “overall effectiveness” sectithrere is a possibility that students had been
deftly grouped into highest and other abilitiesisTie confirmed by the persistent thread of this
segregation throughout this section as the statenfeulled from PIR pages 4 and 5) below

suggest:

One quarter of students are selected from the higkiel of the ability range although

there is a considerable range of abilities acresscthool.

Although teachers receive information on learneeg'ds and abilities, they do not

always consider these sufficiently when plannirsgbms.

The curriculum is broad and responsive to learme&®sts and capabilities. There are

opportunities to take a second modern foreign laggustatistics, separate science
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subjects at GCSE and additional GCSE qualificatiordrama, dance, and Latin for
the more academically able students.

Students who would benefit from additional teachicgive extra lesson time for

literacy and numeracy, which has contributed toitiqgroved standards at GCSE.

Specialised local college courses and apprentigesbhemes provide excellent
opportunities for students to explore their talesssan alternative to GCSE courses.

The teaching assistants who accompany them madhgorprogress carefully.

What else seems apparent from these quotes abthvat ithe curriculum and the quality of
teaching were variable at School X. The more acad#iy able could be offered additional
courses that led to additional GCSE qualificativhde the less able would more likely
“benefit” from extra literacy and numeracy, go ttmeal College and receive alternative to
GCSE courses which the lead inspector did not degortant enough to include in the
report. What is interesting though is that Schogli¥ged by Ofsted to be a good school in
2007 “prides itself on its inclusiveness and supptire majority of students exceptionally
well” (PIR p4). Inclusiveness defined in this waaems to confirm Black Hawkins, (2007)
theory and that of Ofsted (2000) that the highegtls of inclusiveness should mean high
levels of achievement. How has School X achighellevel of inclusiveness for the
majority? Who are the undefined minority who ao¢ included or supported exceptionally

well?

4.1.2 RAISEonline 2010 Full Report (Appendix 1)

RAISEonline 2010 Full Report (RolL) is a statistidalcument based on the raw data provided
by the school and the results of national testmuyigded by the Department for Education

(DfE) at specific intervals during the compulsochsoling of children. With respect to School
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X the two important national tests are Standarce8ssient Tests (SAT) and General
Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE). The otrimarily focused on the achievement
of children in their final year in the school. pitovides key information about how the report
should be read. The aims of the RAISEonline Fuppdte(RoL) on School X is firstly, to help
School X to evaluate its effectiveness (SEF) anctldp plans to raise the standards of
achievement of its students (RoL p4). Secondig, @lso aimed at helping inspectors especially
the lead inspector to think about initial questiang hypothesis in order to produce the pre-
inspection briefing document and the joining instions at the beginning of the inspection.
The major feature of the RoL document is its apilit compare achievement data (attainment
and progress) on schools with data on similar sgegnschools nationally. To carry out this
task the RoL provides contextual information reddrto as “key indicators for your
school...against the national picture for maintdim@instream schools” (p 5). Table 2 below is

culled from ‘basic characteristics of [your schoolfRoL p5) School X.

Table 2: Key indicators for School X (RoL p5) based on Jap&chool Census return

Percentage of students in 2010 Comments

Has been in the 80percentile for
the last 3 years. Average size for
all schools was 984 in 2010. Thig
figure includes the sixth form.

Total number of students on schaol

1,940 (100%)
roll

Free School Meals (FSM) 266 (13.7%) Lower thanamai average (15.4
Has been on 8bpercentile for last
Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) 1133 (58.4%) 3 years. More than double national

average (21.7)

Has been on 8bpercentile for last
535 (27.6%) 3 years. More than double national
average (11.7). This suggests that

English as an Additional Languade
(EAL)
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more than half BME students coul|d
also be speaking EAL

This is almost equal to national
average (21.7) with percentage of
Special Education Needs (SEN 406 (20.9%) statemented category of students
slightly above average (2.6
compared to 2.0).

This key contextual information of School X is ugedtalculate some very useful data that
gives a numerical value to how well School X hadeati*value” to its students and how well
standards have been met in various subjects dedcabthe school’s subject value added
(VA), contextual value added (CVA) and average psaores (APS). Downes and
Vindurampulle (2007) have explained how Ofsted pitkip the use of VA after its
introduction in England in 2002 and using its athdsscores standardised onto a scale of 100

as mean in the RoL.

Debates about the appropriateness of VA (Fitz-@ihld997b; Rowley, 2006; Griffin et al.,
2005; Gorard, 2006) given that the context ofilstgnd schools were so varied led to the
introduction of the multilevel CVA model. The CVAkes account not only of achievement
but other background factors. RoL in computing CN&s allowed a further conversation
regarding barriers to obtaining the highest scoréssts and is contributing to this ongoing
debate. However, the debate has not as yet coaditle possibility of intersections and

multiple inequalities and its impact on VA or CVA.

Data on Table 2 suggests that School X is a vegelachool more than twice the size of
normal secondary schools in the UK. School X &ls® more than half of its students
registered as BME (and almost half of them speakifij) and about a fifth as SEN. This
suggests that the student group of interest tardsisarch - students with BME and SEN - could
be in this school. The PIR indicates that the demagaigcs of the school as stated in the PIR

remains broadly unchanged since 2007.
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Of particular interest is the data Basic Characteristics by National Curriculum yeaogp

(RoL p 9) which suggests that of the 253 studeniégar 11 (2010), BME students were

51.4% (21.3% EAL) while SEN students were 50.2%e BME groups were Indian (5.7%),

Pakistani (5.2%), Black Caribbean (8%) and Blackicah (7.7%) and several other smaller

student groups including student groups identifisdnixed “race” (see table 3 for details).

White British students made up 41.6%. This datnsgfthens the possibility of the presence of

the group of students of interest to this reseafble.achievement data (attainment/standards

data and progress data) for this Year 11 groupepted later in this section is very pertinent to

this research which seeks to illuminate how weitlents classified as BME with SEN progress

in an outstanding school as judged by Ofsted.

Table 3: Prior Attainment Key Stage 2 (Year 6) Average P&8icbres (APS) for students in

Year 11 (culled fronThe Prior Attainment of Pupils at Key StagRdL p10). Coverage 99%

Key Stage 2 APS National Curriculum level
(attainymentgllstandards) (attainment/standards) "% of Students
National
School X average
15 2b <1 2
17-18 2a 2 2
19 3c 2 2
21 3b 3 4
23-24 3a 4 5
25 4c 4 8
27 4b 8 20
29-30 4da 8 15
31 5c 20 15
33+ 5b+ 38 15
29.8 (school) 4a
27.8 (national) 4b

**These “values” are approximations read off a bhart (RoL p10).

Table 3 presents a scrutiny of the attainment @steds) on entry into School X of students in

Year 11(2010). Approximately three quarters of shid (78%) attained the expected level 4+
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from primary school with slightly more than hab&%) attaining the higher level 5+. This
suggests that the prior performance of studenentny to School X for Year 11(2010) was
similar to performance of students nationally wigtference to level 4+ but was above for
Level 5+ at 58% compared to 30% nationally. Sligintiore than a fifth of students in Year 11
(2010) had been working below expectations betoeg entered School X. Table 3 shows
approximately 12% for School X compared to 15%onstlly. This means that for School X to
add value to student performance, no less thanaf@tudents should reach expectations and
at least 58% should exceed expectations in spitieedf context. Therefore School X needs to
add value to the remaining 12% so that some of tleawh and exceed expectations. Data in
Table 4 and 5 suggests that this did not happealifgroups of students when some student

characteristics were evaluated.

Table 4: 2010 Attainment (Students Average Point Score Tait@CSE and equivalent)

culled from RoL p 42-43.

ztrl:ieprg Cohort size APS school APS national| APS difference ***Significance
All 253 488.6 441.4 47.2 positive
FSM 22 393.3 366.7 26.7 Not significant
Non-FSM 231 497.7 452.9 44.8 positive
First language 199 490 444.4 45.6 positive
English
i 0,
F'rStO't"’;:]e%“age 54 (21.3%) 482.6 445.6 37 Not significant
Non-SEN 126 575.0 481.1 93.9 positive
_ *
SEN-School 115 416.2 3735 42.7 positive
Action
SEN-School o N
Action Plus 5(2%) 255.8 295.3 -39.5 Not significant
SEN-Statement| 7 (2.8%) 289.3 185.7 103.6 positive
0,
White British 123 (48.6%) 503.1 444.2 58.9 positive
African 12 (4.7%) 369.1 438.1 -69 Not significant
Caribbean 20 (7.9%) 386.4 410.6 -24.2 Not significa
Any other Asian| ;5 4 794 434.0 455.7 21.7 Not significant
background
Bangladeshi 5 (2%) 445.8 445.4 0.4 Not significant
Pakistani 10 (4%) 468.3 440.1 28.2 Not significant
Indian 16 6.3%) 502.9 505.3 2.4 Not significaht
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Any other
mixed 5 (2%) 627.8 451.8 176 positive
background
White and 8 (3.2%) 523.4 473.1 50.3 Not significant
Asian
gnite and 10 (4%) 488.3 4375 50.8 Not significart
White and
Black 14 (5.5%) 454.0 413.8 40.2 Not significamt
Caribbean
Any other
White 5 (2%) 561.3 439.0 122.3 Not significant
background
Irish 2 No information 447.4 - Too low
Any other black 1 No information 422.1 - Too low
background
Chinese 3 No information 546.6 - Too low

*** Significance tests were performed on data orLRo

In 2010, all students in Year 11 had attained §icamtly above expected standards overall
compared to their peers as shown in Table 4 abéawever, several groups of students taken
separately had performed at much lower standantipaced to their peers nationally.
Considering APS difference the groups that hadoperéd much worse than their peers
nationally were BME groups especially Black Afric&8lack Caribbean, any other Asian
background and Indian students. However, Indiadestts had outperformed White British
students in School X. This seems to confirm the BMB-BME attainment gap still exists
even in outstanding schools and conforms to thwwiaf Gillborn and Mirza (2000) which
described Black African children and African Caebln children as among the most
underperforming groups in the UK based on GCSE Agr&tles. Discussions of the successful
ways of reducing this gap such as the Aim Highejguts have been reported for the
Department of Education and Skills by researchagech as Dehal (2006) and Tikly, Hill and
Gillborn (2006). However, Gillborn (2008:9) reitéza “that deep-level race inequalities are a
fundamental and relatively stable feature of thglish education system”. He warns against

superficial official statements that suggest imgroents that are not based on clear evidence.
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Could “race” inequality be responsible for this BMBn-BME gap or could multiple

inequalities such as SEN be a compounding factor?

Table 5 suggests that overall SEN students hamhedtavell (except the 5 students on School
Action Plus) compared to their peers nationallythetgaps compared to their peers in the
school is not narrowing. Based on prior attainnfgpires, only 7-8 percent of students (17 or
18 students) arrived from primary school havingmaiched the expected Level 4. This calls
to question how students with SEN had been idegtifassessed and provided for by School X
and seems to confirm the conclusions of Hick (2@0%I Diniz (1999) that assessment
procedures for labelling a child with SEN are @ac! Therefore a BME student labelled with
SEN might be seen as underachieving for his BMistar achieving well compared to his

peers nationally if labelled as SEN.

Table 5:—2010 Contextual Value Added Key Stage 2 to 4 RregiMeasures—by student

groups (culled from RoL p 20/21).

Student groups Cohort size CVA C.VA point Significance
difference
All students 250 (200 becausge 1018.8 18.8 Positive
of 99% coverage
Below L4 (KS2) 30 992.9 -7.1 Not significant
At L4 (KS2) 75 1011.8 11.8 Not significant
Above L4 (KS2) 145 1026.9 26.9 positive
Free School Meals o
(FSM) 22 1001.6 1.6 Not significant
Non-FSM 228 1020.3 20.3 positive
Non-SEN 124 1027.8 27.8 positive
SEN (School Action) 114 1007.7 7.7 Not significant
SEN (Slglt(;;)l Action 5 988.1 -11.9 Not significant
SEN (Statement) 7 1022.7 22.7 Not significant
First language English 197 1022.6 22.6 positive
First language other 53 1003.4 3.4 Not significant
White British 122 1025 25 positive
African 12 992.0 -8 Not significant
Caribbean 20 1000.8 0.8 Not significant
Any other Asian 12 988.4 -11.6 Not significant
background
Bangladeshi 5 999.4 -0.6 Not significant
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Pakistani 10 1004.8 4.8 Not significant
Indian 16 1020.7 20.7 Not significant
Any other mixed 5 1012.9 12.9 Not significant
background
White and Asian 8 1013.9 13.9 Not significant
White and Black 10 1010.6 10.6 Not significant
African
White and Black 14 1011.4 11.4 Not significant
Caribbean
Any other White 5 1006.8 6.8 Not significant
background
Irish 2 No information - Too low
Any other black 1 No information - Too low
background
Chinese 3 No information - Too low

Progress measures on Table 5 throw more light anwell School X has enabled BME and
SEN students to progress from their starting pdiable 5 presents the relative five year
progress from starting points (when students lefb@ry school) for all students and student
groups in Year 11 (2010). Overall GCSE performastumved that students made significant
progress (18.8 point difference) relative to theamal mean of 1000. This is above average
progress which is at least good. This is likel\)w&we contributed to the judgement of
outstanding by Ofsted supported well by the statgmbich judges “pupils’ achievement and
the extent to which they enjoy their learningto.l{e outstanding if) ... attainment is high
(shown on Table 4) and learning and progress avd'ggee Appendix 2 - The Evaluation

Schedule p 15).

However, this progress was variable for differgmtdent groups. The data shows gaps
between the progress made from starting pointsM# Bnd non-BME, SEN and non-SEN
student groups. Better progress (statisticallyifigant) after considering contextual factors
(see table 2) was made by more able students (gtuddo left primary school with above
level 4) who had identified themselves as Whitdigtiand not on the special education needs
register. The data seems to confirm that the caeveould also be true that the less able

students (students working on below Level 4 antkwal 4 when they left primary school i.e.
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30.3%) from non-White British heritage (BME stud®rthat spoke English as an additional
language and were on the special education registeld make the least progress. The
proportion of lower and middle ability studentskimg statistically non-significant progress
(30.3%) was more than expected considering thethess12% that left primary with less than
expected levels. This seems to beg the questibat value was added by School X? The RoL
information therefore is a signpost for the forntigia of a hypothesis that will enable a
gualitative search into other forms of evidencealtie added. Considering only the RoL
information in the judgement of schools mirrors tise of league tables which some
researchers (Rouse and Florian, 2006; GoldsteirnLackie, 2008) have criticised for its
guantitative, positivist approach that neither giaevice nor supports schools to be more
effective by showing areas for improvements. Thgearch recognises thétee school

meals” (FSM) which is one of the measures of social statuscéass could be a confounding
factor and might contribute to slower progresstoflents but that is beyond the scope of this

study.

4.1.3 Section B Self-Evaluation Form (The SEF) — Appendit

The Framework (2009) explains how schools shouidptete and up-date their self-evaluation
by emphasising that:
Schools are strongly encouraged to record the mésf their self-evaluation in the
online self-evaluation form (SEF), whose structmaches that of the evaluation
schedule of judgements for school inspections,asmlto update the SEF in line with

the school’s own review process. Additionally, salsaare encouraged to submit the

SEF each time it is updated. (The Framework p 25)

The SEF document and its key role in inspectiorsaéso clearly stated:
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The SEF is used by the lead inspector to planrisyection. It is the basis for
discussion with the school’s senior team and, wpessible, members of its
governing body. Inspectors evaluate the schoolfsesaluation and, by doing so,
contribute to its further improvement. The quabfyself-evaluation is a good
indicator of the calibre of the school’s leaderd amnagers and of the school’s
capacity to improve. (The Framework p 26)

However on the basis of the FOI Act as stated inld'a large portions (the whole of Section
A) of the SEF were not included so it is not polestb provide complete information on
School X’s judgement of itself using the Ofstedlaation criteria. Thankfully the pre-
inspection briefing (PIB) provides a SEF judgentfeniall aspects of provision. On the PIB (6)
guestion How effective is provisionthe PIB records SEF judgements as “teaching 1,
assessment 1, curriculum 1, care guidance and dufpsuggesting a grade of outstanding for
provision. The SEF provided further informationaedjng the specific context of the school in

the year of the inspection. For example the SRtedtthat School X

is a Foundation co-educational school cateringlfddren between 11-19 year olds,
has been a Specialist Technology College since,1885a religious character and
receives a section 48 inspection, [is situated omje site and at the time of

inspection was subject to reorganisation propas@&F p 39-42).

The SEF confirmed RoL statistics for the total neméf students on roll (1940) and in Year
11 (253) but went on further to explain the whewdb of two of the children missing on the
RoL data as the coverage of 99% suggested. Thes@idd that these children were getting
“alternative provision” SEF p 46. The RoL does remtognise the progress made by students

getting “alternative provision” but this might baked to the “specialised local college courses
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and apprenticeship schemes” [that are]... an @teto GCSE courses” described in the PIR

(2007).

The SEF gave details of specific categories of 8k BME population as consisting of

thirty students who speak English as an additiarjuage (EAL) out of a total BME

population of 471 students. Eleven out of thegéytbtudents were described as being at early

stages of English language acquisition (SEF p 4748 had been identified as students that

joined the school other than at the usual timedafiasion (SEF 50). These students also

qualified for special support from 1.5 full timewdgalent support teachers funded by the local

authority through the Ethnic Minority Achievementa@t.

The SEN population in Key Stage 3 and 4 are desdrilb Table 6 and Table 7 below

Table 6: Levels of Provision (culled from SEF p 48)

Level of Provision Key Stage 3| Kay Stage 4 Total
Undergoing assessment 1 0 1
School Action (SA) 98 71 169
School Action Plus (SA+) 26 16 42
Statement of SEN 28 22 50
Total 153 109 262
Table 7: Types of Special Education Needs and or Disalslitoeilled from SEF p 49)
Disability/difficulty Key Stage 3 | Kay Stage 4 Toth
Specific learning difficulty 5 8 13
Moderate learning difficulty 12 8 20
Behaviour emotional and social difficulty 11 13 24
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Speech language and communication needs 5 4 9

Hearing impairment 3 3 6
Visual impairment 1 1 2
Multisensory impairment 3 2 5
Physical disability 4 1 5

Autistic spectrum disorder 11 5 16
Total 44 45 89

Table 6 and 7 present the different ways studeitts Special Education Needs and or
Disabilities are labelled in School X. School Xyides for 262 students at various levels even
though only slightly over a third (89) had beengtiesed with a disability or difficulty. This
process of diagnosis follows what researchers iN &&l the deficit model with labels waiting
to acquire students (McDermott, 1996; Norwich, 1398il, Miller, and Cobb, 2006). This
deficit model also suggests treatment which the B&dpointed out in the form of the 7.9 Full
Time Equivalent (FTE) numbers of teaching assisttmained to support students with special
education needs and/or disabilities. Hick (2007 @oard (2007) have argued that these
processes of identification, assessment and poovisave acquired a disproportionate number
of BME students and caused a negative impact ondgbacation. Could this offer a reason for
the less than significant progress and lower attaimt of some BME groups as the RoL reports

for School X?

The curriculum is organised (SEF p 57) to reflecrage of abilities (hinted at in the PIR) and
what is on offer in each Key Stage. It is cleardfore that the lowest ability pupils are offered

less while the higher ability pupils are offeredrmdl he extracts below explain this point well.

In Key Stage 3:

97



Classes in each year group are divided into 4 baedsension (3), upper (3), middle
(2) and support (1). Pupils taught in class grdopsill subjects except Technology
(..) and maths is set by ability from Year 8. éllsses follow the national curriculum.
Extension classes start a second foreign languagear 8. Support classes are
smaller, have a support teacher or teaching assista high percentage of lessons
and in Year 7 are taught by fewer teachers, oftgheir base room....Year 7 and 8

support classes have 1 hour of numeracy, and Ybeav& 1 hour of literacy.

In Key Stage 4:

All pupils in Year 10/11 follow a core English, M&t Science, Technology, RE, PE,
PSHE for which year groups are divided into twam@horts to facilitate
settings....Other GCSE subjects are available witie timetable as options (all pupils
choose 2). These are taught across the year goospme classes are mixed
ability...In addition to a College (name omittedipk course more extensive work
related learning (e.g. two days a week modern ayipeship) is offered to individuals

with a particular need.

In Support

In class support by both teachers and teachingtasts focuses largely on Key Stage
3, covering most support class lessons and somdlertidind lessons. Individual
support is a mixture of in class and withdrawalcading to need. Intervention
support at Key Stage 3 includes short term groupdsawal for targeted support e.g.
spelling, Writing Challenge. The school has preddne to one tuition in

English/Maths to 39 pupils in Key Stage 3.
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The arrangement of the Key Stage 3 curriculum &o8tX suggests that BME students with
SEN would at best be placed in the middle bandsar lee dumped in the support band. If these
BME students also have EAL they might also qudbiysupport from support teachers funded
by EMAG as well as teaching assistants who wilatdressing their SEN. They will get in
class support and be withdrawn for several inteigan targeted to their perceived SEN, BME
and EAL needs.. So School X could either promo¢eSEN interventions or the BME
interventions or both but ideally what might be essary is to work together as a team to
remove obstacles to learning. Finally, as the Kieyg& 3 curriculum suggests they will be
taught in a primary style classroom with less expeso the depth and breadth of the national
curriculum because their “fewer teachers” will spemost of their lessons teaching them
literacy and mathematics. BME students with SENKby Stage 4 will have lost so much
ground with limited support at Key Stage 4 andrwmny new subjects to learn it is little
wonder that the RoL shows that they do not makawsh progress as they could when

compared to their peers.

4.1.4 Pre-inspection Briefing Document (PIB) anddining Instructions (Appendix 1)

The PIB highlights the three major foélre-inspection issugsor the inspection (the fourth
concerns the sixth form and is not relevant to shisly) following the lead inspector’s scrutiny

of Stage One documents. The pre-inspection isgees a

Are current progress and attainment across yeaipgron lessons and of lower
attainers, FSM, SA+, Caribbean and African Heritggrips strong enough for

achievement to be outstanding?... How effectiveparsonalisation of the curriculum,
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support and teaching, which are informed by tragkimeeting everyone’s needs,
closing gaps leading to improved outcomes? Howceffely have leaders at all levels

evaluated and improved provision, including teaghand outcomes? (PIB p6)

The PIB draws attention to the above average atia on entry of the Year 11 (2010)
students. It discusses the attainment and progesssd on analysis of RoL as shown on Table
3and4 ... letting us know that “KS4 attainmleas been sig+ for the last three years in all
main measures...but not for Caribbean or Africayugs whose attainment is below the overall
national average for all students or for SA+ stiuslerAlso that “the lowest progress was made
by lower prior attainers...those whose first larguavas not English (EAL) and those of
African, Caribbean, Bangladeshi and other Asiariteige”. It is not surprising therefore that
the achievement of these groups of students becarkesg issue for the inspection upon which

the achievement judgement is hinged.

The lead inspector’s hypothesis on @etcomes (how well are pupils doing, taking accafnt

any variatior?) for students therefore is that:

Students’ KS2-4 progress rose in 2010. If it ha#tioued at least at this level overall
across year groups and in lessons, and if attainamehprogress have improved for
low prior attainers, students known to be eligilolefree school meals, and for
Caribbean, African and SA+ groups, then achievemeay be outstanding (PIB p 3).

The PIB (p. 2/3) clearly states the types of evigetine inspection team will use to arrive at a
judgement such as
learning and progress in lessons; school data stgpaggregated attainment and
progress of current students in each year ovendlifar FSM, low prior attaining boys

and girls, Caribbean, African and SA+ groups, Wmag that allows direct comparison
of attainment and progress with last year; tarfpgt2010, 2011 and actual/predicted
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attainment; comparison of exclusions from Septentbédate last year and this year
by year group, particularly, Caribbean, African anided White and Black African
repeat exclusions; extent of involvement of altsiuts, especially those who are
vulnerable; attendance and persistent absenceSeptember to date for each year

group and by groups PIB (p. 2/3).

The PIB (p 3) also gives an insight into how thleasxt evaluates itself as discussed earlier
According to the PIB the SEF judges its qualitypajdvision to be outstanding even though
identified groups are not attaining or progressigdj and “updated figures on exclusion by
ethnic and SEND group for 09/10 (show that) thénbgj exclusion rates are for Caribbean,
African and mixed White and Black African group®1B p 3). Even with high attendance
figures overall for School X, the PIB (p 3) drawiog the school’s own self evaluation
acknowledges some variation exists among groupsl&dd inspector’s hypothesis regarding
effectiveness of provision for Caribbean, Africardamixed White and Black African groups

as well as the lowest performing SEN groups is @adjuisimply states that:

evidence available for curriculum and CGS (cared@uce and support) is consistent
with the SEF evaluation and will be checked (atke)impact of teaching and

assessment, as well as intervention, on studezgming will be evaluated (PIB p 4).

Further evidence demanded regarding groups inclake studies of six vulnerable students
and their timetables; discussion of the school’skwo reduce exclusions/internal exclusions
and gaps between groups and its impact” (PIB plddhing is mentioned in this sectiblow
effective is provisiomabout checking the teaching, curriculum, care, gueeg and support in
lower sets, bands and support classes in Key Stagece this, according to SEF Section B as

discussed earlier, is how the school’s curriculsrarganised.
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OnHow effective is leadership and manageméh&?PIB is once more very vague. The
hypothesis “points to a continued drive to imprgaed]... the rigour and impact across the
school [are]... to be evaluated”. No particulamtien is made about how leadership and
management link into the achievement and provisfagroups of students. Evidence sought
around “equalities, SEN policies, record of ramsidents (PIB p 5)” seems to suggest that
evidence around race, racism and SEN are colleotgdher giving an impression of
inclusivity as a whole with features that fit thgpanded notions of inclusion discussed in
Chapter two. The lead inspector’s deployment plkeragps for practical reasons seems to

support this view of inclusion.

The lead inspector deployed a six-person teamspleictors to cover all the major aspects of
The FrameworkT{eam briefingp 1). However, the same inspector was assignkxbkoat the
learning and progress of pupils with SEN; behayiattendance; assessment to support
learning; leadership and management of teachindeamnding; equal opportunity; and
community cohesioiTeam briefingp 1). In addition, the same inspector was alseryi
responsibility for the vulnerable students’ casglgtincluding any involvement of their
parents, SEN and equalities policies and theiugiat requirements as well as English as an
additional languag€Team briefingp 1). The inspectiokvent detailgwhich includes team

details and a short resume of the six inspectoig)ests this team inspector

is qualified to inspect ... secondary schools, B§E&haviour, social and emotional
provision including PRUs (pupil referral units).(and has) particular expertise [is]
within the area of ethnic minority achievement, &dies and provision for vulnerable

groups such as LAC (looked after children) andriees with SEND” (Events Details
p 2).
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Though attainment and progress data on BME arndl Giegories were kept separate in the
RoL at least for inspection purposes the gathesfrgualitative data was done by the same
inspector with an overview of both areas. The ieagector following New Labour education
policy guidelines had separated proposed data igaghen equalities (including the
community cohesion) policies from SEN policies. Hwer, in practice the way the curriculum
is organised (see SEF details above) and how lssserdelivered for students that need
support seem to suggest teachers, support teaaigteaching assistants work together to
support students within a more expanded role fdusion. Inspection practices in Stage Two
pick up on this as the planning of the PIB and dgplent of team inspectors in the joining
instructions (see Team briefing) signify through tlsponsibilities given to specific team
inspectors. This holistic approach to planning preparation (Stage One) of this inspection
seems to be drawing together different forms olision (Dyson, 1999) in School X into what

Norwich (2002) had called inclusive diversity.

The scrutiny of the PIB concludes scrutiny of St@ye documents. The focus of the
investigation into Stage Two documentation wasrtavige further insight into how well
inspectors had examined and considered studetits attersection of “race” and SEN and to
check for features of inclusive diversity. Whad dhspectors find out about BME students

with SEN?

4.2 Stage Two—On-site Inspection Documentation
4.2.0 Understanding the Focus of Stage Two Documerdnd its Major Tools
Stage —Two documentation describes the on-siteiesi carried out following the Stage One

process and focuses more directly on the evideatteered by inspectors to follow trails based
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on the PIB main issues and the major areas of Tamméwork described in Chapter Three. The
evidence base for the information gathered by ictspe for the two on-site days was obtained

through:

Interviews: with pupils, school staff and governgrarents and carers.

Firsthand observation of the school’s work withdsats which includes lesson

observations and scrutinising student’s work inrtheoks.

Analysis of the school’'s documents and data.

Almost all information leading to final judgemeritsan inspection is recorded on specialised
Ofsted instruments labelled Evidence Forms fondlied EFs by inspectors (see description in
Chapter Three). EFs have features which enabledcesi@archer to follow the contribution of
each inspector to the major judgements of the Fnarleand the tracking of inspection trails

as identified on PIB.

4.2.1 Identifying Stage Two Documents in Ofsted P&c

Based on the FOI Act as discussed in Chapter Tdifesidence forms (EFs) regarding
firsthand lesson observations were withdrawn frobengack provided by Ofsted. Also, using
indelible ink, all areas on EFs that identified @fie people or groups of people were removed.
Table 7 describes the Stage Two documents whiebelived in the Ofsted pack. These
documents were scrutinised following the order mred in Table 7. Handwritten EFs were
typed up, anonymised and coded based on majorilootidin of each inspector to Framework
area assigned (see further details in AppendiX&)le 7 rated documents as very

relevant/relevant/not relevant based on their aardgéthe keywords/phrases/sentences
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following a similar structure as Table 1 in StageeOThis provided consistency of approach to
the scrutiny of documents, reduced bias and enghe¢dhe study kept within the scope of this

research.

Table 8: Documents provided to inspectors or by inspectarig the two on-site inspection

days.
Details of documents
(e.g. number of very
Name of document el Relevant/Relevant/Not Comments on status
documents or pages
Relevant
etc)
This is a standard official
Relevant typed letter addressed to thg
headteacher of School X and
. . copied to representative of
process of inspection !
o LEA by a representative
esp validation of ' )
inspection findings of'flce_r of the Inspectlon
Services Provider (ISP)
Letter informing School . . informing them about its
. . A 4-page document | access to questlonnalre§ . S
X of inspection o orthcoming inspection in twg
in different languages . ; )
days time. This document’s
for parents : R
claim to originality is its
information regarding the
identity of the lead inspecto
for School X, the dates of the
inspection and the ISP Officer
that mailed the letter.
Notes on lead inspectoris Mainly qualitative data.
initial meetings with This consisted of documents
team, senior that provided detail of
management and staff, meetings led by the lead
inspector. These documents
4-page schedule of are a mixture of original
activities for the six primary source documents
. inspectors Relevant such as schedule of activities
Meetings S
and semi- primary sources
because they are specific to
Information on School X printed such as the
registration groups, year school premises plan.
groups, lesson
observation grid, schoo
organisational structure
and school premises plgn
2-page Attendance Quantitative data
Summary document Mainly statistical in nature
Attendance data (09/09-02/10) Very Relevant these documents provided
numerical figures on
1 page Persistent attendance. They can be
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Absence Data
Comparison
Analysis(09/10-10/11)

classified as semi-primary
data because they were
generated through school X
systems for data entry

Exclusion data

8- page Exclusion
Analysis Document -
September 2009-July

2010

2- page handwritten
analysis documents

Very Relevant

These documents provided
both qualitative and

guantitative details on

exclusion in School X.

Achievement data

Y
School achievement
data report

Very Relevant

Quantitative data
Local authority progress data
and special education needs

(SEND) data

Not Relevant
The qualitative
responses to these

Quantitative data
Statistical tables on responsgs

Questionnaire data Y : . ;
guestionnaires were to pupil and parent
withdrawn under ROI guestionnaires
Act
Curriculum Y Not Relevant Enrichment ppportunities and
PE timetable
All lesson observation EFs
Y had been removed and a

Evidence Forms (EFs)
Appendix 3

Total number of
EFs/inspector
Insp 1 — 9EFs

Insp 2 — 13EFs
Insp 3 — 8EFs

Insp 4 — 15EFs
Insp 5 —-11EFs

LI—17EFs
Total number of EFs 73

Very Relevant

small proportion of other EF
had sections removed in ling
with section 41 of the FOI
Act EFs were handwritten by
inspectors and provided
primary source evidence for

this research. Lead
inspector’s notes at end of
Day 1 and 2 were typed up
later

O—0

In the following sub-sections the major quantitatoutcomes—attendance, exclusion and

achievement—are presented in tables and chartdiaoissed in detail using evidence

recorded by the six inspectors on this inspectiot details in Appendix 5).

4.2.2

Attendance

Figure 1: Attendance Chart Year 7-11
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Table 9: Comparative Persistent Absence Data 2009 and 2010/11

Year 7-11
Year 7| Year8 Year9 Year1l() Yearll

Number of pupils. 2 5 3 6 15

interm 1 4 2 3 3 9
Number of pupils___3 4 4 10 10

in term 2 4 2 6 4 12
Number of pupils__4 2 3 11 12

in term 3 1 2 4 3 7
Number of pupils__3 2 3 9 13

interm 4 1 2 3 3 9
Number of pupils__3 3 3 8 12

in term 5 0 2 2 2 9
Number of pupils___1 3 3 7 37

in term 6 *0 *1 *1 *2 *5

* These are only predicted figures for term 6

Figure 1 presents attendance data for School Xjgp@t the judgement of outstanding given

by the team of inspectors. Inspector 1 statesvédmg simply “....attendance 1 (outstanding)

agreed as best fit". Inspector 4 assigned by the ilespector to look closely at attendance

provides further details as shown on Table 9 below.

Table 10: Attendance by vulnerable groups (extracted from Inpector 4's EFs)

2009/10

2010/11
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FSM 93.56% 94.2%

LAC 96.56% 96.09%
Statement 94.36% 95.24%
SA+ 91. 99% 95.51%

Average % attendance
95% 95.5%

Further evidence provided by Inspector 4 such as:

attendance overall (high + improved since 2008P09-2011 — attendance of key
groups is high compared to NA (national average09/10, attendance by year
groups all high (year 11 slightly lower), attendasummary judgement = high (1)

suggests agreement with the outstanding judgennes Oy Inspector 1. But Figure 1 suggests
that as students progress through the schooldttemdance drops. | do not agree with
Inspector 4 that attendance of all key groupstierdchool had improved in 2009/10 against a
national average of 95% because Table 9 suggdstsnase. Table 9 suggests that students
receiving free school meals, on school action phbwith statements of SEN did not meet
national averages. However overall attendanckdarsthool had improved from 95% to 95.5%

and more of the school’s identified groups had eged the national average in 2010/11.

Table 8 presents the number of students in eaahgyeap that were persistently absent
(according to DfE a student is persistently abgfahey miss school more than 20% of the
opening days of the school for a specified lengttinee) in 2009/10 and 2010/11. This type of
data is presented as a report by School X to tted Euthority every half term. This report is

used by the EWO (Education Welfare Officer) to kratudents and their families and “to begin
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to find solutions to any presenting barriers orsaig factors that contribute to their child not
attending school regularly” (Culled from 1 pageapresented to inspectors). Table 8 similar
to Table 7 indicates that students in Year 11 Wdd by Year 10 were more likely to be
persistently absent. Even though the figures fosipnt absence are only predicted for
2010/11 it seems obvious that persistent abser®ewBs lower in 2010/11. Inspector 4
provided a value of 2.2% for overall PA in 20094r@ insists that this figure is lower than
national averages and better than the 2008/09efgyuinus suggesting that the school’s

provision is promoting outstanding attendance.

There are two reasons why it is problematic tolmghe same conclusion regarding attendance
as the inspectors. Firstly, the PIB (p 6) had Ingted the groups that were underachieving as
“lower attainers, FSM, SA+, Caribbean and Africagrithge groups” but the school’'s
attendance analysis based on recorded evidenosp#dators had not included lower attainers
or Caribbean and African Heritage groups. Tablee3gnts identified groups defined by the
school as vulnerable. These groups included stadkat are of a lower social status (FSM),
students that have a learning difficulty (SA+ atetesments) and students looked after by the
local authority (LAC). Therefore in School X thertevulnerable will not include students

from Black and minority ethnic backgrounds (BMEgBas students from Caribbean or
African Heritage. This could mean therefore thahown sense links made between
attendance (i.e. how many times a student is in@gland achievement and or
underperformance for students from Caribbean oicafr Heritage had been missed and it
remains unknown how their underachievement isedlat their attendance. Pertinent to this
research is the high probability that students f@anibbean or African Heritage could also
have SEN (i.e. be identified as SA+ or have a stat#) for as Shields (2008) suggest in real

life there are no pure breeds. This leads to mgrsgconcern.
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School X’s provision to improve attendance usimg Education Welfare Officer to work with
students and their families in order to reduceiptst absence reflects the “deficit model of
disabilities” explained in some detail in Chaptevdl This model identifies students and their
families as the “problem” that needs an intervemtagthout recognising the part the school can
play in causing students to stay away from schblmk might mean that inclusion for students
who are persistently absent needs to consideirtke between all the labels the student has
been identified with (e.g. BME, SEN etc), teachamgl learning in the classroom and
achievement in order to identify the most effeciimerventions. Several researchers have
suggested that liaising with parents and careth@mprovision and expected outcomes for their

children ensures better outcomes of inclusion (if$ 2010, unpublished thesis).

423 Exclusions

Figure 2: 3-Year Permanent/fixed term exclusion data (2007020
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Figure 3: 3-Year %Permanent/fixed term exclusion data (200102

110



40

35
30
25
20 m 2007/08
15 W 2008/09
10 [ 2009/10
5 —
0 - u "

Perm leed ‘ Perm ‘ Fixed ‘ Perm | Fixed | Perm ‘ Fixed ‘ Perm ‘ Fixed

Year 7 Yea 8 Year 9 Year 10 ‘ Year 11

(2007-2010)

School X was most disappointed with its work oghdwviour. The lead inspector noted the
reaction of the headteacher during the final teagmatmg “(behaviour) agreed 1, HT nodded
that useful for school'ln this section | will explore School X's issuesthvexclusion to throw
more light on why the headteacher was worried atidved by the judgement. Figure 2
presents a chart on the 3-year trend for exclugioBchool X. This chart shows a negligible
number of permanent exclusions in the last threesyt this inspection. However the number
of fixed term exclusions is still high. Whereas g 2 shows an improving picture overall
with the number of fixed term exclusions reducimgngicantly in 2009/10 compared to
2008/09 based on raw data, Figure 2A using pergeatshows that in Year 7 and Year 8 fixed
term exclusions rose, remained almost steady im Yeareduced steadily in Year 10 and was
up and down in Year 9. School X used its raw datahalysis and might have missed
concerns with Key Stage 3. Nonetheless, Schoobiated that its fixed term exclusions were
a problem when compared with other schools wittsridcal authority as the extract from its

unpublished report-Exclusion Analysis Document - September 2009-MY¥&uggests:

The (local authority name withheld) figures weei@ed weren't validated but we

would appear to have dropped from the school thighmost fixed term exclusions to
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3" position... (unpublisheBixclusion Analysis Document - September 2009-J0 2
p. 1)

Exclusion Analysis Document (September 2009-Jul@Rfrovides some insight into which
groups School X identifies for analysis within ésclusion data and how the school provided
for excluded students. The four most common reafwrisxed term exclusions iExclusion

Analysis Documerdre:

Physical assault against a pupil 29.06%
Persistent disruptive behaviour 19.76%
Verbal abuse, threatening behaviour against adult 15.11%

H&S (leaving school site, throwing things in lessphringing intruders on site,

spraying hand gel in pupils face) 10.46%

The document identifies four major groups — yeaugs, ethnic groups, SEN groups and the
group of students looked after by the local authiofwo of these groups are pertinent to this
study. | will discuss the document’s views of tiilenec and SEN groups alongside evidence
recorded by inspectors with a particular focustendurriculum, teaching and learning and

achievement.

In the school’'€€xclusion Analysis Document pitis stated that “as in previous years there is a
concentration (of students) in support and midaiedoforms”. Analysis of SEF earlier (Stage
One) in this chapter describes the students isupeort and middle bands as students
identified with barriers to their learning caussdtbeir BME (EAL) status or because they

have special education needs. These students teehieéim a specialised curriculum that
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focused on interventions and groups taught bydeséified teaching assistants especially at

Key Stage 3. Could this be related to increasetisian rates in Key Stage 37?

The document also claims that “the number of matdusions dropped from 140 to 71,
virtually a 50% drop” and attributed this to thespible effect of the BSU (Behaviour Support
Unit). This suggests that in addition to the spesgd curriculum in the support and middle
bands, students that had fixed term exclusionsk#sefited from a BSU curriculum. Field
notes from Inspector 4 supports this view and gavzbackground history and some insight into

how the BSU works:

BSU (started) since 2007 (and) have school purpaseclassroom, internal
exclusive unit for up to 3 days, letter (sent) hasigmed by parents who respond,
small group who came frequently, if meeting 6 in&drexclusions a term a further
e.g....school is working in partnership with PRW P Referral Unit)....BSU is having
impact for e.g... PSP (Pupil Support Programme)ace — ed psyche, CAMHSs in
school ... targets Vs effective strategies to supgtadents ... after 6 weeks students
self assess and targets shared with teachingastdfthild’s key worker ...
engagement with parents of vulnerable studentgeranstaff involved in the process,
well developed students relationship even withicliff and hard to reach parents e.g.
of......very good outside agencies, YOTs, CAMHScB822, TYST, social services,
very good impact (Inspector 4 in discussion wititdif SENCO, EWO, LAC, PSPs,
counsellor) maximum capacity 18 students, onevordtaff teach in the unit, very
effective and clear systems of referral and regirgon, continuity of learning for
students through close liaison of unit staff witidents subject teachers, teachers e-
mail lesson materials to unit staff, Impact of tears on learning and also

opportunities for students to reflect on their dabur, very good progress....2010
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data: largest number of referrals Y9, pupil refisrranore referrals of boys = 68% than
girls 42%, ethnicity: black Caribbean 131, whitetiBh 129, MWBC 68, no race
equality issue, significantly higher proportionfsM referrals = 86% FSM cf
14%...Summary: very effective provision, havingipes impact on behaviour
[confirmed through student interviews] and keeptgents in school (Inspector 4—

visit to BSU).

The judgement reached by Inspector 4 for the BSbaisit is a “very effective provision”
because of its impact on behaviour and attendamg&eéeping students in school” and because
there are “no “race” equality issues. In this wegce” equality issues seem to have been
reduced to ethnic monitoring and numbers and tesl® with the impact of the curriculum or
teaching and learning on achievement such as #peéting Equalities Briefing and The
Franework had instructed. It is also interestirag thspector 4 describes the BSU as an
“internal exclusive unit” that keeps pupils exclddeom their classroom for between 3 days to
6 weeks and employs the help of several exterreai@gs to ensure that students at risk of
fixed exclusions are included in school. This di&s a medicalised model which has been
discussed in more detail in Chapter Two. Inspetteferred to “good progress” as “continuity
of learning for students through close liaison wit gtaff with students subject teachers
(because) teachers e-mail lesson materials testaift. The BSU has two teaching staff who
may or may not be qualified teachers but who hbheddsk of ensuring that students in the
BSU are well taught in the different academic scigj¢ghey need to meet their entitlement. Is
this really possible when we consider that as maetl earlier most of these students are in the
lowest bands with SEN and other complex issuescinat] require specialised support?

Moreover a major focus of this inspection as idediin the PIB (p.6) was to check the
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achievement of lower attainers, students on scactmn plus and students from Caribbean and

African descent and it is not clear if the BSU sarthis purpose.

Figure 4: 3 Ethnic Groups with highest exclusion rates 202@10
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TheExclusion Analysis Document paBalysed its data on ethnic groups and has looked
closely at the three ethnic groups that have tgbdst rates of exclusion (see Fig 3 above). The

document states that

given the overall number concerned — WBRI (Whitgigh), 798 pupils; BCRB
(Black Caribbean), 151 pupils; and MWBC (mixed tetand Black Caribbean) 100
pupils — exclusions for BCRB and MWBC are propartitely greater [this does

follow national trend] ... this is despite the invention strategies we have in place.

In addition Fig 3 also shows how the exclusiongdte the BCRB group of students have
continued to rise. Inspector 4’s analysis of mangent data during the inspection also leads to
a similar conclusion and compares “exclusions acBICaribbean, Black African and MWBC

(stating they) are higher than national rates”.
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Table 11: Mapping SEN Exclusion from 2008/9-2009/10

2008/9 2009/10
Nos No
Total yelEld Percent| Total eyt Percent

School Action 287 25 8.71% | 244 26 10.60%
School Action Plus, 30 11 36.70% | 34 24 70.60%
Statemented 49 8 16.32%
Students 54 5 9.30%
Percent of total 52 59% 63.95%
exclusions

Table 10 presents an analysis of historic datakd fixed term exclusions based on figures
provided by thdexclusion Analysis Document pPable 11 suggests that there is a more than
fifty percent chance that any student given a figedusion has SEN and there is an over
representation of students with School Action RlisSchool X’s exclusion data. This
exclusion figures are alarming but accordingigpkctor 4 they are lower than national from
2009/10 to 2010/11. According Tthe Exclusion Analysis Document giagain, (this is)

despite intervention strategies”.

These intervention strategies are somewhat diftdoeBCRB students (who are classified as
BME students) and school action plus studentst@goay of SEN) students even though based
on exclusion statistics some students may belohgtio categories. These strategies have
extended the curriculum in several ways and sonastimimic the medicalised models of
inclusion and at other times promote a social isicln model. A good example of the
medicalised model seems to be in the work of theefnal exclusive unit” called the BSU

which works with external agencies such as the “§QOAMHS, Catch 22, TYST and social
services” and parents focusing on behaviour to sientide of exclusion and promote

inclusion. Another example of the medicalised madeld also be noted in the work of the
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support curriculum which seeks to promote the isidn of students with SEN working with a
different set of interventions and parents focusimg time on achievement as the discussion

below between the SENCO and Inspector 4 suggests:

Interventions: range in place, students targeteckagling age for Read Write Inc. 4 x
a week, Y7 lit(eracy) lesson lower set run by SENGP7/8 numeracy lower set,
Booster Y9, one:one tuition = FSM + one level bebre targeted. Monitoring
progress: SENCO uses whole school tracking systemonitor progress of SEN
students, CPD for whole school 3 years ago, atgrfor school (Inspector 4

discussion with SENCO).

School X has also picked up the social inclusiomlehdhrough the introduction of “race”
equality policies and action plans as well as thigylo promote Community Cohesion which
was introduced during the New Labour governmerit987-2010 (see fuller discussion in
Chapter Two). Once again the school had to carra@ange of actions focused this time on
culture and faith in order to ensure that BME sthidevere included in ways expected to
reduce their social exclusion in school. Some eigrixom Inspector 1 and Inspector 4’s

records provide further information on how Schodbahdled issues of social inclusion.

School has conducted recent audit of CC practieg.appears to be list of actions
rather than analysis ... says that diversitycbbsl population poses serious
problems esp(ecially) wide socio-economic vasiatind some tensions in
community.... School has a range of data onoseconomic factors and health issues
affecting the school community. Outcomes andeaent in particular are
monitored by group including ethnicity and FSMheTschool has taken a range of

planned actions to reduce tensions to bring miffegroups together e.g. hosting
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debates on 9/11 and the Afghanistan war. Thésehabled calm consideration of
sensitive issues. School works with a rangegehaies to promote inter-communal
and international understanding...the schoohhade links with schools in India,
France and Germany....students learning ...tHreidpo diaries and Art work. The

School is a harmonious place. (Inspector 1 Summ@a Community Cohesion)

... policy signed and monitored once a year, deseghgovernor for racial equality,
monitoring of policy through governors’ curriculusommittee, parents involved in
initial draft of equalities policy, TEIM (line magement system)= analysis +
progress...current predictions for underachievirayg (Caribbean), access to extra-
curricular activities e.g. Human rights focus: Bladistory month, holocaust play, a
holocaust survivor real experience, school goesallo  music, dance,
multicultural evening....school respect code, stislévolved in this, human rights
embedded in RE curriculum (Inspector 4 discussgurakopportunities).

It is therefore disappointing for School X as Teclusion Analysis Document pc@nfirms

that “despite intervention strategies” the rates»aflusion for BME (BCRB) students and
students that are SEN (on school action plus) oaat to rise year on year. Using the
principle of inter-categorical complexities of ttheeory of intersectionality to try to understand
the inclusion/exclusion of BME students with SENilcbit be possible as Crenshaw (1989) had
suggested almost 25 years ago that students iroBxheere suffering a double jeopardy?
Could that be why they had not achieved as wetithsr students as the RAISEonline data (see

analysis earlier in this chapter) suggests?

424 Achievement

At the end of the Day 2 on site the lead inspedtdr Inspector 2 and Inspector 4 recorded
notes that confirmed a judgement of outstandingétnievement for School X as the following

statements confirm.

118



....outcomes 1: attainment 1 confirmed, learning progress 1 overall looking at a
range of factors, learning and progress of SEN/LIDD line with other pupils,
achievement 1 (inspector 2 final team meeting @ithembers of leadership team
present) 2009/10...RoL shows sig+ 3 year averagmgitish, maths students with a
statement and those on school action, studenthabkaction plus have lower CVA
scores but not sig — ....2010/11: current schota daows all students with SEN in the
current Y11 (SA,SA+, St) are predicted to exceairtMTG i.e. the 2 indicators 5A*-
Cin E & M and 5A*-C..... Summary: school trackidgta shows that many students at
SA+ are making good progress particularly year 8ré\students progress is slow the
school has put in place interventions and strageinspector 4 progress of students
with SEN).

...achievement agreed 1: overall and for SENDnst due to support and lessons and
attitude encouraged by school, variation in SA¥ &..attainment agreed 1: ach
positive KS4 for current although not all groupstée AoE (assessment on entry)
lower than last year, attainment holding up, awgit(S3 progress data plus learning
judgements from lessons... (LI final team meetiridp @ members of leadership team

present)

The judgement of outstanding for achievement hadidered carefully the progress made by
SEN students and had mentioned school action pldests and the good rather than
outstanding progress they made. This is not inwiitke earlier findings and analysis of
published statistical data in Stage 1 that preslesthool action plus students as the least
attaining (-39 points off national averages) andingthe least progress ( -11 off national
averages) from starting points. This suggestssatlean good achievement. However, it is
beyond the scope of this study to dispute the jodes of Ofsted which some commentators
(like Tymms 2011) have described as subjectivee firtal team meeting had not addressed the
achievement of students from Black Caribbean anat#i backgrounds whose attainment and

progress were a focus for this inspection. It disbnot seem as if inspectors had considered
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any intersections or multiple inequalities suclnésrsections of “race” and disabilities. This
could mean that opportunities had been missedhtbdut better ways of ensuring positive

outcomes for BME students in School X who coulade on school action plus.

4.3  Stage Three—The Ofsted Report

This is the final stage of the inspection proceksmthe lead inspector uses the “rich” evidence
base provided during the inspection to write a regiat is heavily moderated and then
published on the Ofsted website. This report i®ssible to anyone who wishes to read
information about the school especially parentscardrs. Since December 2007 the date of
the last inspection the profile of School X hadraed slightly and this report gave a bit more
information than the last one on categories ofettgl Under the “Information about the

school” section the report notes that

three out of every five (students) come[ing] frbackgrounds other than White
British. A quarter of students speak English aadgiitional language, very few of
whom are at an early stage of learning Englishaderage proportion of students
have special educational needs and/or disabilitresmain ones being behavioural,
emotional and social needs, moderate learningcdiffes, and autistic spectrum
disorder. More students than average have a statarhspecial educational needs.
The percentage of students known to be eligibldrés school meals is average. A
higher proportion of students than average remiineaschool throughout Years 7 to
11 (School X Report May 2011 p. 3).

The report also lets the public know what aspeftcteeschool’s work the inspection team had

reviewed which is same as PIB issues mentioneceeér PIB p 6).
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This report is particularly valuable to the schbetause of the way it summarises the specific
areas of the school’s work that needs to be thesfot future developments under “What does

the school need to do to improve further”. Itaesathat School X needs to

Improve teaching and learning in lessons and stgessions so that they are
consistently at least good and increase the ptiopaof outstanding teaching so that
teachers always: meet all students' needs thriowglving them in engaging activities
that challenge and support them and develop théepgendence ; use assessment
information to plan lessons that set high expeamtatfor students' understanding as
well as development of their knowledge and skitignitor systematically each
student's understanding throughout lessons and setaghing accordingly; involve
students routinely in identifying evidence of sigxand assessing their progress
towards explicit targets that they understand; pl®gtudents with clear guidance on

how to improve when marking work, then follow ugithresponses (School X Report
p. 5).

Emphasis on teaching and learning in classroonpsudof the weaknesses of the school
confirms the focus of inspections which is firshdabservation of lessons to determine the
impact of teaching and learning on student progf€lss Framework, 2009). The lead
inspector‘s concluding notes on teaching and legrat the end of on-site inspection is a

snhapshot of what the team agreed. It says

strengths and afd (areas for development) from Dajth extra points...(extra afd)
precision about different levels...(using) sucag@geria, (too) teacher led didactic and
leading questioning shutting down dialogue, asseaspolicy comprehensive but not
well implemented across some subjects, some gaadige in English, target grade
not really clear re meaning e.g. in math&&M of T&L : T&L observation system in
place, lesson observation form not enough weighgroop progress, T&L group
ensuring staff more aware about need to focus eaifspgroup progress, precision of
afd and how used to move teachers on, 72 stafffitieefrom coaching, T&L more
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exciting and dynamic, afd monitoring and trainiriggopport staff, still nearer grade 1
than grade 2 (LI final team meeting with 9 memldrieadership team present)

This summary seems to affirm that inspectors wesara that teaching and learning for some
groups was not meeting expectations because tresa@\ack of focus on the progress of
specific groups, school’s lesson observation hagpuabenough weight on teaching and
learning in some groups and support staff neededtorong and training. However, the areas
of development in this report have not taken amypgs into account. This fits in well with the
anti-categorical perspective of intersectional ctamities (McCall, 2005) where categories are
ignored to favour approaches that may seem colina.lHowever this seems a strange
outcome to follow the clear focus of the inspectionfinding out the reasons for

underachievement of specific groups stated eahdrwill be explored further in this section.

The number of times special education needs othitsr derivatives such as learning
difficulties was used more than doubled in thisoregompared to School X's last report in

2007. All the statements in relation to SEN frora thport are reproduced below.

An average proportion of students have speciat&thnal needs and/or disabilities,
the main ones being behavioural, emotional anchtaeeds, moderate learning

difficulties, and autistic spectrum disorder.
More students than average have a statement cbspducational needs.

The support for vulnerable students, includingsthevho have special educational
needs and/or disabilities, is excellent in enhantieir access to learning and thereby
enabling them to make outstanding progress sinal#neir peers.

The school's data show continued excellent pregaad high attainment for current
Year 11 students, as well as across other yeapgrand for students with special

educational needs and/or disabilities.
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The quality of learning for pupils with specialuedtional needs and/or disabilities

and their progress.

Support for vulnerable students, such as thoseamdtooked after or have special
educational needs and/or disabilities, is exemplars achieved through very
effective work with families and partner agenciasgl carefully targeted support,
including mentoring. As a result, achievement, beha and attendance have

improved.

Very thorough evaluation of relative weaknessggeiriormance in a few subjects and
by students with low attainment at Key Stage 2 bo s receiving support through
School Action Plus has led to changes in provisios year which are already
producing improved outcomes. For example, studehtsare not entered for three
separate sciences at GCSE are achieving more highbyence than last year as a
consequence of following a course better matchékeio needs.

Extra details were included this time in the reporéxplain the types of SEN such as
“behavioural, emotional and social needs, moddeatiming difficulties, and autistic spectrum
disorder, the type of support they receive whicé led to improvement in behaviour,
attendance and achievement and the outstandingnuelgt of a grade 1 which School X got
for the quality of learning for SEN students. Tkpart acknowledged the problems they had
with ensuring the right provision for lower attaigigroups and students on school action plus
and how they had tackled it by disallowing entrgéparate sciences. It is not clear how the
lead inspector came to this conclusion since ltoksigh exclusion rates for school action plus
students as well as their relatively low attendacw@pared to the rest of the school had not
been explored and could be one of the reasons leywtere underachieving. After all, as the
Raiseonline2010 report suggests a small numbédhrilnfren entered the school in Year7 below

expected levels of attainment from Key Stage 2 tis&re could also be another reason for their
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relative underachievement compared to their p&&hat if these students on school action plus
came from Black Caribbean or African backgrounds thie school’s policies and practices

were unsuitable for them?

There is an improvement in the representation oEBitudents in this report compared to the
last report where they were not mentioned at alo® is the context of the four times they

were mentioned.

The progress and attainment across year groupsvef prior attainers, students
known to be eligible for free school meals, studeateiving support through School

Action Plus, and students with Black Caribbean laicB African heritage.

Gaps in attainment and progress are narrowingdmiwtudents overall and groups
with Black Caribbean or Black African heritage ookvn to be eligible for free school

meals, although this is faster in some cases ttieers

Equal opportunity is very actively promoted anslcdimination comprehensively
tackled, including through a respect code. Effestass is evident in the harmonious
community and rarity of discriminatory incidentsvasll as the narrow achievement
gaps between students. The school's inclusive appro evaluation and
improvement leads to changes in courses and sughdmrogressively close gaps
between groups of students in achievement, atteed@®ehaviour and exclusion.
However, targets for the latter for students witadB Caribbean or Black African

heritage are not readily comparable with natioialres.

BME students specifically Black Caribbean and BlAg#kcan heritage students were
mentioned primarily for reasons of equality of ogpaity. This approach has lead to an
equality of educational outcomes view of educatdrch Gillborn (2005) has been
advocating. From this point of view whatever Sch¥alid to educationally include students

from Black Caribbean and Black African backgrounasild be providing them with equal

124



opportunities which could lead to positive eduaagicoutcomes. According to the report
equality of opportunities is offered to Black Cdrian and Black African heritage students
through actively promoting equality of opportunitgcking discrimination, changes in courses
and support but this has not led to improvemenghievement or reduced rates of exclusion
and gaps are not narrowing. Therefore as Philkp94) would argue unequal outcomes must

be because opportunities were never equal in tstepliace.

4.4  Conclusion

To conclude this chapter therefore it seems obuibatsin School X the support for BME
students from Black Caribbean and African backgdsuhoes not lead always to the outcomes
expected. Could it be that some students in additidoeing BME and with respect to School
X, Black Caribbean and African, also belong tategory of SEN say school action plus?
From this analysis of Ofsted documentation for $tkothrough a three staged process it
seems apparent that School X does not possesmssytat can identify BME students who are
on their SEN list even when official statisticataauch as School X’®AISEonline 2010 Full
Report Roland Exclusion Analysis Document (September 2009-JUl@R0mention the same
two major groups with less than desirable outcorbsre are reasons for this. Staff
responsible for achievement and mainstream cuaid¢aehded to be different from those who
decided interventions even though interventionseveeien as the reason School X’s curriculum

was judged to be outstanding according to InspeXtor

curriculum meets all requirements and meets thdsekindividuals and groups,

school is strategic and evaluative on curriculumpkector 3 Summary evidence).
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Extracts from meetings of Inspector 3 with curngulheads made no mention of the
interventions to develop reading, writing, mathdosabr science at Key Stage 3 or their impact

on achievement—as the extract below shows:

Curriculum (meeting with SLT members): school kasout to make the curriculum
more personalised, the new curriculum at KS4 all@wsthways with an increase in
provision for BTEC. More non-GCSE courses in they 54 curriculum, whole
school audit held to identify the extent to whible turriculum met the needs of all
students, personalised curriculum leads to chahtgaching method and different
forms of assessment, school chose the right teatthiéeach BTEC, EBAC has
influenced choice of HI at KS4, GCSE RS all studeto accredited course, CZ &
PSHE on a carousel Y7-11, some teaching in tutee,tiCZ is mapped across the
curriculum, KS3 is complicated, CZ is reported nrKiS3, Specialist teacher of CZ,

sex and relationship education covered fully (Iaspe3).

This lack of cohesion within the school’s work seetim have led to data that were unsuitable
for whole school use because heads of departmedtsemior leaders at School X did not have
the complete information they needed on individstatlents and groups of students such as
Black Caribbean students who could also be on $&wion plus to ensure that teaching and

learning met the needs of all students.

This seemed to be the case with inspectors as kwadh though the teaching evidence base
was removed from this investigation for reasonsudised earlier it seems clear from the
information gathered during the summary of teacland learning that teaching in intervention
groups (especially in the Behaviour Support Umtl anterventions for reading) had not been

considered as important as the lead inspector'sramnbelow suggests:
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Teaching and Learning — monitoring T&L, HODs monitg work in the classroom,
looks planner, school proforma, once a year 7 X fgear groups, profoma to line
manager, issue for concern, date for review to FIADD talks over resolving issues,
school marking policy in place, robust systemslace....formal lesson obs (PM)
twice a year, one is done by line manager and gmeefotiation. SLT undertake
learning visits of dept responsible for, not re@atahdividually but good practice on
concerns logged e.g. whole school focus on legrabjectives, SLT will comment
on practice, on the proforma, analysis taken to Shdeting, Leaders accept that
observation form needs to be amended and needs beihitoring. e.g. languages
dept training re targets set, CPD meeting neetisaofiers e.g. MP, SEND.... (LI

summary)

Against the backdrop of underperformance of spegioups in terms of behaviour,
attendance, attainment and progress compareeitgorers based on RoL data this this to be
the case and seems surprising. This summary evedeneveaknesses and strengths of
teaching above suggests that even though teacldegudged to be good, teaching did not
meet the needs of BMP (black minority pupils) aitN® students well but yet there was no

mention of teaching in intervention groups or indually.

Consequently not unsurprisingly, senior leadeesrsal helpless about the lack of
improvement for these two significant groups — gowhich could very likely have a large
proportion of BME (Black Caribbean) students witBNson school action plus. It seems
therefore that School X had not recognised thegmes of BME students who had SEN and so
these students had failed to perform as well ds pleers because of possible intersections

between “race” and SEN.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

5.0 Introduction

Our systems are inherited, of course. They hasergon the back of tradition. The
changes that take place generally reflect thiefsedbout education of those who have
been educated within that system. They therefon® what has come before. Clearly,
it is difficult to make us change what we hawsajs known. Yet change is
supposedly something that education has hadélguheaucratic bucket-load during
the last few years....The basic description of aee educate has, to all intents and

purposes, remained the same. (Rix et al, 2003:4)

In this concluding chapter | will address the ovelneng questions for this research presented in
Chapter One of this thesis and | will argue usiogd®l X as my example that systems and
processes in schools in the UK do not identify ohine most vulnerable groups of children in
particular children from BME backgrounds that h&EN — children on the intersection of two
inequalities (“race” and disability). | will atterhpo link this lack of identification to the

eventual negative outcomes for this group of ckildisuch as low attendance, increasing rates
of exclusion, low standards and less than expemtegress) at the end of their compulsory
schooling compared to other groups of children.ni&king this claim | am not trying to
generalise from one case study of a school tatlairasschools rather | am using this study in
the context of what Thomas (2011) refers to asimsis. Phronesis according to Thomas
(2011: 32) “is the essence of understandabilitglfan can offer a series of ways of proceeding
based in exemplary knowledge...offer[ring] validatfor making connections between
another’s experience and one’s own, seeing linkginly insights”. The insights | bring to this

research have emerged from my job as a lead irmpaficschools in England and Wales. | am
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hoping to generate some interest in this fieldtodlg and in the plight of BME children who
historically have continued to underachieve inBnésh education system (Bourne, 1994;
Gillborn and Gipps, 1996; Gillborn and Mirza, 200B¢ducation Commission, 2004; Demiea,
2005). This chapter will focus on the questionstiids research stated in Chapter One and will

try to throw some light on the major thrust of tresearch which is:

Whether it is possible that some children from BHEkgrounds with SEN are
suffering a double jeopardy such as feminists Gkenshaw (1989), Baca (1996),
Brah and Phoenix (2004) claim on the issue of s&etions of gender and “race”?

This research is situated within the context oftthigeen years of the New Labour government
(1997-2010) when there seemed to be an attempbte tmeyond category based SEN to
embrace notions of inclusion and some of its expdrakrivatives such as social inclusion and
community cohesion (these terms have been explan€tapter Two). This period was
chosen as a starting point for this research becatuthe immense influence it had on schools
through its education and social inclusion poli¢e=e DfEE, 1997, 1998; Race Relations
Amendment Act 2000; Duty to promote Community Cabes2006, also Ofsted guidance on

Equalities).

In Chapter One of this study | established thatas necessary to understand how well students
labelled within categories of Black and minorithiet (BME) with special education needs
(SEN) were doing in UK schools. In the literaturexplored notions of inclusion and inclusion
policies and practice including “race” equality ijp@s and their extended derivative—
community cohesion in schools. | concluded thatitme was right for educational inclusion,
which had adopted category SEN based approachs®pagnoring social inclusion/exclusion

policy and practice. Diniz (1999) had come to ailsintonclusion.
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In Chapter Three | explained how using a documgntsearch approach to scrutinize the
Ofsted documentation of an outstanding school (8ickpin inner city London, could
illuminate policy and practice during the 13 yeair$she New Labour government, around the
major issues of this research. It made sense todb@fsted documentation for two major
reasons. Firstly, Ofsted’s published reports judged ranked schools as outstanding, good,
satisfactory or inadequate. Secondly, Ofsted ts@oe familiar and taken seriously by
stakeholders involved with schools such as polidggrs school staff, parents, pupils,
governors and even the general public becauseptioeyde information that holds schools to
account for their provision (teaching, curriculuraye and guidance) and the achievement or

underachievement of their students.

| positioned myself during this study as both “desi’ and “outsider” and this research
benefited significantly because of this. Griff{t98: 36) has made a clear distinction between
“the insider (as) ‘someone whose biography (genadee, class, sexual orientation and so on)
gives.... a lived familiarity with the group beingsearched” and “the outsider (as) a researcher
who does not have any intimate knowledge of theigiteeing researched, prior to entry into

the group”. This means that in relation to thisei@rch | was an insider because of my BME
status and my job as a lead inspector and an eutsetause of my non-SEN status and my
lack of involvement with the generation of docunseiatr the research. However, like Mercer
(2007) I would prefer to view insiderness and algsness as being at the two extremes of a
continuum with my position somewhere in betweery “Msiderness” significantly reduced

the amount of time | spent trying to understand&fs Framework and Evaluation Schedule
as well as Ofsted terminology, processes and méso It was most helpful when | had to

read the handwritten evidence of inspectors whiak avvery challenging task that took some

time to accomplish.
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This study suggests that BME students with SEN waderperforming across three major
outcome indicators — achievement, exclusion arehdince. The major category of the BME
group of students in School X that attained lowwandards and progressed less quick compared
to other groups were from Black Caribbean heri{@ge Stage One analysis). The same group
had the highest exclusion rates (see Stage TwgsashlAlso the group of SEN students that
had underperformed in similar ways to the studéota Black Caribbean heritage were
students on school action plus. As the totalspaodortions had not shifted to show
additionality it seems logical to suggest that naishe students with this negative outcome
could be Black Caribbean heritage students on s@uion plus. This meant that School X’s
provision for Black Caribbean heritage studentsadmol action plus was inadequate and not
leading to positive outcomes. The reasons foriigh have been explored in Chapter Four
suggest that there is a possibility that Black klzgan heritage students on school action plus
were suffering a double jeopardy (Crenshaw, 1988pie the broader view of inclusion that
School X practiced. These outcomes have implicatfonSchool X and provide an insight into
what could be happening to BME children on therggetion of “race” and SEN in schools in

the UK.

5.1  Originality and contribution to the field of inquiry

This study makes a number of key inter-connectorgrébutions to the field of inquiry. First,
this study is situated within the context of thcemtested and sometimes conflicting fields of
literature: one focusing upon notions of inclusieschools and its expanded forms
(Dyson,1999; Thomas, 2001; Ainscow et al 2006; Blatawkins, 2007; Norwich, 2008;
Reindal 2008), another concentrating on issuesaafe” and racism (Cole, 2004; Gillborn,

1995, 2000, 2008; Tomlinson, 2008) and a thirdh@ories of intersectionality and multiple
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inequalities (Brah and Phoenix, 2004; Crenshaw 1BRZall, 2005; Verloo, 2006: Shields,
2008). This has enabled this research to drawndmeve beyond the earlier educational
research into underachievement of specific BME gsoearried out by Gillborn and Mirza
(2000) by using a wider lens to explore inclusieéigies and practices around the of
intersection “race” and SEN. Findings of the reseagreed with Gillborn and Mirza (2000)
that the standards reached by students from Canibéwed African heritage in School X were
lower and the progress made slower compared togkers nationally and in the same school.
The study confirmed the high exclusion rates of B&tilidents (especially Black Caribbean and
African heritage students) in secondary schookeasral commentators (Dehal, 2006; Hick,
Visser, & MacNab, 2007) had established. Othetissihad commented on students with SEN
suggesting that students with SEN did not progassguickly as their peers (Farrell, 2000) and
this study confirms this view in relation speciflgao students on school action plus. What this
study adds is an understanding of what School Xndidn they were faced with these negative
outcomes. School X had acted along the lines ot Wiyaon (1999) had referred to as
“inclusions not one inclusion” which seemed to supNorwich’s (2002) view on a complex
notion of “inclusive diversity”. This study expta how School X had used an intervention
approach (Gresham, 2002) and turned to a pletiforeepventions. There were actions to
promote “race” equality and community cohesiontmane hand in order to socially include
BME students — expanded notions of inclusion tduitke “race” equality in schools have been
explored in Chapter Two. There were “internal egmn” interventions such as in the
Behaviour Support Unit (BSU) that required withdehfrom lessons for days/ weeks at a time
to ensure another form of inclusion. Finally, SENdents with learning difficulties are taught
because of their lower literacy levels as welllager progress within a curriculum (support)

that required withdrawal from mainstream lessortgstaaching in primary type classrooms at
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Key Stage 3 — this is the traditional educationalusion model. Using an intervention
approach such as explained above will thereforenrttegt BME students with SEN would
spend a large proportion of their time within in@mtions and less of their time learning and
socializing with their peers. Thus several intetiars aimed at individual student or groups of
students though well meaning may be a form of estxatuand may have been the reason for the
continued negative outcomes in behavior and underaement for BME students and students
on school action plus. This seems to be a typ@obk jeopardy which (Crenshaw 1989) had
claimed happened for women of colour because adgeand “race” intersections. This new
way of thinking has enabled this research to cbute to the reconceptualisation of inclusion.
The suggestion that inclusion should expand furtiegrond “race”/ethnicity to embrace
children on the intersections of “race” and SENtieng. What is needed might be some form
of policy redirection that addresses policy proldehmat arise in schools because as Hancock
(2007) suggests “... these policy problems areertizan the sum total of their mutually

exclusive parts” (Hancock, 2007: 64).

Second, this study has contributed to further ustdading of the relationship between equality
of opportunity and equality of outcomes for BMEd#uts in School X. A strong relationship
between equality of opportunity and equality ofammes had been argued compellingly by
Phillips (2004) and Gillborn (2005). BME studenpesifically Black Caribbean and Black
African heritage students were mentioned primdahreasons of equality of opportunity in

the final published report for School X. In thedl published report for School X Black
Caribbean and Black African heritage students wapported through actively promoting
equality of opportunity, tacking discrimination,astging courses at GCSE level as well as
other forms of support. This equality of opporties approach should have led to an equality

of educational outcomes according to Gillborn (206®wever in School X this did not
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happen and instead achievement was slower andafageslusion higher. Therefore as
Phillips (2004) has argued unequal outcomes mubtbause opportunities were never equal
in the first place. It seems obvious that in Schthe support for BME students from Black
Caribbean and African backgrounds did not leadkfeeted outcomes may be because of

compounding factors such as intersections with $&ifticularly in this case school action plus.

Third, closely scrutinizing the Ofsted documentatod School X as the case study school has
thrown some light on how intersectionality can pdevone of the reasons for
underachievement of specific groups of studentshvirient beyond teacher “race” and racism
which have been reported well in the literatur@&laick and Caribbean education in the UK for
instance in the work of (Gillborn, 1996) Analysi@gsted documentation required a mixed
methods approach that enabled close scrutiny digi@a and unpublished numerical data and
establishing links between the actions of the sthod their data. Evidence was triangulated
all the time in an attempt to provide validity déimns at each stage. Studies of intersectionality
are complex and this study was no less so but aqgpMcCall’s (2005) category of complexity
model to the interpretation of the results of asilyat different stages of the research made it
possible to effectively interrogate Ofsted docuraent the effects of intersectionality even
when categories were ignored for example in theo8ick’'s Ofsted report of 2007. Like
McCall’s (2005) study, this research suggeststti@inter-categorical approach is a preferred
methodology for interpreting data about issuestd#rsection of “race” and SEN in School X
because it allowed the use of existing categonestlae possibility of comparing group data

which helped to understand the links between prawviand outcomes.

Fourth, this study makes a contribution methodaaly by adopting a somewhat historical

approach and was particularly interested in thgek8s of New Labour government using a
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documentary research methodology. A historical agagn allowed the integrity of majority of
the Ofsted documents scrutinized as primary souocbs acknowledged. Woodin, McCullock
and Cowan (2013) posited that “placing developmetittsin historical settings can provide
crucial insight into contemporary policy and praet{because) an historical framework helps
to locate the parameters within which educatiomatiices are configured and reconfigured
(Woodin, McCullock and Cowan 2013: 265). This vimsonates with this research. This
research provides an insight into what seems te bhanged in the way schools cope with
difference, but more importantly, it highlights tbentinuities. Rix et al (2003) understood and
could recognise these continuities as the qudteedbeginning of this chapter suggests because
they remind us that despite change “by the burediedsucket-load”... the basic description of
how we educate has, to all intents and purpose®gined the same” (Rix et al,2003: 4). The
close reading of documents and the links made déyedbearcher within and across stages
enabled the identification of tensions and conttiains throughout the document scrutiny.

The “deficit model” of disabilities seems to underpll provision for students that require
support whatever the nature of what is requiredHeir inclusion—traditional or progressive.
The perceived problem is still the child’s and stmes the social status of their parents, their
communities or “race”/ethnicities. The use of emtdragencies, quasi-professionals and
community leaders to help sort the problem, whiak been reported for a longtime by
researchers (Ainscow et al, 1999) has not changitkdem has the outcomes. This study showed
that the outcomes for BME students in this caselB@aribbean students on school action plus
in School X was probably worse because of thesetdion of “race” and SEN and this

apparently had an impact on their achievement.
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5.2 Impact of research for policy and practice

This research is of key importance for providingpangboard and context for further
contemporary studies of the intersectionality @fce” and SEN in schools in the UK — Early
Years, primary and secondary. It provides somehdstl evidence on the issue during the
years of the conflicting agendas of New Labourraiusion, standards and “race” equality.
Without generalising to other schools the studgian insight into the impact of conflicting
policies and practices on children. Placing thseegch in the context of earlier research studies
it becomes easier to see how seemingly meaningfidigs that have not been well thought
through can lead to ineffective practice. Lookihgsely at Ofsted documentation and its
methodology for judging schools is significant @vealing how different forms of inclusion
arising from seemingly diverse concepts of “diffeze” and “otherness” can work together in
schools to generate exclusion and underachieveimechildren with multiple inequalities on
the intersection of “race” and SEN. This study aksaforces the perception that policy
rhetoric and intentions are often different fromagirce and can sometimes go completely
wrong. With this in mind, | would like to proposenamber of recommendations which have
emerged through reflecting on the research findingkis study. These recommendations are
directed towards researchers in education, poliggmsa(local and national), Ofsted’s Chief
Inspector, school leaders and teachers and prapasmclusive practice in schools should

adopt a model of inclusive diversity (describedieam Chapter Two p 37).

5.3 Using a model of inclusive diversity

1. That ethnic monitoring joins up with other schoamitoring processes so that all
forms of intersection of inequalities in schoolsltsas the intersection of “race” and

SEN become part of schools’ understanding of themtext.
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2. That schools keep a close eye on outcome measitesdance, exclusion standards
and progress) ensuring that promoting equal oppitigs by introducing
interventions is continually under review and @it purpose for all groups of children.

3. That schools maintain a numerical central dateesyshat combines outcomes of
attendance, behaviour such as exclusions and a&arhet (standards and progress)
for all children so that the impact of interventazan be monitored and tracked and
no child slips through the cracks.

4. That BME children with SEN are not continually bgitaught by less qualified staff
who are not teachers but the best qualified teadmerrewarded for improving their
practice and ensuring that that these childreneaehivell. This has implications for
training of good teachers and management of teg@mnd learning in schools.

5. That the Department for Education demands thatadstsend accurate statistics of
their population including where there are intetieas.

6. That Ofsted should amend their definition of grotgpembrace all possible groups
and ensure that schools define themselves accéydind send accurate data for the

generation of RAISEonline reports.

54 Areas considered for future research

This study because of the constraints of time gade focused on intersectionality in a school
judged by Ofsted to be outstanding. One areaufioiré research would be to explore policy
and practice regarding BME students with SEN irosth (all phases) judged by Ofsted to be
less than outstanding such as schools that areduoate, good or requiring improvement.
Such a study will be significant because OfstedigeClnspector has changed since the arrival

of the Coalition government and the focus of inspes have also changed. Some practices in
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schools such as the Duty to promote community dohdsave been scrapped and the Ofsted

framework for inspections has been reviewed twicees20009.

Future research should also expand to cover atitensections of inequalities in schools such

as children on free school meals and children Idater by the local authority in order to

help schools to continue to examine and re-exathigie systems and processes. Such research
might also explore existing alternative modelsnaiusive practice that promotes inclusive
diversity with a view to developing theory and piee that will enable children at the
intersection such as BME children with SEN to terand achieve well in mainstream school

settings in the UK.

5.5 Limitations of the study

There were two major interlinked limitations ofglstudy. Firstly, there was limited access to
completed evidence forms on lesson observatiorsusecOfsted had barred them from
disclosure. As a result, a major part of the delail gathered by inspectors was not available.
However, by reading evidence from team meetingsdésmlissions on teaching and learning in
addition to triangulating evidence from inspectonsas able to gather valuable information on
the weaknesses and strengths in the quality adaheol’s teaching of groups of students

especially BME students with SEN.

Secondly, the use of a fifty-fifty mixed methodsdm led to disagreeing with a some of the
judgements reached by inspectors and to introdwadiegnative normative judgements which
were outside the scope of this study because reqleither the application of the Framework
and/or the judgements of the inspectors. It wagssary as a researcher to identify the gaps

between qualitative and quantitative analysis efghme issues and to use those moments of
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friction to illuminate how policy-led inclusive prace in School X could lead to a “double
jeopardy” for students on the intersection of “faeanicity and SEN. However, to reduce the
effect of this process on undertaking appropriatecal analysis throughout the study, |
planned and carried out critical analysis withinl @across each stage of the process and
interrogated my conclusions every step of the wiayuilt in enough reflection time within the
process to take care of this. | also ensured thsed triangulated evidence to back up my

normative value judgements. As a result this stodk much longer than expected.

5.6 A final note

Throughout this study | attempted to make somenessyaway from the standpoint of the
almost inflexible positions of researchers in tieéds of “race” and SEN. The methodology |
chose was designed to allow a closer look at b&fd &nd “race” and it highlighted the effect
of a dichotomous approach to inequalities in sthhobam aware that there will be a variety of
views on my approach to this study but | beliewa ethgood understanding of the past will
prepare schools to cope better with difficult dexis they have to make on intersection in the

future.
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APPENDIX 1—OFSTED PACK
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To gain full access to this pack please refer to details of communications with Ofsted in Appendix 2

Pack is available from Ref: CAS-209902-GPKVH3
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APPENDIX 2—COPIES OF EMAIL CORRESPONENCES WITH OFSTED
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APPENDIX 3
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APPENDIX 5

EXTRACTS FROM INSPECTORS’ EVIDENCE BASE
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Extracts from Inspectors’ Evidence Forms

Inspector 1

Total number of EFs =9

Major inspection activities relevant to research — Community Cohesion, recording of End of Day 1
team meeting

Emerging grades at end of Day 1 with question marks and / indicating where further information
was sought on Day 2.

Outcomes: Attainment is high, Learning and progress of pupils including for SEN for Day 2, Safe grade
1, Healthy grade 2? Behaviour grade 1? Economic well being grade 1, SMSC grade 1

Provision :Teaching grade for Day 2, curriculum grade 1? CGS for Day 2.

Leadership and management : Parents/carers grade 1 / 2? Safeguarding grade 1, Community
Cohesion grade 2/1? Partnerships grade 1?7 Community Cohesion: range of good actions, outcomes
for pupils looks positive, but analysis and evaluation need looking at more closely, fund raising,
participation in festivals, drama production, student choir, school council operations not yet clear
how effective. Need to look at music in Community folder.

No 1(Day-1) Discussion with senior leaders (DHT, AHT and Head of Specialisms) ....... School has
conducted recent audit of CC practice —to be provided later—but appears to be list of actions rather
than analysis, ...says that diversity of school population poses serious problems esp(ecially) wide
socio-economic variation and some tensions in community....school has taken range of actions to
bring diverse groups together including hosting debates (student led) on 9/11 and Afghanistan—
enables calm and rational consideration of sensitive issues such as brought in outside agencies and
delivered sessions on tolerance and initiatives to promote international understanding e.g. students
went to India....widespread perception (in SEF) that the school is harmonious. SLT identify a range of
factors (including) large sixth form (good role models), staffing stability, stakeholder community
house system, house buddying scheme

No 2(Day-2) Further discussion with senior leaders (DHT and HT) ........ reinforces message re: gang
culture and violence outside school on streets of (area) + more of this comes into school. The police
have said that school is a ‘haven’. Monitoring of racist incidents shows only 3 incidents in 3 years.
Also reinforcing message re: bringing in religious/community leaders to develop inter-communal
understanding....HT says CC has been central to school’s work and evaluation is done through
monitoring outcomes for groups.

No 3(Day 2) Summary on Community Cohesion—the school has a very good understanding of the
local context, the tensions (e.g. gang violence) in locality. School has a range of data on socio-
economic factors and health issues affecting the school community. Outcomes and achievement in
particular are monitored by group including ethnicity and FSM. The school has taken a range of
planned actions to reduce tensions to bring different groups together e.g. hosting debates on 9/11
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and the Afghanistan war. This has enabled calm consideration of sensitive issues. School works with
a range of agencies to promote inter-communal and international understanding...the school has
made links with schools in India, France and Germany....students learning ...through video diaries and
Art work. The School is a harmonious place. Diversity is valued at all levels...SLT, staff, pupils
contribute...factors-- respect code, strong identity, large sixth form(role models), staffing stability,
stakeholder community, house system, FSM engagement (high participation)..

Final Evaluation—outcomes can be seen in terms of achievement, commitment and quality of
relationships, strong community partnerships are ensuring the school is having an impact on the
wider locality.

Inspector 2

Total number of EFs = 10
Major inspection activities relevant to research—Science, G&T, Final Team meeting Day 2

No1(Day 1)---Data gathering G&T....G&T register — 217 KS3, 231 KS4, 163 6 form, total 593.....2010
RoL: High attainers: English 48% achieved GCSE A*/A, Maths 48% achieved A*/A, EN 94% of high
attainers achieved expected progress K2-4, MA 94% of high attainers achieved expected progress K2-
4

No 2(day 1)---Science pre-inspection notes....achievement in science is not as good as it should be
for some students....ensure that improvements to progress in science are sustained....2010 RoL: high
90% entry for single science, sig-GCSE Chemistry, Physics and other sciences (30 students < grade C)
Questions — leadership/staffing/QT/M&E, curriculum guidance and high proportion of pupils doing
single science and rest achieving below grade C, 10/11 progress and predictions

No 3 (Day 2)----Assessment policy.....the policy is very detailed — 10pages,...the key features are:
background, statement of intent, policy guidelines, examination, good practice, the use of
examination statistics, guidelines for writing reports and implementation of monitoring ....within the
policy are statements such as “ as well as a mark or grade...pupils should be given specific guidance
about how to improve their work to allow for higher levels of achievement”.....”marking should
always emphasis positive aspects of pupils work and should give both direction and support, written
comments being the most useful here, pointing the way to further improvement”.... “pupils could be
made aware especially through written comments and clearing stated targets of possible reasons
why learning objectives were not met.”

No 4 (Day 2)----discussion with acting AHT science....ex head of biology been acting head of science
since September...previous head of science still teaches within the department and has responsibility
for alternative curriculum...Summary (L&M judged 2): a range of improvements have been made,
many this year; science leadership/ structure is still to be resolved; further work on teaching and
learning, observations and feedback is the next step.

No 5 (Day 2)---final team meeting with 9 members of leadership team present....outcomes 1:
attainment 1 confirmed, learning and progress 1 overall looking at a range of factors, learning and
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progress of SEN/LDD 1 in line with other pupils, achievement 1....safe 1 confirmed....Behaviour BSU
observation/discussions, analysis of exclusions 2010/11 n.a. still above but reduced, school needs to
ensure that they monitor % of different groups against national figures, over all 1 (see yesterday EF
in lessons and around the school....Healthy 2 after discussion of school lunch
arrangements....contribution to school and wider community 1 agreed as “best fit”... attendance 1
agreed as best fit... 09/10 high including all groups...SA+ improved, no details on various other
groups....economic well being 1 confirmed....SMSC 1 confirmed

Quality of Teaching 2 with lots of strengths: % on inspection: 2 outstanding (6%), 20 good (68%), 9
satisfactory (29%)....of school 10 below (1-2 grades below), 2 above...discussion about observation
evidence not supporting teaching grade given i.e. a little generous...strengths: relationships pupil
attitudes, subject knowledge... weaknesses: planning/learning outcomes/success criteria, teacher led
in some, AFL variable (quotes from assessment policy)...use of assessment to support learning 2 is
the best fit...

Curriculum 1 confirmed....no issues in ICT...specialism (has) helpful to drive curriculum along e.g.
making the school look outside itself and forward looking

CGS 1: strength of school

L&M 1: performance data available for HOD, HOY...HOD science much improved...effective
SENCO....Iong discussion about L&M of teaching and learning overall 1....GB 1
confirmed...engagement with parents and carers 1 agreed best fit : strong for parents of vulnerable
pupils...partnerships 1 confirmed...equal opportunities 1 agreed: policies in place...HMI discussion
with governors after reading evaluation criteria....safeguarding 1 confirmed....community cohesion 1
on balance as best fit: incisive analysis? not explicit but a lot of knowledge and interesting
themes...school could do things more overtly with the local community...on balance on the baseline
but outcomes level into grade 1...Capacity for sustained improvement evaluation criteria discussed
best fit 1....

VIM: also agreed as 1
Overall effectiveness agreed as 1 i.e. outstanding.

What does the school need to do to improve (team agreed on area for development + Headteacher
agreed: Consistency of teaching...more outstanding...improved AfL...differentiation (challenging and
meeting all needs)...quality of marking and next steps

Inspector 3

Total number of EFs = 8
Major inspection activities relevant to research—ECM outcomes, Curriculum, SMSC

No 1(day 1)—Safety: anti-bullying mentors are sixth formers trained by Kidscape: KS3, KS4 and P16.
1800 pupils: an amazing mix one racist incident led to exclusion, concern is for movement especially
in corridors; road safety; to make pupils more aware....Healthy lifestyles: new catering company
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started: emphasis on healthy food, low level obesity in LA, 2 hours PE at KS3, 1 hour at KS4, 179Y10,
95Y11 on D of E, largest provider of D of E in England, also emotional well being.... Community: lead
school for extended services for 16 schools, absence of racism....Economic well being: PSHE good
contribution, careers advice, mock interviews for jobs, past pupils talk, enterprise (make products
and sell them), real world applications, every student does DT, ML; school appreciates and celebrates
its own diversity(garden dedicated to students who have died, school has helped: very strong
response positive about how the school remember; Strengths: good teaching across the subjects;
range of extracurricular activities; school good at fostering talent; toilets have been much improved
through the school council clean —kids respect them

No 2(Day 1) — Curriculum (meeting with SLT members): school has set out to make the curriculum
more personalised, the new curriculum at KS4 allows 2 pathways with an increase in provision for
BTEC. More non-GCSE courses in the new KS4 curriculum, whole school audit held to identify the
extent to which the curriculum met the needs of all students, personalised curriculum leads to
change of teaching method and different forms of assessment, school chose the right teachers to
teach BTEC, EBAC has influenced choice of HI at KS4, GCSE RS all students do accredited course, CZ &
PSHE on a carousel Y7-11, some teaching in tutor time, CZ is mapped across the curriculum, KS3 is
complicated, CZ is reported on in KS3, Specialist teacher of CZ, sex and relationship education
covered fully

No 3 (Day 1/2) — Curriculum (specialism): DT, SC, MA, IT; raising achievement in partnership (with)
other specialisms, main determinant of success is exam results, always been redesgnated, EN is the
strongest subject in results, MA is catching up, Core is the school’s specialism....school is evaluative
and strategic, school was slow to take up vocational/work related learning, BTEC started two years
ago.....growing point for the curriculum is to provide alternative pathways at KS3 and P16
implications for KS4; discussion showed that school is good at evaluation and strategy.

No 4 (Day 2 )- Outcomes (summary judgements) Feeling safe — grade 1: pupils assert very strongly
that they feel completely safe in school, pupils understand issues relating to safety and act
accordingly at all times, pupils feel safe from bullying and entirely confident that it will be sorted,
pupils say that they are listened to as individuals and collectively through the school council. Healthy
Lifestyles — grade2: pupils know what they need to do to keep healthy especially physical activity and
diet, pupils value what the school provides to support their mental and emotional well being, school
recognises the need to be more explicit about the healthy lifestyle agenda across the school, school
admits that about 1 in five pupils (17%) have less than two hours PE/sport in the week, vulnerable
pupils develop positive attitudes and their emotional well being improves at this school, Q7 on
parental questionnaire shows school is below the national average... Contribution to community —
gradel: pupils are very involved in roles of responsibility and opportunities to take initiative, pupils
from different groups are all fully involved, pupils say that they have opportunities to engage in
issues that affect their learning as well as their well being, pupils contribution to the school and wider
community is strong and varied, pupils could contribute more to the local community-more
awareness of contribution...Economic well being — (no grade): pupils are good at applying their basic
skills, pupils say that the school prepare them well for next stage of their education and pupils value
their careers education, pupils appreciate the opportunities for enterprise and for fund raising, pupils
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have (but) realistic aspirations for themselves...SMSC — grade 1: pupils think deeply and reflect on
personal experience and values, pupils understand and respect moral differences and show
consideration to others, pupils develop social skills and knowledge of society and different
communities, pupils enjoy and value diversity and cultural expression from different backgrounds, all
these are very strong..... Curriculum — gradel: curriculum meets all requirements and meets the
needs of individuals and groups, school is strategic and evaluative on curriculum, curriculum includes
extended services which are very well developed, curriculum is outward looking and forward looking.

Inspector 4

Total number of EFs = 11

Major inspection activities relevant to research—Teaching and learning; CGS; Curriculum;
Attendance; exclusion; progress SEN; Equal
Opportunities; Behaviour

No 1(Day 1) — Teaching and Learning (discussion with Teaching and learning Team): volunteers
meet every half term, issues, developments, sharing practice, encouraging people to experiment. All
departments represented, dynamic group, group participates in CPD whole school. Take back to their
own departments, (been around for) 4 years led to appointing coaches, time , no money,
interviewed the coaches. Initially volunteers, now more formalised. Now 5 coaches in place who
underwent training programme facilitated by an external consultant. Each coach has approximately
3 coachees. Impact improving teaching and learning and making it exciting and dynamic. e.g. one
teacher focused on more able students and improving own grades. now has taken () and has
developed other approaches.....for staff and visitors teaching and learning handbook available....key
priority for T&L — ensure its individual progress of students is central, further work on differentiation
to ensure all teachers are planning to meet the needs of individuals, CPD on needs students

No 1(Day 2)Teaching and Learning — monitoring T&L, HODs monitoring work in the classroom, looks
planner, school proforma, once a year 7 x for 7 year groups, profoma to line manager, issue for
concern, date for review to SLT, HOD talks over resolving issues, school marking policy in place,
robust systems in place....formal lesson obs (PM) twice a year, one is done by line manager and one
by negotiation. SLT undertake learning visits of dept responsible for, not recorded individually but
good practice on concerns logged e.g. whole school focus on learning objectives, SLT will comment
on practice, on the proforma, analysis taken to SLT meeting, Leaders accept that observation form
needs to be amended and needs better monitoring. e.g. languages dept training re targets set, CPD
meeting needs of learners e.g. BMP, SEND....one racist incident logged and returned to LA in last 2
years. many opportunities for students to take roles of responsibility e.g. 11 prefect, Fronter rep.

No 2 (Day 1) — lunchtime sporting activities....games room for vulnerable pupils (not observed), TAs
have prepared a DVD for Yr 11 students who have been attending the resource base at lunchtime for
the last 5 years.....
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No 3 (Day 1) — discussion with 5 staff SENCO, EWO, LAC, PSPs, counselling — CGS....Discovery — school
based counsellor, connexions, EWO, anger manager, service for students who are not SEN, hub for
inclusion services, children who are unwell have suffered bereavement...BSU since 2007 have school
purpose built classroom, internal exclusive unit for up to 3 days, letter home signed by parents who
respond, small group who came frequently, if meeting 6 internal exclusions a term a futher
e.g....school is making in partnership with PRU....BSU is having impact for e.g....PSP programme — ed
psyche, CAMHs in schools scale....targets Vs effective strategies to support students...after 6 weeks
students self assess and targets shared with teaching staff and child’s key worker....engagement with
parents of vulnerable, range of staff involved in the process, well developed students relationship
even with difficult and hard to reach parents e.g. of......very good outside agencies, YOTs, CAMHS,
Catch 22, TYST, social services, very good impact

No 3 (Day 1) — discussion with staff KS3/4 options talk — Transitions...good effective systems for
inward transitions including induction day. SEN and vulnerable students parents have requested
early open evening so SENCO arranges this for students with SEN. New Y6s are hosted by TAs in
primary schools and SENCO attends ARs for new Year6 students, primary/secondary transition days...
very positive CGS from this meeting school funds guitar lessons. currently 6 LAC on roll Y7-11, school
very proactive in supporting living and education costs for these students. Year on year transition for
vulnerable students KS3-4, KS4-5, head of key stage meetings with students as formal transition
report. transition meet with staff...ASD students additional support for many across buildings
physical, AR cover a lot of others...KS4-5 vulnerable students taken to College....students out of
school for medical or other reasons funded well, e.g.....attendance is well above av (over 95%) in
track 11 A*-C grades

No 4 (Day 1) — attendance data scrutiny — SEF: 2009-10 = 95% attendance overall (high + improved
since 2008)....vulnerable groups 2009/10 — FSM = 93.56%, LAC= 96.56%, Statement=94.36%,
SA+=91.99%)....PA — 2.2% low compared to NA and decreased since 2008/9

School 2010 —date: 95.5% (Y7-11) high, 2009-2011 — attendance of key groups is high compared to
NA in 2009/10, attendance by year groups all high (year 11 slightly lower), attendance summary
judgement = high (1)

Attendance by group

2009/10 | 2010/11

FSM 93.56 94.2
LAC 96.89 96.09
Statement 94.36 95.24
SA+ 95.6 95.51

No 5(Day 1) — scrutiny of exclusion data — SEF: 2009/10 fixed term exclusions reduced by half (total =
67 4.5% compared to 9% nationally....2009/10 fixed term exclusions for pupils with SEN (total = 55
statements = 9.5% compared to 30% nationally, SEN without statement = 16.8% compared to 27%
nationally NB data change see below.....2010/11: similar picture = 2 more students excluded to date
than academic year 2009/10 (69 students), SEN = overall more students excluded 2010/11 (51
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students) but % compared to NA 2009/10 still low, slight reduction by key ethnic groups in 2010/11,
progress made, FSM = 16 exclusions in 2009-2010...no permanent exclusions this academic year,
school working hard to address issue of black Caribbean exclusions, equalities governor working with
school to address figures for Caribbean exclusions mainly down to 4 students.

No 5(Day 1) — scrutiny of exclusion data by ethnicity — 2009/10: sch 26.5% mixed white+ Black
Caribbean (boys) compared to 16% nationally, 24% Caribbean boys national 16%, 15.8% black African
boys 8% nationally, 10% black African girls 3% nationally...compared to Wandsworth exclusions : Sch
is lower for key groups than borough av: Black Carib = school 24% borough = 29%, FSM = sch 40%
borough 63%....number of fixed term exclusions reduced from 2009/10 (86) to 2010/11 (69).
Number of SEN students excluded 2009/10 = 55 pupils, 2010/11 = 51 pupils....fixed term exclusions
lower than national in 2009/10 and 2010/11....groups: SEN students exclusion lower than national
fro 2009/10 and 2010/11....exclusions of Black Caribeean, Black African And MWBC are higher than
national rates, Black Caribbean and FSM exclusions from school are lower than borough av.

No 6 (Day 2) — CGS — scrutiny of case studies of vulnerable children: case study of students...range of
needs...case study highlights exemplary practice including multiagency work with agencies such as
social workers, Ed psychologists, CAMHS, Lambert hospital home tuition service, Cognitive
behavioural therapists, Kings home school, Police...inclusion services in the school also show
exemplary practice in identifying and meeting the needs of students e.g. EWO, mentors, councillors,
LSAs. evidence of very clear monitoring of aspects such as attendance, diet, engagement etc where
appropriate. the school ensures that parents and carers are fully engaged and informed..effective
partnerships between home and school. Outcomes/impact of interventions are striking e.g. school
has ensured that students on dual roll at hospital school or absent for extended periods keep up with
their work through Fronter and e-mails home from teachers. academic progress has been maintained
and in majority of these cases care is good/outstanding. other evidence of impact include impaired
behaviour, attendance. good evidence of the school ‘going the extra mile’ to ensure LAC student
participate fully in enrichment activities, take on leadership roles within the school. the school has
also finiacially supported LAC students as they move to independent living or leave care. Summary:
all case studies demonstrate exemplary care for vulnerable students across the range of uyear
groups and with a range of complex needs. all demonstare exceptional impact of the school’s work
with families and agencies on outcomes(academic, social, engagement) for students.

No 7 (Day 2) — progress of students with SEN: 2009/10...RoL shows sig+ 3 year average in English,
maths. students with a statement and those on school action plus, students at school action plus
have lower CVA scores but not sig -....2010/11: current school data shows all students with SEN in the
current Y11 (SA,SA+, St) are predicted to exceed their MTG i.e. the 2 indicators 5A*-Cin E & M and
5A*-C...Summary: school tracking data shows that many students at SA+ are making good progress
particularly year 8. Were students progress is slow the school has put in place interventions and
strategies.

No 8 (Day 2) — discussion with SENCO: statutory policies in place, visually impaired St laptor with

camera, enlarged photocopies of materials, enlarged magnifier...AR systems robust-SEN teachers
lead there and liaise...IEPs (school targets linked to AR) on SIMs-given to teachers. staff fron SEN

department are in lessons so monitor whether the teachers are using the IEPs-area for
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development...Monitoring support of TAs: by HLTA and SENCO together, new TAs have induction,
shadowing TAs, 6 weekly review, on-going CPD, almost all have done the lit, numeracy, ASD, tracking
pupils behaviour + requirement. TAs hours extended so can attend training, department meeting and
homework clubs. target pupils for clubs well attended by all year groups including Y11. SEN
departments work with subject teachers so work is planned for these lessons....Interventions: range
in place, students targeted by reading age for Read Write Inc. 4 x a week, Y7 lit lesson lower set run
by SENCO, 7/8 numeracy lower set, Booster Y9, one:one tuition = FSM + one level below are
targeted. Monitoring progress: SENCO uses whole school tracking system to monitor progress of SEN
students, CPD for whole school 3 years ago, a priorty for school

No 9(Day 2) — equal opportunities: policy signed and monitored once a year, designated governor for
racial equality, monitoring of policy through governors’ curriculum committee, parents involved in
initial draft of equalities policy, TEIM (line management system)= analysis + progress...current
predictions for underachieving group (Caribbean), areas to extra-curricular activities e.g. Duke of Edin
award. targeted FSM students, SEN students, school proactive in support vulnerable
students...Human rights focus: Gay, lesbian, month, Black History month, holocaust play, a holocaust
survivor real experience, school goes global- music, dance, multicultural evening....school respect
code, students involved in this, human rights embedded in RE curriculum.

No 10 (Day 2) — visit to behaviour support unit: maximum capacity 18 students, one or two staff
teach in the unit, very effective and clear systems of referral and re-integration, continuity of
learning for students through close liaison of unit staff with students subject teachers, teachers e-
mail lesson materials to unit staff, Impact of teachers on learning and also opportunities for students
to reflect on their behaviour. very good progress....2010 data: largest number of referrals Y9, pupil
referrals more referrals of boys = 68% than girls 42%, ethnicity: black Caribbean 131, white british
129 MWBC 68, no race equality issue, significantly higher proportion of FSM referrals = 86% FSM cf
14%...Summary: very effective provision, having positive impact on behaviour (confirmed through
student interviews) and keeping students in school

No 11(Day 2) — CGS — grade 1: the school knows its students very well and provides excellent care
and support for students well being...support for LAC enables them to thrive at the school both
academically and socially example of a student who has been supported by the school both
emotionally and financially to ensure positive outcomes at KS5 and progression to
university...provision for vulnerable students with SEN those with learning needs and emotional
needs is exemplary as highlighted in case studies where multiagency teams and school staff together
with families and students address needs, 6 case studies highlight very positive impact on outcomes
for students....transition arrangements are very robust for new students coming to the school and
those transferring for post 16 courses. vulnerable students are given additional support....the school
has very effective strategies to support students attendance with positive outcomes....AFD (from
school): provisions for students with ASD as numbers increase, ensure support services such as Ed
psyche/ learning mentors support available for students when LA services decline.
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Inspector 5

Total number of EFs = 11
Major inspection activities relevant to research—safeguarding

No 1 (Day 1) — SCR safeguarding 1: exemplary. excellent additional column indicating CR training of
adults.

No 2 (Day1) — CP policy safeguarding 1: (policy read and the 15 aspects checked as ‘Yes'.)...child
protection policy is exemplary and links well with all other relevant policies, extremely
comprehensive, regularly monitored and reviewed...() on SLT and governors meetings, annually
reviewed

No 3 (Day 1) — Training of designated staff safeguarding 1: up to date (13 elements checked of ‘Yes’)

No 4 (day 1) — interviewing designated member of staff safeguarding 1: ( set of 15 questions checked
‘Yes’) Has/he an appropriate level of seniority? answer ‘yes’.....systems and procedure and
knowledge of CP issues are all outstanding. permeates fully the work of the school.

No 5 (Day 1) — evaluating the quality of records relating to safeguarding issues safeguarding 1: ( set
of 13 questions checked ‘Yes’) are records up to date and complete? answer ‘Yes'...exemplary

No 6 (Day 1) — H + S safeguarding 2: ( set of 15 questions checked ‘Yes’):.... security of site: identified
as inadequate by governor (mar 10), as a result action plan has been produced addressing these
inadequacies, school believes that it is doing everything it can to minimise the risks....good links with
local primary school to help control risks....fire record all up to date...risk assessments fully in place
for aspects of the school...regular H&S learning walks where issues are recorded, those are auctioned
and signed off when complete, procedures are extremely tight....still some concerns about the site
security but the school is doing everything it can to minimise the risks.

No 7 (Day 1) — work during morning break behaviour 1: very orderly around the school, lots of pupils
getting snacks and the queues were orderly and well managed by adults, pupils greeted the
inspectors well...behaviour around the school was outstanding

No 8 (Day 1) — observation of lunchtime behaviour 1: everything around school very calm, lots of
adult presence, plenty of space for pupils to talk and play, pupils very welcoming

No. 9 (Day 1) — observation of end of school day safeguarding 1: very orderly end of school day, very
safe, police officer on duty, road coned off, plenty of adults on duty

No 10 (Day 1) — H&S documentation safeguarding and governance 1: risk assessment for school trip
seem—very thorough, governors minutes of evidence that site security had been discussed by both
full governors and by H&S committee....evidence for outstanding governance and safeguarding
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No 11 (Day1) — Summary EF safeguarding: ( set of 10 major questions each with sub-questions
checked ‘Yes’)....safeguarding procedures are exemplary and everything is done to minimise risks, CP
procedures are very strong, site security is an issue but risks are being managed effectively.

Lead inspector - LI

Total number of EFs = 13 (Handwriting could not be read at all for most of the EFs however, LI had
typed up all end of day team meetings so that was helpful.)

Major inspection activities relevant to research—achievement, team meetings end of Day 1 and 2,
L&M—SIP input, tracking data, capacity to
improve, team briefings, leadership of subjects,
HODs/HOYs, parents and students questionnaires

No 1 (day 1) — achievement: target 2011 5AC and 5ACEM both on target. rest can’t read

No 2 (Day 2) — T&L summary: attached is a record of 31 lesson observations of 31 teachers, some
were revision lessons or last day Y11 were in school so not representative, behaviour v strong o/s in
18 lessons...attached is summary of strengths or areas of development (identified) in meeting (,
jointly observed lessons recorded by Al leading on T&L....overall evidence on teaching and learning
support a judgement that teaching is good, discussion with students idenfied that they find much
teaching strong but there were occasions when it was weaker, parental questionnaire replies identify
strengths in teaching but a few weaknesses too, observation in books during lessons showed broad
consistency with quality of teaching being observed and the weaknesses in marking as well as
teaching

No 4 (Day 2) — school documents: accurate number on roll = 1911 sixth form 634

No 12 (Day 1) — team meeting Day 1 with 7 SLT observers: extra evidence for Day 2: Inspector 1 to
read extra com coh evidence and then decide if need further evidence, diaries check tomorrow in
lesson and regs tomorrow, SEND meeting tomorrow, need to look at parental questionnaire and
exclusion data and behaviour support group, take up physical activity at KS4 ensuring not double
counting, check healthy eating at lunch, school council re issues in the locality and impact, music
details in comm. folder, ICT for KS4. Notes: safeguarding agreed 1 - o/s CP, fire, safety, risk
assessment, one issue about managing risks of site security which school working well on, enforced
marriages documents to and safeguarding permeates school’s philosophy.....Community cohesion:
outcomes of attitudes are very positive, not yet seen incisive analysis as required, some mention of
gangs in parental questionnaires, will consider co co tomorrow after reading doc....Partnership work
through specialisms o/s: SM school, impact through teachers’ involvement and CPD, sample reports
for parents and children including next steps....Attainment agreed 1: ach positive KS4 for current
although not all groups better, AoE lower than last year, attainment holding up, awaiting KS3
progress data plus learning judgements from lessons...Behaviour in lessons 1?: 0/sin 12,g9, s 1, yet
to check exclusions data in detail, Y7 students found dinner queue jumping by older students,
students support each other in lessons, need to check pupil questionnaire...healthy a secure 2: like
emphasis on cycling to school, also emotional side if upset tutor will notice, need pupil and parental
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data, take up in extra curricular activity, DoE strong system could work better for school council but
Fronter forum is well used, attendance: waiting for data to be checked regarding upper quartile...
EWB 1....SEF strong on SMSC even spiritual....T&L a strong 2 with reference to previoue work too,
due to variation: Strengths: relationships p-t and p-p, help each other, not a problem to fail or get
something wrong it is allowed and they are supported through it, subject knowledge, interactive
group activities, modelling, clarity of explanation, purposeful group work and worthwhile discussions,
high expectations, good knowledge of pupils, good questioning extending understanding, afl, peer
assessment, sharply focused revision lessons, careful planning...AFDs: some helicoptering rather than
focusing well, monitoring to check mistakes, reasoning and thinking in maths, DT less focus on
learning than on the outcomes or what students might do-objective not as explicit as could be,
modelling good outcomes, marking that follows up next steps, differentiation, some scant plans, not
aware of what constitute a higher level, or how to improve, lack of pair or group work, too much
teacher led questioning...specialism driven curriculum along, used strategically, checked than can
move bands...vision clearly through looking outward, T&L tomorrow...curriculum 1?: looking good,
heart of what school trying to achieve and working hard at it and adjusting it for individual groups,
not sure moving fast enough, Cz and PSHE, strengths in range of choice...CGS 17?: for what picked up
today cgs looks a strength of the school and inclusive nature pervades all from BSU to Discovery hub,
need parent and pupil views tomorrow...Summary: identified extra evidence needed for Day 2 and
repeated for SLT and inspectors, notes on key areas, including strengths and weaknesses in teaching.

No 13 (Day 2) — Final team meeting Day 2- notes to inform report: achievement agreed 1: overall
and for SEND; strong due to support and lessons and attitude encouraged by school, variation in SA+
in Y8...BSU very effective ensuring that don’t fall behind, improved behaviour following internal
inclusion, work for inclusion emailed by teacher so students do not drop behind, exclusions below
average, 09/10 above average mixed boys white and BC, C, African boys and girls, but this year fallen,
improvements at school in ethnic minority cohorts, no action plan for race equality in relation to
exclusion percentage of ethnic group, FSM below LA percentage some repeat offenders, (behaviour)
agreed 1, HT nodded that useful for school.....83% gave 2 hours per week or more, school wants to
improve, very extended school, huge range of activities, developing area of impact on teaching
quality, afd involvement in local community e.g. re MP or issue, and involvement of all in democratic
process, nearer 1 than 2....attendance in high category overall currently, groups agree closest fit to a
1, shows improvement....strengths and afd from Day 1 with extra points...(extra afd) precision about
different levels, drawing in all youngsters enough, success criteria, teacher led didactic and leading
guestioning shutting down dialogue, assessment policy comprehensive but not well implemented
across some subjects, some good practice in English, target grade not really clear re meaning e.g. in
maths where a decimal....L&M of T&L: T&L observation system in place, lesson observation form not
enough weight on group progress, T&L group ensuring staff more aware about need to focus on
specific group progress, precision of afd and how used to move teachers on, 72 staff benefitted from
coaching, T&L more exciting and dynamic, afd monitoring and training of support staff, still nearer
grade 1 than garde 2, time lag to effect of leading on T&L...Parents, policies in place and reviewed
annually, outcomes, sharing outcomes with senior leadership....Com Coh on balance 1: FSM students
have high aspirations accepted a 1....judgements finalised and weakness in teaching agreed.

167



References

Ahmed, W., Darr, A., Jones, L. et al (1988 afness and Ethnicity: services, policy and
politics Bristol: The Policy Press

Ainscow, M., Booth, T., Dyson, A. et al. (2008)proving schools, developing inclusion
London: Routledge.

Ainscow, M.,Miles, S. (2008¥iaking Education for All Inclusive: where nex@Pospects 38:
15-34

Ainscow, M., Farrell, P., Tweddle, D., Malki, G.999).Effective practice in inclusion and in

special and mainstream schools working togethendon: DfEE.

Alexiadou, N. (2002) Social inclusion and sociatlesion in England: tension in Education
policy. Journal of Education Policy. (1) 17: 7186wnloaded by [University of
Birmingham] at 10:50 08 June 2013

Allan, J (1999)Actively Seeking Inclusion: Pupils with Special Eational Needs in
Mainstream SchoolLondon: Falmer Press

Angier, N. (2000). Do races differ? Not really, gershow. repository.library.georgetown.edu
http://hdl.handle.net/10822/516512

Anthias, F. (1990), Race and class revisited - eptualising race and racisms. The
Sociological Review.

Anthias, F. (1993)Racialized boundaries: Race, nation, gender, cobmd class and the
anti-racist struggleRoutledge.

Apple, M. W. (2001)Educating the “Right” Way: Markets, Standards, Gadd Inequality.
New York and London: Routledge/Falmer.

Aspinall, P. J. (2007). Approaches to developingnaproved cross-national understanding of
concepts and terms relating to ethnicity and rbdernational Sociology, 22(1), 41-70.

Ballard, K. (1995) Inclusion paradigms, power gadticipation. In Clark, Dyson and
Millward (eds) Towards Inclusive Schools? Londomvial Fulton

168



Banton, M. (1998Racial TheorieCambridge: University Press

Barot, R., Bird, J. (2001). Racialization: the gallogy and critique of a concethnic and
Racial Studies,24(4), 601-618.

Bartlett, L., McKinley, J. Brayboy, B. (2005). Raaed schooling: Theories and
ethnographiesThe Urban Review 37(5), 361-374.

Barton, L (1997) Inclusive education: romantic, \&Hsive or realisticthternational
Journal of Inclusive Education 1(3) 231 - 242

Benjamin, S. (2005) Valuing Diversity. In Rix Jn8nons K, Nind M and Sheehy S (eds)
Policy and Power in Inclusive Education: ValuesiRtractice.London and New York:

Routledge/Falmer

Bhopal, R. J(2004) Continuing professional education: Glossdrgerms relating to
ethnicity and race: for reflection and debate. Emieblogy Community Health 58:441-444

Black-Hawkins, K., Florian, L. and Rouse, M. (200@glusion and Achievement in Schools.

London: Routledge.

Black and Minority Ethnic Survey - Research Stuayn@Qucted for the Electoral Commission
May-July 2005

Blair, T. (2005). Prime Minister’s Press Conferengeigust
5.http://www.pm.gov.uk/output/Page8041.asp, acck9ddov. 2005

Blumer, H., & Duster, T. (1980). Theories of racel @ocial actionSociological theories:

Race and colonialism211-238.

Booth, T. (1996). A perspective on inclusion fromgtand.Cambridge Journal of
Education, 26(1), 87-99.

169



Booth, T., Ainscow, M. and Black-Hawkins, K. et(2D00) Index for inclusion: developing
learning and participation in schools. London: Cemdr Studies on Inclusive Education
(CSIE)

Booth, T. (2003). Inclusion and exclusion in thig:cConcepts and contexts. Inclusion in the
City: Selection, Schooling and Community. LondoouRedgeFalmer, 1-14.

Borman, G. and Dowling, M. (201&chools and Inequality: A Multilevel Analysis of
Coleman's Equality of Educational Opportunity dafe Teachers College Record

Bourne, J (19940utcast England: How Schools Exclude Black Childtemdon: Institute

of Race Relations

Bourne, J (2001). The Life and Times of InstituabRacismRace & Class(43) 7
Bourne, J. (2002). Does legislating against rag@kence workRace & Class44(2), 81-85.

Brah, A. and Phoenix, A. (2004) Ain’t | A Woman?\Rgting IntersectionalityJournal of
International Women’s Studies 5: (3): 75-86.

Brown, G. (2006, January). The future of Britishsixda Speech to the Fabian Society New
Year Conference (14).

Bryman, A (2008 Social Research Method3rd Edn.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Burton, J., Nandi,A., Platt L (2008) Who are the'§JKiinority ethnic groups? Issues of
identification and measurement in a longitudinat$tE.S.R.C. (26).1-53

Campbell, C. (ed.) (200Developing Inclusive Schooling: Perspectives, pediand

practice.London: Institute of Education.

Cantle, T. (2005Community Cohesion: A New Frame Work for Race andrBity, Palgrave,

Macmillan.

170



Carter, P. L. (2003). "Black"Cultural Capitalatis Positioning, and Schooling Conflicts for
Low-Income African American Youtlsocial Problems 50(1), 136-155.

Casey, Z.A. (2011) The Fight In My Classroom: Ar$tof Intersectionality in Practitioner
Researchinquiry in Education, 2 (1), 1-13.

Caulfield, T (2003). Defining Race as the Defining Problem published on line
Chao, M. M., Okazaki, S.,Hong, Y. Y. (2011). Theegufor multicultural competence:
Challenges and lessons learned from clinical agdrozational researcBocial and

Personality Psychology Compas&(5), 263-274.
Chitty, C. (2009). Eugenics, race and intelligeimceducation. Continuum.

Christensen C. (1996) Disabled, handicapped or disordered: What's in a name? In C.
Christensen and F. Rizvi (eds). Disability and the Dilemmas of Education and Justice.
Buckingham, UK: Open University Press

Clark, C., Dyson, A., Millward, A. et al (1999) Ttwées of inclusion, theories of

schools: deconstructing and reconstructing theugieé schoolBritish Educational Research
Journal, 25(2), 157-77.

Coard, B. (2007) "How the West Indian Child is Mdttbucationally Subnormal in the British
School System". In B. Richardson (ed.) Tell it likes: How our schools fail Black children 2nd

ed. London, Trentham.

Cole, T (1990) The History of Special Educatiorciabcontrol or humanitarian progress?
British Journal of Special Education,17 (3), 101-107

Cole, M. (2004). ‘Brutal and stinking’ and ‘diffitito handle’: the historical and contemporary
manifestations of racialisation, institutional ol and schooling in BritaifRace Ethnicity
and Education, 7(1), 35-56

Cole, B (2005). Good faith and effort?’ Perspezgion educational inclusiobDisability &
Society20(3), 331-344
Corbett, J. (1999) Inclusive education and schattlice. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 3(1), 53-61.

171



CRE (2002) "The Duty to promote race equality: Adeufor Schools". London: Commission
for Racial Equality.

Creegan, C., Colgan, F. and Charlesworth, R., é2@03) Race equalities at work: employee
perceptions of the 'implementation gap' in a UKalauthority.Work, employment and
society, 17(4) 617-640.

Crenshaw, K. (1989) "Demarginalizing the intersatidf race and sex: A Black feminist
critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feministgiory and antiracist politics ". University of
Chicago Legal ForumHeinOnline.

Crenshaw, K. (1994) "Mapping the Margins: Intersmwlity, Identity Politics and Violence
against women of color”. In M.A. Fineman, and R.Kifiyk. (eds.)The Public Nature of
Private ViolenceNew York, Routledge 93-118.

Downes, D. M., & Vindurampulle, O. (2007). Valuedad measures for school
improvement. Education Policy and Research Divisifice for Education Policy and

Innovation, Department of Education and Early Cioldd Development.

DfEE (1997) " Excellence for All Children: meetisgecial educational needs". London,
DfEE.

DCSF 2007 Guidance on the duty to promote commuaikesion London
Dehal, 1. (2006). Still Aiming High. London: Aim giner Project, DfES.

Delgado Bernal, D. (2002). Critical race theorytQrdt theory, and critical race-gendered
epistemologies: Recognizing students of color dddme and creators of knowledge.
Qualitative Inquiry, 8(1), 105-126.

Delgado, R., Stefancic, J. (2000). IntroductionRlrDelgado,and J. Stefancic (ed€.Jitical
Race Theory: The cutting ed{#nd ed., pp. xv—xix). Philadelphia: Temple Unsigr Press.

Demiea, F (2005) Achievement of Black Caribbeanilpugood practice in Lambeth schools
British Educational Research Journal31(4) 481-508

172



Department of Education and Science (DES) (1978¢i@peducational needs: report of the
committee of enquiry into the education of handpeapchildren and young people (The
Warnock Report) London: Her Majesty’s Stationeryicaf

Department for Education and Employment (DfEE) @)9Bhe Code of Practice on the
identification and assessment of special educdtimeeds London: Her Majesty’s Stationery
Office.

Department for Education and Employment DfEE (199%Xcellence for All Children:
meeting special educational needs". London: DfEE
Department for Education and Employment (DfEE) @99eeting special educational

needs: a programme of action London: DfEE.

Department for Education and Skills (DfES) (200fe&al Educational Needs Code of
Practice London: DfES

Diniz, A. F (1999). Race and special education seedhe 19902British Journal of
Special Education,26(4), 213-217

Diniz, A. F., Khushi, U., (2003) Changing the discge on ‘race’ and special education

needs. In Nind, M. et al (edBjclusive Education: Diverse Perspectiu€snt: Fulton

Donnelly, P., Coakley, J. J., (200Zhe role of recreation in promoting social inclusio

Toronto: Laidlaw Foundation.

Dustmann, C., (2004) Parental background, secorstdnyol track choice, and wages.
Oxford Economic Papers56, 209-230

Dyson, A., (1997) Social and educational disadvgetteeconnecting special needs education.

British Journal of Special Education,24: (4): 152-157.

Dyson, A., (1999) "Inclusion and inclusions: thesrand discourses in inclusive education".
In H. Daniels, and P. Garner, (edshle World Yearbook of Education. Kogaljomtien,
Thailand: UNESCO.

173



Dyson, A. (2001). The Gulliford lecture: Speciakds in the twentfirst century: where

we’'ve been and where we’re goigyitish Journal of Special Education 28(1), 24-29.

Education Commission. (2004). The educational egpees and achievements of black boys
in London schools 2000-2003

Eggleston, J., Wright, C. Y., Dunn, D. K., Anja\i.., (1984). The Educational and Vocational
Experiences of 15-18 Year Old Young People of Migdethnic Groups: A Report
Submitted to the Department of Education and SeieDepartment of Education, University

of Keele

El Sharif J (2010) Understanding parents’ perspeston inclusive education and partnership

practice: a life history approach. Unpublished PHi2sis. University of Birmingham.

Fairchild, H. H., (1991) Scientific racism: The aloof objectivity.Journal of Social Issues
47(3), 101-115.

Fairclough, N. (2003). Analysing discourse: Textaiahlysis for social research. Routledge.

Fairclough, N. (2005). Peripheral vision discouasalysis in organization studies: the case

for critical realismOrganization studies 26(6), 915-939.

Feinstein, L., Hearn, B., Renton, Z., et al., (20R@éducing inequalities: Realising the talents
of all. London: National Children's Bureau.

Fields, B. J., (2001) Whiteness, Racism, and Itiertiternational Labor and Working-
Class History, (60), 48-56

Figueroa, P., (2012) Education and the social coasbn of'race' (Vol. 120) Routledge.
Flick, U. (2009). An introduction to qualitativesearch. Sage.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings almage-study researcdQualitative inquiry ,
12(2), 219-245.

Fraser, N. (1990). Rethinking the public sphereoAtribution to the critique of actually
existing democracysocial Text (25/26), 56-80.

174



Florian, L, Rouse, M., BlacKawkins, K., Jull, S., (2004) What can nationaledsets tell us
about inclusion and pupil achievemeBttish Journal of Special Education 31(3), 115-
121.

Furedi, F, (2002) The End of Professional DominaBoeiety, 43: (6): 1-5.

Gillborn, D. and Gipps, C. (1996) Recent Researcthe Achievements of Ethnic Minority
Pupils. London: HMSO

Gillborn, D, Mirza, H. (2000) Mapping race, clasglagender: a synthesis of research

evidenceEducational InequalityLondon, Institute of Education.

Gillborn, D. (2001). Racism, policy and the (miglueation of black children. Educating our
black children: new directions and radical apprescii3-27.

Gillborn, D. (2005) Education policy as an act dfit® supremacy: whiteness, critical race
theory and education reforournal of Education Policy 20(4) 485-505

Gillborn, D. (2006). Citizenship education as plaeéstandards’, institutional racism and

education policyEducation, Citizenship and Social Justicel(1), 83-104.

Gillborn, D. (2008) "The Stephen Lawrence caseefoeption that proves the rule?" Racism

and Education: coincidence or conspiracy? Londaut&edge 118-145.

Goldberg, D.T., (1993Racist Culture: Philosophy and the Politics of Migen London:
Blackwell

Graves, J. L. (2003Yhe emperor's new clothes: Biological theoriesaufer at the
millennium.New Jersey: Rutgers University Press

Griffith, A. 1. (1998) Insider/outsider: epistemgjical privilege and mothering workluman
Studies 21, 361-376.

Grillo, T. (1995) Anti-Essentialism and Interseciaity: Tools to dismantle the master's

houseBeckley's Women Law Journal (16) 16-30.

Grosvernor, I. (1997Assimilating Identities: Racism and EducationaliPpin Post 1945

Britain. London: Lawrence and Wishart.

175



Grosvenor, 1. (2012) * “It is on the site of lo$mt hopes are born”: migration, education and
the writing of history’, paper presented at Migoatiand Intercultural Identities in Relation to
Border Regions in the 19th and 20th centuries, KL&liven, Kortrijk, Belgium, 28 May,
2010.

Gunaratnam, Y. (2003). Researching'race'and etiinMiethods, knowledge and power.

Sage.

Hall, S. (2000). Racist ideologies and the media. Media studies: A reader, 2, 271-282.
Hancock, A.M. (2007). When Multiplicity Does not & Quick Addition: Examining
Intersectionality as a Research Paradigmerican Political Science Association5(1) 63-
79.

Harry, B., Klingner, J.K. (2006)/hy are so many ethnic minority students in special
education: Understanding race and disability in sols.New York: Teacher's College Press.

Hart, S. (1996Beyond Special Needs: Enhancing Children’s Learfingough Innovative

Thinking.London: Paul Chapman.

Hart, S., Dixon, A., Drummond M. J. et al (20@4)arning Without Limits
Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Haynesa J, Tiklya L. Caballeroa, C. (2006)The leasrio achievement for White/Black
Caribbean pupils in English schod@stish Journal of Sociology of Education 27(5) 569-
583

Herrnstein, R. J., Murray, C., (1994he Bell CurveNew York: The Free Press

Hick, P. (2005) Supporting the development of mootusive practices using the Index for
Inclusion.Educational Psychology in Practice21(2), 117-122.

Hick, P. (2007) "Still missing out: minority ethneommunities and special education needs".
In B. Richardson. (edJell it like it is: How Our Schools Fail Black CHilen.2nd ed.
London, Trentham Books

176



Hodkinson, A. (2010) Inclusive and special educatiothe English educational system:
historical perspectives, recent developments anadichallengesBritish Journal of
Special Education 37: (2): 61-67.

Hong, Y. Y., Chao, M. M., No, S. (2009). Dynamitdarmracial/intercultural processes: The
role of lay theories of racdournal of personality, 77(5), 1283-1310.

Howe, K. R. (1999) Understanding Equal EducatiégportunityTeachers College Record
100 (4) 882-889

Jensen, A.R. (1969), "How Much Can We Boost IQ Soldolastic AchievementMarvard
Educational Review(39) 1-123

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Turner, L(Z007). Toward a definition of mixed
methods researclournal of mixed methods research1(2), 112-133.

Kimber, N. (2010) Race and Equality. In P. Tharee)(@nequal Britain: Equalities in
Britain since 1945London: Continuum.

Reva Klein &' January 1995 Where prejudice still flares intdesice Published in TES

Newspapehttp://www.tes.co.uk/article.aspx?storycode=14085 accessed 19 May 2013

Ladson-Billings, G. (1999). Just what is Criticad® Theory and what is it doing in a nice
field like education?. In L. Parker, D. Deyhle, @dVillenas (eds.Race is...and race isn’t:
Critical Race Theory and Qualitative Studies in Ealion (pp. 7-30). Boulder, CO:

Westview.

Lea, J. (2000). The Macpherson Report and the igumest institutional racismI'he Howard
Journal of Criminal Justice, 39(3), 219-233

Leonardo, Z (2009Race, Whiteness and Educatitvwondon, New York: Routledge

Levinson, B. A., & Holland, D. (1996). The cultugaoduction of the educated person: An
introduction. The cultural production of the edwchperson: Critical ethnographies of

schooling and local practice, 1-54.

Lindsay, G. (2003), Inclusive education: a critipatspectiveBritish Journal of Special
Education, (30) 3-12

177



Lindsay, G. (2007). Educational psychology andetiectiveness of inclusive
education/mainstreamingritish Journal of Educational Psychology 77(1), 1-24.

Lowe, R. (1998). The educational impact of the auggemovementnternational Journal
of Educational Research27(8), 647-660.

Lykke, N. (2005) Transformative methodologies imieists StudiesEuropean Journal of
Women's Studies 12(3) 243-247.

Lynch, J (1986Multicultural EducationLondon, Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul
Macpherson, W. (1999) "The Stephen Lawrence Inquagort of an inquiry”. London.

Marshall, C. (2008) Thirty five years of school iaspon: raising educational standards for

children with additional need&titish Journal of Special Education, 35: (2).

Marwick, A. (2001). The new nature of history: Knledge, evidence, language. Lyceum

Books, Incorporated.

Masters Programme in Education, Research MethoBducation Handbook The Open

University 262 pages 2001 Milton Keynes

Matthews, P.,Sammons, P., (2004, July). Improvertientigh inspection: an evaluation of
the impact of Ofsted’s work Ofsted 2244

Maynard, L. (2007). Every Child Mattetdorizons, 39, 25

McCall, L. (2005) The Complexitity of Intersectiditg. Journal of Women in Culture and
Society, 30: (3).

McCulloch G. (2004Ppocumentary Research in Education, History andSbeial Sciences

London and New York, RoutledgeFalmer

McKenley, J., Gordon, G. (2008)hallenge Plus: The Experience of Black and Miryorit
Ethnic School Leader®ottingham: NCSL.

Mercer, J (2007) The challenges of insider rese@réducational institutions: wielding a
doubleedged sword and resolving delicate dilemn@adpord Review of Education 33:1, 1-
17

178



Miles, R. (1984). Marxism versus the sociologyrafce relations'Zthnic and Racial
Studies 7(2), 217-237.

Miles, R. (1989Racism. London, Routledge

Millar, S. (2010) "Disability". In P. Thane (edJnequal Britain: Equalities in Britain since
1945.London: Continuum.

Mittler, P. (2000)Working Towards Inclusive Educationondon: David Foulton Publishers

Mullard, C. (1982). Multiracial education in Britaifrom assimilation to cultural pluralism.

Race, migration and schooling, 120-33.

Neal, S. (2003). The Scarman Report, the MacphdRemort and the media: how newspapers

respond to race-centred social policy interventidoarnal of Social Policy 32(01), 55-74.

Norwich B (1999) The Connotation of Special Edumatiabels for Professionals in the Field
British Journal of Special Education (26)4 179-183

Norwich, B. (2002). Education, inclusion and indival differences: Recognising and
resolving dilemmas. British Journal of Educatio8aldies, 50(4), 482-502.
Norwich, B. (2008) Dilemmas of Difference, Inclusiand Disability1st.London:

Routeledge.

Ofsted (1999) Raising the Attainment of MinorityhBic Pupils — Schools and LEAS
Responses: HMSO

Ofsted (2000) "Evaluating Educational Inclusionidgunce for inspectors and schools".
London, Ofsted HMI 235.

Ogbu, J. U. (1999). Beyond language: Ebonics, prepeglish, and identity in a Black-

American speech communitkmerican Educational Research Journal 36(2), 147-184.

O’Hanlon, C. (2003kducational Inclusion as Action Researtlbndon: Open University

Press

179



Omi, M., Winant H (1993) On the Theoretical Stadnsl the Concept of Race. In C. Mcarthy
(ed)Race, Identity and Representati®iO

Omi, M., Winant H (2001Racial Formation In Race Critical Theories: Texida@ontext,
Wiley-Blackwell

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Leech, N. L. (2004). Enhagdime interpretation of “significant”
findings: The role of mixed methods researe Qualitative Report, 9(4), 770-792.

Osler, A., Morrison, M. (2002) Can Race Equalitylbgpected?: Challenges for Policy and
Practice Raised by the OFSTED School Inspectiomeveork. British Educational Research
Journal, 28 (3) 327-338

Phillips, A. (2004) Defending equality of outconidne Journal of Political Philosophy12
(1): 1-1

Phoenix, A. (2006) Editorial: Intersectionaliruropean Journal of Women's Studies13
(3): 187-192.

Pilkington, A. (1999) Racism in Schools and Ethbitferentials in Educational
Achievement: A brief comment on a recent deb&egtish Journal of Sociology of
Education 20(3), 411-417

Pilkington, A. (2008). From institutional racismd¢ommunity cohesion: The changing nature

of racial discourse in Britain. Sociological Res#aOnline, 13(3), 6.
Prior, L. (2003). Using documents in social reskaB8age.

Rampton, A. (1981). West Indian Children in our &alls: interim report of the Committee of

Inquiry into the education of children from ethmitnority groups. HM Stationery Office.

Reindal S.M. (2008)A social relational model of disability: a theooati framework for
special needs educatioB@ropean Journal of Special Needs Educatio83(2), 35-146

Rix J, Simmons, K., Nind, M., et al. (eds.) (2089)icy and Power in Inclusive Education:

values into practice.ondon: Routledge-Falmer.

180



Robinson, D. (2005). The search for community cameskey themes and dominant concepts
of the public policy agendélrban Studies 42(8), 1411-1427.

Room, G. J. (1999). Social exclusion, solidaritg #ime challenge of globalization.

International journal of social welfare, 8(3), 166-174.

Rouse, M., Florian, L. (2006) Inclusion and achreeat: student achievement in secondary
schools with higher and lower proportions of pugisignated as having special educational

needslinternational Journal of Inclusive Education, 10 (6) 481-493.

Scott, J. C. (1990). Domination and the arts oftasce: Hidden transcripts. Yale university

press.
Sedgwick, E. K. (1994 pistemology of the Closdtondon: Penguin

Sewell, T (2000) Beyond Institutional Racism: Taolthe Real Problems of Black
Underachievement ERIC

Shields, S.A. (2008) Gender: An IntersectionaligydpecticeSex Roles(59) 301-311.
Sivanandan, A. (1976). Race, Class and the StaeBlack Experience in BritailRace and
Class 17(4), 347-368.

Sivanandan, A. (2006). Race, terror and civil syciRace & Class 47(3), 1-8.

Solérzano, D. G. (1998). Critical race theory, rand gender microaggressions, and the
experience of Chicana and Chicano scholatsrnational Journal of Qualitative Studies
in Education, 11(1), 121-136.

Stake, R E (2005) 'Qualitative Case Studies'. K.®enzin, and Y.S. Lincoln (eds.)
Qualitative ResearckBrd Ed.). Thousand Oaks California: Sage.

Swan, N. (2011) “Researching Sustainable Developwiethe Rural Poor in IndiaThe
Electronic Journal of Business Research Method% (2) (pp 185-194)

181



Terzi, L. (2005). Beyond the dilemma of differentée capability approach to disability and
special educational needsurnal of Philosophy of Education 39(3), 443-459.

Tikly, L., Hill, J., Gillborn, D. (2006) Aiming Higer: Raising African Caribbean
Achievement. London: Aimhigher Project, DfES.

Thomas, G., Glenny, G (2002) Thinking about in@asWhose reason? What evidence?

International Journal of Inclusive Education, 6(4), 345 - 369

Thomas, G. (ed.) (200Deconstructing Special Education and Constructimgusion.

Berkshire: Open University Press.

Thomas, G. (ed.) (200Deconstructing Special Education and Constructimgusion.

Berkshire: Open University Press.

Thomas G (2009) How to do your research projegtiide for students in education and

applied social sciences. Sage London, Washington

Tomlinson, S. (1997). Diversity, choice and ethyidihe effects of educational markets on
ethnic minoritiesOxford Review of Education 23(1), 63-76.

Tomlinson, S. (1985). The expansion of special atdon. Oxford Review of Education
11(2), 157-165.

Tomlinson, S (2005): Race, ethnicity and educatioder New LabourQxford Review of
Education, 31(1) 153-171

Tomlinson, S. (ed.) (200&ace and Education: Policy and Politics in BritaMaidenhead:
Open University Press.

Todorov, T. and Mack, L (1986) "Race," Writing, a@dlture Critical Inquiry , 13(1) pp.
171-181 The University of Chicago

The Audit Commission (2005) In: Code of PracticeBdack and minority ethnic voluntary
and community groups Consultation DRAFT: A Comgactast Sussex

Tymms, P. "Evidence? the impact of large-scalernefim England.” Zeitschrift fur
Erziehungswissenschaft. 13 (2011): 105-hifp://dro.dur.ac.uk/8023/1/8023.pdf

182



Verloo, M. (2006) Multiple Inequalities, Intersemtialities and the European Union.
European Journal of Women's Studies13: (3): 211-228.

Visser J., Stokes, S (2003) Is Education Readth®inclusion of Pupils with Emotional and
Behavioural Difficulties: A rights perspectiv&lucational Review55, (1) 65-75

Wearmouth, J. (2011) Special Educational Needs: The Basics. Axion Routeledge
Webb, S., Webb, B. (193B)ethods of Social Studizongmans, Green and Co., London

Wikler, D. (1999) Can we learn from eugenicd@urnal of Medical Ethics (25) 183-194

Willis, P (1981) Cultural production is differemmbin social reproductionnterchange 12(2-
3) 48-67

Wodak, R., & Chilton, P. (Eds.). (2005). A new agarin (critical) discourse analysis: theory,
methodology and interdisciplinarity (Vol. 13). JoBanjamins Publishing.

Worley, C (2005) ‘It's not about race. It's abobetcommunity’: New Labour and
‘community cohesionCritical Social Policy 25(4) 483-496

Yin, R K (1984)Case Study ReseardBeverley Hills, California: Sage Publications.

Yin, R K (2009) Cas&tudy Research: Design and Meth@dsurth Edn.). London: Sage
Publications Ltd.

183





