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Despite the efforts that have been made to bring about improvements in schools, 
some children and young people remain marginalised by current arrangements. The 
development of more inclusive schools remains one of the biggest challenges faci
ng education systems throughout the world. However, inclusion remains a complex 
and controversial issue, and the development of inclusive practices in schools i
s not well understood.
   Improving Schools, Developing Inclusion uses evidence from in-depth research 
to provide new insights as to how this important agenda should be addressed. The
 authors challenge many existing assumptions about school improvement and educat
ional reform, and propose that the development of inclusive practices will only 
be achieved by engaging in dialogue about the deeply held beliefs of teachers an
d policy makers. In so doing, they provide a new way of thinking about how schoo
ls can be made more inclusive.
   The approach to inclusive development recommended in the book has major impli
cations for policy and practice in the field. It looks at:
� Implications for the work of school leaders
� How staff teams can work together in order to address barriers to participation 
and learning
� How schools can collect and use evidence in order to strengthen their practices
� The critical and alternative perspectives to which schools need access
� The implications for relationships between schools, local authorities and resear
chers
At a time when policy-makers and practitioners are searching for more effective 
ways of responding to student diversity, this challenging book offers powerful m
essages as to what needs to be done to move schools in a more inclusive directio
n.
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Series editor's preface
The Improving Learning series showcases findings from projects within ESRC's Tea
ching and Learning Research Programme (TLRP) - the UK's largest ever coordinated
 educational research initiative.
  Books in the Improving Learning series are explicitly designed to support 'evi
dence-informed' decisions in educational practice and policy-making. In particul



ar, they combine rigorous social and educational science with high awareness of 
the significance of the issues being researched.
  Working closely with practitioners, organisations and agencies covering all ed
ucational sectors, the Programme has supported many of the UK's best researchers
 to work on the direct improvement of policy and practice to support learning. O
ver sixty projects have been supported, covering many issues across the life cou
rse. We are proud to present the results of this work through books in the Impro
ving Learning series.
  Each book provides a concise, accessible and definitive overview of innovative
 findings from a TLRP investment. If more advanced information is required, the 
books may be used as a gateway to academic journals, monographs, websites and so
 on. On the other hand, shorter summaries and research briefings on key findings
 are also available via the Programme's website at www.tlrp.org.
  We hope that you will find the analysis and findings presented in this book he
lpful to you in your work on improving outcomes for learners.
Andrew Pollard
Director, Teaching and Learning Research Programme
Institute of Education, University of London
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Introduction
This book attempts to increase understanding of inclusion in education by engagi
ng with the experiences of twenty-five schools as they sought to develop aspects
 of their cultures, policies and practices. In so doing it challenges many assum
ptions about school improvement and educational reform. It is, if you like, abou
t 'school improvement with attitude'.
  Most work on school effectiveness and improvement assumes that agreement about
 what constitutes a good school is possible and does not require discussion of f
undamental questions of value (Morley and Rassool, 1999; Slee et al., 1998; Thru
pp 1999). Injecting 'attitude' into school improvement means forgoing this prete
nce at value neutrality. It reminds us that schools are concerned with how peopl
e learn together, how they treat one another and how they learn to live within a
 common world. So, school improvement becomes far more than a technical process 
of raising the capacity of schools to generate particular measurable outcomes. I
t involves dialogues about ethical principles and how these can be related to cu
rricula, approaches to teaching and learning, and the building of relationships 
within and beyond schools. Discussions about school improvement must make explic
it the values that underlie the changes seen to 'improve' them.



  However, our version of improvement also involves challenging the separation o
f schools from their roles within communities and society. For us, educational p
olicy should be concerned with the provision of 'good' local schools that encour
age the participation of all within their communities. The development of such s
chools should be integrated with aspirations for the development of decent neigh
bourhoods for everyone. We see schools as having a mutually sustaining relations
hip with their communities, in which they recognise their role as a support to t
he education of communities, rather than as the sole source of educational oppor
tunity. In Chapter 2 we discuss further how government policies both support and
 oppose such ideas.
  
2   Introduction
  We see inclusion as involving a principled approach to education and make expl
icit the values constituting this approach in Chapter 1. For us, then, an improv
ed school is inevitably a more inclusive school. Our position is that schools sh
ould seek to put into practice, and so contribute to the development of a societ
y more fully based on, inclusive values. Concerns with raising the attainment of
 children and young people can contribute to the enactment of these values. Howe
ver, an exclusive focus on measured attainment reduces the possibilities of scho
ols for realising their wider social purposes.
  An exploration of inclusion requires us to make explicit the particular values
, their meanings and implications, that we wish to see enacted through education
. It starts from the belief that education is a basic human right and the founda
tion for a more just society. For many people, inclusion in education is thought
 of only as an approach to serving children with disabilities within general edu
cation settings. Internationally, however, it is increasingly seen more broadly 
as a reform that supports and welcomes diversity among all learners (UNESCO, 200
1). The argument developed in this book adopts this broader formulation. It asse
rts that the aim of inclusion is to reduce exclusion and discriminatory attitude
s, including those in relation to age, social class, ethnicity, religion, gender
 and attainment. It does not focus only on a response to individuals but on how 
settings, policies, cultures and structures can recognise and value diversity.
  One of the advantages of working within the framework of inclusion is that it 
gives us access to a growing body of literature which articulates principles, un
dertakes critical analysis of current policy and practice, and offers examples o
f classrooms, schools and systems which to some extent enact the values in which
 we are interested. However, it would be a mistake to assume that this framework
 of values is uncontested and allows unequivocal translation into practice. Ther
e are at least three areas of uncertainty:
1. The principles of inclusion. Although we think it is important to make explic
it the values on which our own work is based, simple assertion does not take tho
se values beyond debate, as we discuss further in Chapter 1. We are aware that v
alues are both historically and culturally located, and that other people, at ot
her times and in other places, articulate different values. Even those who broad
ly support our approach to inclusion may wish to discuss their concerns using di
fferent terms and emphasising different issues. For us inclusion and its constit
uent values are meant to have
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clear practical implications. We are aware that people may be happy to agree on 
values, say, those concerned with equity and participation, until they start to 
look in detail at their implications for practice.
2. Enactment in context. We are also aware that values and principles have to be
 enacted in particular institutional contexts, nested within particular local an
d national policy circumstances, and that this can make it far from obvious how 
they should be put into practice. However clearly we articulate values and princ
iples, we still do not know everything about what they imply for actions in part
icular schools and classrooms; apparently similar actions may have different mea
nings in different contexts. The meaning of actions depends on how they are inte
rpreted within a particular community and its cultures. Further, there can be co



nflicts over the implication of values for upholding the rights of different ind
ividuals; for example, when the participation of one interferes with the partici
pation of another. Members of our team had previously set out in considerable de
tail what inclusion might mean for what happens in schools in the form of the 'I
ndex for Inclusion' (Booth and Ainscow, 2002). It is argued in the Index that ba
rriers to learning and participation, and the resources available to support lea
rning and participation, have to be explored in any particular setting. This und
erlines the view that there can be no approach to development which does not inv
olve a detailed exploration of a particular setting, drawing on the deep knowled
ge of its participants.
3. Developing inclusive practices. Even if we know a considerable amount about t
he implications of inclusive values for any particular context, we still do not 
know how best to put them into action, since making sustained principled changes
 within schools is notoriously difficult. How are schools developed? What should
 be the priorities for development within any particular setting and how should 
they be derived? How, precisely, do schools become more inclusive and sustain th
eir development? What conditions make this most likely and what support do they 
need? What policies promote inclusion and what policies undermine it?
The purpose of this book is to shed further light on these areas of uncertainty.
 In particular, it explores what inclusion means and how it can be developed. Mo
reover, it addresses these issues in a very particular and challenging context.

4   Introduction
  Since 1988, different governments in England have introduced a series of much 
publicised policy changes in order to foster 'improvements' in state education. 
This massive 'reform' agenda has led American researchers to describe England as
 'a laboratory where the effects of market-like mechanisms are more clearly visi
ble than they are in the United States' (Finkelstein and Grubb, 2000, p. 602). W
ithin this context, the notion of improvement has been narrowly defined. Consequ
ently, while the government boasts of increases in national test and examination
 results, there is evidence that many students still feel marginalised. So, for 
example, following the publication of national examination results in 2004, it w
as reported that some 30,000 youngsters had left school without any qualificatio
ns at all, including disproportionate numbers from economically deprived areas a
nd from certain minority ethnic groups (Machin et al., 2005). At the same time, 
teachers report high levels of stress and there are particular problems of teach
er retention in urban areas.
  The national policy context is not entirely supportive of inclusion as we have
 defined it. However, it is not enough to wish away these negative features, nor
 even simply to berate government for its failures. The policy contexts within w
hich inclusive values and principles have to be enacted are always likely to be 
complex, contradictory and, in some respects at least, inimical to inclusion. So
 too are institutions and classrooms, where multiple priorities, competing value
s, practical difficulties and personal relations interact. What matters, therefo
re, is that we understand what happens to inclusive values and principles in suc
h hostile environments and how best to promote the growth of inclusion in circum
stances with are always likely to be less than ideal.
  This means that there is a tension at the heart of this book. It is a tension 
between the attempts to put values and principles into action, and the complexit
ies of schools and education systems. The book is about engaging with the curren
t realities of schools and exploring ways in which they might become more inclus
ive. Some may say that the tensions we explore lead us to compromise the very va
lues we claim to be advocating. In our team meetings, we have confronted each ot
her with this challenge many times. However, we prefer to say that our concern i
s not only with advocating the values of inclusion but also with finding ways of
 enacting them - and that enactment is always about messy complexities. If, ther
efore, this book is about school improvement with attitude, it is also about inc
lusion which is not afraid to get its hands dirty.
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The research network
The research we present arises from the work of one of four national networks se
t up as the first phase of the Economic and Social Research Council's Teaching a
nd Learning Research Programme (TLRP), the largest ever research initiative in e
ducation in the United Kingdom. The network called 'Understanding and Developing
 Inclusive Practices in Schools' involved teams of researchers from three higher
 education institutions (Manchester, Newcastle and Canterbury Christ Church Univ
ersities), each working with schools in one Local Education Authority (LEA). We 
wished to understand how, and how far, those schools set about developing inclus
ive practices, particularly in the context of a national policy environment that
 seemed indifferent if not downright hostile towards such development.
  There is no shortage of books and articles that have extolled the value of inc
lusive education. These have provided a whole range of accounts of what we prefe
r to call 'instructive practice', since, unlike notions of 'good practice', such
 accounts invite the reader to retain a critical perspective and learn from the 
ideas, including the mistakes of others. However, despite these developments, in
clusion remains a complex and controversial issue, and the development of inclus
ive practices in schools is not well understood. This study differed significant
ly from much of the existing literature on inclusion in education in the followi
ng ways:
� It defined inclusion as an approach to education embodying particular values. It
 was therefore concerned with all learners and with overcoming barriers to all f
orms of marginalisation, exclusion and underachievement. The great majority of p
revious studies take a much narrower view of inclusion as concerned with childre
n with impairments, or otherwise categorised as 'having special educational need
s'.
� Its scrutiny of developments in twenty-five schools, in three local education au
thorities, over three years, contrasts with shorter-term studies of individual s
chools.
� It was based in schools that thought about inclusion in different ways and varie
d in their commitment to the inclusive development of their cultures, policies a
nd practices. Schools were not selected because they were thought to represent '
advanced' practice.
� It included some schools that the national system of inspection had rated as 're
quiring special measures', or as 'having serious
� 
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weaknesses' as well as those seen to be successful. As a result, the findings of
 the study may be seen to be broadly relevant to schools.
� Its analysis of the development of practice in the context of classroom, institu
tional and systemic factors contrasts with research that explores only one of th
ese levels.
� It made use of the different theoretical perspectives of a large team of researc
hers to analyse the findings of the study, rather than relying on a single viewp
oint or conceptual framework.
The arguments presented are aimed at a wide range of readers interested in widen
ing the participation, and improving the educational achievement, of children an
d young people, both in this country and overseas.
Outline of the book
The book has three parts. Following this introduction, Part I consists of three 
chapters that outline the context and agenda for the research that is reported. 
Chapter 1 explains what the three university groups brought to the work, explore
s the variety of approaches to inclusion and sets out the particular approach of
 the research team. Chapter 2 focuses more specifically on the English policy co
ntext, and reflects upon the implications of inclusion for approaches to school 
development and government educational policy. It stresses the significance of t
he English case as a context for researching the development of inclusion in sch
ools, and analyses the barriers and resources for the development of inclusion l
ocated within government education policy. Chapter 3 explains how the network wa
s set up in the three local authorities and describes the collaborative action r



esearch approach that was used.
  There are three chapters in Part II, each of which draws on evidence from the 
three interconnected studies. These chapters analyse how barriers to participati
on are created within the English education system, the attempts of practitioner
s in schools to address these barriers and the possibilities for those working w
ithin higher education to contribute to school development. Each of these chapte
rs is focused on one local authority, its schools and classrooms, and the impact
 of local and national policies on them.
  Part III consists of two chapters that draw out the implications of the resear
ch. Chapter 7 compares and contrasts the findings of the three studies, focusing
 on both their process and outcomes, in order to synthesise the findings of the 
network's programme of research. It
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analyses the different ways in which the three university groups chose to interp
ret their common task and uses these differences as a resource to deepen the ana
lysis of what happened in each case. It draws together the explanations of the b
arriers to participation and learning experienced by students in English schools
 and how such barriers might be addressed. It argues that current efforts to rai
se standards are themselves creating barriers for some groups. Nevertheless, the
 three studies point to strategies for inclusive development that may be applied
 within the existing policy environment and consideration is given to the impact
 of such approaches on the learning of all members of a school's communities. He
re the emphasis on 'levels' that is evident in each of the accounts provides a m
eans of illuminating the complex interaction of a range of factors.
  The final chapter addresses the strategic implications of the findings, focusi
ng once again on different levels in the education system. It is suggested that 
substantial progress towards a more inclusive education system will depend on: a
 clearer conceptualisation of the term 'inclusion' among all stakeholders; less 
fragmentation of efforts among support and regulatory agencies; and a reform of 
the criteria used to measure student progress and school effectiveness. It is ar
gued that the development of inclusive practices, particularly on a wide, nation
al basis, can only be achieved by engaging in dialogue about the deeply held bel
iefs of teachers and policy makers rather than through sudden transformations im
posed from outside. This has implications for the roles of headteachers, for how
 staff teams work together, and for how schools collect and use evidence about t
heir practice. It also has implications for the sorts of critical and alternativ
e perspectives to which schools have access and therefore for their relationship
s with other schools, LEAs and researchers. Finally, this has clear implications
 for the national policy framework.
  

  
Part I
What is the issue?

Chapter 1
Improving schools, developing inclusion?
In this chapter we examine what we brought to the research from our own knowledg
e and experience, and from examining the thinking of others. In so doing, we exp
lore the ways in which inclusion has been and should be understood before beginn
ing, in the next chapter, the process of analysing the resources for, and barrie
rs to, the development of inclusion within government education policies. Within
 this overall context, we define the main agenda for the book, namely that of de
termining ways in which inclusive school development can be encouraged.
The title of this book is intended to provoke thinking about two questions: When
 and how do improvements in schools become inclusive development? How can inclus
ive school development be best supported? In so doing, we draw attention to the 



highly contentious nature of improvement in schools. One person's view of an imp
roving institution may be another's vision of educational hell. This means that 
we cannot understand improvement in education without considering the values und
erlying the changes we would like to take place. For us, inclusion is fundamenta
lly about the specification of those values and how they can be put into action.
  The English educational policy context makes the study of inclusion particular
ly interesting. Since 1988, both Conservative and Labour governments have introd
uced a series of policy changes which have encouraged competition and accountabi
lity regimes as the means for driving up 'standards' in state education (Ball, 2
001). Yet since the Labour government came to power in 1997, this agenda has bee
n combined with an unprecedented emphasis on inclusion.
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  On the face of it, inclusion and the standards agenda are in conflict because 
they imply different views of what makes an improved school, different ways of t
hinking about achievements and different routes for raising them. How would scho
ols in this period make sense of such competing pressures? The research we repor
t also attempts to provide some answers to this further question.
Building on experience
The three co-directors of the network brought with them many years of experience
 in studying the issues of inclusion and exclusion in education. Alan Dyson had 
previously carried out a series of detailed studies of processes of inclusion in
 schools. Some of his early work was based on what he has referred to as an 'opt
imistic view', in which radical change to education seemed possible, particularl
y in terms of overthrowing established and discredited categorical approaches to
 children who experienced difficulties in schools (Dyson, 1990a, 1990b, 1991). T
ogether with his colleagues, Dyson spent some time working with schools which re
constructed their 'special educational needs' systems in favour of more flexible
, non-categorical responses to a much wider range of student diversity (Clark et
 al., 1995a; Dyson et al., 1994). They noted that these schools seemed to be buc
king the trend of how schools understood and responded to students who experienc
ed difficulties, to be locating the source of those difficulties in their own sy
stems, structures and practices and, to that extent, to be pointing the way towa
rds an unequivocally more inclusive future. However, as they studied these schoo
ls more closely, they came to the conclusion that all was not as it seemed (Clar
k et al., 1995b, 1997, 1998, 1999; Dyson and Millward, 2000, 2001). Developments
 in these schools, they concluded, were full of contradictions: the rhetoric of 
radical approaches was not shared by some - or, in some cases, by most - of thei
r teachers; radical aspects of practice and provision were commonly accompanied 
by other aspects that were far less radical and some way from being 'inclusive';
 and even the radical policies which they espoused were ambiguous and contradict
ory.
  Much of Mel Ainscow's previous work, too, had focused on processes of inclusiv
e development within educational systems. This had also shown that such changes 
are far from straightforward, not least because they challenge so much of existi
ng attitudes and practice, and the current use of resources (Ainscow, 1999). Oth
er research had focused on classroom processes (e.g. Ainscow, 1999, 2000; Ainsco
w and Brown,
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2000), school development (e.g. Ainscow, 1995; Ainscow et al., 1998; Hopkins et 
al., 1994, 1997a, b), teacher development (e.g. Ainscow, 1994), and systemic cha
nge (e.g. Ainscow and Haile-Giorgis, 1999; Ainscow et al., 2000), particularly i
n respect to the role of LEAs (e.g. Ainscow and Howes, 2001; Ainscow and Tweddle
, 2003). Members of the Manchester group had also carried out a series of resear
ch reviews in relation to the research described in this book (e.g. Ainscow, Fox
 and O'Kane, 2003; Howes et al., 2002). Much of their earlier research had been 
influenced by Kurt Lewin's dictum that 'you cannot understand an organisation un
til you try to change it' (Lewin, 1946; Schein, 1992), and so it had led the Man
chester group to position themselves as agents for development alongside their p



artners in the field.
  Tony Booth came to the research with an involvement in developing ideas about 
inclusion since the 1970s (Booth, 1981a; Booth and Potts, 1983). While some peop
le now wish to draw a clear line between the meanings of integration and inclusi
on, Booth and his colleagues always saw the notion of integration as carrying an
 approach to school and social reform (Booth, 1988, 1999). Views of integration 
and then inclusion were linked to a notion of comprehensive community education 
from nursery, through the years of compulsory education to higher or lifelong ed
ucation (Booth, 1983, 1996a). Inclusion was connected to a principle of equality
 of value of all students and staff within education (Booth, 1981b). Inclusion w
as seen to involve schools in recognising and valuing the diversity of their stu
dents and thus arranging for them to learn together in mixed collaborating group
s. The process of inclusion involved schools in extending this diversity to incl
ude all students within their communities and to counter all forms of selection 
and exclusion (Booth, 1996b, 2003a and 2003b). From early on, accounts were gath
ered about the implications of an inclusive approach to the development of pract
ice and policy within education systems (Booth and Coulby, 1987; Booth and Swann
, 1987; Booth et al., 1987, 1992a, 1992b). Such implications were set out in mos
t precise detail, for schools, and for early years and childcare settings, withi
n versions of the Index for Inclusion (Booth and Ainscow, 2002; Booth et al., 20
04). These placed a new emphasis on the role of cultures in creating and sustain
ing development.
  Some previous work had involved the three senior authors in working together. 
In what turned out to have been a pilot for this book, in the mid-1990s they car
ried out a series of studies of processes of inclusion and exclusion in an urban
 secondary school (Ainscow et al., 1999; Booth et al., 1997, 1998; Dyson et al.,
 1999). The experience of working
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collaboratively in the context of that school pointed to the benefits of researc
hers with different points of view exploring a common context. It also drew atte
ntion to the value of working in partnership with practitioners in order to make
 sense of such experiences.
  In researching areas in which we had already done a considerable amount of wor
k, there was the obvious danger that we would look for, and then find, only what
 supported our preconceptions. In the event, we set out to challenge our previou
s ideas, not least by challenging one other. We added to the theoretical resourc
es available by creating teams of researchers in each of the participating unive
rsities, the members of which also brought their own experiences and perspective
s. In addition, we were helped considerably by the astute questioning from those
 with whom we researched in schools and LEAs.
Defining inclusion
Inclusion may be defined in a variety of ways. Often, however, explicit definiti
ons of the term are omitted from publications, leaving readers to infer the mean
ings it is being given for themselves. Definitions can be descriptive or prescri
ptive. A descriptive definition of inclusion reports on the variety of ways 'inc
lusion' is used in practice, whereas a prescriptive definition indicates the way
 we intend to use the concept and would like it to be used by others. Both kinds
 of definition are important to us.
  Experience had taught us that many different views of inclusion exist in the f
ield (Ainscow et al., 2000) and that there is no one perspective on inclusion wi
thin a single country or school (Booth, 1995; Booth and Ainscow, 1998). Conseque
ntly, we felt it was important within our research to find out more about how po
licy makers, local authority staff and teachers in schools talked about inclusio
n. However, in order to be able to assess and comment on the extent to which 'in
clusion' was occurring in the schools we had to decide how we thought the term s
hould be used.
  While we were keen to bring a degree of coherence to our own thinking, we also
 felt it important to map the complexity of the contexts in which we were to wor
k. In particular, we wanted to be clear about the strands of thinking about incl



usion within government policies, not least because we assumed that these influe
nced schools and LEAs which we set out to understand. Indeed, our previous work 
had led us to anticipate that such separate strands might in themselves act as b
arriers to the development of coherent change.
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  With this in mind, we developed a typology of six ways of ways of thinking abo
ut inclusion:
1. Inclusion as a concern with disabled students and others categorised as 'havi
ng special educational needs'.
2. Inclusion as a response to disciplinary exclusion.
3. Inclusion in relation to all groups seen as being vulnerable to exclusion.
4. Inclusion as developing the school for all.
5. Inclusion as 'Education for All'.
6. Inclusion as a principled approach to education and society.
In what follows we outline these six approaches and offer a commentary on them.
Inclusion as concerned with disability and 'special educational needs'
There is a common assumption that inclusion is primarily about educating disable
d students, or those categorised as 'having special educational needs', in mains
tream schools. Inevitably many of the participants in the research started out w
ith such an assumption. This is also true of several government documents. Thus,
 for example, the government's programme for action on special educational needs
 referred to inclusion as 'the keystone' of its educational policy (DfEE, 1998b)
. Yet this was a reference not to general educational policy but to policy conce
rned with children categorised as 'having special educational needs':
We want to see more pupils with SEN included within mainstream primary and secon
dary schools. We support the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
 Organisation (UNESCO) Salamanca World Statement on Special Needs Education 1994
. This calls on governments to adopt the principle of inclusive education, enrol
ling all children in regular schools, unless there are compelling reasons for do
ing otherwise. That implies the progressive extension of the capacity of mainstr
eam schools to provide for children with a wide range of needs.
(DfEE, 1997, p. 44)
We question the usefulness of an approach to inclusion that, in attempting to in
crease the participation of students, focuses on a
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'disabled' or 'special needs' part of them and ignores all the other ways in whi
ch participation for any student may be impeded or enhanced. The Index for Inclu
sion dispensed with the use of the notion of 'special educational needs' to acco
unt for educational difficulties. Specifically, it proposed the replacement of n
otions of 'special educational need' and 'special educational provision' with th
ose of 'barriers to learning and participation' and 'resources to support learni
ng and participation'. In this context, support was seen as all activities, whic
h increase the capacity of schools to respond to diversity (Booth and Ainscow, 2
002). Such a shift complements the ideas of others, such as Susan Hart in her 'i
nnovative thinking' (Hart, 1996, 2000), and in 'learning without limits' (Hart e
t al., 2004).
  Yet in rejecting a 'special educational needs' view of inclusion, we would not
 wish to deflect attention from the continued segregation of disabled students, 
or, indeed, students otherwise categorised as 'having special educational needs'
. Inclusion may be seen to involve the assertion of the rights of disabled young
 people to a local mainstream education, a view propounded vociferously by secti
ons of the disabled people's movement (see e.g. Lipsky and Gartner, 1997; Peters
, 2003). Where people see placement in special schools as a neutral response to 
'need' they may argue that some children are best served in special settings. Ho
wever, a rights perspective invalidates such arguments. Thus, compulsory segrega
tion is seen to contribute to the oppression of disabled people (Abberley, 1987)
, just as other practices marginalise groups on the basis of race, gender or sex
ual orientation (Corbett, 1995).



  We are also concerned about the significant effect that categorisation has on 
the education system as a whole. The practice of segregation within special scho
ols involves a relatively small number of students (approximately 1.3 per cent i
n England - Norwich, 2002), yet it exerts a disproportionate influence within th
e education system. It perpetuates a view that some students 'need' to be segreg
ated because of their deficiency or defect. In this way it legitimates a ladder 
of increasingly specialised support within the mainstream for children seen to '
have special educational needs', which may lead eventually to special school pla
cement. It also reinforces a mistaken connection between special provision and s
pecial placement.
  The conception of children as 'having special educational needs', backed up by
 the revised Special Educational Needs Code of Practice (DfES, 2001a), undermine
s a transformative view of inclusion, in which diversity is seen as making a pos
itive contribution to the creation of responsive educational settings. At the sa
me time, it limits notions
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of 'support' to work with particular categorised students, rather than the inclu
sive development of all aspects of a school.
  The special educational needs view of educational difficulty is deeply entrenc
hed within English national and local educational policies, and practices in sch
ools. It also remains the dominant perspective in many other countries (Mittler,
 2000). It absorbs difficulties that arise in education for a wide variety of re
asons within the frame of individual defect. When, as is sometimes the case in E
ngland, 40 per cent or more of students may be thought, in a particular school, 
to 'have special educational needs', this weights discussion of inclusion throug
h force of numbers, dragging it away from a broad conception concerned with deve
loping schools for all students and staff, to a narrower view. It is hardly surp
rising, therefore, that many see inclusion through this lens.
  Such a view is further reinforced when the deployment of additional resources,
 particularly the allocation of teaching assistants, is related to the categoris
ation of students. This growing body of support staff, who are usually drawn fro
m their surrounding communities, and may move on from a school less frequently t
han teachers, may carry in the school cultures the default position on inclusion
. Hence, they may convey a view of educational difficulties as created through s
tudent deficits to new members of staff, and to children and their families, eve
n where this is countered by the perspectives of some teachers.
  It is our view that categorisation processes, and the practices and language a
ssociated with them, act as barriers to the development of a broader view of inc
lusion. Understanding these processes, their effects, and ways of replacing them
 with alternative responses to educational difficulties, are of critical importa
nce to research on inclusion. We note, for example, that there remains a massive
 over-representation of working-class boys in those categorised as having specia
l educational needs, and a particular over-preponderance of African-Caribbean bo
ys in those categorised as 'having emotional and behavioural difficulties' and i
n those subjected to disciplinary exclusion (Blair, 2001).
  The legacy of such categorisation, and the way the term 'special educational n
eeds' obscures such over-representation, means we still have limited understandi
ng of how perceptions and constructions of gender, class and ethnicity contribut
e to the difficulties children and young people experience in schools. Yet it is
 more productive to explore the barriers to learning and participation that aris
e in education as a result of the way boys and girls, or children from different
 class and ethnic groups, are treated within and outside schools, than to catego
rise
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them and then explore their 'special educational needs' (see e.g. Epstein et al.
, 1998).
Inclusion as a response to disciplinary exclusions
If inclusion is most commonly seen as associated with children categorised as 'h



aving special educational needs', then its connection to 'bad behaviour' comes a
 close second. This arises in part because of the particular meaning given to ex
clusion within the 1986 Education Act, which used the term to refer to the tempo
rary or permanent exclusion of children from school premises for disciplinary re
asons. Thus, at the mention of the word 'inclusion', some within schools become 
fearful that it means they are to be immediately asked to take on disproportiona
te numbers of behaviourally 'difficult' students.
  Although the number of students permanently excluded from schools for discipli
nary reasons in England may be high by European standards (currently running at 
about 9,000 nationally), this is very few in any one area (there are 15,000 scho
ols in England). We draw attention to this fact in response to commentators such
 as Garner and Gains (2001), who appear to exaggerate the numbers of children vi
ewed as having difficulties in behaviour who are currently outside mainstream sc
hools as a way of encouraging opposition to inclusion.
  Just as in the case of 'inclusion', we prefer to define 'exclusion' for oursel
ves rather than follow a definition in a government document, and to see the two
 terms as inextricably linked. Inclusion involves the overcoming of exclusionary
 pressures; reducing exclusion involves finding ways to increase participation. 
Instead of seeing exclusion as a state of being barred from a school, we see it 
as concerned with all the discriminatory, devaluing as well as self-protective p
rocesses that go on within schools and society. Exclusion in this broader sense 
is pervasive and elusive, permeating our cultures and society, the institutions 
in which we work, and the aspirations which shape our identities. It can involve
 discrimination that may be personal or institutional, both local and global. Th
us, inclusion may be viewed as being about reducing discrimination on the basis 
of gender, class, disability, sexual orientation, ethnicity, faith and family ba
ckground.
  Disciplinary exclusion itself cannot be understood without being connected wit
h the events and interactions that precede it, the nature of relationships, and 
the approaches to teaching and learning in a school. Even at the level of simple
 measurement, the figures for formal disciplinary exclusion mean little when sep
arated from numbers for
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informal disciplinary exclusions, for example, by sending children home for an a
fternoon, truancy rates, and the categorisation of students as having emotional 
and behavioural difficulties. In this respect the informal exclusion of school-a
ge girls who become pregnant, who may be discouraged from continuing at school, 
continues to distort perceptions of the gender composition in the official exclu
sion figures.
Inclusion as about all groups vulnerable to exclusion
There is an increasing trend for exclusion in education to be viewed more broadl
y, in terms of overcoming discrimination and disadvantage in relation to any gro
ups vulnerable to exclusionary pressures (e.g. Campbell, 2002; Hayton, 1999; Mit
tler, 2000). This is evident even in governmental and quasi-governmental usage. 
For instance, teachers are required by the statutory inclusion statement within 
the National Curriculum to be concerned with overcoming all forms of discriminat
ion in their school (DfEE/QCA, 1999). Guidance to school inspectors requires sim
ilar vigilance (Ofsted, 2000a). Likewise, the government's early years initiativ
e, Sure Start, has an inclusion theme, which explicitly links issues in access t
o services for children with special educational needs and disabilities with iss
ues for a range of other disadvantaged groups (see http://www.surestart.gov.uk/e
nsuringquality/inclusion/).
  This broader perspective is often associated in government documents with the 
terms 'social inclusion' and 'social exclusion'. Sometimes, these terms are give
n broad meanings, as in a series of documents produced by the Social Exclusion U
nit, attached to the Cabinet Office, where social inclusion refers to interventi
ons to reduce poverty and renew run-down neighbourhoods. (SEU, 1998, 2000a, 2000
b, 2001). When used in an educational context, social inclusion tends to refer t
o issues for groups whose access to schools is under threat, such as girls who b



ecome pregnant or have babies while at school, looked-after children (i.e. those
 in the care of public authorities), and travellers. Yet commonly, the language 
of social inclusion and exclusion comes to be used more narrowly to refer to chi
ldren who are (or are in danger of being) excluded from schools and classrooms b
ecause of their 'behaviour'. This is reflected in government circular 11/99, Soc
ial Inclusion: Pupil Support, concerned with attendance and disciplinary exclusi
on (DfEE, 1999b).
  The broader use of the language of inclusion and exclusion is therefore somewh
at fluid. It seems to hint that there may be some common processes which link th
e different forms of exclusion experienced
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by, say, children with disabilities, children who are excluded from their school
s for disciplinary reasons and people living in poor communities. There seems, t
herefore, to be an invitation to explore the nature of these processes and their
 origins in social structures. However, this invitation is rarely, if ever, acce
pted in government texts. Instead, we commonly get a listing of vulnerable group
s (see Ofsted, 2000a) or a litany of the risks to which groups are subject (DfES
, 2003). As a result, 'social inclusion' and 'social exclusion' become catch-all
 terms which may be applied to widely differing groups with very different exper
iences in widely differing contexts. We find the addition of 'social' to some di
scussions of inclusion and exclusion but not others, unhelpful. It seems to impl
y that there are forms of exclusion which are not social and perhaps, therefore,
 natural.
Inclusion as the promotion of the school for all
A rather different strand of thinking about inclusion relates it to the developm
ent of the common school for all, or comprehensive school, and the construction 
of approaches to teaching and learning within it. The term 'comprehensive school
' is generally used in England in the context of secondary education and was est
ablished as a reaction to a system which allocated children to different types o
f school on the basis of their attainment at age 11, reinforcing existing social
 class-based inequalities (Benn and Simon, 1972; Floud, 1961; Floud et al., 1956
). We argue that the idea of the comprehensive community for all children may be
 applied throughout the school years.
  While there were moves away from such selection at secondary level to an exten
t in the 1970s and 1980s, some selective schools remained and selection has retu
rned in a new form through the creation of specialist schools which can select u
p to 15 per cent of their pupils by so-called aptitude (see Docking, 2000; Walfo
rd, 2000). At the same time, the government's emphasis on giving parents a choic
e of schools based on the publication of examination results has led to an eleme
nt of 'selection by estate agents', as families seek to move house in order to b
e in a more favourable position to gain a place in their preferred school.
  Another type of school appeared in the early 2000s. Called city academies, the
ir introduction was portrayed by government as a response to the difficulties th
at have been experienced in raising standards in economically poor urban context
s. These schools, which are in part privately funded, are exempt from LEA contro
l and freed
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from adherence to the National Curriculum. Several such schools are funded by fu
ndamentalist Christian sponsors and concern has been expressed about their pract
ices of exclusion (Harris, 2005).
  Interestingly, little attention has been given by those supporting inclusion t
o selection by religion, although one-third of schools in England remain attache
d to a particular religion, mainly Church of England or Catholic, but with a few
 Jewish and Muslim schools (Booth, 2003b). Reports of a wave of ethnic disturban
ces in northern cities in England in 2001 saw such religious segregation as cont
ributing to ethnic disharmony (Home Office, 2001a, 2001b) but government support
 for schools attached to a particular religion remain firm and the numbers seem 
set to increase. Equally, the fact that approximately 7 per cent of pupils atten



d private schools, which segregate on the basis of wealth, is also largely omitt
ed from the inclusion debate (see Potts (2003) for a discussion of some of the v
arieties of educational selection that take place within one English city).
  The comprehensive school movement in England, like the Folkeskole tradition in
 Denmark (Hansen, 1992) and the 'common school' tradition in the USA (Franklin, 
1994; Richardson, 1994), is premised on the desirability of creating a single ty
pe of 'school for all', serving a socially diverse community. However, the empha
sis on one school for all can be double edged. In Norway, for example, the idea 
of 'the school for all' was as much about creating an independent singular Norwe
gian identity as it was to do with the participation of people within diverse co
mmunities. So while, in Norway, the strong emphasis on education for local commu
nities facilitated the disbanding of segregated special institutions, it was not
 followed by an equally strong movement to reform the common school to embrace a
nd value difference. As in some other countries, there was an emphasis on assimi
lating those perceived to be different into a homogeneous normality, rather than
 transformation through diversity (Haug, 2003). For us, the notion of the school
 for all is about a mutually sustaining relationship between schools and communi
ties that recognises and values diversity.
Inclusion as 'Education for All'
The issue of inclusion is increasingly evident within international debates. The
 'Education for All' (EFA) movement was created in the 1990s around a set of int
ernational policies, mainly coordinated by UNESCO, to do with increasing access 
to, and participation within education, across the world. It was given impetus b
y two major
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international conferences held in Jomtien in 1990, and Dakar in 2000 (UNESCO, 20
00). While many within this movement appear to identify education with schooling
, the focus on education within some of the poorest regions of the world provide
s an opportunity to rethink schools as one among a number of means for developin
g education within communities.
  In response to the failure of many countries to meet the targets set a decade 
earlier, the organisers of the Dakar conference sought to emphasise particular a
reas where progress might be made, and focused attention, in particular, on the 
disproportionate numbers of girls around the world denied educational opportunit
ies. Yet, while overcoming the exclusion of girls should be prioritised in many 
countries, in our view, setting global targets to be applied for specific groups
 has limited value because exclusion always occurs locally. Consequently, the pr
iorities which need to be addressed are the barriers that need to be overcome wi
thin particular countries, regions and communities.
  Disabled people and their allies, for example, were very concerned about the w
ay they appeared to be pushed down the priority order for participation in the '
Education for All' declaration (UNESCO, 2000). This was despite the apparent pro
gress that had been made in drawing attention to the possibilities for an educat
ion system inclusive of all children, specifically including disabled children, 
within the Salamanca Statement sponsored by UNESCO in 1994. Alur (1999) has docu
mented (for India) the way disabled people are omitted when policies with appare
ntly inclusive wording come to be implemented. We argue that the broad formulati
on of inclusion to which we subscribe may be used to reinvigorate the 'Education
 for All' movement so that it is genuinely concerned with the participation in e
ducation of all within their local communities.
Inclusion as a principled approach to education and society
The previous five ways of thinking about inclusion indicate meanings given to 'i
nclusion' by different people in different contexts. Sometimes, particular autho
rs propose the general adoption of their particular definition of inclusion. We 
certainly differed between ourselves about the value of formulating prescriptive
 definitions of this sort, and this tension is evident in this and other chapter
s as we try to steer a path between our disparate views. On one side, it was arg
ued that we should keep an open mind about what we meant by inclusion as we enga
ged
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in our research. On the other side, it was suggested that without a clear view o
f what we mean by inclusion we had no way of knowing how to support it, or of fo
rming a judgement about when the actions of ourselves or others increased or dec
reased it.
  We faced this tension directly as we began our work with schools. Moreover, we
 were entering the territory of English schools trying to develop inclusive prac
tices in the context of a centrally driven 'standards' agenda, which had been on
ly partially explored (for example, in our earlier study: Booth et al., 1998). W
e wished to examine this terrain in greater depth and, in particular, to explore
 what inclusive practices might look like in this context and how such practices
 might be developed and sustained. While a detailed exploration of what inclusio
n might mean for a school's cultures, policies and practices had been set out in
 the Index for Inclusion, this did not mean that we knew in advance what actions
 should be taken. Barriers to learning and participation, and resources to suppo
rt learning and participation, can only be uncovered and prioritised within a pa
rticular school. This implied, however, that our emphasis should be less on what
 inclusion might look like and more on how it might be developed with schools.
  We took as our common starting point a view of inclusion which involved a broa
d articulation of the values to which we saw ourselves as committed and which in
clusive practices, we believed, should attempt to embody. Values underlie all ac
tions and plans of action, all practices within schools, and all policies for th
e shaping of practice. All actions, practices and policies may be regarded as th
e embodiment of moral arguments. We cannot do the right thing in education witho
ut understanding at some level the values from which our actions spring. The dev
elopment of inclusion, therefore, involves us in making explicit the values that
 underlie actions, practices and policies, and learning how to better relate our
 actions to inclusive values.
  Of course, we do not imply that making our values accessible is unproblematic,
 or that doing so is all that is necessary for us to act in accordance with them
. We also require knowledge and skills, though the knowledge and skills we need 
to acquire are dependent on the values we wish to put into practice. Further, th
ere has to be the opportunity for us to act, and actions are always more or less
 constrained by circumstances.
  We articulated inclusive values as concerned with equity, participation, commu
nity, compassion, respect for diversity, sustainability and entitlement. This li
st is in a state of perpetual development. What of honesty, freedom, achievement
, spirituality? To what extent may these
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further issues be derived from other concerns already on the list? For example, 
true participation may imply freedom to participate and perhaps not participate.
 However, in setting out a provisional list of concerns we invite others to thin
k about the basis of their actions and the directions in which they would like t
o see the development of education.
  We recognise, too, that the articulation of such principles invites two questi
ons: What is their precise meaning and what are their implications for practice?
 The question about meaning is an acknowledgement that value statements such as 
this require considerable elucidation: they are complex, they may be disputed an
d they may conflict. For example, in relation to equity, it should be clear how 
much people differ about the acceptability of differences in income and living c
onditions within and between countries. There were, for example, opportunities t
o reflect on such issues during a meeting of our research network held at a larg
e new football stadium. The lifestyles and salaries of footballers provide an in
dex of accepted levels of aspiration. Once such aspirations for incredible riche
s and status become part of the identities of those in relative poverty, they he
lp to police the current structured inequality on which they depend. Ideas of eq
uality of opportunity, which do not also encourage the flattening of the pyramid
al structure of opportunities, similarly act to obscure inequality.



  Other 'inclusive values' similarly require elucidation. For example, participa
tion is about being with and collaborating with others. It implies active engage
ment and an involvement in making decisions. It involves the recognition and val
uing of a variety of identities, so that people are accepted for who they are. I
n valuing community the significance is acknowledged of the social role of educa
tion in creating and maintaining communities, and of the potential for communiti
es and educational institutions to mutually sustain each other. The valuing of c
ommunity may be seen to involve the development of sentiment and responsibility 
for groups wider than both the family and the nation state: it is about citizens
hip and global citizenship. Community, as a value, invites attention to the cult
ivating of feelings of public service. There is an irony within government polic
y that under the banner of school choice discourages schools from taking respons
ibility for their surrounding communities, yet is dependent on the public servic
e commitment of teachers to continue to develop education in challenging circums
tances.
  The idea of sustainability connects inclusion to the most fundamental aim of e
ducation: to prepare children and young people for sustainable
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ways of life within sustainable communities and environments. At a time when glo
bal warming is arguably the most important issue affecting everyone on the plane
t, inclusion should be concerned with permeating within education an understandi
ng of it and responses to it. Entitlement involves the recognition and convictio
n that children and young people have rights to a broad education, appropriate s
upport and to attendance at their local school.
  However, such elucidation only takes us a certain way. As we have said, we nee
d to know not only what these values mean, but also their implications for pract
ice and how they might be put into effect. Given our previous experiences, we co
uld not pretend that we had no ideas about these issues. Even given the differen
ces between us, we could agree on some of the broad features of inclusion in sch
ools. Inclusion, we believed, referred to:
� The processes of increasing the participation of students in, and reducing their
 exclusion from, the curricula, cultures and communities of local schools.
� Restructuring the cultures, policies and practices in schools so that they respo
nd to the diversity of students in their locality.
� The presence, participation and achievement of all students vulnerable to exclus
ionary pressures, not only those with impairments or those who are categorised a
s 'having special educational needs'.
Several features of these characterisations of inclusion were of particular impo
rtance to us: inclusion is concerned with all children and young people in schoo
ls; it is focused on presence, participation and achievement; inclusion and excl
usion are linked together such that inclusion involves the active combating of e
xclusion; and inclusion is seen as a never-ending process. Thus an inclusive sch
ool is one that is on the move, rather than one that has reached a perfect state
.
  Among the drawbacks of such a view is that it identifies education with school
ing, whereas we view a school as only one of the sites of education within commu
nities. In this sense, we see the role of schools as supporting the education of
 communities not to monopolise it.
  We also wished to emphasise the significance of the participation of staff, pa
rents/carers and other community members. It seems to us that we will not get ve
ry far in supporting the participation and learning of students if we reject the
ir identities and family backgrounds, or if we choose not to encourage the parti
cipation of staff in schools in decisions about teaching and learning activities
. We also wanted to connect
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inclusion/exclusion in education more broadly with including and excluding press
ures within society.
  Putting these ideas together with the approach to values means that we broadly



 supported a national approach to education based around comprehensive community
 pre-school, school and post-school education, and saw educational entitlement a
s worldwide. We were thus committed to the school for all and the inclusive deve
lopment of Education for All. We recognised the complexity and contradictions in
 providing inclusive higher education but were clear that in the competitive div
isive system operating within England, there was considerable scope for inclusiv
e change.
  We thus started with something specific to say about inclusion. Some may want 
to see this as our agreed 'definition' of inclusion. However, if so, it is tenta
tive and open. Given our focus on values, rather than on practices and forms of 
provision, inclusion, we believed, could only be defined as the embodiment of th
ose values in particular contexts. By the same token, of course, the broad value
s we were able to articulate only become fully meaningful as and when they are s
o embodied.
  In some cases a particular set of practices are so integral to our conception 
of inclusion that they define themselves: for example, the reduction of bullying
 among children and adults in education, or the building of relationships of col
laboration and respect, or the involvement in schools of parents/carers and thei
r surrounding communities. In other respects we felt that we knew a great deal f
rom experience about what practices and provisions were likely to embody inclusi
ve values and what those values were likely to look like in practice.
  However, what is likely to be the case may not be what is actually the case. T
he contexts of practice - the realities of particular teachers working with part
icular groups of children in particular schools where particular policy imperati
ves are at work - are complex and contradictory. Doing the right thing may somet
imes involve choices between almost equally undesirable alternatives, and the co
nsequences of actions may be unclear and values may conflict. Action in any part
icular situation requires relevant knowledge and skills, and we may be more or l
ess knowledgeable and skilful. Yet, if the activities involved in working as a t
eacher, teaching assistant, school secretary or LEA officer are to promote inclu
sion, then they must involve knowledge about how inclusive values can be related
 to action, the skills that need to be acquired as a consequence, and the furthe
r knowledge that needs to be pursued.
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Summary and conclusions
In this chapter we have set out some of the ways the terms 'inclusion' and 'excl
usion' have been used, particularly in English policy texts. We have argued that
 different groups in different contexts think of inclusion differently and that 
there is no single, consensual definition. We have also set out our own starting
 position for thinking about inclusion in this study, which involves a commitmen
t to certain broadly defined values. Inclusion in education may then be seen as 
a process of putting values into action; it results in the educational practices
 and provisions, systems and structures which embody those values. Some of these
 we can specify because they are integral to our conception of inclusion, others
 we can identify with a reasonable degree of certainty on the basis of what we h
ave learned from experience. However, inclusion can only be fully understood as 
its underpinning values are played out in particular contexts.
  The unfolding of this process of contextual embodiment provided the focus of t
his book. The contexts with which we are primarily concerned are those formed by
 the schools with which we worked. However, those schools were themselves locate
d within a national policy environment, themselves constrained within national a
nd international economic and social circumstances. We have already indicated so
me of the tensions and possibilities created by national policies. In Chapter 2,
 we analyse such implications for inclusive educational development in more deta
il.
  
Chapter 2
Inclusive development and the policy context
Our work with schools and LEAs began towards the end of the first term of the 'N



ew' Labour government that was elected in 1997. This government had made no disc
ernible attempt to revitalise the idea of 'a school for all', or to permeate its
 policies with inclusive values. Instead its policies were characterised by a co
ncern with 'excellence', 'standards' and 'accountability'. In this chapter, we e
xplore this policy context in more detail. Our aim is not to review the full ran
ge of education policy, nor to explore all of its implications. We focus only on
 its implications for inclusive development. In this way we provide wider contex
ts for the research reported in the rest of the book.
The standards agenda adopted by the Labour government involved particular approa
ches to the raising of achievement: that competition between schools, the settin
g of challenging targets for each school, regular inspections, combined with a f
ear of failure and the public exposure this involved would create a drive for su
ccess and ratchet up the scores of students on national tests. These approaches 
built on and strengthened many of the features of the preceding Conservative gov
ernments' policies which had seemed so divisive in the 1980s and early 1990s.
  According to the standards agenda, whatever works (within legal limits) to pus
h up standards is seen as good education. It therefore obscures a discussion of 
the values and relationships that do, and should, underlie educational change. I
t portrays education as a technology, and teachers as operatives within a system
 designed by boffins at the centre.
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  Labour's policies reinforced schools' accountability for 'standards' by settin
g national attainment targets, which were cascaded down to LEA and school level.
 They also reduced teachers' control over the curriculum by introducing highly p
rescriptive national literacy and numeracy strategies. They also sharpened compe
tition by promoting an ever-increasing diversity of school types and infamously 
proclaiming, in a phrase introduced by the Prime Minister's speechwriter, the de
ath of the 'bog-standard comprehensive school'. In this way, the comprehensive s
chool was caricatured as a place where there was a 'tendency to uniformity' and 
where a doctrine had grown that 'all had the same ability' (DfEE, 1997, p. 11).
  Educational debate from government itself became simplified through the unifor
m repetition of phrases orchestrated from within the Cabinet Office, repeated in
 speech after speech from a variety of different secretaries of state for educat
ion, who all wished to end the 'one-size-fits-all' secondary school (Observer, 2
3 June 2002, Independent, 9 July 2004). Ironically the speechwriter who coined t
he phrase 'bog-standard comprehensive' moved on to become a teacher at the very 
comprehensive school to which the Prime Minister had avoided sending his own chi
ldren (BBC News, 7 February 2005).
  However, it has been a remarkable feature of government policy, as we suggeste
d in Chapter 1, that at the same time as emphasising competition and selection, 
it introduced an unprecedented number of policies that made explicit reference t
o inclusion and appeared to strongly support the idea. Government documents repr
esented all of the strands on inclusion we have outlined in Chapter 1. They even
 included an implicit reference to inclusion 'as a principled approach to educat
ion', since in advocating the use of the Index for Inclusion in its statutory gu
idance on 'inclusive schooling' as the means for schools to 'develop their cultu
res policies and practices' (DfES, 2001b, p. 3), government was aligning itself,
 even if unknowingly, with the values which underpinned the Index and are made e
xplicit within it.
  Our view of inclusion as an approach to education informed by explicit values 
offers an alternative to the standards agenda approach to education in general a
nd achievement in particular. An inclusive approach is no less concerned with ac
hievements but with all the achievements of all children and young people, and w
ith the meaning of achievements within communities. An inclusive approach is equ
ally concerned with learning, but instead of focusing primarily on outcomes give
s equal attention to the conditions for teaching and learning, so
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that the resources and relationships that support the active and sustained invol



vement of children, families and practitioners in education, are maintained.
  Some try to recruit inclusion to the standards agenda, arguing that inclusion 
'works' to push up attainment test scores and this is, therefore, its justificat
ion. Indeed, the Ofsted guidance on inclusion argues that 'effective schools are
 educationally inclusive schools' (Ofsted, 2000a, p. 7) and, in another Ofsted d
ocument, Improving City Schools: Strategies to Promote Educational Inclusion, in
clusion is seen as part of the standards mix: 'At best, all the energy of the sc
hool serves the same end: raising standards' (Ofsted, 2000b, p. 7). In our view 
this misses the essence of inclusion. For us, the health and well-being of child
ren, and the development of good relationships within schools and between school
s and communities, are important in themselves, not as a part of the mechanism t
o raise educational performance.
Policy resources for inclusion
The mixed messages about inclusion within government policies have created a com
plex set of pushes and pulls both towards and away from the development of inclu
sion in education and society. These may be seen as resources for, and barriers 
to, the development of a broad 'transformative' view of inclusion. How school st
aff managed this confusing policy context formed a critical aspect of our resear
ch. Of course, it is important to remember that government policies are only one
 source of inclusionary and exclusionary influences on education, since these re
sult from deep historical, cultural and structural forces, as well as local, nat
ional and global political pressures.
  Resources to support inclusion within recent English national policies are sum
marised in Box 2.1.
  Here it is important to note that some of these resources may be found within 
general education policies, despite our criticism of them. In particular, we agr
ee with the government view that parts of the education system have been charact
erised by low expectations, especially for many working-class and ethnic minorit
y learners growing up in poor areas. In the past few years some schools in poor 
areas have made radical improvements in the attainments of their children and, u
ndoubtedly, the message about raising expectations is of considerable significan
ce (West et al., 2005).
  However, other policies too may be used to support educational development bas
ed on a broad view of inclusion, as we indicated in our
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BOX 2.1
Resources for inclusion in national policy
� Combating low expectations (DfEE, 1999b)
� Attending to all groups vulnerable to exclusionary pressures (Ofsted, 2000a)
� Challenging discrimination on grounds of ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual ori
entation and age (Ofsted, 2002a, 2002b; CRE, 2002; DfES/DOH, 2004; DRC, 2002; Ho
use of Commons, 2006)
� A concern with school responsiveness to diversity (DfEE/QCA, 1999)
� Use of inclusive language: 'barriers to learning' (DfEE, 1999c; DfES, 2001b)
� Attention to overcoming bullying between children and young people (DfEE, 2000a)
� Broadening combating exclusion to community and neighbourhood renewal (SEU, 1998
, 2000a, 2000b, 2001)
discussion of the strands of inclusive thinking above. The recognition that ther
e were other groups vulnerable to exclusionary pressures in education besides di
sabled children and young people, and asking schools and inspectors to grapple w
ith the complexities of direct and institutional racism, and other forms of stru
ctural discrimination, were important steps in thinking about how barriers to le
arning and participation might be reduced. The consideration of the importance o
f overcoming the variety of discriminatory practices in education and society to
ok the government a step nearer to the kind of comprehensive anti-discrimination
 legislation that Lord Lester attempted to introduce with his Equality Bill (Hou
se of Lords, 2003). This was watered down considerably with the introduction of 
the Equalities Act 2006, though important amendments were accepted, for example,
 on sexual orientation. The statutory requirements to make the National Curricul



um responsive to diversity provided support for the development of 'the school f
or all' in as far-reaching guidance on inclusion as anywhere in the world (DfEE/
QCA, 1999). There was a beginning within these documents, too, of the acceptance
 of the kind of inclusive language advocated within the Index for Inclusion.
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  The government has expressed a particular concern about bullying in schools, a
n issue that many children and young people continue to see as the biggest barri
er to their participation in schools. The relating of inclusion within schools t
o inclusion within communities and society was expressed through policies to rai
se achievements in urban areas and support disadvantaged families, to strengthen
 links between schools and their communities and to a view of 'social inclusion'
 concerned with overcoming poverty, and to community and neighbourhood renewal.
Policy barriers to inclusion
Box 2.2 summarises what we see as potential barriers to the development of more 
inclusive schools within recent national policies.
  As we see, possible barriers to the development of inclusion may be found with
in some of the same policies that also have the potential to
BOX 2.2
Barriers to inclusion in national policy
� Multiple and conflicting perspectives on inclusion
� Lack of coordination of overlapping inclusion strands
� Persisting special educational needs response to educational difficulties
� Initiative overload
� Attention to narrow outcomes and targets rather than good conditions for teachin
g and learning
� A technicist, instrumental view of educational policies that obscures the role o
f values in action
� Excessive accountability and the erosion of trust
� Promotion of competition between schools
� Increasing selection within and between schools
� Fragmentation of the system
� Reduction in power of LEAs to coordinate educational development
� Authoritarian views of educational development and leadership
� A rise in image management
� 
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act as resources for its development. For example, policies on 'standards' may n
ot achieve all the effects on raising expectations that they claim. The governme
nt has argued that the raising of 'standards' is about equity; that a powerful e
mphasis on raising attainment does not simply benefit children who are already p
erforming at a high level, but, implemented properly and supported by the variou
s inclusion initiatives, the standards agenda is of even greater benefit to prev
iously low-attaining children in poorly performing schools. It is, in words spok
en by David Blunkett, former Secretary of State for Education, echoing a New Lab
our mantra about 'excellence for the many, not just the few' (Blunkett, 1999).
  Yet while the targets set for schools, LEAs and the national system may have r
elated to 'the many', they have certainly not related to all children. Only 80 p
er cent (rising latterly to 85 per cent) of primary schoolchildren have been exp
ected to achieve the target level in English, for instance, and 75 per cent in m
athematics. The national strategies, whatever their benefits, had at the time of
 our study removed the flexibility of schools to respond to the diverse characte
ristics of their students - and there was some evidence that children with the g
reatest difficulties in regular schools were receiving the least appropriate sup
port (Hardman et al., 2005). At the same time, recent research suggests that the
 numbers of students in the poorest areas of the country leaving school with no 
General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) passes increased between 1999 
and 2003 (Machin et al., 2005).
  The maintenance and strengthening of the education marketplace, and the new em
phasis on school diversity, have effectively created a quasi-selective system in



 which the poorest children, by and large, attend the lowest-performing schools.
 At the same time, the lowest-performing schools fell progressively further and 
further behind their high-performing counterparts (Edwards and Tomlinson, 2002).
 In terms of its effects, through selective advantaging and dis-advantaging of s
chools, the standards agenda may have increased rather than decreased disparitie
s in education between advantaged and less privileged groups (Gillborn and Youde
ll, 1999). Giroux and Schmidt (2004) explain how similar reforms in the United S
tates have turned some schools into 'test-prep centres'. As a result they tend t
o be increasingly ruthless in their disregard of those students who pose a threa
t to success, as determined by measured forms of assessment.
  The accountability culture, as illustrated by the inspection system in schools
 and other areas of the public sector, is seen to erode the confidence of people
 in their own professionalism. As O'Neill puts it:
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An unending stream of new legislation and regulation, memoranda and instructions
, guidance and advice floods into public sector organisations. . . . Central pla
nning may have failed in the Soviet Union but it is alive and well in Britain to
day. The new accountability aims at ever more perfect control of institutional a
nd professional life.
(O'Neill, 2002, Reith Lecture 3, p. 2)
The government even came up with the concept of 'earned autonomy', as specified 
in the 2002 Education Act, as if the natural state of teachers and schools was t
o operate under external directives, and freedom was a reward for good behaviour
. In 2004 the government drew on this idea in its stated intention to encourage 
the development of a new category of schools, 'independent specialist schools'. 
These schools, later to be termed 'trust schools' (DfES, 2005a) were to be relea
sed from central and local control on the basis of their particular success. Suc
h a move reveals one of the driving forces behind Labour policies in setting sta
te education to compete with the 'independent private sector' for middle-class a
nd more wealthy families (DfES, 2004).
  The proliferation of ways in which the term 'inclusion' has been used within g
overnment policies means that they lack coherence. In fact there are so many pol
icies, each with their own particular inclusion slant, that it is difficult for 
anyone to keep abreast of them all. Further, in representing inclusion in a vari
ety of sometimes-conflicting ways, it became difficult to see how these policies
 could all be implemented.
  A policy involves the deliberate attempt to change an area of practice in a pa
rticular direction (Fulcher, 1989). Consequently, a policy document becomes a pi
ece of rhetoric if it is not connected to an implementation strategy. Thus in pr
oducing so many policy documents it seems that the government has sometimes mani
pulated perceptions of what is taking place in education rather than approaching
 educational change with any clarity of purpose or desire for consistent develop
ment. So, for example, the continuation of a special educational needs strand of
 inclusion alongside other broader conceptions has created particular policy con
fusion within local authorities and schools (Ainscow et al., 2000).
  As LEAs contract, their continued responsibility for coordinating 'special nee
ds education' takes up a large part of their responsibilities, and even where th
ey wish to, it is hard to integrate the work of their departments so that a broa
d approach to inclusion permeates them all. Policies that limit the power of loc
al authorities created significant barriers for our study, given the way it depe
nded on the support and initiative of staff within the three LEAs. In theory the
y were restricted
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by the requirements of the government's Code of Practice on LEA-school relations
 to a monitoring and target setting role, except in those schools deemed to have
 serious weaknesses or placed in special measures (DfEE, 1999c), although the th
ree LEAs interpreted these constraints in different ways. They were further rest
ricted by the establishment of alternative coordinating structures within their 



borders, particularly 'education action zones' for which groups of schools and t
heir private partners were provided with additional resources to coordinate aspe
cts of their development. Our research enabled us to take a close look at the st
rengths and limitations of the LEA roles, and assess possible directions for pol
icy revision in this area.
  The government's tendency to construct policy through a series of separate ini
tiatives, aimed at capturing a good press across the political spectrum, creates
 a particular form of instability in schools (see Riddell and Tett, 2001). In pa
rticular, it interrupts the possibilities for considered priority setting and de
velopment, and creates insecurity over funding. Meanwhile, the competitive clima
te, with its associated fear of failure, leads to an exaggerated wish within som
e schools and LEAs to portray themselves in a favourable light. It also tends to
 encourage an authoritarian approach to management, with charismatic leaders int
roduced into schools experiencing difficulties, to turn them round before moving
 on. This atmosphere puts pressure on schools to plan for the short term to meet
 immediate targets, rather than concentrate on longer-term improvements in the c
onditions for teaching and learning that sustain achievements over time.
  It is interesting to relate this analysis of English education policy in terms
 of resources and barriers to the findings of international research. For exampl
e, some of this research highlights the discrepancy between the activities of po
licy makers, generating multitudes of disparate, uncoordinated initiatives, and 
the needs of practitioners for consistent policy implemented within a reliably f
unded and predictable framework (Honig and Hatch, 2004). Referring to research i
n the USA, Canada and the UK, Hatch talks of the 'endless cycle of initiatives t
hat seem to sap the strength and spirit of schools and their communities' (Hatch
, 2000, p. 4). In addition, Fullan has drawn attention to the critical role of p
olicy coherence for persistent change. He suggests that in such circumstances:
Successes [of attempts at educational development] are in the minority, they are
 happening despite the current system and are unlikely to be sustained because o
f the current system.
(Fullan, 2001, p. 24)
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Given that the government is advised by people who have ready access to such inf
ormation, it seems relevant to ask: Why is there not a stronger critique of poli
cy by disconnected initiatives at the heart of government? There is also a criti
que of the current policy climate in England, which relates it to forces that ar
e wider than national policy. As Richard Hatcher argues:
Education in the UK is being driven by a neo-liberal agenda, which ensures its s
ubordination to the demand for profitable human capital for economic competitive
ness in the globalised corporate economy. This indirect commodification of educa
tion is achieved through a combination of an authoritarian managerialist regime 
and direct forms of commodification through the marketisation and partial privat
isation of provision. This education agenda is international, promoted in nation
ally specific forms by governments around the world and mediated by key internat
ional organisations such as the World Trade Organisation. In Europe the European
 Commission is supervising the gradual convergence of education policies around 
the neo-liberal agenda.
(Hatcher, 2002, p. 1)
While the details of Richard Hatcher's analysis may be debated, what is indisput
able is that a number of education systems have been strongly influenced by mark
et economics propounded from such organisations as the World Bank and World Trad
e Organisation (Bonal, 2002). Any recommendations for policy change at the natio
nal level have to take account of these international influences.
Notions of school development
Whatever the source of the pressures that act on schools, teachers and other pra
ctitioners always adjust policy through their practice: in this sense they may b
e seen as 'street-level bureaucrats' (Weatherley and Lipsky, 1977). Our research
 was concerned with assessing the degree of discretion of staff in schools withi
n the current English policy climate, how such discretion might be increased thr



ough support and the practical adoption of inclusive values, as well as the most
 promising location for critical action to change current policies.
  Just as thinking about inclusive values can throw light on the nature of curre
nt educational reforms, it also highlights features of school improvement resear
ch. There is a vast amount of literature on
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educational innovation and development, school improvement and school effectiven
ess, 'good' and 'best' practice. Yet it is surprising how rarely authors mention
 the values that underlie their recommendations (Frost et al., 2000; Fullan, 199
2, 2001; Harris, 2001; Joyce et al., 1999).
  'School improvement' and 'school development' are part of the family of phrase
s used in education, which can appear to render unprob-lematic, contested views 
of what education should be like. They may imply that the task for academics and
 policy makers, as well as teachers, is simply a technical matter of identifying
 'what works' to lead schools and classrooms towards 'good' or 'best practice' (
Slee et al., 1998; Thrupp, 2001). It is therefore assumed that the knowledge abo
ut what works can be set out in guidance to practitioners and well-intentioned p
rofessionals, who will then set about following that guidance, particularly if t
hey are offered appropriate technical support on classroom practices. This appli
es as much to avowedly inclusive approaches to school development as to those wh
ich are concerned with 'performance' and 'standards' (see e.g. Sebba and Sachdev
, 1997; Thousand and Villa, 1995; Udvari-Solner and Thousand, 1995; Villa and Th
ousand, 1992; Villa and Thousand, 1995; Villa et al., 1992). Current educational
 policy in England is heavily influenced by this tradition. For example, it lies
 behind the award of 'leading-edge' status to some schools, to indicate that the
y will provide the way forward for others to follow.
  There is also a body of critical literature highlighting the problems and comp
lexities which emerge when schools attempt to develop towards greater inclusion 
(see Booth and Ainscow, 1998). Some of this literature is concerned with the way
 in which even those national policies and prescriptions which appear to support
 the development of inclusion become progressively more ambiguous and compromise
d as they are formed and re-formed at various levels of the education system (Fu
lcher, 1989; Slee, 1996). Other researchers have focused on the ways in which no
n-inclusive aspects of the policy environment generate compromises and tensions 
even in schools with a strong explicit commitment to develop themselves in inclu
sive directions (Dyson et al., 2003). Others again have emphasised the complex d
ynamics of schools as organisations and the capacity of exclusive practices and 
assumptions to resurface, despite the best efforts of 'hero-innovator' headteach
ers (Dyson and Millward, 2000). These literatures point to the internal complexi
ties of schools as organisations, and the constraints and contradictions that ar
e generated by the policy environments in which they exist. As such, they useful
ly problematise the assumptions
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underlying the more mechanistic approaches to improvement, but stop short of say
ing how inclusion might actually be developed.
  A more promising family of approaches to development start from the assumption
 that increasing inclusion is less a set of fixed practices or policies, than a 
continuous process of deconstruction and reconstruction (Thomas and Loxley, 2001
); what Corbett and Slee (2000) have called the 'cultural vigilantism' of exposi
ng exclusion in all its changing forms and seeking instead to 'foster an inclusi
ve educational culture'. Where writers have addressed these questions, they tend
 to give particular attention to the characteristics of schools as organisations
 which stimulate and support this process of interrogation. The American scholar
 Tom Skrtic, for instance, argues that schools with what he calls 'adhocratic' c
onfigurations are most likely to respond to student diversity in positive and cr
eative ways (Skrtic, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c, 1995). Such schools emphasise the pool
ing of different professional expertise in collaborative processes. Students who
 cannot be educated easily within the school's established routines are not seen



 as 'having' problems, but as challenging the schools to re-examine its practice
s and make them more responsive and flexible. Similarly, Mel Ainscow's work talk
s about 'organisational conditions' - distributed leadership, high levels of sta
ff and student involvement, joint planning, a commitment to enquiry and so on - 
that promote collaboration and problem solving among staff, and which therefore 
produce more inclusive responses to diversity (Ainscow, 1994, 1995, 1999, 2000; 
Ainscow et al., 1994). Such conditions, he argues:
create a culture within mainstream schools that will enable them to be more flex
ible in responding to all children in the community. Such a culture would encour
age teachers to see pupils experiencing difficulties not as a problem, but as a 
source of understanding as to how their practice could be developed.
(Ainscow, 1994, p. 26)
These themes reflect some of the recent international literature, as summarised 
in a review carried out by members of our team that examined the effectiveness o
f school actions in promoting inclusion (Dyson et al., 2002, 2004). The review c
oncluded that there is a limited, but by no means negligible, body of empirical 
evidence about the relationship between school action and the participation of a
ll students in the cultures, curricula and communities of schools. In summary, i
t suggested the following:
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� Some schools are characterised by an 'inclusive culture'. Within such schools, t
here is some degree of consensus among adults around values of respect for diffe
rence and a commitment to offering all students access to learning opportunities
. This consensus may not be total and may not necessarily remove all tensions or
 contradictions in practice. On the other hand, there is likely to be a high lev
el of staff collaboration and joint problem solving, and similar values and comm
itments may extend into the student body and into parent and other community sta
keholders in the school.
� The extent to which such 'inclusive cultures' lead directly and unproblematicall
y to enhanced student participation is not clear. Some aspects of these cultures
, however, may be seen as participatory by definition. For instance, respect for
 diversity from teachers may itself be understood as a form of participation by 
students in the school community. Moreover, schools characterised by such cultur
es are also likely to be characterised by forms of organisation (such as special
ist provision being made in the ordinary classroom rather than by withdrawal) an
d practice (such as constructivist approaches to teaching and learning) which co
uld be regarded as participatory by definition.
� Schools with 'inclusive cultures' are also likely to be characterised by the pre
sence of leaders who are committed to inclusive values and to a leadership style
 which encourages a range of individuals to participate in leadership functions.
 Such schools are also likely to have good links with parents and with their com
munities.
� The local and national policy environment can act to support or to undermine the
 realisation of schools' inclusive values.
On the basis of this review of international evidence, the review team make a nu
mber of recommendations for policy and practice. They suggest that attempts to d
evelop inclusive schools should pay attention to the development of 'inclusive' 
cultures and, particularly, to the building of some degree of consensus around i
nclusive values within school communities. This leads them to argue that headtea
chers and other school leaders should be selected and trained in the light of th
eir commitment to inclusive values and their capacity to lead in a participatory
 manner. Finally, they conclude that the external policy environment should be c
ompatible with inclusive developments if it is to support rather than undermine 
schools' efforts.
  According to the review, there are general principles of school organisation a
nd classroom practice which should be followed: notably,
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the removal of structural barriers between different groups of students and staf



f, the dismantling of separate programmes, services and specialisms, and the dev
elopment of pedagogical approaches (such as constructivist approaches) which ena
ble students to learn together rather than separately. It is also argued that sc
hools should build close relations with parents and communities based on develop
ing a shared commitment to inclusive values.
  The implications for practice of such an orientation are illustrated in the In
dex for Inclusion (Booth and Ainscow, 2002). The Index, mentioned earlier, is a 
set of review materials that enable schools to draw on the knowledge and views o
f staff, students, parents/carers and governors about barriers to learning and p
articipation that exist within the existing 'cultures, policies and practices' o
f schools in order to identify priorities for change. In connecting inclusion wi
th the detail of policy and practice, the Index encourages those who use it, to 
build up their own view of inclusion, related to their experience and values, as
 they work out what policies and practices they wish to promote or discourage. T
he Index can support staff in schools in refining their planning processes, so t
hat these involve wider collaboration and participation and introduce coherence 
to development (see Rustemier and Booth, 2005).
  Such approaches are congruent with our view that inclusion is essentially abou
t attempts to embody particular values in particular contexts. Unlike mechanisti
c views of school improvement, they acknowledge that decisions about how to impr
ove schools always involve moral and political reasoning as well as technical co
nsiderations. Moreover, they offer specific processes through which inclusive de
velopments might be promoted. Discussions of inclusion and exclusion can help, t
herefore, to make explicit the values which underlie what, how and why changes s
hould be made in schools. Inclusive cultures, underpinned by particular organisa
tional conditions, may make those discussions more likely to occur and more prod
uctive when they do occur.
  However, the knowledge to be gained from such approaches remains partial. We k
now a great deal about what sorts of conditions, cultures and processes should b
e in place for inclusive development to occur, and we have examples of the posit
ive outcomes when this is indeed the case. However, our review of the inclusion 
literature (Dyson et al., 2002, 2004) highlighted the extent to which what we kn
ow rests on rather superficial studies and, moreover, on studies of somewhat exc
eptional schools. We know what happens when charismatic
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headteachers, working with supportive staff, set out in a determined way to enac
t the values of inclusion. We know much less, however, about the prospects for i
nclusion when these conditions do not obtain, when school cultures are not suppo
rtive of inclusion, or when teachers find themselves working in a hostile policy
 environment.
  It may well be unlikely that inclusive provisions and practices can emerge in 
the face of determined opposition or a resolute refusal to question the status q
uo. However, what happens in those schools - the vast majority, we suggest - whe
re heads and teachers are neither determinedly opposed nor unflinchingly committ
ed to inclusive developments? What happens in those schools where well-intention
ed staff, broadly committed to the well-being of their students, encounter the d
aily challenges of responding to classroom diversity in the context of demands f
or ever-higher standards of performance from their heads, their LEAs and central
 government? Can inclusive values be realised in such ambiguous contexts? If so,
 how?
Summary and conclusions
In this chapter we have described the tensions between the 'standards' and 'incl
usion' agendas within the English education policy context. At the point where o
ur work with the twenty-five schools began (spring 2000), it is arguable that th
e standards agenda was at its fiercest. Primary schools were in the early stages
 of implementing national strategies on the teaching of literacy and numeracy, a
nd secondary schools, already under pressure to raise attainments and reduce exc
lusions, were awaiting the implementation of their own national 'Key Stage 3 str
ategy'. Effectively, government policy meant that the schools had three overridi



ng priorities: (1) they had to comply with national definitions of 'good practic
e', particularly as enshrined in the national strategies on teaching and learnin
g; (2) they had to meet increasingly challenging attainment targets; and (3) the
y had to maintain a sufficiently positive presence in the education 'marketplace
' so that they could attract enough students to remain viable.
  By the end of the study, three years later, there was evidence that some of th
e pressures from government were easing, as indicated in a speech by the chief i
nspector of schools. Although he stressed
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that targets still had an important part to play in educational development, he 
argued:
An excessive or myopic focus on targets can actually narrow and reduce achieveme
nt by crowding out some of the essentials of effective and broadly-based learnin
g. . . . [There are] teachers, heads and local authorities for whom targets are 
now operating more as a threat than a motivator. . . . The harder the targets be
come, the more tempting it is to treat them with cynicism or defeatism. . . . It
 is only by focusing on fundamental questions of teaching quality that we will m
eet challenging targets. This requires schools to engage in intelligent long-ter
m planning . . . so that they are maximising progress for all pupils. My advice 
to teachers is be bold and take the initiative, doing what you think is right in
 your school.
(David Bell, 28 February 2003)
However, as the New Labour government entered its third term of office in 2005 i
t seemed intent on pushing through an increase in selective, specially resourced
 schools. So as we shall see in later chapters, government policies provided sta
ff in schools with real dilemmas. Should they, for instance, focus their energie
s equally on all children, on those with greatest difficulties, or disproportion
ately on those whose attainments were at the borderline of national targets? Sho
uld they maintain children who they categorised as having 'learning' or 'behavio
ural difficulties' in regular classes, even if they thought this might slow the 
progress towards target levels made by other children? Should they seek to serve
 all children from their local communities, or should they market themselves agg
ressively to higher attaining 'middle-class' children from more affluent areas? 
In answering these questions, moreover, schools had to bear in mind that the sta
ndards imperative was clear, operationalised through detailed prescription and s
o strongly enforced that it was, to all intents and purposes, unavoidable. The i
nclusion agenda, on the other hand, as espoused within government 'policies', wa
s ambiguous, tentative and contradictory.
  In order to exercise a degree of control over their own development, schools h
ad to resist simply reacting to new pressures as
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they emerged, or place unmodified into their development plans the requirements 
of government. They had to recapture or initiate a degree of rational planning, 
in which they could attempt to interpret the requirements placed on them in the 
light of their values, and initiate principled change for themselves. We wanted 
to see how schools juggled rational, short, medium and longer term planning with
 the improvisation that responds to opportunities as they presented themselves, 
and the more passive reactions to external pressures. In particular, we wanted t
o explore the opportunities for inclusive development that might be created thro
ugh collaborative research with schools. We aimed to generate the kinds of dialo
gues and challenges that could help teachers and others take a degree of control
 of their development, and where they wished, change their policies, practices a
nd, most importantly, cultures, in the direction of greater inclusion. Our appro
aches to establishing these opportunities are described in Chapter 3.

Chapter 3
Establishing the research network
In this chapter we describe the development of the research network 'Understandi



ng and Developing Inclusive Practices in Schools', explaining how partnerships w
ere created between researchers and practitioners in schools and LEAs. These par
tnerships explored the nature of barriers to learning and participation in the s
chools, and attempted to reduce them through a process of collaborative action r
esearch. In this way, we set out to explore how inclusive school development can
 be encouraged. In this process, the members of the network negotiated their way
 through the tensions within English educational policies between inclusion, sta
ndards and accountability, discussed in Chapter 2, in order to generate understa
ndings that would be of interest to wider academic and practitioner communities.
While the terms of the Teaching and Learning Research Programme (TLRP) grant req
uired us to set up 'a network', they did not specify what such a network would l
ook like, except that it required collaboration between a number of higher educa
tion institutions. We decided to take the idea further, establishing learning pa
rtnerships not only between ourselves, but also within and between the schools i
n each of the three LEAs, and between the three LEAs and their groups of schools
.
  From our previous work we recognised that providing opportunities for those wo
rking within schools and LEAs to learn from their own experience and the experie
nce of others, and increasing the capacity of people to make use of such opportu
nities, were keys to development. We also believed that contrary to a widespread
 view, particularly
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promoted by government, the fact that activities in a particular school or LEA w
ere designated as 'good' practice made very little impact on the practice of oth
ers unless they shared the basic values or educational principles which underlay
 them. Equally we took the view that practice which some people might not regard
 as 'good', could be fertile for supporting ideas about development, if it conne
cted with the current concerns and stimulated the thinking of those observing it
. Thus we favoured the designation of examples of practice as being 'instructive
', rather than seeing them as being 'good' or 'best'.
  The network involved the creation of opportunities for people to learn how to 
learn from differences in experience and context. With this in mind, we set up a
 variety of meetings between schools, and a series of local and inter-LEA confer
ences. At the heart of these meetings were structured opportunities to observe a
nd discuss ways of intervening in teaching and learning in order to promote more
 inclusive cultures, policies and practices.
The research agenda
The university groups adopted a broad definition of inclusion, as discussed in t
he previous chapters, and encouraged schools to work in a similar way, supported
 by the 'Index for Inclusion' (Booth and Ainscow, 2002), and, to a lesser extent
, by Ofsted's guidance document, Evaluating Educational Inclusion (Ofsted, 2000a
). These documents had been made available by central government to all schools 
to support the inclusion aspects of national education policy.
  Work with the Index had been taken up widely both within schools in England an
d in many other countries, and it had also had an impact on the wording of gover
nment policy documents. However, not everyone involved in the university groups 
saw as equally useful the setting down of the implications of inclusive thinking
 in this detailed way. Indeed, there was a debate between members of the researc
h team about the extent to which the Index liberated or constrained thinking abo
ut inclusion in schools. So, while there was some work with the Index in all thr
ee LEAs, it was not used systematically to assess changes in the development of 
inclusion, or as the approach to the research throughout the network.
  We set out with a common set of questions to explore inclusion in the schools:
�     What are the barriers to participation and learning experienced by students?
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� What practices can help to overcome these barriers?
� To what extent do such practices facilitate improved learning outcomes?
� How can such practices be encouraged and sustained within LEAs and schools?



The third of these questions was perhaps the most problematic for us. It was the
re, in the main, as a requirement of the research programme, yet we knew how dif
ficult it was to tease out from the complexity of influences on schools the part
icular effect of one initiative. This was perhaps most obviously exacerbated in 
those cases where there were multiple projects going on within the same school. 
Yet all schools were subject to a multiplicity of influences affecting the exten
t of their including and excluding practices.
  The emphasis of our work gradually underwent a subtle change from 'understandi
ng and developing inclusive practices' to 'understanding the development of incl
usive practices'. We saw the schools and projects within them as grounding, and 
providing opportunities to test, our emerging understanding of how inclusion cou
ld be developed. Nevertheless, at an early meeting between the university teams 
from the four networks set up as the first phase of the TLRP and the directors o
f the overall programme, it was suggested that we had to attempt to show 'an une
quivocal connection between the performance of children in the schools and [our]
 interventions'. Given the conceptual and practical problems in carrying out suc
h a request we understood it as part of the context affecting our research: it w
as, we felt, an ideological feature of the 'standards agenda' and 'accountabilit
y culture', which affected those working in higher education as much as those in
 schools and LEAs.
  Within a largely qualitative research study there is an inevitable refinement 
of the research questions as information is gathered from the field and analysed
. In the case of our research this involved a process of progressive focusing, l
eading eventually to the two questions presented at the beginning of Chapter 1. 
These are:
� When and how does improvement in schools become inclusive development?
� How can inclusive school development be best supported?
Furthermore, while the title of the research and the original questions were dir
ected at schools, we came to see 'the case' as being wider in
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scope. In particular, we became increasingly interested in exploring the way res
earchers from institutions of higher education could work on the development of 
inclusion with schools and LEAs within the cultures and policy contexts which sh
aped them.
Selecting the LEAs
In setting up the network, each of the three research groups agreed to work with
 one LEA. In each case these agreements built on previous relationships between 
the researchers and the particular LEA. As we will explain in later chapters, fa
ctors within these local districts proved to be significant in the way schools i
nterpreted their involvement in the network. At the same time, this was also aff
ected by the particular people who supported the work of the network from within
 the LEAs and the positions they occupied.
  Since we approached the research with a broad perspective on inclusion, we wis
hed to avoid the narrowing of view that might result if we linked our work solel
y with the special educational needs teams in the LEAs. We were particularly int
erested in the involvement of teams variously called 'school improvement officer
s' or 'school development advisers'. However, we were inevitably constrained by 
the structures of LEAs that did not themselves fully integrate the work of their
 different sections.
  Many within the LEAs continued to see inclusion as an aspect of education rath
er than as an overall approach. For example, the difficulty of the task of encou
raging people to see inclusion in broad terms was revealed well by the ethnic co
mposition of conferences within the network. Participants at these events were p
redominantly white and did not reflect the ethnic composition of the staff in th
e participating LEAs. It seemed that, despite our discussions, there remained a 
split between issues of 'ethnicity' taken up within LEAs following the Stephen L
awrence Enquiry (Macpherson, 1999), in which ethnic minority staff were relative
ly well represented, and the issue of 'inclusion' seen as primarily about issues
 of 'special educational needs' and the concern of primarily white professionals



. We even noticed evidence of the use of the term 'diversity' to mean non-white,
 rather than all groups.
  In what follows we provide brief introductions to the three LEA contexts, draw
ing attention to certain factors we see as being important to the reader's under
standing of the accounts we present in subsequent chapters.
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Southminster LEA
The Canterbury team worked with Southminster LEA. Created in 1990 on the demise 
of the Greater London Council and Inner London Education Authority, this is a re
latively small authority but it has one of the highest population growth rates i
n the country. The area has long been a first place of arrival for immigrants fr
om other parts of the world. In one street, for example, there is a mosque that 
was formally a synagogue and before that a church.
  The Borough has one of the largest communities originating from Bangladesh, in
 Europe, making up some 33 per cent of its population. Altogether, 48 per cent o
f the total population (compared to 9 per cent in England as a whole) and 76 per
 cent of the school-age population are from minority ethnic communities. The Bor
ough comes at, or close to, the top of most indices of deprivation, but contains
 striking contrasts. Wealth is represented by luxury apartments and multi-storey
 office blocks which exist alongside extremely poor housing, with the highest le
vel of overcrowding in England, particularly affecting families with a Banglades
hi background.
  At the time of the research, schools in Southminster contended with many press
ures, not least staff shortages and recruitment difficulties exacerbated by very
 high house prices. In January 2001, one year into our research, the teacher vac
ancy rate was 8.6 per cent, compared with 3.5 per cent generally for Inner Londo
n boroughs and 1.3 per cent nationally. In 1998, Ofsted gave the LEA an unfavour
able report, arguing that it had been mismanaged, that standards of achievement 
had risen insufficiently, and that it had to reduce the money held centrally for
 support services. The effects of this report were made more compelling by the s
pectres of nearby authorities, which had been seen as failing and had been priva
tised in whole or part. The new Director of Education, who had arrived in 1997, 
was not implicated in the perceived failure and was to be given time, though rel
atively brief, to turn things around. In the event, improvements in measured per
formance on tests in primary and secondary schools were dramatic. When it was re
-inspected in 2000, the LEA was given a glowing report, and by 2002 it was said 
to be the fastest improving authority in the country.
  Inclusion was defined in the LEA's Inclusion Strategy as 'the process of incre
asing the participation of children in the curriculum, culture and community of 
their school, thereby raising education standards for all', and it is evident th
at this definition relies heavily on previous collaboration with the research te
am (Booth, 1996a). An Inclusion
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Policy Steering Committee was set up to develop inclusion policy in the LEA, and
 this group saw its task in part as shifting conceptions of inclusion away from 
a concentration on special needs education towards developing schools that remov
e barriers to the learning and participation of all children and young people wi
thin a neighbourhood. An Inclusion Action Plan was produced, structured around t
he dimensions of the Index for Inclusion: creating inclusive cultures, producing
 inclusive policies and evolving inclusive practices. In 2001, the new 'Service 
Head: Access and Inclusion' described the Index as the 'lead document' for inclu
sion within the authority and circulated a copy of the revised version to every 
school.
Northfields LEA
The Newcastle team worked with Northfields, a unitary authority established in t
he mid-1990s. The area is relatively large and mixed geographically, extending f
rom an industrialised riverside in the north of the Borough, through increasingl
y affluent residential suburbs, to a mixed area of farmland, small industrial vi



llages and a market town in the south. Industry, both along the riverside and in
 the villages, had experienced severe decline in recent years, with consequent p
roblems of unemployment and poverty. The area as a whole was experiencing depopu
lation.
  Members of the Newcastle team had previously worked with Northfields' schools 
on a series of developmental projects that typified the LEA's approach to school
 improvement. It subscribed to the national standards agenda and, at the time th
e network began, shared in the current national concerns about standards of writ
ing and boys' under-achievement. However, unlike some LEAs which had reduced the
ir contact with schools and concentrated on setting schools challenging achievem
ent targets and monitoring progress on them, Northfields officers tended to work
 closely with schools. They supported and encouraged grass-roots development, ra
ther than engaging in wholesale change processes or making sweeping policy state
ments. By and large, this approach was seen to be successful, at least to the ex
tent that the LEA had never had a school in special measures. An Ofsted inspecti
on of the LEA during the course of the life of the network was able to report 'a
 picture of at least reasonable standards and consistent, sometimes rapid, impro
vement'.
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Castleside LEA
Finally, the Manchester team worked with schools in Castleside LEA, which was th
e twenty-sixth most deprived authority in England. It was a relatively new unita
ry authority, which, at its inception several years earlier, was described by Of
sted as having 'a formidable legacy of under-performance'.
  Prior to the establishment of the network, a team from the University of Manch
ester had spent three years evaluating the LEA's strategies for school improveme
nt and found evidence that, in terms of raising standards as measured by test sc
ores, its strategy was having a positive impact (Ainscow and Howes, 2001; Ainsco
w et al., 2006). Test and examination results had risen across all phases of the
 service, with improvement rates in the Key Stage 2 tests among the highest nati
onally. Over the same period there were fifteen schools in the LEA which were se
en as requiring special measures or having serious weaknesses, but by early 2001
 there were just two 'with serious weaknesses'. Despite these successes, officer
s of the LEA recognised that they were vulnerable to criticism about the develop
ment of inclusion policy and practice. Indeed, they understood that some of thei
r success in schools had been achieved through the use of exclusionary tactics, 
and there was a desire to develop in a more inclusive direction.
  On being invited to consider involvement with a network about inclusion, those
 officers recognised an opportunity to work publicly and collaboratively on this
 issue. By this time, considerable trust had developed between the Manchester re
search team and several senior LEA staff regarding ways of working with schools,
 and a decision was made to become involved.
Selecting the schools
The involvement of the schools was negotiated through officers of the LEAs, taki
ng account of what they saw as the local priorities. Whereas in the past it migh
t have been possible for an LEA to be more directive, strongly encouraging the i
nvolvement of those schools that officers and advisers thought would benefit mos
t from an inclusion project, their reduced powers meant that they were much more
 dependent on schools volunteering their involvement. While this was mainly a po
sitive basis for engagement, in some cases these were schools that volunteered f
or involvement in many external initiatives and so had limited time to give to a
ny one of them.
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  This created a tension for us. We did not want schools to see us as bringing a
n additional project or initiative to the schools. Rather, we saw ourselves as o
ffering a way of approaching the development of their schools more generally, wh
ich would help them to integrate the mass of government initiatives and local pr
ojects within a single inclusive framework. But within an initiative culture, it



 was inevitable that we would often be seen as one among many projects with whic
h particular schools engaged, and that this would limit the possibilities of the
ir according the network the central role that we envisaged.
  In general, as we have argued, schools did not join the network because they w
ere believed to have made exceptional progress in relation to inclusive developm
ent, although a few might be seen in that light. In general, they were schools w
ith a broad commitment to 'doing the best' for all of their students, and a sens
e, on the part of themselves and their LEAs, that they might have something to l
earn from looking more closely at how particular students, or groups of students
, were faring within their current practices. These were 'typical' schools, stru
ggling with the practical challenges of educating diverse populations and with t
he imperatives of a particularly demanding external policy environment. They inc
luded some schools that had been placed in special measures or defined as having
 serious weaknesses as a result of external inspections by Ofsted. The typicalit
y of our twenty-five schools strengthened the possibility for learning about how
 inclusion might be increased more generally.
The research process
The network set out to explore ways of identifying and overcoming barriers to pa
rticipation and learning experienced by students in English schools. We started 
from the assumption that schools were capable of developing more inclusive pract
ices and that such development could be facilitated by intervention from within 
and outside the schools, amounting to a process of 'critical collaborative actio
n research' (Macpherson et al., 1998). We gave considerable attention, therefore
, to the development of social processes that could facilitate group engagement 
with evidence about these issues. We had developed a loose conception of the kin
ds of changes that might arise within schools as they increasingly permeated inc
lusive values through their organisation, relationships, teaching, learning and 
play activities. We worked with schools on a critical analysis and development o
f their practice in the light of broad inclusive principles. This led us to exam
ine
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how that practice related to national policy requirements and where they could f
ind room for manoeuvre within those imperatives.
  The development of an effective method for supporting and analysing the inclus
ive development of schools represented a major challenge (see Appendix). We want
ed to refine and record ways to encourage the development of inclusive cultures,
 policies and practices within schools and LEAs that could also be taken up with
in other practitioner and research communities.
  Our previous research had led to a commitment to collaborative research with p
ractitioners as a means of understanding the development of inclusive practices.
 It had led us to believe that greater understanding of the development of schoo
ls and LEAs could be helped considerably when 'outsiders', such as ourselves, wo
rk alongside teachers, students, parents and local authority staff, as they atte
mpt to explore ways of overcoming barriers to participation and learning in scho
ols.
  Such an orientation is intended to overcome the traditional gap between resear
ch and practice. It has been assumed, by some, that this gap has resulted from i
nadequate dissemination strategies: that educational research would be seen to a
ddress the concerns of practitioners 'if only the right people would listen' (Ro
binson, 1998). However, we argue that research findings will continue to be igno
red, regardless of how well they are communicated, if they bypass the ways in wh
ich practitioners themselves formulate the problems they face and the constraint
s within which they have to work (Poplin and Weeres, 1992).
  However, this does not mean that academics should give up their critical scrut
iny of practice and merely follow the way priorities are formulated by teachers 
and others. For the formulation of approaches to problems by practitioners may b
e constrained by their professional histories and the pressures acting on them, 
such that they cannot productively address areas of concern, or may work against
 the interests of others, such as students and their families. It would be fooli



sh to place the views of any group involved in collaborative research, whether d
rawn from academic or school communities, as above critique. Further, if values 
play a fundamental role in deciding on educational actions, then there can alway
s be fundamental disagreements between participants. Nevertheless, the potential
 benefits of collaborative enquiries, through which an open dialogue may develop
, are enormous.
  The participation of university staff in the schools' action research was inte
nded to strengthen these activities by providing research training and support, 
while at the same time helping to overcome some
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of the reported limitations of action research; these include the failure to pro
vide adequate explanations as to how new insights come to be generated through t
he research process (Adelman, 1989). A central strategy in this respect was the 
use of 'group interpretive processes' as a means of analysing and interpreting e
vidence. These involved an engagement with the different perspectives of practit
ioners, students and academics in ways that were intended to encourage critical 
reflection, collaborative learning and mutual critique (Wasser and Bresler, 1996
). The use of statistical evidence regarding student participation and achieveme
nt, and feedback from students regarding their experiences of current practice, 
were seen as being essential elements in providing challenges to practitioners a
bout their existing approaches (Ainscow et al., 1999). The varied theoretical pe
rspectives of members of the research team also provided a valuable means of que
stioning taken-for-granted assumptions and helping teachers to reconsider neglec
ted possibilities for moving practice forward.
  The overall strategy of the network may be seen to comprise two interlinked cy
cles of action research. The first of these cycles was driven by the agendas of 
the partner LEAs and schools, and sought to use existing knowledge within these 
contexts, supplemented by further research evidence, as the means of fostering d
evelopments in the field. The second cycle attempted to scrutinise these develop
ments in order to address the overall agenda of the network, using existing theo
ry and previous research, including our own work, as a basis for pursuing deeper
 understandings. As we will explain, however, the complex connections between th
e two cycles were both important and, indeed, potentially powerful in relation t
o the generalisability of the knowledge obtained.
The research in practice
Schools were asked to establish a small project coordination group. This general
ly included the headteacher, who was assumed to be a dominant figure in determin
ing the scope of the work in the schools. However, while we recognised that head
s are essential in coordinating or, indeed, in sometimes undermining change, we 
wanted to ensure that other voices were heard, not least because this would broa
den our understanding of barriers to learning and participation and how they mig
ht be addressed in schools.
  Workshops were held in each LEA where these groups were encouraged to collect 
and analyse evidence in order to reflect on and develop
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aspects of their practice, with the support of the university teams. Each school
 then made their participation in the network a part of their development plans.
 Emphasis was placed on schools having control over the selection of areas of fo
cus. These took the form of an aspect of current practice and provision that tho
se in the school wished to review and develop in order to become more inclusive.
 In some schools more than others, deciding on a focus that would be fertile in 
encouraging change towards, and debate about, more inclusive ways of working was
 the result of careful negotiation between coordinating groups and the universit
y research teams.
  What schools chose or negotiated as their focus of concern has to be seen in r
elation to the specific situation within the English education system during the
 three-year period in which the network existed, as described in Chapter 2. Thus
, in many schools there was a focus of activities that they believed would direc



tly affect the results on national tests and examinations.
  In a similar way, the research process itself varied from site to site in resp
onse to local priorities and possibilities. We also created an arrangement betwe
en the research teams that allowed flexibility but retained elements of a common
 approach so that evidence accumulated in the different LEAs could be combined.
  The evidence gathered during the study was, then, substantial, ranging across 
twenty-five schools, three LEAs and nearly a hundred teachers and LEA personnel 
groups, covering a period of just over three years. It comprised interview data 
from professionals, parents and students, notes from informal discussions and me
etings, school-generated evaluation data, attainment and attendance profiles, ob
servation notes and videos, discussion documents prepared by school and universi
ty teams, and the recorded outcomes from local and national conferences.
  Cameo accounts of each partner school and LEA were written according to shared
 guidelines, which focused on salient features of each institution and its conte
xt, and set out, in particular, the initial context of the action research that 
schools undertook. In the final year of the study, the research teams developed 
detailed summative accounts, describing and analysing developments in each of th
e three LEAs and the twenty-five schools. These accounts were prepared in relati
on to an agreed framework that specifically addressed school and LEA cultures, p
olicies and practices; and national policies.
  The research process was extended by the meetings of schools within each LEA a
nd in the conferences across the network. These became a focus for coordinating 
the involvement of LEA and university staff in
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the schools' projects. The meetings were also used as opportunities to share, re
cord and celebrate progress; and to ensure continued enthusiasm in the face of c
ompeting commitments. Those within the schools were then assisted in monitoring 
the impact of their interventions on student participation and attainment. In th
ese ways the aim was to increase their capacities for using data for strategic p
urposes.
Learning from difference
Our critical engagement with the schools over an extended period meant that we w
ere able to avoid the trap of describing apparently inclusive surface changes, o
r 'window dressing', beneath which lurked distinctly less inclusive values and p
rocesses. This was complicated by the tensions that existed in some schools betw
een the need for immediate action to satisfy the demands of inspection, and a wi
sh for deeper sustained development as a result of the careful analysis of curre
nt circumstances and the values which should underlie proposed change. Thus, som
e schools engaged in relatively small-scale, discrete initiatives, while others 
reviewed their practice more fundamentally. We also had to avoid a belief that c
ollaboration with a small coordinating group meant that we were working with all
 staff, students, parents and governors, or indeed that all these voices were re
presented.
  As we worked with schools we tried to maintain a consistent challenge to exist
ing practices. We were aware of the social pressures towards collusion that coul
d arise within any group, such that unwelcome ideas or evidence might be overloo
ked. So, during meetings of the coordinating groups from the schools we tried to
 facilitate techniques that invited challenge and might later be used more widel
y in the schools. During one such meeting, for example, groups of three were for
med, made up of members of staff from different schools. These groups were given
 detailed suggestions as to how to act as critical friends to one another in rel
ation to their school's action plans: each member of the group was given time to
 'think aloud' about their ideas. While this was going on, the other two group m
embers were asked only to interrupt if they needed to seek clarification. In thi
s way each group member was supported and, to some degree, provoked to think mor
e clearly about their current plans. Towards the end of the meeting colleagues r
e-formed themselves into school groups in order to compare notes on their varied
 experiences and, where necessary, to reformulate or refine their school's strat
egy. School staff reported that they learned
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much from an environment in which it felt safe to share difficulties as well as 
accomplishments.
  In working in the schools we were conscious that what we did was at least as i
mportant as what we said. Our school colleagues observed our styles of working a
nd decided for themselves whether or not our suggestions had credibility. We fou
nd that this became particularly important when participating in staff meetings 
or professional development days. For example, at one such day two of us collabo
rated with two teachers in planning and leading a day for the whole staff, inclu
ding non-teaching staff. We adapted group discussion techniques, such as circle 
time, that the school had been using to foster greater participation from childr
en during lessons. Members of the staff team felt that the day had been successf
ul in supporting them to share ideas and develop a more focused plan for their r
esearch, while, at the same time, enabling them to experience the potential cont
ributions and drawbacks of the approach they were taking to activities with chil
dren.
  Significant efforts were made to foster collaboration between the academic res
earch teams within the network. Regular meetings of the group of ten academic st
aff were held, including five residential events and also regular video conferen
cing. These processes were frequently supplemented by the exchange of discussion
 papers and memos about emerging issues. A strong sub-network was established be
tween the three research associates, one from each research team, who were in re
gular contact through meetings and also by telephone and e-mail. The growing dat
abase about what was happening within the partner LEAs and schools could be acce
ssed by all members of the university teams through a 'closed' website. In addit
ion, an 'open' website was established that encouraged wider involvement in the 
activities of the network.
  The learning that was necessary for academics to take advantage of their diffe
rences of view and experience was at least as complex and fraught with difficult
ies as such learning within schools. Over the three-year period we gradually lea
rned to take advantage of differences in our experiences, beliefs and methodolog
ical assumptions. The academic teams within the network were therefore both inst
ruments of research, gathering and reporting evidence about developments in LEAs
 and schools, but also the focus of research, as their own thinking and practice
s were subject to scrutiny. As we engaged with data about the work of practition
ers in a different context, we too were constantly challenged to think through o
ur own practice as researchers.
  The approach to research in the network was, then, essentially a process of le
arning how to learn from difference. Practitioners and
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researchers had to find ways of bringing together their different understandings
 in a way that was of direct benefit to the children, young people and staff in 
the schools. As we show in later chapters, at its best, this provided many oppor
tunities for developing new understandings. However, we also found that such pos
sibilities can only be utilised if potential social, cultural, linguistic and mi
cro-political barriers are overcome.
  We found too that many of the schools interpreted 'inclusion', in the context 
of standards and target setting, to mean enabling low-attaining students to meet
 national targets in key areas. In this way, the target-setting agenda was seen 
to colonise the notion of 'inclusion'.
  It became clear that carrying out collaborative research of this kind is parti
cularly difficult within the current educational context in England. The governm
ent's reform agenda is demanding of time among LEA and school staff, and there w
as a danger that in some schools this initiative would get lost among a host of 
competing priorities. In addition, of course, particular events, such as school 
or LEA inspections, were always likely to distract attention. On the other hand,
 there is no doubt that since the network was addressing the key dilemma arising
 from the tensions between 'standards' and 'inclusion', it was seen within the t



hree LEAs as an important development.
  As the research deepened it revealed different levels of collaboration within 
the network. In practice, many interconnected and overlapping learning networks 
were being created. These included the learning networks within each of the scho
ols; those between schools; those between school and LEA practitioners; those wi
thin and between the three teams of researchers; and, of course, those between p
ractitioners and researchers. Reflecting on the research process has helped us t
o understand how collaborative action research can contribute to sustainable dev
elopment within education systems. We found that we learned much about how to ma
ke use of different perspectives to stimulate critical reflection and creativity
. In this way, we developed a much better understanding about what we meant by a
 'collaborative action research network'.
  As we learned more about how to do collaborative action research, we noted the
 complexity of what this involves. We were reminded here of the work of Fulcher 
(1989), which illustrates how education policies are created through struggles t
hat occur within and across a series of interconnected levels in education syste
ms. So, for example, as we engaged with teachers in relation to the dilemmas the
y experienced within their classrooms, we were conscious of the influence of ten
sions
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and contradictions within school, LEA and national policies. Indeed, these engag
ements helped us to develop a better understanding of the nature of these policy
 contradictions and how they affected school and classroom encounters. And, of c
ourse, it is within this complex process that barriers to learning and participa
tion are created for some students.
Summary and conclusions
This chapter has described the setting up of the research network. This was a co
llaborative process involving practitioners and university researchers. Indeed, 
we believe that the strength of the research reported in this book is the delibe
rate way in which so many varied experiences and perspectives were brought toget
her in order to carry out the investigations, critique findings and generate und
erstandings that are of relevance to both practitioners and academics. At the sa
me time, the research has thrown considerable light on the nature of the tension
s between national policies for raising standards and reducing marginalisation a
nd exclusion within the English education service.
  In the following three chapters we present and compare the experiences and fin
dings of the three research teams in working with their partners in the LEAs and
 schools. Chapter 4 mainly focuses on developments in Southminster LEA in order 
examine the role of communities and LEAs, as schools attempt to move in a more i
nclusive direction; Chapter 5 focuses more specifically on the way teachers in t
he Northfields schools interpreted the idea of inclusion in relation to the pres
sures they faced in their work; and Chapter 6 moves closer to the action by anal
ysing the detailed exchanges that occurred in Castleside schools in order to det
ermine factors that can help to generate inclusive practices. Then, in Chapter 7
, we further compare and contrast the developments in the three LEAs in order to
 make recommendations for the development of practice in the field. Finally, in 
Chapter 8, we consider the implications of our research for future policy develo
pment.
  
Part II
What does the research tell us?

Chapter 4
Manoeuvring space for inclusion
In this chapter we begin to describe and analyse the attempts by staff in the ne
twork schools to overcome barriers to learning and participation for their stude
nts. We focus in particular on the effect on schools of external pressures from 



central and local government policies on inclusion, the standards agenda and acc
ountability culture. The chapter is illustrated by developments in Southminster 
LEA. We provide accounts of some of the inclusion activities that occurred withi
n the eight schools which participated in the network. This leads us to reflect 
on the possibilities for staff in the schools for integrating their work on incl
usion into long-term development strategies. Finally we draw together ideas abou
t the space that can be created in schools for the development of inclusion with
in a particular policy climate.
As we described in Chapter 3, Southminster had substantial areas of economic dep
rivation but was characterised by dramatic contrasts in wealth. Yet, in some oth
er ways, it provided a favourable context for the work of the network in promoti
ng the development of inclusive practices in schools. There was a wonderful and 
vibrant mix of ethnicities, heritages and languages. There was, as we indicated,
 a strong commitment to a broad notion of inclusion from some sections of the LE
A. The Director of Education had worked previously with a member of the Canterbu
ry team on the inclusive development of her school, when she had been a headteac
her in another authority, and several schools, including some which had signed u
p to join the network, had a reputation for their work on inclusion.

62   What does the research tell us?
  Nevertheless, developing inclusion in the LEA and its schools proved to be com
plicated in a multitude of ways, not least because of the huge pressure to incre
ase scores on national tests. While we saw evidence that this pressure distorted
 the activities of schools at times, the Director of Education had herself becom
e something of a convert to several of the government approaches to improving su
ch results. She explained:
When I came to the Borough I was absolutely opposed to all I'd read about the li
teracy and numeracy strategies. We were trialling them here. I'd been here about
 three months when I had to change. I've since become an absolutely passionate a
dvocate of them, used in a customised way, because when I went into schools I sa
w teachers committed to what they were doing, I saw kids really enjoying what th
ey were doing. So whatever is said about the dire side of it, the 'you will do t
his' side, I saw teachers and children really enjoying what they were doing and 
children making much more progress. That gave us the very good base for the GCSE
s which really jumped forward last year. Anybody looking at the results ten year
s ago or five years ago they would never believe what was possible in [Southmins
ter] which is why I have more of a commitment to targets really. Not the number 
sometimes suggested, but a minimal number of targets as just signposts, about ho
w you're moving forward.
(Director of Education, May 2003)
The school development advisory service had been commended in the successful re-
inspection of the Authority for its role in 'negotiating' targets with the schoo
ls. The advisers had adopted a way of working, which in comparison with the othe
r two authorities in the network, conformed more closely to the letter of the Co
de of Practice on LEA-School Relations (DfEE, 1999c). This focused in particular
 on working in schools with serious weaknesses and those in special measures to 
raise their performance on the tests, and in setting challenging targets for, an
d monitoring the progress of, others. This left very little room for our researc
h team to work with them to encourage the inclusive development of schools and, 
while we saw our work was essentially about school development, our collaboratio
n within the LEA was primarily with others involved in developing inclusion poli
cy and equality issues. There was a history of racism in the area, with the firs
t British National Party candidate to win a local election elected within a ward
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containing some of the network schools. However, it appeared not to have the sam
e level of inter-ethnic tensions as in areas of the North of England near to Cas
tleside LEA, which were subject to disturbances in 2001 (Home Office, 2001a, 200
1b). While there was a continuing problem between 'gangs' of youths, these usual
ly involved different groups of young English-Bangladeshi men. In surveys the gr



eat majority of residents saw the Borough as a place where people from different
 ethnic backgrounds get along well. Yet the potential for conflict was well illu
strated from notes made following a discussion with the headteacher of one of th
e schools:
Shortly after the events of the eleventh of September 2001, groups of young peop
le gathered outside the school. They were divided by skin colour, English-White 
to one side, English-Bangladeshi to the other. As one group chanted 'Bush, Bush,
 Bush', the other responded: 'Bin Laden, Bin Laden, Bin Laden'.
The authority had made considerable strides in appointing teachers from ethnic m
inorities, their proportion rising from 14 per cent to 22 per cent in three year
s. Ethnic minorities made up almost 40 per cent of support staff. On the council
, ethnic minority councillors exceeded their proportion in the general populatio
n. Nevertheless, some teachers and LEA staff felt that progress was slow and wer
e concerned at the continuing under-representation of staff from ethnic minoriti
es in conferences and discussions about inclusion, partly caused by the continui
ng separation of strands of the inclusion agenda promoted by central government 
that were reflected within LEA structures.
  There were other features of the policy environment which were significant in 
the development of inclusion. For example, the numbers of teaching assistants ha
d trebled in the five-year period 1997 to 2002, and encouraging them to work in 
ways that carried forward inclusion was a major task of the schools in this as i
n other areas (see Balshaw, 1999; DfEE, 2000b). We should also mention a particu
lar feature of the English education scene at this time, which, because of the p
enalties of being seen to fail, LEAs and schools were concerned with conveying a
n image of success. This might have been exaggerated, further, for an authority 
under the London spotlight.
  A critical account of practice inevitably reveals more of the messiness of ord
inary life than easily fits the clean-cut image of an authority striding forward
 in its achievements. At one meeting of the coordinating group for the research,
 one of the headteachers remarked: 'I hope you are not going to do a Martin Bash
ir on us.' She was referring to an
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interview with Michael Jackson where the interviewer had gained the singer's tru
st before portraying him in an unfavourable light.
Views of inclusion in the schools
In some of the schools, then, there was evidence of a widespread and long-standi
ng commitment to a broad view of inclusion that pre-dated their involvement in t
he network. Thus, for example, it was noticeable how one of the primary schools 
had integrated inclusive values into the detail of its practices, and was able t
o articulate and spread its approach within and beyond the school. Another strik
ing example of this was provided by one of the secondary schools, where there wa
s a shared view among staff that the development of inclusion had to be built on
 a common culture which they should develop among themselves, and with students 
and their carers.
  The headteacher of this particular school related her ideas on inclusion to 'e
qual opportunities' and 'the comprehensive ideal', and this inclusive message se
emed to pervade the whole environment. The school has to meld students from a ra
nge of primary schools, each with their own cultures: all of this in an area wit
h a strong history of racism. Posters were prominently displayed which made clea
r the school's commitments to combating bullying, racism, sexism, disablism and 
homophobia. Photographs of students in the entrance spaces reflected the diversi
ty of the school population under the heading 'All Different, All Equal'. Such v
alues seemed to be well understood by students. For example:
Someone can't say just because someone's getting more help that he's a favourite
 person. Everyone's all different and we get all equal. But not at the same time
.
Yea, there's nobody higher than me, nobody lower than me.
It was noticeable that students accepted that they were expected to look beyond 
the friends with whom they associated when they joined the school, and that this



 was a justification for a strict classroom seating policy which required them t
o mix:
Yeah, you get mixed up to get to know all different lots of people, instead of j
ust sitting with your mates and looking at 'em. You make new friends and all tha
t.
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In talking with visitors to the school, teachers, teaching assistants, learning 
mentors and supervisors were quick to mention the school's inclusive culture and
 their concern with welcoming and celebrating student diversity. It was also cle
ar that there was no separate policy on inclusion. Rather, it was seen as being 
integrated into the fabric of the school.
  In another primary school, the headteacher claimed that the school's 'vision' 
of inclusion owed a great deal to the use of the Index for Inclusion. Indeed, on
 a number of occasions she expressed a wish that her staff should 'have the same
 vision of inclusion as the Index':
We believe in inclusion. This means that we are all the time striving to build a
 community which creates inclusive cultures, policies and practices. We want to 
break down the barriers that we have created, either inside the community betwee
n each other, or between our community and others. We particularly want to break
 down the barriers that stop all children achieving their best. We do this by co
nstantly evaluating our practice in the light of our philosophy.
The explicit commitment to inclusion in these three schools was striking in the 
context of Southminster. However, as we will show in subsequent chapters, it was
 even more so when contrasted with the traditions that existed within the school
s in Northfields and Castleside. Yet inclusion continued to be problematic in th
e schools in the area. Apart from concessions to the standards agenda and accoun
tability culture, and the contradiction of actions arising from these with inclu
sive principles, some schools differed in the extent to which they drew together
 the variety of strands of the inclusion agenda. For example, the research notes
 of one of the team revealed how categorisation could shape expectations about t
he way particular children were viewed in the school:
Kim has been described to me as having 'severe language delay'. I join the class
 during the whole class activity of a numeracy lesson. Kim has a teaching assist
ant near her on the carpet who encourages her to respond. The class is broken up
 into groups and Kim is on a table with those thought to be attaining least and 
given the simplest task. This group is supported by a teaching assistant and I j
oin the group and sit next to Kim and work with her. She greets me and then intr
oduces the children next to her: 'Hello Tony, this is Peter and this is Ahmed'. 
She has been given ten counters. I am to cover
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some and she has to tell me how many I have covered. She accomplishes the task w
ithout difficulty. At the end of this activity I ask the teaching assistant how 
she feels the activity went. She replies: 'It went pretty well but Kim wouldn't 
have been able to do it'. I try to understand what is going on here. Why is Kim'
s apparent linguistic and numeracy progress not noticed?
During other observations it was clear that many staff in this school rejected t
he specialist model of educational difficulties. For example, when a speech ther
apist who occasionally saw Kim recommended that she be transferred to the speech
 and language provision at another school, her teachers were adamant that she sh
ould remain where she was.
  Teachers in this school were concerned, too, about grouping policies, and felt
 that since the introduction of the national literacy and numeracy strategies th
ey often grouped by attainment within classes, against their better judgement. T
he observation of Kim's lessons seemed to provide support for these concerns. In
 a school and classroom where commitment to inclusion was very evident, a group 
of lower attaining students was created for some activities. This reduced the op
portunities for peer support from students with relatively high attainment and a
lso led to the group being given assistance, for some of the time, by a member o



f staff without teaching qualifications.
  In most respects, however, this particular school was adept and assertive in b
ringing together policy strands reflecting different and perhaps conflicting age
ndas. Thus, for example, the school had volunteered to be in a pilot scheme for 
'gifted and talented' children. The headteacher told a story about a neighbourin
g school, where the coordinator had asked during an assembly for 'the gifted and
 talented pupils to stay behind after the assembly', as an example of how not to
 incorporate this initiative into the school. The coordinator for this work atte
nded the training and found it to be naive. He felt that the children would be b
etter served by courses on inclusion involving teachers in making classrooms res
ponsive to learner diversity, so that no child was impeded in the development of
 their learning. They were using the 'gifted and talented' money to increase the
 opportunities for all children to widen their cultural experience, through thea
tre and other visits. Nevertheless, children were identified as 'gifted and tale
nted' and knew they were, and this could put additional pressure on them as well
 as send messages to other children about their absence of gifts and talents. In
 one classroom several poems were placed on the wall, the most stilted
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of which, in the eyes of one of us, was by the student labelled as 'gifted and t
alented'.
  In one secondary school where there was evidence of a well-articulated commitm
ent to inclusion, there were also examples of what seemed to be contradictions b
etween principles and actions. So, for example, the headteacher was happy to arg
ue that her response to what she called 'EBD' (emotional and behavioural difficu
lty) was to use disciplinary exclusions. This was the school where one of the de
puty headteachers described the difference between her and the learning support 
coordinator's roles as: 'She's inclusion - special educational needs, and I'm so
cial inclusion - naughty boys.'
  Although this school had not permanently excluded any students in three years,
 there were 192 fixed-term exclusions involving 122 different students in the sc
hool year 2000 to 2001. This was a significantly higher figure than elsewhere in
 the LEA. The deputy head was planning to introduce an exclusion room, to replac
e external disciplinary inclusion with internal exclusion, and to bring this fig
ure down. She and the head saw such a move as an improvement in avoiding the con
sequences of students being out on the streets during the day.
  Like the exclusion room, an alternative curriculum provided for some 14- to 16
-year-olds, applied disproportionately to white working-class boys. The Director
 of Education and others within the Borough were aware of the importance of addr
essing the issue of class, and an understanding and valuing of class identities 
in particular. Exhibitions were established to reflect the working and cultural 
history of these children and their families. But there was some distance betwee
n this recognition and the development of school cultures that would prompt the 
avoidance of practices which devalued or especially valued children on the basis
 of their class.
  In another secondary school, the research team assumed that a broad view of in
clusion had been developed because of its involvement in the network. They also 
assumed that this went beyond (and incorporated) support for students categorise
d as having special educational needs. However, it became evident that this was 
only true to a certain extent and at certain times. For example, when a photogra
pher visited the school to document aspects of its work in the network, he was d
irected to classrooms containing named students who were seen to experience diff
iculties.
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Making changes in the schools: developing inclusion?
The work of the network had to fit into an unusually flourishing project culture
 in Southminster. This meant that the schools were simultaneously juggling sever
al different initiatives emanating from central government or the LEA that were 
attached to different sets of funds. One school had a list of twenty such initia



tives in which it had been involved over a one-year period. Several of the schoo
ls became particularly adept at integrating the funds for these apparently separ
ate activities to support the priorities they had already identified. The way th
is project culture impinged on the work of the network was perhaps best highligh
ted by the operation in several of the schools of a parallel inclusion project e
ntitled 'Reaching Out to All Learners'. This project began shortly before the ne
twork and started by getting school teams to identify priorities for development
 using questionnaires from the Index for Inclusion, an activity that overlapped 
precisely with what the research team intended to do with the schools.
  Nevertheless, throughout the three years of the network, all the schools devel
oped activities concerned with increasing the participation of their students, f
amilies and communities. This was not always a continuous process, since energy 
to engage in such work might be interrupted by an impending inspection, emerging
 from an unfavourable report, or by a dip in Standard Attainment Test (SAT) scor
es. In what follows, we illustrate the range of these activities.
Developing inclusive values
It was noticeable that one of the primary schools in the network was regarded by
 some as a think-tank for inclusion in the Borough. Staff in that school argued 
that inclusive values should underpin everything that they do, and staff meeting
s and conferences were used to extend the implications of these values for the s
chool. This gradually led to such values permeating the fine details of practice
. For example, the names of all the members of a class were on the classroom doo
r, conveying a message about the shared ownership of the space beyond it. Within
 lessons, the routine of orchestrating a classroom with a variety of group activ
ities, with language support and support for those whose learning is prompting c
oncern, was described by one teacher as 'bog-standard differentiation'. This was
 an allusion to the decrying of the 'bog-standard comprehensive school' mentione
d in Chapter 2.

Manoeuvring space for inclusion   69
  The atmosphere in the school was noticeably calm. Teachers and teaching assist
ants were called by their first names and relationships were usually respectful.
 This calm seemed to be the result of a careful strategy of routine intervention
 in classrooms, halls, corridors and playgrounds at the first signs of potential
 conflict. Thus, play-fighting in the playground was seen to be a potential prec
ursor of aggression and a stimulus to the aggression of others. During circle-ti
me discussions, students learned to avoid disparaging remarks ('That's stupid') 
or laughter at the contribution of others, whether meant playfully or not. Child
ren were expected to understand that some children needed more help than others 
to settle.
  In one class the temporary absence from the classroom of a child, who had been
 aggressive to others in the class, was used to appreciate how understanding the
 rest of the class had been:
We don't want him to think we don't like him. You are handling what's happening 
so well. We want him to feel good, we all have our off days.
The perennial conflict between children over friendships and the potential for f
riendship power to turn into bullying power was given particular attention. Chil
dren were supported to avoid competing to be best friends and to widen their soc
ial circles.
  The use of interventions for one child for the benefit of others was well illu
strated by Lee, who learned Makaton (a British Sign Language basic vocabulary) b
ecause he found it difficult to articulate his speech. The class teacher used si
gns alongside speech when teaching the whole class. Other children and staff lea
rned some signs and sign-supported songs were sung in assemblies. The picture si
gns and visual timetable that had been developed for Lee were also used with oth
er children who needed prompts for reading English. This approach was extended i
nto a more visual curriculum, using drawings, photographs and objects to stimula
te the contribution of those who have more visual learning styles. His classroom
 teacher noticed that Lee had begun to develop real friends, as sign supported t
he communication between them. His teachers also noticed a marked increase in Le



e's concentration after he exercised real choices about what he was learning, an
d this had obvious implications for the learning of others.
  The school developed a variety of other schemes to promote participation. For 
example, transparent weekend play bags were produced, drawing on suggestions fro
m parents/carers and children, containing
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dressing-up clothes, videos, books and puppets. Children could choose from one o
f the transparent bags on a Friday. The school also prepared learning kits to su
pport the education of children when they had gone on extended leave to Banglade
sh.
Encouraging student participation
Another primary school set up a school council comprising two elected members fr
om each class, which met twice a term. An early task was to help to frame the sc
hool aims, which was built from the children's statements into an acronym, PRAIS
E - Pride, Responsibility, Achievement, Inclusion, Success and Entitlement.
  Members of the school council expressed concern about the amount of fighting a
nd aggressive behaviour in the playground and suggested that more organised play
ground activities would help to reduce these. In response, the school developed 
a playground buddies scheme and adopted a zero tolerance view of fighting, which
 dramatically reduced the number of incidents. It also provided a variety of gam
es for children to use, managed by Year 6 children, and, as a result, teachers r
eported that playground accidents had decreased. Staff members responsible for t
he playground also involved the children in fundraising activities for new equip
ment.
  Inside the classroom, the staff felt they were increasingly successful in enga
ging children in their own learning, through sharing with them the setting of le
arning intentions at the start, and the evaluation of what they had learned towa
rds the ends of sessions.
  Conflict resolution was a theme running through many of the activities that sc
hools used to involve students. At one of the secondary schools students could a
pply to become 'conflict resolution trainers' at the end of Year 9. The chosen o
nes were generally a mixture of high-attaining students and others with general 
'street credibility'. After intensive training, the mentors were each allocated 
to a Year 7 tutor group and their photographs were put on the tutor room wall. T
hey attended registration and helped to deal with issues of conflict between stu
dents, and between students and their teachers as well as checking homework diar
ies. They made a record of serious incidents and were expected to report them to
 teaching staff.
  A similar scheme was developed within one of the other primary schools, follow
ing a survey of views using the Index for Inclusion. One student priority stood 
out from the survey: there was a concern that bullying needed to be reduced. The
 response of the school was
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to develop a wide-ranging behaviour policy in which anti-bullying was not the di
rect focus. This may have made strategic sense, but also owed something to the p
rotection of the school's image, as the head explained:
What is bullying? I don't think it helps when the word is used by the media to b
eat educational professionals over the head, we have to be careful about overusi
ng the term and it being seen as a problem here.
Further perceptions of bullying, and of good and bad relationships more generall
y, were obtained through interviews and discussions with teachers and teaching a
ssistants, and, indirectly, through a week of activities on the theme of 'gettin
g along together'. This included class assemblies, circle time, role-play, discu
ssing videos and responding to books on bullying. A wide-ranging behaviour polic
y was developed through a series of meetings, including a two-day residential co
nference, involving governors and all staff. This focused on issues of culture, 
including detailed attempts to develop collaboration across the school and atten
tion to visual displays.



  The new policy was introduced to students during another week of activities, i
ncluding a special assembly attended by parents and carers. They were also given
 copies of the policy document. This emphasised ways of reducing bullying, agree
d rules of behaviour and the links between good relationships and approaches to 
teaching and learning which held student interest and encouraged cooperation. A 
group of Year 6 conflict resolution mentors was established to work with younger
 students. However, the school staff regarded the core of the policy as good-qua
lity, well-focused teaching.
Involving parents and community
All the schools were concerned about the involvement of parents and local commun
ities. This was also a priority for the LEA, which had worked with a consultant 
to develop a set of materials to encourage parental involvement in children's le
arning (Bastiani, 2003). Significantly, this work built on the approach used in 
the Index for Inclusion, but was created as an entirely separate initiative with
 its own meetings and attempts at implementation. It highlighted the presence of
 an initiative imperative that existed within the LEA as well as to an extent wi
thin central government, and indeed ourselves, whereby
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engagement in an activity inevitably required a new document to add to the pile.
 This does not mean that such documents were not immensely valuable, just that f
ew had the capacity to get around to them all, or to integrate them into their w
ork.
  For two schools, parental involvement was a particularly fraught issue due to 
the perceived racism of some white parents. One of these schools focused on this
 issue from the start of the research. The school had been through a period of d
ifficulties, and staff referred to a previous era when they had 'a thriving pare
nt-teacher association' and 'many mothers worked in classrooms'. The communities
 surrounding the school had changed and now originated principally from Banglade
sh. The school itself remained mainly white, with a minority of African-Caribbea
n children but with no Bangladeshi background students at the start of this work
. One member of staff described the school as 'like a white village transported 
to Bangladesh'. It was felt that some parental aggression arose due to parental 
fear of school. The headteacher instituted controlled change because of the dang
er, she felt, that she might otherwise be 'setting myself up for a slanging matc
h'. She hoped that 'the word may filter through'.
  A monthly parental forum was established where 'representatives' of the parent
s were consulted on issues and where they could raise concerns. Gradually, relat
ionships with parents become less formal and parents once again began helping in
 classrooms. As one parent commented:
It's much more relaxed, the children sense that too. Before it was always teache
rs on this higher level; now it's like, do you want to make an appointment to se
e Margaret? Much as I loved Miss___, even if I'd known her first name I would ne
ver have associated it with her.
Including categorised students
Southminster has a policy of progressively moving children from special into mai
nstream schools and basing them within resourced schools, rather than in their l
ocal schools. One primary school had incorporated a group of students with physi
cal impairments and another group categorised as having severe learning difficul
ties.
  At the start of the research, another primary school became the local authorit
y resource for students categorised as having speech and language difficulties. 
This school already had a reputation for taking
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children seen to be difficult within other schools and there was concern about s
ome staff, as one commented:
They're so exhausting, the stress levels are enormous. It's also a question of b
alance. If you reach a critical mass the whole thing goes.
Taking a group of students categorised as having 'speech and language difficulti



es' was seen, in part at least, as a way of controlling the intake in a school w
ith spare capacity. Nevertheless, the headteacher voiced a deep commitment to in
clusion. He regarded it as a 'state of mind', which recognised 'the right to bel
ong as a basic human right'. He explained that his job was to 'deal with the pra
cticalities of what that mindset looks like in everyday life'.
  After two years, the number of categorised students in the school had risen to
 twenty, most of whom had settled in well and made friends. This belied the fear
s of some staff that the school would become 'a special school in all but name'.
 According to the head:
The progress those children have made, from assessments done in the summer, the 
general feedback from their parents at the reviews, there's been a very positive
 start. Unfortunately there aren't many in this school who step back and look at
 the big picture.
Deploying support staff
All of the Southminster schools were integrating an increasing number of support
 staff, such as teaching assistants and learning mentors, into their work. These
 colleagues worked in a variety of ways and often become sensitive to assisting 
all students within a group or class.
  A particularly innovative use of assistants to support students outside classr
ooms was developed at one of the secondary schools. These 'supervisors' were at 
the school from early in the morning, when they were involved in the breakfast c
lub, through to the end of the school day, when they saw students safely away fr
om the immediate area of the school. Team members circulated throughout the scho
ol, patrolling the corridors, grounds and lavatories, during lesson times as wel
l as break times. They maintained radio contact with each other and wore bright 
red polo shirts.
  We observed how the supervisors significantly reduced the spaces and opportuni
ties for conflict and disaffection. They were trained to
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defuse conflict situations and to detect signs of bullying in an isolated studen
t, a reduced lunch or a student burdened with carrying several bags. They were a
lso responsible for following up lateness and truancy. Each day they spent a per
iod sharing problems with each other, deciding whether they needed to refer on a
ny issues to senior teaching staff.
  Students who were described as most in danger of disciplinary exclusion spoke 
positively about the supervisors and the contribution they made to the order and
 safety at the school. For example:
We listen to them like we listen to the teachers. At lunchtime, like, we know th
at they're there and we can't get up to any troubles. So it's safe for all of us
 then.
I know all of 'em 'cos my mum knows all of 'em. They only live
round here. [  ] lives bang next to us.
The supervisors also showed prospective parents around the school, and acted as 
a powerful bridge between the school and its communities.
School-to-school collaboration
Despite the competitive assumptions of the standards agenda, participation in th
e network seemed to encourage schools to share ideas and resources. For example,
 one school offered considerable support to a neighbouring school in special mea
sures, both before and during an inspection. Other schools were part of an Educa
tion Action Zone (EAZ), which viewed the development of inclusion as a main assu
mption. It specifically encouraged the sharing of ideas on how to reduce racism 
and racist incidents.
  A particularly strong working relationship developed between the new heads of 
a Roman Catholic primary school, with its predominantly white population, and a 
nearby junior school, comprising almost entirely students from a Bangladeshi bac
kground. The heads of the two schools wanted to address the divisions between th
eir communities barely a hundred metres apart. It had been reported that childre
n from the junior school might cross the street rather than walk too close to th
e church, and a group of parents at the Catholic school had expressed open hosti



lity towards people from Bangladesh. Apparently, a Muslim student on teaching pr
actice in that school had experienced racist remarks from parents and students, 
and a Bangladeshi visitor to the school had been harassed in the playground. The
 junior school head
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was also concerned about the limited monocultural experience of her students and
 that they could be influenced by any racism within their families.
  Collaboration started with an invitation to a nativity play at the church. Des
pite opposition from some Catholic parents, who 'sent a posse in to complain', a
nd initial objections from some parents at the junior school, the event went ahe
ad. Several parents attended from the Catholic school but none from the junior s
chool. The visiting children were said by the head of the Catholic school to hav
e performed 'a beautiful spellbinding dance' as their contribution to the occasi
on, although the other headteacher found irony in the choice of a Hindu dance by
 her teachers:
It always amuses me, this school: Muslim children doing a dance for Diwali. Do t
hey understand what they are doing? A dance for Diwali and all of that in the ch
urch.
In return, the junior school created its own version of the nativity to which st
aff and students from the Catholic school were invited. The head from the Cathol
ic school remarked: 'We found out how many kilometres it was to Bethlehem, which
 a Catholic would have absolutely no interest in.'
  A theatre-in-education project built on what the students at the junior school
 had learned about prejudices within and between the communities. A play was per
formed for the students at their partner school. Joint staff development days fo
llowed and then a more ambitious theatre-in-education project, which involved al
l the 8-year-olds from both schools. This had the theme of making new friendship
s. The children reflected on the lessons they had learned. For example:
I didn't know them much before - they used to be bad to me, I used to be bad to 
them - but we're friends now, that's my favourite part.
When you have friends you shouldn't just let them go away or throw away your fri
ends.
Parents from the two schools travelled together in one coach to a performance of
 the new play. A difference in 'assertiveness' was noted (parents from the Catho
lic school commandeered the best seats) but, despite the fears of the headteache
rs that prejudices might be voiced, the journey went peacefully. The play was a 
great triumph and many tears were shed. The head of the Catholic school recalled
 that she had
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deferred to the head from the Junior school: 'I was feeling too emotional, so yo
u had to speak first.'
  Since the collaboration began, the Catholic school has admitted ten Bangladesh
i background children, and its staff has become more ethnically diverse. Both sc
hools have developed race-equality policies that build on their work together, s
upported by an anti-racism consultant funded by the LEA. The head of the junior 
school argued that inclusion 'is a mirror you hold up to your practice'. She saw
 her relationship with the headteacher of her partner school as the foundation o
f a model of collaboration: 'Staff and children seeing us working together well.
' However, these efforts were to some extent overtaken by events when a sudden a
nd unanticipated drop in the SAT scores in the junior school narrowed the attent
ion of the head and her staff. We discuss this in a little more detail below.
Pressures on school development planning
During their three years of involvement in Southminster, the Canterbury team att
empted to understand how the variety of inclusive activities in which schools en
gaged might be connected together through an inclusive approach to school develo
pment planning. This was informed by their view that sustainable development req
uired a balance between rational, improvised and reactive planning. Improvisatio
n is important in planning, as practitioners see new ways to connect values to a



 course of action, or recognise the need to seize opportunities that emerge. The
 importance of a degree of improvisation in planning was well made by one headte
acher:
School development plans are all very well . . . but you can't legislate for see
ing something out there you didn't know about before and thinking that would rea
lly do well in my school . . . I make no apologies for that, I'm not going to sa
y 'well it's not in my school development plan'.
Our view is that inclusive values provide a framework for such improvisation in 
planning, as in moment-to-moment interactions within the classroom, though, if c
hange is to be coherently related to principles and sustained, it must also invo
lve medium- and long-term rational planning. Furthermore, there is a considerabl
e difference between improvising change within a coherent framework and being fo
rced to react to disparate and contradictory initiatives.
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  Yet, some teachers spoke about the impossibility of making considered plans wh
ile trying to patch up the consequences of teacher shortages and the consequent 
instability provided by temporary inexperienced teachers; or while preparing for
 impending inspections, or responding to their aftermath. One headteacher argued
 that the constant flow of initiatives and policy changes from central governmen
t made a long-term improvement plan virtually unworkable. She argued: 'Talk of a
 plan in our present culture is meaningless.' In a similar vein, and for the sam
e reasons, another head considered that she did not have 'a realistic plan for t
he next three years'.
Pressures from the standards agenda
It was particularly evident that the approach to planning and development in the
se schools was affected considerably by the prospects and verdicts of an Ofsted 
inspection. Despite the rapid increase in overall performance on SATs and GCSE e
xaminations, there was still a higher proportion of Southminster schools said to
 have serious weaknesses, or to be in special measures, than the national averag
e. This was, of course, unsurprising given the degree of disadvantage within the
 Borough.
  The stress associated with inspections and the protectiveness of heads towards
 their staff also interrupted the schools' involvement in the network. It was no
ticeable, for example, that in the lead-up to an inspection, headteachers were r
eluctant for anything to distract their staff's attention. In one case a head ca
ncelled a planned day of observations and interviews, and all other contact with
 the research team, for the 'foreseeable future' in the light of her receipt of 
a letter from Ofsted informing her that the school was going to be inspected in 
two months' time.
  The response to inspections is well illustrated by what happened in one of the
 primary schools. This was a school operating in challenging circumstances by an
y definition. Sixty-one per cent of its students were in receipt of free school 
meals, it had the most transient student population in the Borough, and 58 per c
ent of students were at the 'beginning stage' of acquiring English at the time o
f the initial inspection. In addition, along with many other schools in Southmin
ster, it had suffered from teacher shortages and high turnover. When a member of
 the Canterbury team first visited the school he was greeted with a large wall d
isplay in the foyer, with a headline banner: 'CELEBRATIONS'. It had been put up 
to mark the fact that the school had recently been taken out of 'special measure
s'. It included an invitation to parents and others
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to join an afternoon of festivities, including 'food from around the world'. The
re were also a number of mock newspaper reports by students describing the effor
ts by them and their teachers to 'work harder', as well as cards sent to the sch
ool by well-wishers. A Year 2 student explained that everyone was now working a 
lot harder so that the inspectors would say, 'well done'.
  When the school was eventually taken out of special measures, the inspectors p
raised the high quality, strength and decisiveness of the new leadership, brough



t in to 'turn things around' and raise standards of attainment. This seemed to h
ave been achieved by putting the whole school staff on a kind of war footing. Th
e headteacher described her deployment of teaching assistants in pursuit of this
 aim with a mixture of medical and military analogies when she said:
We target groups of students and then we use them [teaching assistants] like, I 
don't know, to blast cancer out of a cell. In they go, then we bring them back, 
evaluate their impact, push them somewhere else.
She further described the development of 'an assessment culture' whereby all stu
dents were assessed 'in every subject every half-term', and placed in sets for m
aths and literacy:
Let me tell you now . . . there's nothing more exciting than teachers assessing 
children and walking down the corridor smiling and the children get that buzz as
 well.
However, there was a drastic narrowing of the curriculum accompanying this focus
 on standards in the core subjects, which was cited by the Ofsted report taking 
them out of special measures. However, the headteacher reacted to such criticism
 by asking her critics to put themselves in her situation:
At one point I had all the Ofsted Inspectors with me in this room and they said,
 'You don't have a broad and balanced curriculum', and I said, 'I know, but what
 would you do? I mean, I'm only a headteacher, tell me what you would do in your
 school?' And they said, 'We would do exactly the same.'
Another primary school had a good reputation for meeting the needs of a wide ran
ge of students, many of whom arrived there after
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experiencing difficulties in their previous schools, but it had failed to meet w
hat the headteacher described as 'fairly challenging targets' set by the LEA's s
chool development advisers. The school then changed its priorities to a new focu
s on improving results in SATs, as the deputy headteacher explained:
Because we didn't have that kind of agenda we took our eye off the ball in terms
 of ensuring what you need to do to get children to be able to pass those tests 
and that's what we're addressing right now [emphasis added].
For most schools, 'what you need to do to get children to pass those tests' had 
become an important element of their day-to-day thinking and working. They often
 felt it necessary to put students into attainment groups, direct resources to g
etting them to cross the borderlines from SATs level 3 to a valued 4 by the end 
of primary school or from a D to C grade in secondary school GCSEs, drastically 
narrow the curriculum, hold revision sessions before and after school and at lun
ch-times, and to single-mindedly 'teach to the test'.
  Most of the headteachers resented the inflexibilities in the way that ever-ris
ing targets were set by the LEA, with no allowance being made for cohort charact
eristics. They were aware of the danger that some schools may 'in the past' have
 simply 'coasted along' and had not set sufficiently challenging targets. Howeve
r, the current system was often regarded as being irrational and unfair.
  One head, who felt that she was working long hours to raise attainment at her 
school, had a particularly strong reaction to a visit from her school developmen
t adviser following negotiation over fresh targets. She felt that the adviser wa
s not only ignoring the characteristics of the student cohort but also of the st
aff:
Well, I had a mauling from my inspector. He asked very tough questions and that'
s his job, but he won't accept the cohort argument and he will not accept that I
 have to work with what I've got staff-wise. My maths coordinator, she's super, 
but the feedback I've had this morning, if she got that she'd go back to the lea
fy suburb from whence she came.
I thought they're bloody lucky to have me. He asked: 'how can I help you?' I nea
rly said: 'Just stay away and don't come back. I know how to raise standards - s
ack all the LEA people and get them back into class.' I'm sick of cobbling toget
her a teaching staff.
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Some teachers argued that it was part of their professional competence to monito
r and evaluate teaching and learning at their schools by taking account of 'coho
rt characteristics'. They felt that they were in the best position to respond to
 national curriculum requirements 'to set suitable and appropriate learning chal
lenges' for students and 'respond to their diverse learning needs' (DfEE/QCA, 19
99). Such an approach seemed to be in contrast with the LEA's determination to r
each 'political targets'. One head admitted that she had used the very small amo
unt of leeway she believed heads possessed in their negotiations with the LEA to
 underestimate what her students might achieve in order to give herself some 'br
eathing space'.
  Simplistic explanations that might be given to a fall, or indeed, a rise in re
sults on SATs sometimes caused particular difficulties. There was an assumption 
among LEA school development advisers, in particular, that all changes in SATs r
esults were due to good or bad teaching. Yet cohorts could vary, not least becau
se of movement in and out during a school year, and that this was a particular p
roblem for smaller schools, where a couple of new children could affect the perc
entages sufficiently to be noticed.
  There was also evidence that Year 6 teachers adopted different approaches to t
he way they supervised the tests and the degree to which they encouraged and rel
axed the students. Some teachers saw the SATs tests as more important than other
 teachers, and might vary in the keenness they felt to enhance the image of thei
r school. After two 'successful' years, the head at one school felt under consid
erable pressure as a result of the drop in SATs scores. Some in the LEA interpre
ted difficulties at the school as her fault, and it was even suggested that she 
should 'have the sense to leave'. It was argued by others that the drop in resul
ts might have less to do with the failure of this head to bring about sustained 
improvement at the school and more to do with the fact that her Year 6 teachers 
were moving on to a different school to rejoin the person who had been acting he
ad at the school before she was appointed, by governors keen to see greater ethn
ic minority representation at the school. With the support of other heads and he
r family, she decided to 'weather the typhoon'.
Grappling with teacher shortages
Perhaps the most significant single external pressure affecting school developme
nt in Southminster during the period of our research, however, was that of teach
er shortages. Some schools had to replace
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more than half of their teaching staff at the beginning of a new year. At the st
art of one year, three new staff failed to appear at one of the primary schools.
 Meanwhile, most of the schools were only able to stay open with the support of 
temporary agency teachers. One school put a half-page advertisement in The Times
 Education Supplement inviting prospective staff to an open day, with a buffet l
unch, and offering to arrange overnight accommodation for those from outside Lon
don. The headteacher of another school travelled to Australia in order to recrui
t teachers for the Borough generally, and at the same time she found two maths t
eachers for her school.
  It was reported that some teachers from other countries arrived without knowle
dge of the English education system, or a readiness to understand the particular
 cultural circumstances of a complex social environment like Southminster. Thus 
a teacher in one school, recruited from Australia, referred to the large numbers
 of 'immigrants' in the school, most of whom, unlike him, were born within the l
ocality. There was also a feeling, expressed during a meeting of the Bangladeshi
 Teachers' Association, that white teachers recruited from other countries found
 it easier to find teaching posts and then to get promotion than local English-B
angladeshi graduates. Meanwhile, staff turnover was increasing and the average a
ge of teachers within the schools was dropping.
  Students in one of the secondary schools expressed particular resentment at th
e high staff turnover. They felt unsettled when they were 'left in the lurch' by
 teachers who moved on and were difficult to replace. They preferred teachers wh
o were qualified in the subject that they were teaching, had been in the school 



for some time and who therefore knew them well. New teachers and supply teachers
 were seen as liable to misjudge their capabilities and to give them 'the wrong 
work'.
  In a primary school, the headteacher described how, in the face of shortages a
nd the need to employ agency supply teachers, the small number of strategically 
placed permanent members of staff held the school together:
It's like a peg going through the school. I've got Diana holding together 5 and 
6. I've got Vic in 3 and 4, Alice in 1 and 2 and Jean in reception, and then I'v
e got one NQT (Newly Qualified Teacher) who isn't too strong and one NQT who is 
very strong.
In another school in special measures, progress had to be made while coping with
 a high turnover of mainly overseas agency staff. Several
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staff simply felt unable to stand the pressure of the constant scrutiny associat
ed with being in special measures. During the school term of the re-inspection, 
two-thirds of the teachers were agency staff. By the end of the research period 
the school had a full complement of permanent staff for the first time in three 
years and felt that this liberated them to engage in longer term planning.
Views of leadership
An understanding of inclusion as developing participation among adults as well a
s students would lead to a view of leadership as distributed through the staff o
f a school. However, observations of the work of the Southminster schools sugges
ted that current approaches to school improvement may, sometimes, reduce the inc
lination of headteachers to seek a participative approach.
  Nationally, there is an image of the 'super-head', wheeled into a school in di
fficulty, turning it around and then passing it on to another sort of leader onc
e it has been pressed into shape (Morley, 2006). This image adds to the pressure
 on heads to make improvements in the short term. Thus, one head felt she had to
 demonstrate that she could achieve change quickly:
Experience has taught me that in this school you can get quick results, because 
I have done. Investors in People after a year, amazing isn't it! And the Ofsted,
 I know it can be done, I provided the vision and leadership, and motivated a hu
ge amount of people.
Given the constant pressure to boost test results, there was an inevitable tende
ncy to marginalise developments less likely to provide short-term evidence of im
pact on pupil performance. Although work to decrease bullying, or to encourage g
reater engagement with parents, might contribute to a long-term strategy for rai
sing the attainments of pupils, such concerns might be seen as peripheral in the
 short term. As one head commented:
My priority is quite simply to raise attainment however it is done. We're having
 booster classes . . . rearranging timetables . . . we're gonna do it!
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Who participates in planning?
So, if leadership tends to be concentrated in one or a few people within a schoo
l, how can the staff, students, parents/carers and other communities connected t
o the school feel ownership of planned developments? An approach to school devel
opment that rests so heavily on success or failure of the headteacher, besides e
mphasising short-term rather than long-term planning, is likely to be in direct 
conflict with wide and sustained staff participation.
  In a primary school taken out of special measures, the inspectors praised the 
high quality, 'strength and decisiveness' of the new leadership. Indeed, the 'st
rength and decisiveness' of the headteacher was evident from the first engagemen
t of the Canterbury team with the school. An atmosphere of a 'new broom sweeping
 clean' pervaded the school, and casual staff room conversations were peppered w
ith comments about the changes the head had brought about, contrasting these wit
h 'the way we used to do things'. One member of staff described her as 'a woman 
in a hurry, she wants results yesterday'. The head saw herself as having to chan
ge both parental and staff attitudes to achievement, behaviour and attendance. S



he felt she needed to 'get her message across' to both groups, 'so that they may
 come to buy into my vision'. Both groups were seen as needing to be worked 'on'
, rather than 'with'.
  All the schools described the process of development planning as participative
 to some extent, involving staff, governors, and, in some cases, parents and stu
dents. However, all reported, too, that their procedures were less inclusive tha
n they would have liked. In one school that had had a stable staff and managemen
t team, and a long-standing commitment to building a culture they defined as 'in
clusive', there was a strong element of rational planning and an approach to ini
tiatives that mitigated their disruptive effects.
  Yet where, as in Southminster, there is a reliance on consultants to support d
evelopment, an emphasis on maintaining existing staff, and inducting a stream of
 temporary agency staff, wide participation may seem an irrational luxury. A num
ber of heads described their position as 'fire-fighting', or engaging in 'knee-j
erk' reactions to external events. Indeed, one head argued that it was these pre
ssures that prevented a more participative approach:
It's just something I had to get stuck in with, which hasn't given us the luxury
 of spending a lot of time on this sort of thing.
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Staff at another school set out 'to develop strategies to increase the involveme
nt of the local community in the school'. This was an aim from the action plan, 
written in consultation with the Ofsted inspectorate and Local Education Authori
ty advisers, to bring the school out of special measures. It was made clear to t
he research team, however, that this was impractical and that it was counter-pro
ductive to consult too widely. In the event, a number of meetings were held, to 
which parents and governors as well as staff were invited. However, when attenda
nce of parents and governors was low, this was accepted without analysis, or a s
trategy for increasing their involvement. The lack of involvement of the governo
rs was justified in terms of the many calls upon their time that had been made o
ver the past few years, and the 'sterling work' that many of them had done in as
sisting the school to get out of special measures. For the headteacher, that had
 been a more important role for them. Similarly with the parents, the attitude w
as: 'Oh well, we have tried.'
Whose priorities?
It seems, then, that while the development of relationships with the community m
ight be an inclusive aim for a school, when it is part of the means for a school
 to rid itself of the stigma of 'special measures' or 'serious weaknesses', it c
an become another externally imposed target to be seen to be reached as quickly 
as possible. Some informants were also quite explicit about the way plans were d
esigned more to impress others than to provide a practical way forward for the s
chool. One school produced a development plan, ninety-seven pages long. It conta
ined an enormous amount of detail, amounting to a collation of each individual m
ember of staff's action plan. As seen by the headteacher:
It was an attempt to chart every moment of change and development, and to demons
trate everything we were doing. To say: 'this is what we're going to do next and
 boy aren't we doing an awful lot?'
Eventually this long plan was replaced by a twelve-page version, with five prior
ities derived from a new Ofsted report. Three of these related to the raising of
 standards of attainment. The plan produced by a second school was described by 
the headteacher as 'huge . . . because there
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were so many elements that had to be put into place'. Again, staff had been invo
lved in the production of a much 'simpler' and more strategically oriented plan,
 with three key headings. The years when the school was in special measures were
 seen as extremely stressful for staff at the school. The headteacher spoke of s
taff feeling that she (or Ofsted) were 'doing things to them . . . rather than t
heir having ownership of their actions'. She described a 'shell-shocked atmosphe
re', whereby the school had been under so much scrutiny that they preferred to e



mploy their own teacher-consultants rather than use LEA services. Although often
 very helpful, there was a feeling that all such advice and support was linked t
o the LEA agenda, and that such advisers were unable to switch off from a monito
ring role.
  Where schools employed consultants provided by the LEA to work on particular a
reas, these became, almost by default, priorities in their planning. The use of 
consultants, either from the LEA or independently contacted by the schools, to h
elp them with the implementation of priorities in their improvement plans, was a
 way in which hard-pressed schools could see that progress was being made. But i
t could also limit the understanding and ownership by staff of their own develop
ment, as well as the opportunities for them to learn skills in supporting each o
ther through observing and analysing each other's practice.
  Some primary school heads described, too, how their planning was skewed by the
 requirements of government programmes and initiatives, and the support for thes
e through the LEA and their advisers. The most frequently mentioned were the nat
ional literacy and numeracy strategies. For example, there were comments on the 
way the LEA reinforced messages about grouping by attainment for the literacy ho
ur. One school wanted to redress this practice in line with their principles and
 the practice prior to the introduction of the literacy hour. Staff at the schoo
l commented on the difficulties created by the setting up of groups of children 
experiencing the most difficulties in literacy or numeracy. The staff involved f
elt that through such arrangements, pupils would receive little peer support wit
h their work, and, in practice, were often supervised by a teaching assistant wi
th limited knowledge and experience of overcoming such barriers to learning. How
ever, when it was proposed that such an issue might be the topic for a workshop 
at a network conference, a local authority officer was concerned that it would c
ontradict local orthodoxy.
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Drawing together the analysis
In reflecting on our observations of what happened in Southminster, we character
ise staff in schools as being constrained within a series of policy tensions (se
e Box 4.1). These will be taken up in more detail in the final chapters of the b
ook.
  In particular, we saw how schools had to contend with multiple and contradicto
ry policy strands, reproduced within the LEA and passed on to schools through li
nes of funding and accountability. In such a context, it becomes difficult for s
chools to bring together the separate support resources associated with difficul
ties in learning, disabilities, English as an additional language, behaviour and
 discipline, and students categorised as 'gifted and talented'. Such separate su
pport streams make it even more difficult to develop a truly inclusive notion of
 support, to do with increasing the capacity of schools to respond to the divers
ity of students within their communities. The structural separation of inclusion
, equalities and school development also make it difficult for LEA staff to prom
ote a common agenda and provides conflicting messages to the schools.
  At the same time, schools are constrained to adopt an approach to achievement 
within the standards agenda that can pressurise them
BOX 4.1
Policy tensions in schools and LEAs
� Integrated vs. separated strands of inclusion
� An inclusive vs. 'standards agenda' approach to achievement
� Teaching and supporting diversity vs. special needs education
� Emphasising reality vs. attention to image
� Long-term and sustainable change vs. short-term meeting of targets
� Attending to conditions for teaching and learning vs. attending to outcomes
� Rational vs. reactive planning
� Commitment to inclusive values vs. compliance to directives
� Shared vs. charismatic leadership
� Coordination of schools vs. LEAs 'pared to the bone'
� A new framework for education vs. responding to initiatives



� 
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to narrow the curriculum and deflect them from a broader understanding of achiev
ement. This can lead them to adopt selective grouping strategies against their b
etter judgement, and the development of exclusive values that see some students 
as more important to the school than others. In being pushed to attend to a narr
ow set of outcomes of education, schools can reduce the attention they give to p
roviding the conditions which develop children and young people as active, inter
ested, whole learners. As we have seen, it can also lead central government to i
gnore the need for a long-term strategy for proper teacher supply and replace th
is with short-term recruitment strategies which export teacher shortages to othe
r countries, or de-professionalise teachers by replacing some of their duties wi
th the work of teaching assistants.
  The persistence of the categorisation of large numbers of students as 'having 
special educational needs', and the ideas of special education to which it is co
nnected, also continue to exert considerable barriers to inclusion. In several o
f the Southminster schools, a specialist and selective response to difficulties 
in learning had not been replaced by practices which support teaching for, and l
earning from, diversity. Much of the work of teaching assistants provides a defa
ult position to which practice appears to return, despite training on a broader 
role. Frequently, assistants remained attached to individual students, rather th
an aiming to help students to become independent from adult support, and encoura
ge their working and social relationships with other students. As we have explai
ned, special education as a response to educational difficulty also fosters a pr
ofessional and administrative response to categorised students, leading to the g
rouping of large numbers of categorised students within particular 'resourced' s
chools, even when they leave special schools, rather than entering their local s
chools.
  An overall emphasis on competition, failure and its consequences within an edu
cation system can encourage schools and LEAs to be over-concerned with image, ra
ther than building from a keen awareness of the reality of what is happening in 
classrooms and schools. In this way, opportunities for development may be overlo
oked. We encountered a striking degree of openness in some contexts, but also ti
mes when information from within the school or LEA that might take practice forw
ard was resisted.
  Despite all of this, some schools were incredibly adept at consuming a success
ion of external demands and initiatives, and fitting them into a framework of th
eir own concerns and values. But most
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were pushed, at times, towards a short-term reactive approach, particularly in r
elation to the achievement of targets, and away from medium- and long-term ratio
nal planning. Meanwhile, an approach to school leadership that places undue emph
asis on the responsibility of headteachers for 'success' or 'failure' can work a
gainst the development of shared leadership and participatory development that i
s assumed to be a necessary element of strategies for developing inclusive pract
ices.
  As we have analysed the material collected from the network schools, we find o
urselves repeating a common story. Schools are under pressure from 'the standard
s agenda' and 'accountability culture', the way these are interpreted within the
 LEA, and from local circumstances. These pressures frame their approach to scho
ol development, and therefore limit the attention they can give to the developme
nt of inclusion and how they formulate it.
  Nevertheless, there is considerable commitment within LEAs and schools to put 
inclusive values into action and to develop inclusive 'cultures, policies and pr
actices'. Such developments meet a relatively rigid structure moulded by the sta
ndards agenda and accountability culture, which for some staff in schools are al
so integrated into their professional identities. It can seem that inclusion can
 only flow into the spaces that are left. In some cases, where inclusive develop
ments have continuous support and/or little conflict with other activities, rema



rkably persistent changes have been made, but in general the development of incl
usion encounters conflicting activities and structures, and remains relatively i
ncoherent and fragile.
  Schools have limited discretion to develop themselves according to their own v
alues. However, the process of making values explicit, attempting to put them in
to action and resolving contradictions between them extends this discretion. It 
helps to clarify the frame within which new initiatives are absorbed and around 
which day-to-day practice is improvised. While inevitably some planning itself i
s reactive, we argue that coherence over values helps to reinstate an emphasis o
n rational planning and the building of long-term sustainable inclusive developm
ent.
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Summary and conclusions
The accounts in this chapter illustrate how national policy tensions impact on t
he efforts of those within an LEA and its schools who are apparently committed t
o notions of inclusion. In so doing, they highlight how policy factors can act a
s barriers to progress while, at the same time, revealing resources that could b
e mobilised to move practice forward. As we have seen, the achievements of the e
ight Southminster schools are particularly encouraging in this respect. They dra
w our attention to the fact that progress is possible even within the context of
 these policy tensions and contradictions. In Chapter 5 we look more closely at 
how teachers in some other schools within the network interpreted and dealt with
 these tensions and contradictions.

Chapter 5
Winding up to inclusion
In this chapter we look more closely at the processes that took place within net
work schools as they struggled to make sense of policy tensions and were prompte
d to think about the inclusive development of their schools. We draw on the expe
rience of the Newcastle team, working with schools in Northfields LEA. We explai
n how the schools decided on their areas of focus and how they saw these in rela
tion to notions of inclusion and, indeed, the wider context of government reform
s. We then describe the variety of activities taken up within the schools and po
ints to the factors that influenced these developments. These differed from the 
developments discussed in Southminster in being focused more directly on activit
ies to support student learning.
In the previous chapter we looked at the experiences of schools working in an LE
A that had a strong, explicit commitment to the development of inclusion. Howeve
r, it became apparent that the complexity of LEA organisation meant that not eve
ryone had a similar understanding of the meaning of inclusion, nor equal commitm
ent to the values underlying it. Further, contradictions of policy nationally as
 well as locally, and the multiple strands of inclusive thinking, required schoo
ls to constantly manoeuvre their way around policy tensions. The schools also cl
early demonstrated the huge resource for the development of inclusion represente
d by their staff, who returned to the task of putting their inclusive values int
o action when pressures on them from other sources eased. This task of reflectin
g on inclusive values itself played a significant role in allowing staff to medi
ate the pressures of the
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standards agenda, and make space for themselves to think their own thoughts abou
t how to develop education in what they saw as the interests of children and the
ir communities. Such values took them beyond the vision of education within gove
rnment policy documents. Indeed, in a very important sense, it added considerabl
e value to them.
The LEA view of inclusion
The Newcastle team brought with them to this work their realisation of the compl
ex interplay of inclusionary and exclusionary processes within even those school
s which had an explicit commitment to developing inclusion, or indeed felt that 



they had reached an 'inclusive' position. They were interested to find out wheth
er a study of the development of schools not pre-selected because they felt them
selves to be, or were seen by others to be, particularly successful at developin
g inclusion, would yield different results.
  Northfields is not as polarised as Southminster in its economic and social con
ditions. While it contains pockets of severe deprivation, these are less concent
rated and there is less of a contrast with extreme wealth. It also has a much sm
aller minority ethnic population and only one of the schools in this branch of t
he network had a significant number of minority ethnic students. Northfields tea
chers also tended to be less likely to express their view of education in explic
itly political terms than those in Southminster. Thus, while they were probably 
as committed to principles of social justice as were their colleagues from the L
ondon Authority, they did not tend to express this commitment in terms of an exp
licit discussion of the relationship between inclusive principles and policies a
nd practices in schools.
  However, Northfields LEA did see itself as actively encouraging more inclusive
 practices in schools. Indeed, in terms of a strand of inclusion connected to sp
ecial needs education, its predecessor LEA had been one of the early pioneers of
 'integration'. It had set up a series of resource bases for students categorise
d as 'having special educational needs' in several of its schools, including som
e of those that took part in the network. There was a sense, however, that this 
pattern of provision was beginning to look dated, though it was typical of the L
EA's style that it was not engaging in wholesale changes and had not yet formula
ted either an explicit definition of inclusion, or an inclusion policy. This may
 be seen as an example of what the government referred to as a 'pragmatic, not d
ogmatic' approach to inclusion (DfEE, 1997). Those critical of government policy
 interpreted this stricture to mean adopting
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a position of sitting on a fence in the centre while appealing to potential vote
rs on both sides of it. Such a characterisation would be entirely unfair of thos
e working with the team from Northfield LEA, where staff adhered strongly to a c
oncern with social justice and traditional motives of public service. In their o
wn way they shared many of the inclusive values set out in Chapter 1.
  Looking across developments in the eight schools, then, it is interesting to e
xamine what they did and why, and how they related their initiatives, begun for 
a variety of reasons, as fitting under the aegis of 'inclusion'. Whereas in Sout
hminster the research team negotiated activities as foci for the research that r
elated to inclusion as understood by the research team, in Northfields, school g
roups formulated their own understandings and set their own priorities. What, th
en, were the factors at work in this process?
Inclusion and the standards agenda
The foci of the work in the schools were clearly affected by the so-called 'stan
dards agenda'. Although early results from the national literacy strategy had be
en encouraging, there were particular concerns that it was failing to make much 
impact on the teaching of writing and that the attainments of boys lagged behind
 those of girls (Ofsted, 2000c). It was scarcely surprising, therefore, that the
 LEA should view the improvement of attainments in writing as a priority in its 
development plan.
  The prominence of the standards agenda and its influence on LEA planning goes 
a long way towards explaining why the primary schools chose to focus heavily on 
issues to do with the attainments of their students and particularly, in most ca
ses, on the standard of children's writing. Thus, for example, even a school tha
t decided to focus on staff culture was actually seeking to address similar conc
erns:
It is important that we're up there. You're judged on your success, and the only
 way that we're going to get more pupils into the school, and I know falling num
bers with the birth rate and everything are an issue, so the best will survive. 
I know this school - I went to this school, and I think it's rather nice that my
 children have gone to this school, but I want them not to have average [sic]. S



o I think there's a big expectation for me that I want these SATs results up.
(Chair of Governors)
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Those within the schools, like national policy-makers, seemed to operate with a 
notion of 'underachievement' that stemmed from a belief that there were signific
ant numbers of students who could attain more highly, if only the school could f
ind more effective ways of teaching them. This tended to be seen as not encompas
sing students who were identified as having special educational needs, on the gr
ounds that the schools were already doing all they could for such students - and
, in any case, there might be little room for improvement. As one headteacher ex
plained: 'We have tended to pour resources into the weakest at the expense of th
e majority.'
  Since achievement was measured through national assessments, any attempt to ad
dress underachievement would necessarily have the effect of raising student - an
d hence the school - performance on these assessments. Another primary head note
d: 'I hope the strategies have an effect on the SATs. We're under huge pressure.
'
  In some cases, this meant that work within the network was equated quite instr
umentally with the raising of national assessment scores. In one primary school,
 for instance, the focus on non-fiction writing was a more or less straightforwa
rd attempt (at least initially) to maximise the proportion of students achieving
 target levels in the writing SATs. Indeed, the emphasis here was less on whethe
r children would become better writers, in some sense, than on whether they woul
d choose the non-fiction option in SATs, which seemed to be rather easier. The h
eadteacher reflected:
Now also, in past years, when it's come to SATs - I know everything shouldn't hi
nge on SATs but - when we look at past SAT papers, very few of our children have
 chosen the non-fiction option . . . but interestingly enough, those children wh
o have chosen it, when we've analysed their pieces of work, they've got level 4s
 and yet we wouldn't have thought if they'd been doing pieces of story writing t
hey'd have got level 4, they'd have got level 3. So there's something about non-
fiction that encourages children to attain higher.
Even where schools were less overtly instrumental, however, the inclusion agenda
, understood as being about addressing underachievement, was seen as broadly com
patible with the standards agenda; that is, it was understood as being about rai
sing school and student performance on a narrow range of measures. Another head 
made the link in the following way:
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What all [these] strategies do really, is tend to pick up those children who for
 one reason or another - either maturity or absence, or inability to make connec
tions between different stages of learning, or principally they just don't have 
the intellect to be able to cope with that more focused teaching, and they need 
a small steps approach. They haven't arrived at that level, and what you're tryi
ng to do essentially is before they meet the hurdle, you give them the boost and
 that will get them to that level. . . . It's a policy of inclusion basically, w
hich recognises the varying abilities.
However, a different head expressed succinctly the difference between an inclusi
ve view of the meaning of achievement for personal and community development and
 the narrow view of achievement in the standards agenda, when he commented, 'It'
s all about level 4s really, isn't it?'
  The two secondary schools, untouched at that time by the influence of the nati
onal literacy and numeracy strategies, and accountable for performance across a 
wider range of curriculum areas, had concerns that were somewhat different. In b
oth cases, they focused on those students who were, or were at risk of becoming,
 disengaged from the process of schooling. However, they too were responding to 
local and, especially, national concerns about 'pupils who are at risk of disaff
ection and exclusion'. In this context, one of the schools established a student
 support service which was, in fact, simply paralleling and complying with the e



stablishment of learning support units (LSUs) in Excellence in Cities areas (DfE
E, 1999a). Meanwhile, the other secondary school was part of such an area and wa
s already in the process of establishing its LSU. The initiative it chose to exp
lore as part of its 'developing inclusive practices' project, although couched i
n the liberal language of pupil empowerment, was in fact clearly focused on the 
issue of attendance and truancy. The project coordinator explained:
We want to look at inclusion positively and identify what we do that is inclusiv
e. The school is doing something right on attendance - but we really don't know 
what it is. The project is another way of monitoring what happens, but asking mo
re groups what they feel. . . . The management team has a perspective, policy is
 to improve attendance. But to improve attendance, what helps?
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Children who 'don't fit'
Given this equation of inclusion with raising achievement, schools were not in a
ny simple sense opposed to the general direction of national education policy. O
n the contrary, some teachers (particularly in the primary schools) spoke very p
ositively about how their own teaching practices had been improved and the learn
ing of their students had been enhanced by recent developments at the national l
evel. For example:
There's a mass of stuff come out with the literacy, and ideas for teaching in a 
different way, using different methods - there's the spelling book and the gramm
ar book and it's got a wealth of new things, so many that you can sift through t
hem, try them and think, well that doesn't work. And the same with the numeracy 
strategy, and I'm a great fan of it because it's so well set out, and the INSET 
stuff was so good. But there's loads of ideas for presenting things in a differe
nt way to get children interested.
(A primary schoolteacher)
However, other teachers were dissatisfied with what they saw as the inflexibilit
ies of the current system, including the distorting effects of a too-narrow conc
entration on performance in national assessments:
The rest of the curriculum, I don't think we've actually sorted that yet. I thin
k we need to be looking again, but it's all about getting SATs results again, an
d this is where I'm thinking that . . . if you concentrate on your SATs results,
 OK you're getting what the government wants to hear, but we're not doing what w
e're paid to do, which is the all-round education. So it's a bit of a cleft stic
k really. At the moment I think we're concentrating on the SATs results more tha
n we are on the other things.
(A primary schoolteacher)
Running throughout all of this, however, was a recurrent theme that there were g
roups of students who did not do well under teaching and learning arrangements s
een to be inappropriate and ineffective. In some schools this was the view of a 
relatively small number of overtly disaffected students. In others, the opinion 
was that most, if not all, of the school's students suffered from this 'lack of 
fit' to some extent, either because they brought significant difficulties with t
hem into school,
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or because the school's responses to them did not engage their interests, or bui
ld on their attainments and experience. Other schools placed themselves somewher
e between these two extremes.
Intake and social class
The schools began with the view that some students had characteristics, derived 
in turn from facets of their families and communities, which led to a mismatch w
ith the educational opportunities on offer to them. The clarity of the analysis 
varied considerably between schools and teachers and the emphasis in primary sch
ools was slightly different from that in secondary schools but the same set of f
actors emerged from all of them. It was felt that some children came to school f
rom families where education was not valued, where experiences were limited, and
 (particularly in primary schools) where language skills were poorly developed:



Well, the children we take in, particularly have problems with language. Because
 I think their first-hand experience is quite little. And from the nursery, talk
ing to the nursery, we do have a lot of children with speech impediments. And I 
think their lack of experience with language, perhaps at home, already has creat
ed a problem when they come into school.
(A primary schoolteacher)
This was attributable to the unwillingness or inability of children's parents to
 engage with them fully in activities which promoted development, for example, b
y providing them with stimulating experiences to expand their vocabulary or by a
cting as positive role models:
But there is a good proportion I would say, where nobody reads. Where they don't
 see their parents reading. Maybe they might see somebody reading a newspaper, b
ut I'm willing to bet that quite a large proportion have never seen mum or dad r
ead a book, for pleasure, as we would.
(A primary schoolteacher)
In time, this produced underachievement which might be manifest in poor literacy
 skills. As another primary teacher said:
When we were thinking in terms of making education more inclusive for everyone, 
even for our more able children, they don't often
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have the skills - the language and the thinking skills, that they need to maximi
se their potential, I suppose.
Underachievement was seen as resulting in increasingly difficult behaviour, low 
expectations and ambitions, and progressive disengagement from schooling. At the
 same time, parents were perceived as failing to develop the sustained and meani
ngful involvement with the schools which would enable them to support their chil
dren's education. One teacher explained:
We send a reading diary home with the children. And I sent it out at the beginni
ng of this year, and I wrote a little note saying, 'If you read with your child,
 would you like to write comments, record the book that they've read, any work t
hat you've been doing at home would be lovely.' And there is a very small propor
tion of parents who write in that book in my class. And I think it's the same fo
r classes across the school.
(A primary schoolteacher)
Implicit in this analysis was a distinction between children and families who un
derstood and supported the norms of schooling - the families who behaved 'like w
e would' - and those who did not. By and large, the children and families who we
re not supportive of the teachers' view of what they should be doing, or not eff
ectively so, were seen to come from lower socioeconomic groups. Some schools cou
ld discern a clear divide in their populations between the two groups:
we're quite interesting because we have . . . we really are in the middle of two
 sides here, socially. And it is apparent where our children are not achieving, 
as much as perhaps we feel they could be, which side of the school they emerge f
rom. And linked to that of course is the parent response.
(A primary schoolteacher)
This situation was exacerbated for schools by what they believed to be a change 
- indeed, a 'downward' shift - in their intakes. For example, a learning support
 assistant in another primary school commented:
What does tend to happen is we lose the brighter children. . . . They move on an
d up. And the children that tend to come in, I think it's
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all to do with catchment isn't it? People get better off, don't they, and they m
ove to a better area. So then we're increasingly taking children from nearer the
 centre of town.
It was evident in many cases that the systems and practices which schools had in
 place for their 'historic' intakes were breaking down in the face of these chan
ges. In some cases, this breakdown was little more than a minor irritant. For in
stance, staff in one primary school explained how its hitherto stable and largel



y skilled working- or middle-class village was beginning to receive a small numb
er of significantly poorer families who were being rehoused from one of the Boro
ugh's most deprived areas. This was seen to be difficult for the school, though 
not overwhelming; indeed, the teachers could name the handful of individuals who
 had entered the school as a result of this process. Elsewhere, however, the eff
ect was felt to be 'overwhelming', not least in one of the secondary schools, wh
ere an entire intake year was seen as posing significant and unprecedented diffi
culties.
  There was evidence that these changes were neither imagined nor the result of 
a 'moral panic'. Socioeconomic indicators suggested a small but noticeable chang
e in all but two of the schools. Significantly, one of these was the only school
 where the staff did not complain of an increasingly problematic intake, or feel
 the need to take action in respect of one or other problematic group in its pop
ulation. The other was a primary school which continued to serve a historically 
highly disadvantaged area.
The ambiguities of inclusion
One reading of the responses which schools made to the invitation to 'develop' i
nclusive practices is to see them as seeking quite radical possibilities for inj
ecting inclusive values into dominant agendas that were patently failing some st
udents - not least those who already experienced the greatest social and economi
c disadvantages. One primary school, for instance, claimed to be developing a ra
dically alternative pedagogy, leading to outcomes much broader than those envisa
ged in the national strategies:
Well, we're going down the route of looking at our teaching strategies, and how 
children learn, and the skills they need to learn, as learners - not the curricu
lum bit, but the actual learning techniques
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and strategies they have, because that tends to be very limited with our childre
n. And we actually want to broaden their range of learning strategies, their thi
nking skills. We want to create more opportunities of first-hand experience, the
 discussion, practising these thinking skills.
(Headteacher)
However, it was equally if less dramatically true of one of the secondary school
s, where the establishment of the student support service was presented by the h
ead as a radical alternative to exclusion, giving real opportunities to students
 who might otherwise be lost to education. The Chair of governors supported this
 view:
[If a 14-year-old] is given the right help and support, at 16 you've got a nice,
 tolerable human being, which you never thought possible eighteen months previou
sly. All right there are some kids who have problems all the way through, and th
ere are some, but I think very few, who at the end of the day need to be somewhe
re other than here, but those who have minor problems or temporary ones who coul
d get the help [from the Service] and be easily reintegrated back into the norma
l mainstream of things, you know I think that's a great way to do it.
However, the view that schools as a whole were interested in radically shifting 
the values they brought to education, or the practices that flowed from them, co
uld not be sustained. As we have seen in this and in previous research, apparent
ly radical challenges to dominant agendas often turn out, on closer inspection, 
to be somewhat less ambitious - and in some cases narrowly instrumental - attemp
ts to deliver those agendas by alternative means. Moreover, the analysis of the 
difficulties faced by some students remained firmly rooted in a deficit model in
 which educational difficulties were seen to be caused by problems within studen
ts, rather than in teaching and learning arrangements. Such deficits were also f
requently generalised to their families, communities and social classes.
  Under these circumstances, the approaches set in train by these schools tended
 to be marked by deep ambiguities. Insofar as they located the source of childre
n's difficulties in the characteristics of the dominant agendas from government,
 or of schools' interpretation of those agendas, they opened up the possibility 
for radical critique and
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radically alternative practice. At one primary school, for example, the head saw
 problems as located within staff cultures rather than in student characteristic
s. Likewise, at another primary school, the hide-bound practices of long-stay st
aff were seen as significant contributory factors to children's underachievement
, and involvement in the network was understood as a way of problematising teach
ers' assumptions: 'What I'm really interested in is teachers realising the effec
t they have on children through their attitudes and practices' (Headteacher).
  However, insofar as the schools' approaches continued to conform to the standa
rds agenda and to locate the source of difficulties inside the children themselv
es, their families and their communities, they reinforced the correctness of the
 government's diagnosis of, and remedies for, the problems faced by schools. As 
a consequence, the government's agendas were themselves seen to be marked by dee
p ambiguities - at one and the same time both liberating and constraining, openi
ng up new possibilities and shepherding children back into well-trodden and prob
lematic paths. Thus, a secondary school's student support service was both a for
m of inclusion - maintaining disaffected students in the school - and a form of 
exclusion - removing them from lessons in some cases, but, more commonly, polici
ng their behaviours until they conformed with school norms and expectations. Lik
ewise, at a primary school, the powerful - and powerfully enacted - rhetoric of 
finding alternatives and opening up new opportunities for dis-advantaged childre
n, brought them back to the need to write and, ultimately, the need to reach the
 magical Level 4 at Key Stage 2.
Developing inclusion
So far, in focusing on the way schools interpreted the task of inclusion, we hav
e outlined the contexts, dilemmas and views that the schools tended to have in c
ommon. However, it was clear that they responded to the complexities of their si
tuations in various ways. In particular, there were differences in the scope of 
their initial actions and in the way those actions developed over time. In this 
section, we try to understand more clearly the course of that development.
  The initiatives taken by schools, then, followed distinct trajectories. Thus, 
for example, one of the primary schools adopted a very narrow focus on performan
ce in the writing SAT. Another took the potentially larger issue of student grou
ping, but dealt with it in a narrow manner, through the actions of a small and s
emi-secret project group undertaking small-scale experiments in two classes and 
within a small segment of
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the literacy hour. Another primary school focused likewise on a specific curricu
lum area and on a specific group of students, while a secondary school had a rel
atively small initiative to address concerns about behaviour which had already b
een planned and made minimal impact on practices and systems across the school a
s a whole.
  Other schools, however, took a much broader view of what they should do. One l
ooked, as we have said, at an all-pervasive issue of school culture; another set
 in motion a free-wheeling review process, which could, in principle, look at an
y aspect of the school; while two of the primary schools tackled fundamental iss
ues of pedagogy.
  In some cases, schools remained with the initial focus for the duration of our
 involvement with them, and their project was little more than a process of impl
ementation. For instance, the secondary school retained its narrow focus on the 
evaluation of its student support service and resolutely refused to accept any i
nvitations to explore wider issues. Elsewhere, although initial plans were certa
inly implemented, that process led to new insights, a deepening of teachers' und
erstanding of their situation, and, at times, a broadening of the scope of their
 action. In some cases, this broadening and deepening was quite dramatic, as in 
the example of one school, whose original focus broadened into a wholesale revie
w of teaching and learning, which encompassed a rethink of the school's unit for
 children categorised as having moderate learning difficulties and how these chi



ldren might be more fully included in classroom activities.
  In the case of a secondary school, however, the process was very different aga
in. Its original broad conception remained broad, but the Newcastle team found i
t difficult to pin the school down in terms of how the project was progressing, 
what was planned to happen next, or how an evident flurry of action in the schoo
l related to the original focus.
The role of leadership
This last example points us towards the nature of leadership, particularly from 
the headteacher, as a significant factor in determining the focus and direction 
of work in the schools. In that particular school there was a view that the head
 might not be sufficiently in touch with what was happening and therefore not in
 control. One teacher explained:
I think, well . . . there's a real strength in the management team in how to get
 the best from people and how to approach people to get
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the best from them, and accessibility anyway . . . I think that side's very good
. There's always gripes with staff about senior management, because senior manag
ement don't teach, and they feel that they don't know what it's like at the chal
k face. I don't know that they've forgotten; they're not under the same pressure
s that - you know, the things that come down, not fully aware of things that are
 going on.
By contrast, at the other secondary school, the head seemed very much in control
, but equally reluctant to widen the project's focus. On a number of occasions t
he research team and members of the LEA team raised questions about the apparent
ly high level of student disaffection, and the relationship between this and the
 culture and established practices of the school. While the headteacher recognis
ed this as a legitimate issue, it was never followed up: 'The sense of unfairnes
s. I accept the view, but it's a very hard one to tackle.'
  In other schools, it was a combination of qualities in the head that seemed to
 be crucial to the development of the school's work, including an openness to ex
amine problematic issues. A teacher in one of the primary schools commented:
I think a headteacher willing to take part in a project like this, and have the 
school evaluated from top to bottom straight away, is a big plus in favour of th
e school.
Headteachers also needed to be able to coordinate and motivate a group of key st
aff to drive a process of development:
It's about communication. Sometimes a staff of sixteen/seventeen teachers is too
 big, and actually a small working party like this one can take a lead in curric
ulum innovation. I mean it's a fairly powerful group when you consider it's got 
the Head, the Deputy, the SENCo [special educational needs coordinator] and the 
foundation stage leader, plus a reasonably young teacher.
(Primary headteacher)
Such leadership was not seen to be about outstanding skills, charisma, or filled
 with visionary zeal. Rather, the heads of most of these schools were careful ma
nagers, aware of the realities of budget control, target setting and staff devel
opment. As one head said:
It's not enough just to say, 'well we are an inclusive school'. It's looking at 
how it impacts on the finances of the school, how it
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impacts upon the professional development and training plan, how it affects the 
support assistants and the teachers in school. How it's perceived by members of 
the community. How parents feel. How would the children feel? So it's not enough
 just to skim the surface and say, 'well we're developing a culture and we're ma
king everybody feel involved'. It's beginning to look at it on a much deeper lev
el and say, 'OK we are, but how are we going to do it, and how is that going to 
affect the management of the school within the confines of the school budget as 
well?' And it's actually looking at other practices that are going on, and learn
ing from best practice, and seeing how we can apply that practice in our school.



This head, and other teachers, demonstrated a powerful sense of liberal values t
o do with equity (though variously understood), which informed their work and gu
ided them in plotting a more or less steady course through the complexities and 
contradictory imperatives which they faced on a daily basis. However, what was i
mportant for them was not the powerful articulation of rhetorical positions, but
 actions which, at one and the same time, realised some broad values and 'worked
', especially in terms of classroom practice:
And it's also about teaching strategies. . . . It's about saying 'these are the 
strategies and these strategies will work'. Whether they will or not, we'll wait
 and see! But that's the aim.
(Primary headteacher)
This propensity paralleled that of the LEA, which also preferred to see inclusio
n as a broad informing principle, to be worked out in action, rather than requir
ing a more developed position set out in policy documents, as in Southminster. A
s a teacher commented in a discussion at the end of one the national seminars he
ld in Southminster LEA: 'Southminster has an ethos of inclusivity. In Northfield
s it's bottom up!'
The importance of staff culture
While the actions and attitudes of headteachers were important factors in what h
appened in the schools, these could not be understood separately from those of o
ther staff. This was most obvious in schools where some staff were hostile to th
e inclusive developments
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which the heads and school project teams were trying to initiate. In two schools
 the actual or anticipated resistance of a sizeable proportion of the staff limi
ted what the head was prepared to attempt. In one of these schools, this led to 
the covert approach to experimentation on the part of the staff team until a num
ber of the long-stay teachers left the school. At the other, although the head m
aintained a resolute approach to changing staff attitudes, this was a constant s
ource of stress for her. In both of these schools, there were distinct signs of 
change by the end of the project towards a more open and collaborative approach.
  In some of the other schools, however, there was evidence of such an approach 
from the outset. For example, one head said:
If there are any initiatives, they're always collaborative. Nobody does anything
 on their own in this school. I mean that's how we spread good practice basicall
y.
What seemed to be key in these cases was a shared identification and definition 
of problems, joint problem-solving and sharing of ideas, and mutual support and 
mentoring. By and large, these processes were not managed through separate struc
tures and events, but had become part of the culture of the school: 'the way we 
do things round here', as one of the heads put it. In such a context, the networ
k was simply one more opportunity (albeit a particularly highly structured one) 
to work on problems together and to share experiences.
  The way in which such collaborative cultures could support head-teachers is cl
ear. If the head could enlist the support of the staff for an initiative - or, a
s was more usually the case, if the head was part of the whole-staff problem-sol
ving group - there was every prospect that the staff would see the initiative th
rough to fruition. Where universal support was not immediately forthcoming, howe
ver, the head could use more committed staff to work with more sceptical colleag
ues to bring them on board. However, a reliance on collaborative and supportive 
structures sometimes prevented heads from taking risks which they were convinced
 would bring about improvements in the school. Indeed in a number of cases, head
s preferred to wait for staff to leave rather than force their compliance:
there are some little pockets, not of resistance - it's not that people are bein
g difficult at all - but it's hard to let go when you know
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there are pressures at the end. In some places, and in some cases, I don't know 
how much shift we will see. You know, it's a fact, there are some cases . . . we



've got some long-established staff here, we've got some staff due to retire. I'
ll be sorry to see them go as well, because they'll be taking some wonderful ski
lls with them and great experience . . . but the fact that this is a long-term p
roject and there will be staffing changes, people will be expected to sort of co
me in and come on board at our level.
(Headteacher)
Headteachers did not always make a great fuss about the changes they wanted to s
ee happen, both because they did not wish to alienate staff and also because the
y wished as many staff as possible to take ownership of developments for themsel
ves.
  This analysis did not apply equally well to the two secondary schools. The sca
le of these institutions meant that whole-staff collaboration was less viable. I
t also made the research team more cautious in claims about the views and practi
ces of the large number of staff who were not directly involved in the project i
nitiatives. Certainly, there was little evidence of widespread collaborative app
roaches in one of these schools, as evidenced by the rather detached nature of i
ts student support service initiative. In the other secondary school, there was 
a great deal of what Hargreaves (1991) calls 'contrived collegiality', and the p
roject there was intended to be managed by a relatively large cross-school group
 of staff brought together for the purpose. However, the failure of this group t
o sustain itself and its fragmentation into a series of disconnected initiatives
 confirmed an impression that a collaborative approach was not firmly embedded w
ithin the culture of the school.
Using evidence
Much of the collaborative problem-solving activity that took place involved teac
hers in drawing on their professional experience and knowledge to identify probl
ems and find solutions. However, they were also able to use a variety of other f
orms of evidence in forming a view about their work. To some extent this pre-dat
ed and was independent of the network. Thus, for example, the schools were very 
familiar with the performance data on which they expected to be judged, which wa
s supplied to them annually by the DfES or their LEA. As we have seen, in some c
ases, a desire to make immediate improvement in performance
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indicators was one of the main factors in determining the initiative the school 
would take.
  However, involvement in the network encouraged schools to collect and analyse 
other forms of evidence to help them monitor and evaluate their initiatives. Mor
eover, the research team collected additional data themselves, both in accordanc
e with their own agendas and in response to requests made by schools. This meant
 that the schools could make use of such additional information as reports of st
akeholder interviews, lesson observation data, questionnaire analyses, detailed 
assessments of students' work, examples of teachers' planning records and teache
rs' logs.
  All of the schools in Northfields engaged with this additional information and
 performance data, albeit in different ways and to different extents. One approa
ch was to seek quantitative data that, they anticipated, would demonstrate concl
usively that their initiatives were having the effects for which they hoped. One
 school set up an experimental group and a control group, which the school team 
hoped initially would yield results proving conclusively that mixed-attainment g
rouping produced better outcomes than attainment grouping. The team in the schoo
l that set up the student support service was likewise happy to provide attendan
ce and exclusions data to prove that it was having a positive impact and were re
luctant to respond to suggestions which might indicate the complexity of interpr
eting such evidence.
  An alternative approach, promoted by the Newcastle team, set performance and o
ther quantitative data alongside other, more qualitative forms of evidence. This
 involved asking questions about the nature and effects of current practices and
 the impact of any initiatives taken to develop those practices. It was hoped th
at this approach would lead to a cycle of action research in which school teams 



interrogated data and used them to interrogate their practices on a recurrent ba
sis, as it did, for example, in one of the schools, where the focus was on the u
se of questions:
If we go back to the first year when we started to look at teacher questioning a
nd we collected evidence from that and you sent back [analyses of teachers' ques
tions], the first time you observed me I think I asked one evaluative question, 
and a couple in the higher order. Most were in the lower order. By the next time
 you came back, because that had been analysed and we'd rethought it . . . it wa
s nowhere near that.
(A primary schoolteacher)
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In general, there was a move during the lifetime of the network, from attempts t
o 'prove something' towards a more exploratory, reflective approach. The two sch
ools that had placed most emphasis on an experimental approach, for instance, fo
und that they could not use data to 'prove' the superiority of one practice over
 another and became amenable to a more dialogic approach. However, it would be a
 mistake to assume that there was a simple process of development here. The use 
of data at one of these schools remained as opportunistic and, at the other, as 
tightly constrained as most other aspects of the school's project work. Another 
school collected 'portfolios' of evidence about the occurrence of particular act
ivities, which involved little in-depth enquiry into the quality or impacts of t
he school's initiatives.
  What emerges, therefore, is a somewhat mixed picture. Where schools were relat
ively open about their work and had (or developed) a view of the way the use of 
evidence could challenge their previous thinking, the data collection and analys
is process played a part in helping to guide developments in the school. However
, where schools (or powerful members of the school team) were less open, or wher
e there was a narrow conceptualisation of data, its analysis and collection tend
ed to be used to demonstrate the worthiness of their actions for any potential e
xternal audience, rather than for a developmental process which they owned thems
elves.
Making use of alternative perspectives
An important element in the development process for all schools was the availabi
lity of a range of external perspectives on the work that they were doing. The m
ost obvious of these was the critical friendship provided by the university rese
arch team through a series of formal feedback sessions and informal discussions.
 The responses to these interventions varied.
  In one of the schools, the Newcastle team felt they could identify ways in whi
ch their feedback had prompted a clear change of direction by the school. They h
ad drawn attention to the segregation of students with 'moderate learning diffic
ulties' in the school's 'unit'. At first, this brought no response, but some mon
ths after raising this issue, the school decided to increase the amount of time 
these students spent in ordinary classes and reported the positive outcomes with
 some satisfaction.
  Elsewhere, the interactions were less dramatic. One school, for instance, used
 a regular flow of feedback to make corresponding adjustments to its work. In ot
her schools, the commentaries of the team
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appeared to be strongly welcomed but then were followed by little response. Not 
surprisingly, this was the case in the secondary school, where the project remai
ned tightly controlled and delimited. However, it was also the case in the other
 secondary school, where the project seemed more far-reaching and, in the view o
f the school team, more risky. As in this school's use of data, the approach her
e was to repeat the justification for what had been done rather than to further 
explore its consequences.
  There were two other sources of external perspectives. Through their half-term
ly meetings as an LEA project group and through the national seminars, the North
fields' schools had contact with each other and with schools elsewhere. Some of 



these contacts had a significant impact, particularly when teachers were able to
 undertake short visits to schools in the other two LEAs. These visits had been 
initiated by the team in Southminster, and we were able to reflect on the experi
ence and refine them during subsequent conferences in Castleside and Northfields
.
  Responses from the Northfields teachers to some of the schools in Southminster
 had been rather polarised, particularly in respect of the explicit and powerful
ly articulated commitment to inclusion in that LEA. This was in marked contrast 
with the more low-key approach adopted in Northfields and its schools. Some teac
hers (and LEA officers) were quite negative about claims about the progress towa
rds inclusion in Southminster LEA, seeing it as rhetoric disguising a less impre
ssive reality. For example:
I picked up the projects in Castleside, but not Southminster. Southminster seem 
to be already very inclusive. But I haven't picked up specific things to tackle 
barriers to learning. What data are they collecting - how will it feed into our 
data and Castleside's? I've lost the plot.
(Headteacher)
For others, however, the Southminster approach was something of a revelation and
 gave them a very different standpoint from which to view their own work:
I think certainly the visit to Southminster, to [named] school, was quite signif
icant, because we came away enthusiastic about changes that we could introduce h
ere. And some we have introduced.
(A secondary schoolteacher)
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Even one of the initial cynics later found some cause for reflection in his expe
rience in Southminster:
I wonder now whether we started at the 'wrong end'. I feel we focused very much 
on improving learning. Maybe we should have taken a broader view like Southminst
er. Maybe you [Newcastle researchers] influenced our decision to take the route 
that we did.
(Headteacher)
Teachers from one secondary school in Northfields made a strong link with a seco
ndary school in Southminster to gain support in developing their own conflict re
solution work.
  When the Northfields teachers visited schools in Castleside they found the app
roach closer to that in their own context. By and large, they saw the visit less
 as being transformatory and polarising, but none the less highly illuminating b
ecause they were invited to interview children in order to provide feedback to t
he host schools about their work.
  As a direct result of these experiences in other LEAs, the Northfields schools
 set up a programme of equivalent visits to one another, realising that they now
 knew more about schools in other LEAs than in their own area. Again, they tende
d to see these as a powerful stimulus to their development. Thus, for example, o
ne school invited visitors to observe one of the lessons in which teachers were 
employing new questioning techniques as part of its development of thinking skil
ls with children and to discuss their observations afterwards. One of the host t
eachers commented: 'The talking through the lesson afterwards with visitors has 
helped us to develop a more complex way of analysing the questions used.'
  For her part, the visitor to the lesson noted: 'Because we have begun working 
on thinking skills, the visit was really, really useful, particularly analysing 
the questions.'
  It is worth adding that schools that were unable or unwilling to make use of o
ther forms of information about their development besides simple quantitative me
asures saw less value in such opportunities. One of the secondary schools, for e
xample, did not participate in the programme of visits and felt there was little
 to learn from visiting other schools.
  The other important external perspective available to schools was that of advi
sers and advisory teachers. All the schools, as a matter of
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course, received regular visits from an adviser attached to the School Effective
ness Service, and for six of the schools, these advisers were members of the ste
ering group for the network in Northfields. What seems to have been valued by sc
hools was less the critical perspective they could offer than their positive sup
port for schools' actions, even where these actions might be viewed as 'risky'.
  Two advisory teachers played a different role. One of these was a literacy con
sultant, whose impact was restricted by the large number of schools with which h
e attempted to work and because he focused on technical issues to do with writin
g. None the less, the feedback from schools about his contribution was positive.
 More dramatic was the impact of a second advisory teacher working on an LEA-des
igned 'Quality in the Classroom' project. She was a former secondary school lear
ning support coordinator who was concerned to extend the repertoire of teachers'
 classroom strategies. She was particularly interested in using activity-based l
earning and group work to develop thinking skills and provide children with stra
tegies for problem-solving. She had developed a number of ways of recording info
rmation that did not rely on extended writing, such as the use of mind maps and 
spider diagrams. This particular adviser was a charismatic teacher who related w
ell to both teachers and children, and was universally popular. Crucially, her a
pproach involved her working inside the classroom, taking over the class from th
e teacher, modelling a range of approaches, and supporting class teachers when t
hey used these approaches themselves. For some teachers her involvement had been
, in their view, transformatory. For example, one teacher explained:
She's already done three sessions with us - I would say more than a year ago. So
 we all loved her ideas. It was revolutionary in school! Every teacher was doing
 it.
Teachers could see new techniques being used with their own classes, producing r
esponses which they would not have believed possible:
I also think that all the alternative things, all the things that she's given me
, are - any teacher could execute, but - I think they need to see you do it. You
 see it's all right her giving us the book of alternative forms of recording, bu
t like a lot of teachers, if she'd just given me it and I hadn't had knowledge o
f what she meant, I might have thought 'oh yes very good', and pushed it in a dr
awer
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and never picked it up again. I think you actually need to see her doing it with
 the children.
(A primary schoolteacher)
In this respect the way teachers learned from this advisory teacher overlapped w
ith what they gained from visiting other schools; teachers saw with their own ey
es practices that they did not commonly use themselves and, indeed, that they mi
ght have considered impractical. It seems to have been the opportunity to see a 
respected colleague doing something that helped them to recognise that they coul
d learn how to do it themselves.
Impact on students
It is, of course, important to consider both the actions which schools might tak
e in the hope of becoming more inclusive, however defined, and the impact of the
se actions on students' experiences and learning outcomes. As with the schools i
n the other two LEAs in the network, there was good evidence from, for example, 
teachers' plans, accounts and observations, that identifiable changes in practic
e and provision occurred, to some extent at least, in all of the schools in Nort
hfields. Importantly, schools were also able to provide evidence for impacts on 
student outcomes.
  In some cases this was apparent in standard forms of performance data. At one 
primary school there were rapid improvements in the attainments of a targeted gr
oup of children who were involved in a 'better writing partnership'; another pri
mary school achieved rapid improvements in its overall performance, since it dev
eloped as a learning community and introduced a learning support service; and on
e of the secondary schools permanently excluded fewer students and improved leve



ls of attendance significantly.
  However, staff within the schools were also enthused by, and sometimes taken b
y surprise, by the effects their actions seemed to have on other less readily me
asurable outcomes, such as the motivation, confidence and self-esteem of student
s. A teacher at one school provided an illustration of this:
I'm concerned about the outcomes that couldn't be measured which [the headteache
r] mentioned quite frequently. The confidence that our children have got in verb
alising their thoughts, and just
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thinking, often comes through in our discussion now. We can't measure that but w
e know that it's a change that's happened and a significant change, and I'm not 
sure that's come through [in the feedback report]. That has been one of the most
 powerful things.
During the course of the three years, in their schools and at network meetings, 
the teachers articulated a view of the outcomes important for students that are 
much broader than their attainments on national tests. While teachers remained c
ommitted to raising achievement through their initiatives, they progressively as
serted the importance of outcomes which mediated learning, both because these we
re crucial to sustaining achievement and because they were important in their ow
n right. Such a view was often echoed by those of their students. For example, c
hildren at one of the primary schools spoke keenly of the way new approaches had
 helped them 'to have ideas', and, at another school, they talked of new approac
hes that had taught them 'other ways of doing things, not like the usual boring 
ways'. This seemed to be a way of asserting the presumption we brought to the pr
oject that inclusion emphasises the conditions for learning and teaching as much
 as it celebrates achievements of all children, and indeed staff, in schools.
  An unpredicted result in a number of schools was how more general initiatives 
seemed to have a specific impact on students seen as experiencing particular dif
ficulties. Unexpectedly, for example, a number of children targeted for a progra
mme called 'Write Away Together' in one school made significant progress in thei
r spelling, and this included some students who were identified as having proble
ms in this area. Teachers at another school talked about dramatic strides made b
y children who had been placed on 'the special educational needs register' becau
se of their low attainments. They attributed this to their focus on the developm
ent of children's thinking skills:
Their thinking skills have improved, developed at least as much, if not more, th
an the brighter children, and they have become much more articulate, in expressi
ng their thoughts or their questions.
The case of another primary school was slightly different. In the second year of
 the project the school chose to explore the potential of new ways of organising
 learning within the classroom for increasing the participation in mainstream cl
asses of children who had 'statements of special educational need'. However, the
se children were not targeted
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as a discrete group but with the rest of their peers as part of the school's inv
estigation. Children in the school talked of the impression made upon them by th
e progress of these students. One boy described his realisation of this as being
 'like a bomb dropping on me':
She has brought [boy with a statement] on to be - like if he's stuck, he'll have
 a try. His behaviour is much better. Some abilities are just unreal. Since [the
 'Quality in the Classroom' coordinator] has come in his ability has risen above
 other people.
In spite of all these positive findings, however, there remained an essential am
biguity in relation to the outcomes of schools' actions, as there was in relatio
n to their interpretations of inclusion. The way schools identified priorities f
or action in relation to the standards agenda had inevitably influenced the kind
s of outcomes that it had been possible to achieve in the network project. In on
e school, for instance, the programme 'Write Away Together' undoubtedly had a si



gnificant impact on students who were in turn part of a different intervention i
n the network targeted for the intervention. However, in selecting students for 
the intervention the school could clearly be seen to be operating the kind of 'r
ationing' that has been identified as a feature of the schools trying to maximis
e their successes on national tests (Gillborn and Youdell, 1999). Using the crit
erion of a two key stage sub-level difference between students' writing and read
ing attainments, the school used an apparently 'objective' way of selecting chil
dren to take part. However, in prioritising children for the intervention, it ch
ose 'mid- to lower ability' children, rather than 'higher ability' children, eve
n where there was an identical discrepancy in their reading and writing attainme
nts. The justification for this was that the 'more able' would do well anyway an
d that therefore the other children were more in need of the intervention. An al
ternative interpretation may be that the children who were targeted could make t
he most difference to the schools' performance on national tests.
  Sometimes, too, the maintenance of a rigid view of the purpose of their initia
tives, and the reluctance to consider alternative aims, prevented schools from m
aking a difference to particular areas of students' experiences and learning. Th
us, for example, students who were directly involved in the support service set 
up in the secondary school were very positive about it. One said, 'If it wasn't 
for the Service, people like us wouldn't be in school.' On the other hand, many 
of the same students were also equally forthcoming about their continuing
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dissatisfaction with school in general. They continued to feel that some, even m
any, teachers did not treat them fairly. Some students talked about being 'scape
goated' because of their reputations: 'Because I've been on report an' that, som
e teachers try and make my life hell - keep me back from lessons and that.'
  One student even felt that teachers' attitudes could be described as discrimin
atory:
The school gives out a message that it doesn't discriminate, but it does. Trendi
es can keep make-up on ['Trendies' are 'nice' girls' who look like 'Steps singer
s' - a bland pop group] but me and my mates can't.
Changes in schools, then, were not simply at the level of rhetoric. They commonl
y made real differences to students in the areas where they sought to make a dif
ference. This, however, is the key. Although wider changes towards more inclusiv
e cultures, policies and practices did sometimes occur as a by-product of the in
terventions that schools engaged in for the project, the main effects, naturally
 enough, were on the particular groups and the issues that had been singled out.
 There were therefore aspects of schooling where a difference needed to be made 
urgently but which were, in the main, simply overlooked by these schools.
Putting it all together
Where, then, do these accounts of developments in Northfields leave us? Are we s
eeing here the progress of committed schools towards an unequivocally more inclu
sive future? Or are we simply seeing the reproduction of existing patterns of ex
clusion? We would find it hard to argue that we are seeing the former. As we hav
e explained, some, though not all, of the schools identified barriers to learnin
g and participation and took definite steps to overcome them. However, for the m
ost part they did so in limited and unspectacular ways, and their efforts were c
haracterised by the sorts of ambiguities which the earlier research by members o
f the Newcastle team had led them to expect. Indeed, if anything, the advent of 
the 'standards agenda' appeared to have reinforced exclusive tendencies in schoo
ls' work and reduced their freedom to develop more inclusive responses to studen
t diversity. Above all, there is little evidence here of the radical transformat
ions sometimes reported in the inclusion literature brought about through
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charismatic leadership, or the emergence of collaborative staff cultures or orga
nisational reconfiguration.
  There is therefore much here that could drive us into a more pessimistic posit
ion: the willingness of schools to submit to the more exclusive aspects of natio



nal policy; the analyses based on deficit models of children, families and commu
nities; and the attempts to manage students who do not 'fit' with established pr
actices. However, this is not quite the whole story and the notion of children w
ho do not 'fit' seems to lead to other possible explanations of what was happeni
ng.
  Certainly, schools had different types of responses to children who did not 'f
it' with existing practice, and one such response was simply to try harder to fi
t the child to the practice. However, there were other responses which were much
 more concerned with a critical interrogation of practice to understand why it w
as inappropriate for these students. In these latter schools, the interrogation 
of practice did lead to its reconstruction. Moreover, this reconstruction was no
t simply a technical matter of finding more effective means to reach the same en
ds. Rather, it led to new practices based on different understandings of how chi
ldren learn, how their teachers should relate to them and the broader purposes o
f education.
  It is important not to romanticise this point. We have seen how even the most 
apparently radical reconstructions of practice ultimately served the 'standards'
 agenda. However, through their involvement in the network, some teachers came t
o view this agenda in a different light. They acknowledged that their work was, 
indeed, aimed at the measurable outcomes which were the focus of the standards a
genda. However, they questioned whether a frontal assault on these outcomes, as 
advocated within the national numeracy and literacy strategies, and embedded in 
much of the schools' established practices, was the best way to achieve them. Th
ey argued that they could only achieve year-on-year improvements in attainments 
for their children, and particularly for children who experienced difficulties i
n schooling, by working more holistically to develop self-esteem and engagement 
in learning. These latter outcomes might not be so easily measurable, but they f
elt confident that they had evidence of their significance as a result of their 
network activities.
  Thus, teachers in these schools felt that the best way to increase the achieve
ments of children was by making the school more 'individually responsive'; that 
is, able to take into account the human and personal characteristics of all of i
ts students. This, it seems, is an important characterisation of what 'inclusion
' had come to mean for
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these teachers. It was not a set of fixed practices or forms of provision, but a
n understanding of how to respond to student diversity in ethically defensible w
ays.
  In this sense, these accounts seem to differ from those presented from Southmi
nster. As we saw in the previous chapter, there was a tendency for schools in th
at authority to see their approaches for developing inclusive practices as being
 mainly outside of and alongside the standards agenda. By and large, this was no
t the case in Northfields, where raising the achievement of those below the targ
et levels in maths, English and science, or unlikely to achieve five A-C grades 
at GCSE, tended to be seen as a form of inclusion. This was deeply ambiguous in 
itself, but it did mean that these schools saw a way through standards towards i
nclusion, rather than seeing themselves as facing insuperable and externally imp
osed barriers to developing inclusion.
  It is also true that the emphasis placed on 'children who don't fit' in Northf
ields was full of teachers' deficit explanations of educational difficulties. Th
is suggests that the lack of a well-articulated ethnic dimension made it more di
fficult for these explanations to be exposed and challenged. By the same token, 
it made it possible to see driving up the achievements of these pupils as an inc
lusive move in a way that would have been far more difficult in the context of S
outhminster.
Summary and conclusions
The accounts presented in this chapter illustrate how some schools, or more accu
rately, some teachers in these schools, were able to interrogate critically the 
assumptions behind certain aspects of their practice. Such interrogation was not



 always widespread or sustained, and, in some instances, led to reconstructions 
of practice which were limited and deeply ambiguous. None the less, schools were
 engaged in processes which were not simply reproductive of the status quo. Even
 within the context created by powerful external imperatives, these schools were
 able to create limited spaces within which alternative approaches, understandin
gs and values could be developed. In terms of prospects for the development of i
nclusive practices, therefore, there are causes for cautious optimism here. The 
first, as we have seen, is that the essential dynamic in this process is not exc
eptional but endemic in schools. The reality of diversity means
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that approaches to education which fail to recognise it inevitably turn some stu
dents into misfits. The second, perhaps even more surprising finding, is that th
e powerful external imperatives which appear to threaten inclusion may actually 
catalyse the very process which is most likely to bring it about. Whatever else 
the 'standards' agenda did in these schools, it caused them to question their ow
n practices and, if not yet to reject explanations for low attainment in terms o
f children's innate characteristics, then at least to develop responses which we
re focused on what they, the schools, could do about this situation. If this doe
s not quite hold out the prospect of an 'inclusion revolution', it at least make
s it possible to consider how current agendas could be modified and school proce
sses strengthened, so inclusive practices are more rather than less likely to em
erge. In the next chapter we look more closely at the types of processes that se
em to make space for such developments and that encourage productive interrogati
on of thinking and practice in schools. In this way, we point to ways of making 
and taking opportunities for the development of inclusive practices.

Chapter 6
Creating principled interruptions
In this chapter we step closer to the action in order to look at the processes t
hat encouraged productive interrogation of thinking and practice in the network 
schools. We draw on accounts of the experience of the members of the Manchester 
team in working with schools in Castleside LEA. These accounts of collaborative 
action research point to promising approaches for developing inclusive practices
 in schools. As we will show, these approaches have the potential to interrupt e
xisting thinking about teaching and learning, and, in so doing, open up possibil
ities for exploring new ways of working. At the same time, we show that the use 
of these approaches is far from straightforward, not least due to organisational
 factors within schools that can provide yet further barriers to progress. This 
analysis leads us to consider the implications for the way researchers and pract
itioners can collaborate in addressing these barriers. We also explore the poten
tial of school-to-school cooperation as a means of providing support for such de
velopments.
In the previous two chapters we illustrated how involvement in the network led s
chools to make changes that could be related, by and large, to inclusive values.
 Whether or not they managed to do this was complicated by a need to separate an
 inclusive view of student achievements from the narrow view of the standards ag
enda. Some of the activities in which schools engaged within the network involve
d relatively straightforward actions designed to increase the attainments of par
ticular groups of students within a framework prescribed by government. In other
 cases, the activities involved a much deeper process
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of questioning the assumptions that guided practice and could be seen as paralle
l to and, to some extent, in tension with the requirements of the standards agen
da.
The Castleside context
Castleside was different from both Southminster and Northfields as a context for
 the network's efforts to explore the development of inclusive practices. While 
as an authority it had not articulated a set of inclusive principles, as in Sout



hminster, its short history had led it to a point where inclusion was seen as a 
policy priority. One issue in this respect was the worrying evidence of ethnic s
egregation within the local community, so that the issue of cultural diversity w
as perhaps more evident within educational debate than in Northfields.
  The idea of the network was introduced at an LEA conference, when schools were
 invited to express interest in a project on 'teaching and learning for all'. At
 the same time, some headteachers were approached directly and encouraged to par
ticipate. Indeed, it was discovered later that for one head, at least, participa
tion in the network was offered as a consolation for not being selected for anot
her LEA project on 'accelerated learning'.
  Initially, some secondary headteachers seemed unpersuaded of the value of bein
g involved in the network, not least because it offered very little additional f
unding. One secondary school withdrew after several months of negotiation, and i
t was only later that a secondary special school was invited to join. As it turn
ed out, the presence of this school eventually opened up possibilities for the i
nvolvement of other secondary schools in the work of the network.
  By June 2000, then, the Castleside network consisted of a medium-sized seconda
ry school, a special school for students categorised as having moderate learning
 difficulties, and seven primary schools ranging in size from 110 to 330 pupils 
on roll. The social and economic context of these schools was quite varied, with
 six schools serving relatively deprived areas, with high family mobility. Free 
school meal eligibility ranged from 10 per cent to 60 per cent. In an LEA where 
over one-third of schools are church schools, four of the nine were aided by the
 Church of England, while the others had no religious affiliation. Schools were 
less representative of the LEA with regard to the ethnicity of the intake. Nearl
y 30 per cent of school-age pupils in the LEA were from ethnic minority backgrou
nds, but only two schools had a substantial proportion of such youngsters.
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  Prior to their involvement in the network, some of the schools had experienced
 periods of recent turbulence. Four had been labelled by Ofsted as having 'serio
us weaknesses' and one had been subject to special measures within the preceding
 three years. Only three of the headteachers had been in their schools for more 
than three years, while four had been in post a year or less. There were two fur
ther changes of headship during the period of the network.
  Working closely with coordinating groups in each of these nine schools as they
 attempted to move practice forward, the Manchester team became active partners,
 to various degrees, in their attempts to develop more inclusive practices. This
 led the team to conclude that the development of such practices was not, in the
 main, about adopting new technologies of the sort described in much of the exis
ting literature (e.g. Stainback and Stainback, 1990; Thousand and Villa, 1991; W
ang, 1991; Sebba with Sachdev, 1997; Florian et al., 1998). Rather, they found t
hat it involved social learning processes within a given workplace which influen
ced people's actions and, indeed, the thinking that informed their actions (Ains
cow, Farrell and Frankham, 2003). This led the team to seek a deeper understandi
ng of what these processes involved. As we will show, these involved the use of 
various forms of evidence generated within schools that created a sense of inter
ruption to existing ways of thinking and working.
The role of challenge
The approaches described in this chapter link to the currently fashionable idea 
of evidence-based practice (Hargreaves, 1991). However, there is a significant d
ifference about the strategies that emerged from the work of the schools in the 
network. This relates to the ways in which the actions of staff involved were gu
ided by meanings constructed in the context of particular schools. This being th
e case, we see these approaches as involving what we prefer to call 'evidence-st
imulated reflection'. Our observation was that such a process can sometimes lead
 to a reframing of perceived problems that, in turn, draws the teacher's attenti
on to overlooked possibilities for addressing barriers to participation and lear
ning.
  Here our analysis is informed by the work of Robinson (1998), who argues that 



practices are 'activities that solve problems in particular situations'. This me
ans that to explain a practice is to reveal the problem for which it serves as a
 solution. So, in working closely with practitioners, members of the Manchester 
team found that they could make
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inferences about how school staff had formulated a problem and the assumptions t
hat were involved in the decisions they made. They also saw how initial formulat
ions were sometimes rethought as a result of their engagement with various forms
 of evidence. The examples that follow illustrate the different types of activit
y involved and how in each case evidence provided the challenge that was needed 
in order to move thinking and practice forward.
Challenging thinking
A group of staff in one of the primary schools decided to analyse barriers to pa
rticipation and learning experienced by children with hearing impairments. In su
pporting this initiative, members of the research team interviewed some of these
 pupils and also some of their hearing peers. This generated evidence about the 
effects of grouping arrangements and about the pupils' experiences of what they 
saw mainly as a supportive school culture. Some observations were also carried o
ut, focusing on issues such as the way younger children with hearing impairments
 appeared to be socially isolated. For example, when asked why they were not bei
ng friendly with one boy who was sitting nearby during one lunchtime, two of his
 classmates said it was 'because he is wearing hearing aids and he speaks funny'
.
  For some staff, evidence such as this seemed to act as an interruption, provid
ing them with a reason to stop and think. For example, an e-mail from the headte
acher to a member of the research team read:
I found this transcript fascinating! Teachers do not have these sorts of convers
ations with children and they are very revealing. I felt pleased that the childr
en understand a lot of the social and moral education, which creates the climate
 of the school. I was proud that the children in the interview wanted to put eve
rything in a positive light; they obviously care about the image of the school. 
The questions and comments from the observations made us think. Some of the comm
ents felt uncomfortable and were based on incorrect or incomplete assumptions bu
t this is bound to be the case. However, please keep asking questions and making
 comments because it makes us delve into reasoning which might otherwise not be 
explored, [which is] the whole idea of doing this research.
The response of this headteacher seemed to embody what Lambert and her colleague
s talk about as creating 'an inquiring stance' (Lambert
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et al., 1995). At the same time, the data generated in this particular school di
scomfited some staff initially, particularly those with a specialist background 
in teaching children with hearing impairments, seeming to threaten their deeply 
held interpretations of what was possible and desirable with pupils for whom the
y assumed responsibility. Nevertheless, members of the research team found that 
it was possible to maintain and develop a dialogue from this starting point.
  Similar processes of rethinking, stimulated by a social engagement with eviden
ce, were observed in the other Castleside schools at various stages during the t
hree years. At a secondary school, for instance, members of the research team wo
rked with a voluntary group of teachers set up to improve teaching and learning.
 Initial discussions in the group provided some indications of the beliefs that 
informed teaching and learning in the school, not least the negative views some 
teachers had of certain groups of students. Indeed, some of these discussions pr
ovided indications of attitudinal factors that were likely to create barriers fo
r these learners.
  In order to challenge some of their preconceptions, the team agreed with the t
eachers that video recordings would be made of lessons taught by members of the 
group. At the same time, some staff conducted interviews with students about the
ir experiences of learning in school. Watching the videos seemed to encourage re



flection on thinking and practice, and the sharing of ideas about how colleagues
 could help one another to make their lessons more inclusive. For example, the r
ecording of a modern language lesson focused the group's attention on issues of 
pace and support for participation, while discussion of the strengths of a scien
ce lesson indicated the value of students generating their own questions to deep
en their understanding of subject content. In each case, discussions created mom
ents of uncertainty for some members of the group, as they were confronted with 
examples of practice that challenged their assumptions about what was possible w
ith particular classes. At times this was potentially threatening, not least bec
ause the school was getting ready for an external inspection. Nevertheless, the 
group did manage to nurture a somewhat fragile hope for improvement by providing
 mutual encouragement and sharing practical ideas. After one meeting, the coordi
nator of the group explained:
We had a good meeting tonight. We looked at positive starts to lessons and ident
ified things that inhibit a positive start. We then broke these down into things
 that we have no control over, things
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we can control and things that we could minimise the effects of. There was a goo
d discussion.
Exploring and interpreting evidence in a social context was an important step in
 both of these schools, and there was no doubt that this provoked a process of r
eflection and some degree of rethinking. Other schools provided further examples
 of similar processes, showing how an engagement with evidence provides interrup
tions that can lead people to reframe the problems they face in new and more pro
ductive ways.
  In another primary school such a process led to a radical reformulation of not
ions of ability by members of staff. Here the 'core group' decided initially to 
focus on the progress of their 'most able' pupils, and interviews were conducted
 with groups of pupils about this topic. It was striking that most of the childr
en spoke in rather restricted ways about their abilities, and that older childre
n, in particular, spoke only of their abilities outside of school. The teachers 
were particularly shocked when some pupils even reported 'not being good at anyt
hing' as far as school was concerned.
  The interview data were discussed during a series of staff meetings, where the
y generated considerable debate about what was meant by 'ability'. This led some
 teachers to hold discussions about the same theme with their classes. As a resu
lt, the focus of the action research gradually shifted to the way members of the
 school community think about children's abilities, and to how the school could 
give the message that many kinds of ability were valued.
Challenging established agendas
In another relatively large primary school there were difficulties in involving 
staff in the action research initiatives that were planned. Consequently, the co
ordinating group decided to hold a staff development day in order to clarify the
 goals of these activities and to encourage greater involvement of staff members
. The explicit aim of the day was to agree the priority themes of the action res
earch project, and to develop a plan for the rest of the year that would involve
 all staff.
  The day involved a series of small group activities that focused on what staff
 had learned through circle time and interviews with pupils about their experien
ce of school. Having read evidence from pupil interviews, groups developed stori
es of surprising things they had seen and heard at school that were connected wi
th children and lessons. Each of the groups then challenged the rest of their co
lleagues to predict
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the outcomes of the story in a way that revealed some deeply held beliefs about 
particular children. Staff also interviewed one another to find out what each ha
d learned about children's similarities and differences. Then, during the aftern
oon session, a 'mind map' was constructed in order to try to bring together the 



changes that had been taking place in school in terms of action and learning. As
 a result of this activity, members of staff agreed a title for the strategy tha
t they felt the school should adopt: 'Supporting Achievement for All.'
  During the following months, many staff became much more involved in thinking 
about changing practice in relation to their agreed theme. As a result, various 
new ways of working were introduced and evaluated, although there were still som
e difficulties in maintaining involvement in the action research activities that
 were planned. Here, the mind map proved to be a useful tool for maintaining and
 communicating strategic direction. For example, a governors' meeting focused on
 one neglected branch of the mind map, 'the school in the community', after whic
h visits by governors to the school were significantly increased. All of this pr
ovided an example of how a shared experience can influence processes of adult le
arning within a school. It also pointed to the use of visual imagery as a means 
of recording the learning that has taken place and, as a result, encouraging gre
ater involvement in development activities.
Challenging expectations
In another primary school, evidence from tests showed that a significant proport
ion of children in the school were struggling with writing, as compared to their
 scores in mathematics. As with some of the schools in Northfields, the original
 emphasis had been informed by national debates on boys' underachievement, and c
ertainly it was a group of boys who struggled most with their writing. Neverthel
ess, a focus on boys alone was clearly unjustified, given that boys were also so
me of the highest performers and that many girls were barely out-performing the 
lowest performing boys. This was one of a number of occasions on which test resu
lts were used to positive effect by schools in the network. In this particular c
ase, further evidence was generated by interviewing a small number of children w
hile they were writing, some of which pointed to their feelings of fear of failu
re. Members of the school coordinating group were fascinated by the insights gai
ned and wondered how widespread were these feelings about writing. With this in 
mind they decided to devise a questionnaire, which was completed by

Creating principled interruptions   125
all children in years 5 and 6, with teaching assistants scribing for some childr
en. Once again, coordinating group members were surprised and intrigued by the f
actors that children identified as barriers to good writing and began to conside
r how their own practices might be changed to alleviate some of these issues.
  It was decided that this was a moment to engage other staff in the school. So,
 the coordinating group decided to use the data from interviews and the question
naires, alongside examples from the tests, to inform the planning of a teacher d
evelopment day. The emphasis throughout was on interpreting the data from 'their
' children and how they might respond in terms of their own practice. The meetin
g generated a lot of debate, with many teachers giving examples of how they inte
nded to try out new ideas in relation to the insights gained. Teaching assistant
s were involved in these discussions, providing valuable and specific insights f
rom their one-to-one work with pupils. The elements of 'fun' during the day - fo
r instance, trying out a drama activity linked to writing a story - also helped 
to remind staff of the continuing good relationships within the school and encou
raged discussion about their priorities in the face of many challenges. Even so,
 follow-up interviews with some teachers revealed how they struggled to see ways
 of changing their practice within the constraints of the national literacy stra
tegy. Indeed, only later, after Ofsted had judged the quality of teaching in the
 school to be 'very good', did teachers start to trust their own judgement again
 in determining how they might develop their practice.
  Significantly, two years later a number of staff were still using data from th
e questionnaire to inform continuing developments. 'Trials' of different approac
hes to encouraging writing also continued to take place, with a continuing empha
sis on checking things out with the children concerned.
  The focus of the action research in a small primary school was on the impact o
f a 'nurture group' created during the first year of the network (Howes et al., 
2002). Most of the staff saw its purpose as being to help children struggling to



 settle into the school, due to their disruptive or withdrawn behaviour. However
, the headteacher hoped that the introduction of the group would in some way lea
d to the use of more appropriate teaching and learning strategies by all staff. 
The evidence collected by observations and interviews, and through an analysis o
f pupil records, suggested that the behaviour of children in the group improved 
rapidly. Perhaps the most significant outcomes, however, were the possibilities 
it encouraged for creating new relationships
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between parents and teachers. It was noticeable, for example, that some of the p
arents involved became more confidently engaged in their children's learning, us
ing reading diaries and talking freely about their children's difficulties. Insi
ghts from interviews with some of these parents helped teachers to understand ho
w much most parents wanted to support their children and to 'get on' with teache
rs. As a result, parental interpretations and concerns about teachers' behaviour
 in the past helped staff to see how they needed to be more sensitive in the way
 they talked to parents in the future. All of this assisted in breaking a contin
uing cycle of mutual suspicion.
Challenging roles
Sometimes, interruptions to thinking were associated with changing roles. For ex
ample, the coordinating group in a primary school, which included some of the su
pport staff, focused originally on the effect of break and lunchtime play on pup
ils' attitude to and participation in learning in the classrooms. They made exte
nsive systematic observations and used questionnaires with pupils to find out ab
out their experience of playtimes. However, the school struggled to make a usefu
l response to the findings until a school council was established. One of the fi
rst things the pupils on the council proposed was that they should act as playti
me helpers. Consequently, they received training on how to approach this and lea
rnt how to deal with issues that might arise, such as how to calm down both side
s in an argument. As playground behaviour improved significantly, it was noticea
ble that relations changed between adults and children, with some staff beginnin
g to see pupils as active partners. For example, the headteacher explained how s
he had involved three boys in a system of care for another boy who was often mar
ginalised and sometimes bullied.
  The written case study accounts drafted by the research team challenged organi
sational arrangements in some schools. One of these focused on developments in t
he special school, where a group of staff developed a variety of inclusion-relat
ed activities with mainstream secondary schools. Some of these involved individu
al special school pupils attending particular lessons in the mainstream, while o
ther pupils would be there for most of the week. In addition, some of the specia
l school classes went into mainstream schools to use facilities unavailable at t
he special school. In a similar way, the excellent facilities for computer-based
 learning in the special school were used by groups of pupils from mainstream hi
gh schools.
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  Members of the research team produced a written account describing the experie
nces of the special school pupils involved in these exchange activities. This ex
plained how some were found to be initially resistant to visiting the mainstream
 school. Here the issue was often one of self-confidence, and teachers used evid
ence to question the assumptions of these young people about their feelings of i
nferiority. As one teacher put it: 'They said, "Oh I don't want to go, they're a
ll clever." Whereas in actual fact, one of our children got the highest mark in 
maths last week.' The account also described the potential for much more collabo
rative work with mainstream schools. During a conversation about these ideas, th
e head of the special school reflected:
The secondary heads want to work with us. . . . We have got a good reputation, w
hich really does help. It could be the next phase with our inclusion. [Here he p
aused, then continued] I suppose I have got to be brave . . . I have got to be b
rave, haven't I?



This statement marked the beginning of a new phase of the action research that w
ent on to involve teachers in three local high schools working together with spe
cial school staff on issues related to differentiation within lessons and the us
e of learning support.
Surprises and interruptions
Examples such as these, then, illustrate how involvement in the network sometime
s challenged aspects of thinking and practice, and, in so doing, proved producti
ve for the development of more inclusive practices in Castleside schools. They i
ndicate that when headteachers and other staff within a school adopt an enquirin
g stance, their engagement with evidence can provide surprises and produce momen
ts of shared uncertainty, leading to a rethinking of assumptions and the develop
ment of new ways of addressing barriers to participation and learning. However, 
it can also create feelings of uncertainty or disequilibrium that can cause furt
her entrenchment of views - a rush for steady ground rather than a desire to exp
lore the 'choppy' waters of new thinking.
  All of this suggests that an engagement with evidence can, under certain condi
tions, help staff in schools to develop more inclusive ways of working. As we ha
ve seen, this involves interruptions to the usual ways of thinking that exist wi
thin a school that can create space and encouragement for reflection and mutual 
challenge. However, this is not
  
128   What does the research tell us?
in itself a straightforward mechanism for the development of more inclusive prac
tices. To have a chance to move practice in the direction of greater inclusion, 
interruptions must be welcomed and they must follow an invitation to engage in d
ialogue. They must also be principled, introducing values as a motive for action
, or allowing connections to such motives that have previously been hidden.
  Of course, any space that is created may be filled according to conflicting ag
endas. Deeply held beliefs within a school may prevent the experimentation that 
is necessary in order to foster the development of more inclusive ways of workin
g. So, for example, at the end of a lesson in a secondary school during which th
ere was a very low level of participation among the class, the teacher explained
 what had happened with reference to the fact that most of the class were listed
 on the school's 'special educational needs register'. Such explanations make us
 acutely aware that it is easy for educational difficulties to be pathologised a
s difficulties inherent within students, even when those same difficulties are u
sed productively, at other times, to interrogate some aspects of school practice
. This is true not only of students with disabilities and those defined as 'havi
ng special educational needs', but also of those whose socioeconomic status, rac
e, language and gender renders them problematic to particular teachers in partic
ular schools. Consequently, the research teams found it necessary to explore way
s of developing the capacity of those within schools to reveal and challenge dee
ply entrenched deficit views of 'difference', which define certain types of stud
ents as 'lacking something' (Trent et al., 1998).
  This involved being vigilant in scrutinising how deficit assumptions were infl
uencing perceptions of certain students. As Bartolome (1994) explains, teaching 
methods are neither devised nor implemented in a vacuum. Design, selection and u
se of particular teaching approaches and strategies arise from perceptions about
 learning and learners. In this respect even the most pedagogically advanced met
hods are likely to be ineffective in the hands of those who implicitly or explic
itly subscribe to a belief system that regards some students, at best, as disadv
antaged and in need of fixing, or, worse, as deficient, and therefore beyond fix
ing.
Communities of practice
In examining how such beliefs influence practice and how they might be challenge
d, it is helpful to use the ideas of Etienne Wenger (1998), focusing specificall
y on the way he sees learning as 'a characteristic
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of practice'. He explains that practice consists of those things that individual



s in a workplace do, drawing on available resources, to further a set of shared 
goals. In schools, this goes beyond the activities practitioners set up to compl
ete the demands of the curriculum and includes, for example, how they make it th
rough the day, commiserating about the pressures and constraints within which th
ey have to operate.
  Wenger provides a framework that may be used to analyse learning in social con
texts. At the centre of this framework is the concept of a 'community of practic
e', a social group engaged in the sustained pursuit of a shared enterprise. Prac
tices are ways of negotiating meaning through social action. In Wenger's view, m
eaning arises from two complementary processes: 'participation' and 'reification
'. He notes:
Practices evolve as shared histories of learning. History in this sense is neith
er merely a personal or collective experience, nor just a set of enduring artefa
cts and institutions, but a combination of participation and reification over ti
me.
(Wenger, 1998, p. 87)
In this formulation, participation is seen as the shared experiences and negotia
tions that result from social interaction within a purposive community. Particip
ation is thus inherently local, since shared experiences and negotiation process
es will differ from one setting to the next, regardless of their interconnection
s. So, for example, within schools in the network we saw how hours of meetings, 
shared experiences and informal discussions over hurriedly taken lunches also in
volved the development of particular meanings of frequently used phrases such as
 'raising standards' and 'inclusion'. These shared meanings helped to define a t
eacher's experience of being a teacher. In the same way we may assume that group
s of colleagues doing similar work in another school would have their own shared
 histories which give meaning to being a teacher in that particular context.
  According to Wenger, reification is the process by which communities of practi
ce produce concrete representations of their practices, such as tools, symbols, 
rules and documents (and even concepts and theories). So, for example, documents
 such as policy documents, or the posters that were displayed in some of the Sou
thminster schools and the mind map used in the Castleside primary school, may be
 seen as reifications of the practice of teachers. They include representations 
of the activities in which teachers engage, and some illustrations of the condit
ions and problems a teacher might encounter in practice. At the same time, it is
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important to remember that such documents often provide overly rationalised port
rayals of ideal practice in which the challenges and uncertainties of unfolding 
action are smoothed over in the telling (Brown and Duguid, 1991).
  Wenger argues that learning within a given community can often be best explain
ed within the intertwining of reification and participation. He suggests that th
ese are complementary processes in that each has the capacity to repair the ambi
guity of meaning the other can engender. So, for example, a particular strategy 
may be developed as part of a school's planning activities and summarised in gui
dance for action, providing a codified reification of intended practice. However
, the meaning and practical implications of the strategy only become clear as it
 is tried and discussed by colleagues. In this way, participation results in soc
ial learning that could not be produced solely by reifica-tion. At the same time
, the reified products, such as policy documents, serve as a kind of memory of p
ractice, cementing in place the new learning.
  Wenger offers some guidelines for judging whether a particular social collecti
vity should be considered a community of practice. Since such a community involv
es mutual engagement, a negotiated enterprise, and a repertoire of resources and
 practices, he says that we should expect members to:
� Interact more intensively with, and know more about, others in the community tha
n those outside of the community;
� Hold their actions accountable (and be willing for others in the community to ho
ld them accountable) more to the community's joint enterprise than to some other
 enterprise;



� Be more able to evaluate the actions of other members of the community than the 
actions of those outside the community;
� Draw on locally produced resources and artefacts to negotiate meaning more so th
an resources and artefacts that are imported from outside of the group.
This is a useful formulation, though it may itself be seen as a form of reificat
ion which overemphasises the importance of single corporate-style allegiances to
 institutional colleagues over those based on a more diffuse community of common
 interest, or emotional and spiritual ties with others. Perhaps in this respect 
it may be seen as a masculinised view of relationships. Nevertheless, we find th
e idea of communities of
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practice, and the cultures that are developed within and by them, as useful for 
thinking through the conditions for principled development.
  According to the above criteria, the staff teams in the network schools may be
 seen as communities of practice. They may have shared common aims with colleagu
es engaged in related work in other schools within the LEA and with those who ha
d similar roles in other LEAs. However, Wenger's conceptualisation is a reminder
 that much of the learning which led to their particular practices was grounded 
in their shared experiences.
  The notion of communities of practice is particularly powerful in explaining t
he networking and linking processes that occurred between schools. Through a set
 of strategies and sometimes more accidental processes, the research teams facil
itated processes of participation and reification, and, through these, the growt
h of communities of practitioners from more than one school. Meetings within the
 LEAs, and also those involving staff from other LEAs, proved to be powerful sha
red experiences on which to base learning. Newsletters, conference reports and c
ontact lists constituted artefacts that supported the development of an identity
 as part of the network.
  Wenger himself notes the particular value of interconnected communities of pra
ctice. He uses the term 'constellation' to describe a grouping of discrete commu
nities of practice that are related by some form of common meaning - whether pur
pose, membership, identity, artefacts, history or environment - across these com
munities. Our collaborative research encouraged the growth of some continuities 
that were intended to give a strong sense of identity among those within the net
work, such that, in Wenger's terms, it may be correct to view it as a 'constella
tion of communities of practice'. At the same time, we came to recognise that co
mmon meanings between those in different schools were more partial, more tempora
ry and not as fully shared as those within a more discrete community. This also 
led us to explore how this very partiality and lack of commonality could be prov
ocative, providing opportunities to learn from difference through processes of s
chool-to-school collaboration.
  Such an analysis provides a way of describing the social processes that were o
bserved taking place in the schools. These processes were, we argue, the means b
y which practices developed, and through our research we have thrown light on wh
at this involved. This social learning argument also provided further justificat
ion for the way the three research teams positioned themselves in relation to th
e developments that took place. While their engagement varied considerably
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in character and detail from school to school, and from person to person within 
the teams, they too participated in social learning in schools, albeit in more o
r less peripheral roles.
  At this stage in the argument it is important to stress that we are not sugges
ting that the strengthening of communities of practice is in itself a simple rou
te to the development of inclusive practices. Rather, the concept helps us to at
tend to, and make sense of, the significance of the social processes of learning
 as powerful mediators of meaning. Wenger (1998, p. 85) notes:
Communities of practice are not intrinsically beneficial or harmful. . . . Yet t
hey are a force to be reckoned with, for better or for worse. As a locus of enga



gement in action, interpersonal relationships, shared knowledge, and negotiation
 of enterprises, such communities hold the key to real transformation - the kind
 that has real effect on people's lives. . . . The influence of other forces (e.
g. the control of an institution or the authority of an individual) are no less 
important, but . . . they are mediated by the communities in which their meaning
s are negotiated in practice.
This suggests that a methodology for developing inclusive practices must take ac
count of the social processes of learning that go on within particular contexts.
 From our experience, this requires a group of stakeholders within a particular 
context to look for a common agenda to guide their discussions of practice and, 
at the same time, a series of struggles to establish ways of working that enable
 them to collect and find meaning in different types of information. The notion 
of the community of practice is a significant reminder of how this meaning is ma
de.
Cultures and structures
As members of the research team became more closely involved in such processes o
f change, it became evident that some elements of school organisation were thems
elves barriers to the development of more inclusive practices. Carvita and Halld
en (1994) argue that learning from one another requires contexts where there are
 'shared goals, recognized distributed expertise, credibility to be gained, need
 of the others' support, different legitimate modalities for communication and a
 group identity'. It would be difficult to claim that such consistently shared g
oals or identity existed in many of the Castleside schools. On
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the other hand, there was evidence of some of these factors for some of the time
.
  Nevertheless, as we have illustrated, there were examples of where, as a resul
t of engaging with evidence, staff reconsidered their assumptions and, as a resu
lt, were able to develop new ways of working. As we have illustrated, in some ca
ses this led to significant changes in the way problems were defined and address
ed. We see these as examples of the way norms of teaching are socially negotiate
d within the everyday context of the communities of practice within the schools.
 In this sense, they were evidence of how the culture of the workplace impacts u
pon how teachers see their work and, indeed, their pupils.
  Schein (1992) suggests that cultures are about the deeper levels of basic assu
mptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an organisation, operating unc
onsciously to define how they view themselves and their working contexts. Simila
rly, Hargreaves (1991) argues that cultures may be seen as having a reality-defi
ning function, enabling those within an institution to make sense of themselves,
 their actions and their environment. A current reality-defining function of cul
ture, he suggests, is often a problem-solving function inherited from the past. 
In this way, today's cultural form created to solve an emergent problem often be
comes tomorrow's taken-for-granted recipe for dealing with matters shorn of thei
r novelty.
  Changing the norms that exist within a school is difficult to achieve, particu
larly within a context that is faced with so many competing pressures and where 
practitioners tend to work alone in addressing the problems they face. On the ot
her hand, as we have illustrated, the presence of children who are not suited to
 the existing 'menu' of the school can provide some encouragement to explore a m
ore collaborative culture within which teachers support one another in experimen
ting with new teaching responses. In this way, problem-solving activities gradua
lly become the reality-defining, taken-for-granted functions that are the cultur
e of a school which is more geared to fostering inclusive ways of working.
  Hargreaves goes on to argue that organisational cultures stand in a dialectic 
relationship with what he calls their 'underlying architecture'; that is, the so
cial structures and patterns of social relationships that exist within a particu
lar community. He argues that a structural change often has cultural consequence
s and that, in a similar way, a shift in culture may alter social structures. Th
is draws our attention to possibilities for making greater sense of the way orga



nisational factors influenced and constrained developments in the network school
s.
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Crossing boundaries
There was evidence of the effects of what may be described as social boundaries 
that existed within schools, and between schools and their wider communities. In
terestingly, many of these boundaries seemed to be unseen by those who were most
 affected by them. The work of Bellah et al. (cited in Lambert et al., 1995) is 
relevant to our understanding of the nature of these social boundaries. They sug
gest that groups are, in important ways, constituted by their past. Schools in t
his sense are 'communities of memories' which in their practices, relationships,
 mores and ethos 'retell' that story. This is, we believe, where the potential f
or development lies, in finding new meanings in that history. It is also a usefu
l reminder to researchers that, as visitors to schools, we have to engage with t
hese histories, and to take their stories seriously if we are going to contribut
e to institutional development. This is, of course, one of the reasons why this 
sort of development work takes so much time.
  Returning to the schools in Castleside, it was noticeable how some histories p
roved more of a barrier than others; for example, where some staff avoided all a
ssociations with the work of the network due to ongoing tensions among colleague
s or with the headteacher. In one school, the head asked a member of the Manches
ter team to lead a staff meeting on the network. She explained: 'We have one or 
two booked up, but not many. I usually have them all sorted out before the start
 of term.' It was clear that these 'bookings' took the form of presentations, us
ually led by outsiders.
  Staff responses during the particular meeting were illuminating, to say the le
ast. Although everyone attended, one teacher did not look at the television duri
ng a video screening, reminding us that there is more than one way of not 'joini
ng in'. Others at the meeting were more obviously engaged, but also insisted tha
t what was being suggested could not be done properly without the allocation of 
additional time.
  It seemed clear that in this context the network was seen as being an 'add-on'
, a new burden in a climate of multiple demands. Such external pressures meant t
hat staff in the schools faced many dilemmas and tensions as they attempted to m
ove practice forward. Involvement in the network was just one part of what happe
ned in each school and had to be seen as one more demand on staff time. In parti
cular, it was evident how systems of audit, and other mechanisms aimed at increa
sing accountability and quality assurance, resulted in an additional layer
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of demands on individual heads, teachers and pupils, as we saw in the account of
 developments in Southminster LEA. However, tensions were also evident at the pe
rsonal and institutional level that we are concentrating on here. It was clear, 
for example, during the first meeting of the network in Castleside that factors 
such as testing, the need to meet performance targets and the publication of res
ults combined to make many of the heads and teachers appear to prioritise the me
asurable outcomes of schooling. Although, as we saw in the previous chapter, the
se measurable outcomes were not necessarily seen to be in contradiction with the
 development of inclusive practices, there were occasions on which the influence
 of competing agendas was much less positive. Several of the teachers lamented t
he fact that they could not measure inclusion in the same sorts of ways and stru
ggled with the idea that they could not prove the value of what they were doing 
in the same 'objective' fashion. Part of the challenge, then, involved finding w
ays of gathering, interpreting and valuing qualitative data.
  There were many occasions on which tensions created by assessment appeared to 
create potential barriers to participation and learning. Often these tensions ar
ose due to the way in which aspects of learning were 'technologised' as a conseq
uence of the audit culture. So, for example, in their desire to support children
 in the achievement of high test scores in the area of creative writing, teacher



s in some primary schools tried to identify and teach the key components of a 'g
ood story', and, in so doing, appeared to reduce the notion of creativity to a f
ormula. There were occasions, too, on which this sort of focus on 'end-points' m
ade attention to processes less likely, and added to the frustrations associated
 with developing inclusive practices.
  A further manifestation of what has been referred to as the 'audit culture' (S
trathern, 2000) was the way many staff adopted the language of this culture to m
easure themselves, their pupils and their institutions in the same terms that ex
ternal agencies were using. Thus it was commonplace to hear teachers refer to 'l
evel four children'. Similarly, headteachers would be heard talking about their 
'best teachers' being the ones that 'raised the standards of our Year 6 children
 beyond what we could imagine'. And, of course, at the same time, schools themse
lves were being labelled as being 'beacon' or 'failing'. The implication of all 
of this is that as winners are defined, so losers are created. Inevitably, such 
a climate brings with it particular challenges to the development of inclusive p
ractices.
  The members of the research team were not themselves invested with any powers 
to intervene in ways that might straightforwardly challenge
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these circumstances. Meanwhile, their experience suggested that the schools were
 sites where the micropolitics of power, authority and status made working toget
her a complex business, even in the most collegial and non-hierarchical of the s
ettings. This focused their attention on how the tensions that are created aroun
d social structures within schools are often the locations where the marginalisa
tion of certain groups begins and develops. For example, in Chapter 1 we pointed
 out one strand of thinking about inclusion in education related solely to issue
s of 'special educational needs'. This formulation may be seen as marking one pa
rticular boundary among many that can exist within the social contexts of school
s. So, in one primary school in Castleside, the opening of a new unit for childr
en seen as having moderate learning difficulties divided the staff broadly into 
two groups: those who welcomed the possibility of new resources and additional d
iversity into their classes; and those who resisted such a change. Delegated fun
ding for the children categorised as 'having learning difficulties' strengthened
 the sense of boundary, leading to the decision to construct a separate classroo
m and to employ a specialist teacher. Interestingly, the headteacher, having tak
en part in a review of network-related developments during the previous twelve m
onths, announced that her priority for the school during the coming year would b
e inclusion. When pressed, she explained that this meant the opening of the new 
unit.
  Within the schools, boundaries such as this appeared and grew, and, in so doin
g, created further barriers to the development of more inclusive practices. At t
he same time, the evidence was that such boundaries could also be crossed, and t
he more they were crossed, the weaker they became. Seen in this light, the inter
ruptions produced by collaborative action research on inclusion have the potenti
al to draw attention to and disrupt some of the existing boundaries and the assu
mptions behind them. As a result, new connections may be made, as information, t
ime, status, materials or people are used in new ways within schools. But we wer
e also aware that our work in this area could sometimes give rise to, or strengt
hen, boundaries. So, for example, we saw how positive changes in one direction s
ometimes led to unfortunate consequences in another.
Challenges for researchers
Attention to new boundaries, then, and how to alleviate their negative effects p
rovided a series of challenges to the research teams as their work proceeded. An
 example of this involved the written accounts
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provided for each of the schools. Responding to such an account about developmen
ts in her school, one of the heads in Castleside provided a challenge to its aut
hors when she commented:



This was a far more complicated picture than appears here and the motivations be
hind the behaviour of the child and the adults are difficult to encapsulate . . 
. whilst integrating [this child] into the life of the school made us think a gr
eat deal about inclusion, the details, motives and reasonings associated with th
is are difficult to write about so that they accurately reflect the realities. T
his was an opportunity to explore thinking without committing it to paper - and 
the outcomes of the thought processes would have been more valuable than recordi
ng actual events.
This sort of reflection on the difficulties associated with portrayal in such a 
complex field parallels another challenge faced by the research teams: how best 
to communicate the complex interplay of factors through which they were trying t
o understand and promote the development of inclusion. At the same time, such re
actions to written accounts underline the high value headteachers attached to th
e opportunity to talk about questions and issues of inclusion, to consider optio
ns out loud, and to talk to researchers who were both involved in their school a
nd detached from it, without necessarily committing themselves to particular out
comes. Indeed, often the most valued 'outcome' was the very opportunity to talk 
frankly without particular consequences. This outcome was closely guarded and wa
s seen as vulnerable to other pressures.
  So, for example, a meeting in Castleside at which members of the Manchester te
am attempted to forge better connections between the network schools and staff f
rom LEA support services proved to be particularly uncomfortable. Afterwards the
re was a useful opportunity to talk about why the meeting had been so tense. One
 headteacher commented:
The premise of introspection in one's own school shared by only Manchester Unive
rsity - i.e. you - was one we all bought into. And whilst I agree that inclusion
 needs the backing of the movers and shakers, we are still grappling with our ow
n research and feelings, and we don't all want to go public yet. You and others 
probably see it from a different standpoint, but I am concerned that too many co
oks will spoil the broth.
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Headteachers had, it seems, 'bought into' introspection, rather than inspection;
 they valued conversations about issues, but not written accounts or other publi
c processes, which they saw as closing down their exploration, and threatening t
hem with a need to 'account' for their actions, in the sense of justifying them 
within a regime of external accountability. At a time when schools were increasi
ngly subject to written judgements by outsiders, it was noteworthy that many hea
d-teachers in the network came to appreciate opportunities to talk about the pro
blems they faced, just as they valued control over the direction of change.
  There is something very significant in this opposition between writing as clos
ure and conversation as exploratory and valuable. It is, we have found, these so
rts of opportunities for open exploration that heads and teachers frequently lac
k. The emphasis does not need to be placed on concrete outcomes, on certainties,
 but rather on the productive elements of uncertainty. This is why in conversati
ons with schools, a crucial element of the work of the research teams was to kee
p open the 'both/and' of contradiction, and thereby support schools in negotiati
ng the complex and often contradictory aims they tried to meet. A crucial elemen
t in all of this was about making it easier for actors in schools to say 'I don'
t know' and to see the potential benefit of working out where to go next.
  In this sense, an analysis of the barriers experienced by both pupils and adul
ts can in itself be productive, in that it can provide the spur to thought and a
ction, as in the case of a Castleside school where the perspectives of teaching 
assistants were gathered through an anonymous questionnaire. It was clear that t
hese members of staff did not always feel able to share the knowledge they had a
bout the participation and learning of particular children with whom they worked
. Discussion of this evidence by teachers helped them see how their own behaviou
r might be limiting the willingness of teaching assistants to talk to them. In a
ddition, discussion among the group of teaching assistants helped them to think 
about the assumptions they held about teachers and how these were part of the pr



oblem. In this way, it became clearer to those involved that establishing the pr
actice of exchanging perspectives required a change of behaviour on the part of 
both teachers and teaching assistants.
  In a number of other schools, parallel understandings were gained in relation 
to the voice of students. When presented not as complaint or problem, but as int
eresting and surprising perspectives, teachers were reminded of the value of stu
dents' views and set about gathering and
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considering them on a much more systematic basis. One form of 'divide' between t
eachers and students was thereby weakened as a boundary was crossed and recrosse
d.
Talking about inclusion
The implication of all of this is that becoming more inclusive is a matter of th
inking and talking, reviewing and refining practice, and making attempts to deve
lop a more inclusive culture. Such a conceptualisation means that we cannot divo
rce inclusion from the contexts within which it is developing, nor the social re
lations that might sustain or limit that development. Within the network schools
, evidence of inclusive practices was available in the talk and action (and the 
talk as action) that we saw and recorded. In this sense, as Adger (2002) puts it
, 'Professional talk is not the icing on the cake of professional development. I
t is the cake.' And conceiving of learning as a social practice means that the p
rocesses - the thinking and the talking - in crucial ways comprise the 'product'
 (McLaughlin and Zarrow, 2001, p. 99).
  In describing aspects of the process of change in the schools, we saw how rela
tionships between researchers and school staff made it possible to use data to b
ring about small but significant changes in thinking and practice. Our explorati
ons have convinced us that it is in the complex interplay between individuals, a
nd between groups and individuals, that shared beliefs and values exist and chan
ge, and that it is impossible to separate those beliefs from the relationships i
n which they are embodied. Nias (1989) describes a 'culture of collaboration' de
veloping as both the product and the cause of shared social and moral beliefs. O
ur work would suggest that what happened as a consequence of the schools' involv
ement in the network, with the opportunity it provided to work with outsiders co
mmitted to promoting inclusion, is that it provoked discussion about social and 
moral beliefs. In turn, consideration of these beliefs and values, and their con
nections with curricular and extra-curricular activities, then contributed to a 
growing commitment to inclusion.
  We therefore see ongoing conversations, with a commitment to inclusion, as one
 of the elements that will help to sustain the process of development. Within th
e developing and changing relationships that this sort of conversation can bring
 about, it became possible for university and school staff to challenge each oth
er in an acceptable and useful way, and for staff to cross previously unseen bou
ndaries. In
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turn, these conversations sometimes helped to change a shared history, with a de
veloping emphasis on active participation in a community with inclusive values. 
This was particularly critical at points of tension, for example, when researche
rs made inappropriate interventions, misjudging the reactions of individuals or 
groups. But we have also learned that mistakes such as this can have a value: th
ey can make boundaries visible and in the process help us to consider how we mig
ht cross or diminish them.
  Our work suggests that there are other features of conversation that are signi
ficant to the development of inclusive practices. Conversation allows people und
er pressure from different sources to shift their position as they try to make s
ense of contradictory demands. At the same time, conversation also allows the gr
adual explicit development of a position informed by particular values. In conve
rsation, boundaries may be crossed and recrossed. In many conversations, school 
and research staff moved backwards and forwards across boundaries, taking steps 



towards and away from inclusive change. In this way, members of the research tea
ms accompanied school staff in the juggling of priorities they faced as they bro
ught more areas of school life into their inclusive thinking.
School-to-school links
A key factor in maintaining this possibility was the development of the programm
e of school-to-school visits. While the general idea of schools working together
 was an assumption within the work of the network, the idea of mutual visits had
 not been part of the original plan. Rather, it emerged from the suggestion of t
he Canterbury research team that colleagues might visit host schools during one 
of the national conferences being held. As a result of these experiences, the gr
oups in all three LEAs made a separate decision to carry out similar visits with
in their local districts.
  It was very evident that many of the staff involved found these occasions both
 enjoyable and fruitful. We were interested in why this was so and, at the same 
time, we wanted to explore its potential as a way of maintaining the work of the
 network in the absence of the resources of a research team.
  The visits were not always so successful, however. This seemed to be particula
rly the case when the host teachers interpreted the visits solely as opportuniti
es for the visitors to learn. On these occasions, the hosts positioned themselve
s as teachers rather than learners. Typically, the
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visit then consisted of a demonstration or performance of various teaching strat
egies that had been judged to be successful. A detailed exposition of the strate
gies and a short classroom visit was then usually followed by a brief question-a
nd-answer session. On these occasions, those receiving the visit might merely re
hearse what they already knew and responded to questions beyond the procedural a
s if they were challenges, rather than openings for debate.
  On the other hand, successful visits were usually characterised by a sense of 
mutual learning among hosts and visitors. It was noticeable, too, that the focus
 for these visits often took some time to identify and clarify. Indeed, the prel
iminary negotiations that took place were in themselves a key aspect of the proc
ess. So, for example, during one such visit, the visitors were each invited to o
bserve two children. A simple observation framework, designed by the host school
 with the assistance of the research team, focused on children's interactions wi
th peers and teachers. The children to be observed were chosen by the class teac
her, who was the deputy head of the school. They were chosen on the basis that t
hey were the children he knew least about in his class. In addition to observati
ons, the visiting teachers were asked to interview the children. Again, a loose 
structure was devised but the main emphasis was on the visiting teachers followi
ng up what they had seen during observations.
  Afterwards, one of the visiting teachers said that the day had been 'absolutel
y fascinating'. He added: 'There is no way in your own school you could do this.
' The host headteacher commented more specifically on the interviews the visitor
s had carried out with pupils: 'It's so different to what they're like in the sc
hool . . . pupils say things to outsiders that they just wouldn't say to us.'
  This seemed to be borne out by some of the imagery used by pupils about their 
teachers in interviews that day. For example, one commented: 'He's like a piranh
a looking round the class. He knows when I'm not listening.' Another pupil remar
ked: 'He could be a really good teacher if he could explain but he gets too frus
trated.' The joking response by the class teacher to such statements was: 'I wan
t to go home! I've had enough now!'
  The personal nature of these observations, and the teacher's willingness to li
sten to this feedback with colleagues from his own and another school present, i
llustrate the extent of the challenge that was sometimes involved in this sort o
f collaboration. Indeed, our experience was that such visits were not 'cosy', no
r did they always result in a rosy glow. The key factor seemed to be that of mut
ual challenge, and this is, we believe,
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more likely under the sorts of conditions we have outlined above. In the particu
lar example we have described, the teacher's seniority and the fact that he had 
volunteered for this degree of scrutiny may have been factors in creating a clim
ate within which he felt able to enter into such a challenging dialogue with col
leagues from another school. It is also worth reiterating that those visiting th
e school framed their observations in ways that made it more likely that everyon
e involved proceeded to ask questions about why these children felt as they did,
 and how teachers' behaviour could be modified in ways which might alleviate stu
dents' concerns. There was, in other words, a mutual desire to think about and t
ry to understand the students' comments, rather than to attribute blame in relat
ion to them. It is also important to reiterate that this incident occurred over 
two years after the establishment of the network.
  Many other themes were raised during the conversation as a direct result of th
e observations and conversations the teachers had with students. Some of these f
ocused on matters of fine detail that, in our experience, have implications for 
the extent to which class members participate in lesson activities. For example,
 one visitor commented:
One of the interesting findings for me is the extent to which pupils can use eye
 contact to get picked or not . . . manipulating the lesson and the teacher. . .
 . One pupil said that he puts his hand up in maths because he knows Mr C will t
hink he knows the answer and won't pick him!
The reaction of the host teachers to these observations was again one of conside
rable surprise. It seemed that the pupil concerned had been seen as passive and 
that this evidence represented a revelation. This led the teachers to reflect on
 how the actions of pupils are critical to inclusion - not because pupils are to
 blame for their underachievement, but that assumptions about their passivity ca
n lead to mistaken beliefs about what is needed to encourage their active and co
nfident participation in lessons. Other important themes that were raised includ
ed student views about being asked to work with other students and their fear of
 making mistakes, which one host teacher found 'revealing and worrying'.
  In general, the process appeared to deepen significantly the questioning of th
e host school staff, who, as a result, wanted to broaden their ways of judging p
rogress. The headteacher suggested that the process had also raised important qu
estions about what was the main
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cause of different experiences for pupils: '[It was] very useful to hear what th
e pupils had to say . . . really interesting - things you've no idea about . . .
 so much to get hold of.' In a subsequent network meeting, where some of this ex
perience was shared more widely, the head stressed how she and the other teacher
s had 'put themselves on the line'. Her comment was a reminder that this was a r
isky process, one that depended on a significant level of trust between particip
ants.
  In deriving lessons from this example, it is important to emphasise the variet
y of reasons why participants were able to frame the event as one from which eve
ryone might learn. This was connected to the fact that the evidence that was gen
erated, and the ways in which it was responded to, opened up further questions. 
The participants also had the time necessary, not just for the event itself, but
 for formulating the agenda for the visit and for quite lengthy discussion after
wards. Further, they had a wider forum - the LEA network meeting - in which they
 felt comfortable enough to talk about quite 'risky' findings. In this forum the
y also knew they had established the sorts of relationships where others were mo
re likely to congratulate them on their work and be intrigued by what had happen
ed, rather than to pass judgement. The atmosphere and nature of the network meet
ings by this point was significantly different from earlier meetings. They were 
much more open-ended, there was more unstructured conversation, and there was a 
sense that people felt they were 'among friends'. This allowed different sorts o
f exchanges to take place whereby the participants felt able to 'think aloud', t
rying to make sense of what had happened as a consequence of their involvement i
n the network.



Summary and conclusions
In this chapter we have looked closely at the experience and outcomes of the col
laborative action research in the Castleside schools. In so doing, we have drawn
 attention to certain ways of engaging with evidence that seem to be helpful in 
encouraging such developments. We characterise this approach as 'evidence-stimul
ated reflection'. Our observation is that this can help to create space for reap
praisal and rethinking by interrupting existing discourses, and by focusing atte
ntion on overlooked possibilities for moving practice forward. As we have seen, 
under certain conditions this can help to
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make the familiar unfamiliar in ways that stimulate self-questioning, creativity
 and action.
  The work of the network has also demonstrated the potential power of collabora
tion between practitioners and academics as a means of fostering more inclusive 
practices, although the learning that is necessary in order to take advantage of
 this potential should not be underestimated. Our own experience suggests that s
uccessful practitioner/researcher partnerships involve a complex social process 
within which colleagues with very different experiences, beliefs and methodologi
cal assumptions learn how to learn from these differences. This is why it is imp
ortant to be clear that the members of the academic team are both the instrument
s of research, gathering and reporting evidence about developments in the LEA an
d schools, but also a focus of research, as their own thinking and practices are
 opened to view. In this way, as we have seen, in engaging freely with data abou
t the work of practitioners in their schools, they are constantly challenged to 
think through their own practice as researchers.
  
Part III
What are the overall implications?

Chapter 7
Making school improvement inclusive
In earlier chapters we offered a definition of inclusion as being about putting 
into action values concerned with equity, participation, community, compassion, 
respect for diversity, sustainability and entitlement. Given that this was our s
tarting point, in this chapter we consider what we have learned as a result of w
orking with our colleagues in the schools as they attempted to move in a more in
clusive direction. In particular, we ask: When does change become inclusive deve
lopment? What is the role of external intervention? How do schools respond to th
eir contexts as they seek to become more inclusive?
Inclusion is, for us, a principled approach to education and society. By implica
tion, therefore, exclusion involves practice which opposes or moves away from th
ese concerns. In Chapter 1 we argued that in the literature, in policy texts and
 in professional usage, inclusion and exclusion are frequently defined in terms 
other than these. In particular, they are often used to refer to increasing and 
decreasing the participation of particular groups of students. We see inclusion 
in education much more broadly as embodying a set of values applying to all stud
ents, and to all the policies, plans and actions through which schools and other
 educational institutions seek to educate their students. Such values imply the 
embedding of schools within their communities, and a concern to provide educatio
n that is responsive to the diversity of all children and young people within th
eir communities.
  This broader view gave rise to the guiding questions for our research: When an
d how do improvements in schools become inclusive
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development? And, how can inclusive school development be best supported? We poi
nted out that putting values into action requires knowledge and skill, as well a



s commitment. We acknowledged that there might be legitimate disputes about what
 inclusive values meant in particular contexts and that there might be difficult
 choices to make between equally attractive (or unattractive) alternatives. In p
articular, we argued that the current policy context in England, as in many othe
r countries, was not based on inclusive principles and might in many ways be hos
tile to the development of actions based on such principles, despite the prevale
nce of policies apparently concerned with these issues. In the accounts of our w
ork in the three LEAs, therefore, we have tracked the extent to which schools at
tempted to act in accordance with inclusive values and what happened when they d
id so.
Working with the schools
As we explained in Chapter 1, our reading of the literature on inclusion in scho
ols suggests that it is mainly focused on accounts of schools which had been ide
ntified as being especially advanced in one respect or other with their developm
ent of inclusion. Some of these stood out from other schools due to the principl
es-based stances adopted by their staff, frequently led by headteachers for whom
 inclusion was a powerful driving force. Such accounts may be very valuable in t
elling us what it means to shift a school towards inclusion when a number of peo
ple within the school have already made such a commitment, but on closer examina
tion these schools often adopted a narrow view of inclusion concerned with issue
s of disability and 'special educational needs', or operated separate and confli
cting approaches to inclusion. Further, as we made clear in our earlier account 
of 'Lovell High School', an in-depth study of a school soon reveals a complex in
terplay of inclusionary and exclusionary pressures (Booth et al., 1998).
  As we argued, we are reluctant to designate any school as 'inclusive', since t
his implies that inclusion is a realisable end-state rather than a continuous en
gagement with overcoming barriers to learning and participation at all levels of
 the system inside and beyond schools. If we use the notion of an inclusive scho
ol at all, it is to depict a community that is making an explicit attempt to put
 inclusive values into action; that is, on an inclusive journey, whatever its cu
rrent position on that journey, rather than at a destination.
  The temptation of some to set up and try to locate schools that are already 'i
nclusive' in order to provide models for others conforms to a
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popular belief that development in schools proceeds through the identification a
nd copying of 'good' or 'best' practice. Such a view was behind the designation 
of some schools in England as 'beacon schools' or, more recently, 'leading-edge 
schools', whose task was to support the improvement of other schools. This is pr
ecisely the error which was made by those in the school effectiveness movement w
ho argued that we might learn how schools could 'improve' simply by studying sch
ools which were already 'effective' (Reynolds et al., 2000; Teddlie and Reynolds
, 2000). Apart from the simplistic notion of 'value-neutral effectiveness' that 
such studies convey, the copying principle, while fine for a machine, is far fro
m straightforward in social contexts, such as schools or classrooms, where human
 perceptions and other contextual factors influence the way ideas are interprete
d.
  We were therefore interested in understanding what it meant to try to put incl
usive principles into action in schools struggling with all the dilemmas and dif
ficulties which the majority of their counterparts face. In general, all our sch
ools had in common was that they were sufficiently interested in the agenda of t
he network to be prepared to take part. Beyond that, as we have seen, their conc
eptualisations of inclusion, the extent to which they acted on explicit values a
nd the sense in which those values permeated their actions varied considerably. 
Although, in a couple of the schools, many or even most of the staff already exp
ressed an explicit commitment to some of the inclusive values we have identified
, in none could it be said that they had resolved all the contradictions between
 such values and the practices in which they engaged. Most were indistinguishabl
e from thousands of other schools across the country in being committed in gener
al terms to doing their best by their students but not, until the advent of the 



network at least, much given to thinking explicitly in terms of the discourse of
 inclusion. These were all schools that had to grapple with the very real contex
ts within which they found themselves, formed by local and national policies, th
e demographics and economics of the areas they served, the historical accretions
 of structures, practices and staffing, and the characteristics of their student
 populations. However clear these schools might be, or become, about what they m
eant by inclusive principles, and however committed to turning those principles 
into action, they could not do so other than within the powerful constraints imp
osed by these contexts.
  Our interest in understanding these ordinary processes was why we stayed with 
these schools for three years and why we observed, entered into dialogues about 
and supported their development, rather than
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attempted to direct it. We did not prescribe a set of practices in which they ha
d to engage in the manner of some school improvement projects; yet neither did w
e try to pretend that we had not engaged with similar issues in many schools pre
viously. However, we were clear that, while we may know a considerable amount ab
out the possible barriers to learning and participation and the resources that c
an be mobilised to support learning and participation in schools in general, we 
could not know what these are in any particular school, nor how actions should b
e prioritised strategically to push practice in an inclusive direction. So, we t
racked the attempts of schools to reconcile the principles of inclusion with the
ir own particular daily realities and tried to learn with them rather than impos
e our own views upon them, about what they should do next.
  Sometimes our interventions took the form of gentle questions, sometimes they 
involved robust critiques. Most of all, we encouraged the schools to think criti
cally and learn about their own practice by engaging in activities of self-enqui
ry. We were interested in the process schools must engage in order to realise an
d sustain the principles of inclusion - but we were also interested in the ways 
in which that process might be stimulated and supported.
Revisiting the three accounts
As we have seen, there was evidence of significant progress in developing more i
nclusive practices in many of the network schools. Such developments also seemed
 to be associated with progress in relation to the schools' performances on nati
onal tests and examinations, although, with a generally upward trend within the 
three LEAs, it was impossible to say that this was directly due to the intervent
ions that were made as a result of their involvement in the network. It is encou
raging, however, that over two years after the formal period of the network's fu
nding many of these developments are continuing under local leadership. Separate
ly, members of our team have produced a guidance booklet that is intended to pro
vide practical support for such initiatives (Howes, forthcoming).
  The way our work progressed in the LEAs was shaped by three interconnected set
s of factors: the stances we adopted as researcher-developers; the local policy 
and demographic contexts; and the characteristics of the schools, school leaders
 and teachers and other staff with whom we worked. In what follows we attempt to
 throw light on what these interconnections reveal.
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  The Southminster account presents in its starkest form the conflicts between a
 values-based approach to education and the challenging contexts formed by local
 circumstances and national policies. In terms of both LEA and school policies, 
it was Southminster where there was the most explicit use of the discourse of in
clusion, an understanding of inclusion as an issue for the organisation and prac
tice of all schools and all students, and a series of initiatives emanating from
 the LEA that were designed to develop inclusive practices. The Index for Inclus
ion was seen as a key document for pushing forward inclusion policy and this was
 used to reflect both on LEA, as well as school, cultures, policies and practice
s. However, as in the other branches of the network, there was great pressure fr
om within this LEA to be 'on-message' about the importance of raising standards 



according to the government agenda. In this context, only a few of those involve
d made specific mention of a conflict between ways of thinking about achievement
 and other aspects of school life according to their own values and those underl
ying government policy. Nevertheless, the Canterbury team could point to many ex
amples where the attempts to put in place inclusive values seemed at odds with f
eatures of the standards and accountability agendas. Equally, other aspects of t
he policy environment to do with its fragmentation and incoherence, and its lack
 of attention to the conditions for teaching and learning, were reproduced withi
n this LEA, and created tensions for the operation of schools and their attempts
 to bring order and consistency to their own development.
  So, the explicit expression of a commitment to inclusion did not mean that sup
porting the inclusive development of schools was any easier in Southminster than
 in the other areas. Indeed, the acute pressures of the area and their position 
in the London spotlight meant that, in many ways, it was even more problematic. 
This was particularly exacerbated by the strict interpretation of their role by 
the LEA school development advisers.
  The Canterbury team had hoped to be able to connect their work to ongoing proc
esses of development in the schools, bringing to bear an external critical persp
ective on the basis of values that were broadly shared by the researchers, teach
ers and the LEA. In practice, this was far from straightforward. Development the
re certainly was, and much of it consistent to some extent with inclusion. Howev
er, since the schools and the LEA were often driven by ways of thinking that wer
e not inclusive in the sense understood by the researchers, the team, like other
s in the network, found themselves in a position of observing practice and, wher
e possible, opening up dialogues about it and the
  
152   What are the overall implications?
possibilities for inclusive alternatives. Such interventions might well be heede
d. However, although this process was conducted with striking openness at times,
 there were also examples where schools resisted engagement with information whi
ch contradicted the course on which they were already set, or along which they w
ere already being driven.
  The Northfields account has much in common with what happened in Southminster.
 Here too we saw schools, LEA and teachers caught between competing agendas and 
displaying considerable ambiguities in their own thinking. However, there are so
me important differences. Northfields was an LEA in which the discourse of inclu
sion was much less explicit. The district is also less socially and economically
 polarised than Southminster, as indicated in Chapter 3, and the schools face ch
allenges that are a little less acute. If there was not an exactly unequivocal w
elcome for current national policy directions, there was, at any rate, less evid
ence of overt resistance, and a view that raising standards in the way specified
 by government, and promoting inclusion, were often one and the same.
  Since the discussion of a broad view of inclusion as an approach to education 
was less prevalent in Northfields, the initiatives taken by the schools were oft
en more narrowly focused on attainments than in Southminster, and less likely to
 relate to issues of social relationships within or between schools, or between 
schools and their communities. There were striking exceptions to this, with one 
school seizing on the Index for Inclusion as the way to rebuild deteriorating re
lationships with the community surrounding the school. However, in general, ther
e was also a significant difference in the role played by the LEA, which appeare
d to have strong influence on the schools, as it took a firm leading position in
 orchestrating the inclusion network. This allowed the Newcastle research team t
o adopt a different stance to that of the Canterbury team. Certainly, they offer
ed schools a critical perspective on their actions when the opportunity arose, b
ut they tended to prioritise the promotion of developmental processes within the
 schools based on a particular form of action research. In a situation where the
 commitment to inclusion was a little less explicit (though not necessarily less
 real), they took the view that the structured engagement by schools with eviden
ce about the impacts of their actions, in the context of an inclusion project ho
wever loosely defined, would be enough to stimulate inclusive development.



  The Manchester team too placed a great deal of emphasis on the power of eviden
ce. In some senses, the Castleside situation seemed to be midway between those i
n Southminster and Northfields. There may
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have been less of a historical and explicit use of the discourse of inclusion th
an in Southminster, but none the less, inclusion had become a policy priority an
d the issue of ethnic segregation was inescapable. As in Southminster, schools v
aried dramatically in their ethnic composition and this was linked, too, to the 
position of faith schools within the Borough, which were more ethnically divided
 than other schools.
  Castleside schools, like their Northfields counterparts, were happy to look at
 issues related to learning outcomes, sometimes quite narrowly focused and roote
d in fairly traditional concepts of ability and special educational needs. Howev
er, the Manchester team were able to rely on what they call 'evidence-stimulated
 reflection' and 'social learning'. In contrast to the rather structured process
 favoured by the Newcastle team, the engagement with evidence in Castleside scho
ols was more opportunistic in its creation of principled interruptions to existi
ng practice, its occurrence more dependent on particular events and its directio
n dependent on social relations within the school.
  Not surprisingly, the Manchester approach was no more straightforwardly succes
sful than those in Southminster or Northfields. Developments were fragile and pe
rhaps unspectacular in certain cases, and sometimes schools and teachers felt th
reatened. One school dropped out early on, and at times there seemed to be a ret
renchment rather than a development of views. Yet, in all three LEAs, we could p
oint to inclusive developments in the schools that were initiated as a result of
 the network, that had a degree of permanence, and some of these were quite prof
ound.
  We were generally less successful at addressing the inclusive development of t
he LEAs themselves. In Southminster there had been much discussion in the LEA in
clusion strategy group about ways of drawing together disparate agendas to do wi
th 'special educational needs', ethnicity, behaviour and school development. How
ever, actually coordinating the activities between those responsible for these a
reas was less successful outside of such meetings. It was striking that inclusio
n conferences persisted in attracting primarily white audiences in a borough wit
h a relatively large non-white population. We saw this as a consequence of the s
eparation of government strands of policy but also as indicating the persistence
 of local cultures and vested interests. In the other LEAs, even discussions abo
ut unifying the strands of the inclusion agenda were much less marked.
  
154   What are the overall implications?
Towards a common theory
None of the three accounts from the university teams offers a complete answer to
 our questions. Inclusive development seemed to mean something different in each
 LEA and the processes used to support such development were themselves differen
t. None the less, the accounts, taken together, point us towards some convincing
 answers. For instance, the Southminster account emphasises the role played by i
nclusive values and policy tensions. The Castleside account offers us concepts o
f communities of practice, social learning and the use of evidence to create int
erruptions. The Northfields account suggests that it may be possible to identify
 a structured development process. Throughout all of these accounts, moreover, w
e can trace (and in many cases are confronted by) the impact of national and loc
al contexts, while the different routes taken by different schools begin to help
 to identify the within-school factors which shape inclusive development. The pu
zzle for us has been how we put these different ideas together. How do we explai
n the interaction between external imperatives, within-school factors generating
 different trajectories, the more or less explicit pursuit of inclusive values, 
and the different interventions of the university teams?
  As we argued in Chapter 6, the concept of communities of practice provides a u
seful starting point. This notion leads us to challenge the understanding of imp



rovements in practice as the implementation of 'mere' techniques, such as those 
introduced as part of the national strategies in England, or Success for All (an
d many similar schemes) in the USA, which are designed centrally and then implem
ented in more or less identical fashion in groups of schools. Instead, it sees p
ractice as the product of a particular group of practitioners who continuously n
egotiate and renegotiate practice on the basis of meanings, beliefs and values w
hich are broadly shared but within which conflicts and disagreements can arise. 
Centrally designed techniques and programmes are, of course, implemented through
 such communities, but in their implementation they are imbued with the particul
ar meanings given to them by each community and may therefore be changed beyond 
recognition.
  The notion of communities of practice is one of a family of approaches to unde
rstanding organised human endeavour that have arisen in reaction to functionalis
t views of organisations (Burrell and Morgan, 1979). Such approaches counter the
 idea of organisations as rationally designed responses to self-evident problems
 and tasks. Instead, they
  
Making school improvement inclusive   155
stress the ways in which organisations emerge within particular sets of social c
onditions, and reflect the assumptions, values and power relations that characte
rise those conditions. The tasks which social groups set themselves, the problem
s they identify, the means they devise to carry our their work, the forms and st
ructures within which they organise themselves are all shaped by the social cond
itions within which they live. These post-functionalist approaches have played a
 powerful role in the development of thinking about inclusion, since they call i
nto question the inevitability and rationality of traditional forms of schooling
 which result in exclusive practices. One strand of work has challenged the idea
 that schools cannot escape from their role in reproducing inequalities and excl
usions in society. Skrtic (1991a), for instance, has argued that it is the burea
ucratic configuration of schools which generally sustains excluding practices an
d this can be changed. Skidmore (1999a, 1999b) has suggested that members of sch
ool communities adhere to different 'discourses' about learning difficulty, and 
that tensions and conflicts between these discourses can be explored as a means 
to construct more inclusive practices. These ideas are consistent with our own e
arlier work.
  Such research involves the use of sociocultural perspectives (Engestrom et al.
, 1999; Wenger, 1998). What these perspectives add is an analysis of the way in 
which purposeful activity is shaped by the cultural resources (understandings, v
alues, methods and so on) which particular social groups can bring to bear on th
eir tasks, but also of the social processes through which such resources are dev
eloped and deployed. The implication is that if we are to understand how our twe
nty-five schools responded to the invitation to develop inclusive practices, we 
need to be aware of the cultural resources available in those schools, the socia
l relations between members of the school communities, and the wider relations a
nd structures of society as a whole.
  Thinking about schools in this way is helpful in explaining the divergence in 
how they responded to the challenge of inclusion in the three local authorities.
 It means that inclusion can only be understood in context (Artiles and Dyson, 2
004). While there might be broad principles of inclusion that may claim to be 'u
niversal', they will be interpreted differently in different contexts. Further, 
the particular barriers and resources will be those that exist within a particul
ar area and the schools within it for the reasons of history, culture and circum
stance that we have identified. Schools, and the education systems of which they
 are a part, may emphasise the exclusion of different
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groups, understand the nature and causes of exclusion differently, and devise di
fferent strategies for promoting inclusion. For the Southminster schools, for in
stance, working with the resources of a multi-ethnic context, there is naturally
 an emphasis on developing cohesive social relations, not least between differen



t ethnic groups. For the Northfields schools, on the other hand, working in a la
rgely mono-ethnic but economically poor area, inclusion may be seen as more abou
t raising the attainments of 'working-class' children in order to enhance their 
life chances.
  We would not wish to overstate such differences, for within Southminster it is
 acknowledged that it is working-class boys who have the lowest attainments, and
 there is a concern to ensure that the identities and cultures of white working-
class children and their families are valued alongside all other groups. Equally
, if inclusion is seen as preparing children and young people for world citizens
hip, then this colours the perception of children in Northfield as part of a mul
ti-ethnic world as much as those in any other area. Where there are fewer studen
ts who are seen as ethnically different within a school it may be even more impo
rtant that such schools learn to be responsive to and welcoming of such diversit
y. In addition, it can be seen that resistance to the recognition of diversity a
cts as an excluding pressure that creates discrimination against any individual 
or group seen as being different.
  We also see the impact of cultural resources in our accounts. For example, all
 three report the pervasive influence of deficit thinking, in which the source o
f difficulties in schools is seen to be located in limitations and flaws in the 
children themselves, or in their families and communities. The schools then deve
lop practices to make good these deficits as far as they think is possible. Less
 emphasis is placed on alternative understanding as to why students might be exp
eriencing difficulties, which attend to the role of other aspects of the schools
 in creating and reducing barriers to learning and participation. Such alternati
ves would, of course, be additional cultural resources on which schools might dr
aw. Indeed, one way to understand the interventions of the university teams, of 
the other 'outsiders' working with the schools, and of the structured interactio
n between schools as part of the network, is as attempts to provide these additi
onal resources - an issue to which we shall return.
  Finally, we see the impact of social relations and processes both at the schoo
l level, and between schools and the wider society. These take many forms and in
clude the strength of collaboration that was evident in many of our schools, and
 is taken up again in Chapter 8. The power
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of headteachers was also evident in all three accounts, not only in making decis
ions about action, but also in determining how the tasks of the school will be u
nderstood, what values will inform its work and how issues of inclusion and excl
usion will be construed. In other words, heads are usually powerful in determini
ng which cultural resources will be deployed, how this will happen, and whether 
or not the wider resources of staff, children and young people, families and com
munities will be brought to bear on the development of the school.
  However, headteachers were seen to be locked into a wider set of external poli
cy imperatives. Partly, these imperatives come from their LEAs, arising from loc
al history, culture and circumstances. Largely, however, these imperatives come 
from national policies in the form of the 'standards agenda' and 'accountability
 culture', the fragmented educational strands of the inclusion agenda, and the m
ultiplicity of initiatives which land on their desks. Some headteachers appear t
o resist these imperatives. Others seem to internalise them as a way of understa
nding what they and their schools are about. We observed how the external pressu
res could distort the role of headteachers so that they became concerned with ma
naged perceptions of the schools and lost sight of, and to some extent influence
 over, the reality of day-to-day practice.
Organisational learning
The account of developments in Castleside uses the notion of 'communities of pra
ctice' to reflect on the detail of processes which can change the non-inclusive 
practices of a school into more inclusive ones. As we have seen, the communities
 of practice created within schools can have some elements of stability. Through
 shared experiences they establish understandings and practices which become fix
ed into accepted structures, formal procedures and policies, as well as approach



es to teaching and learning. However, they are constantly challenged by changing
 contexts and new members whose understandings may be different from those of ex
isting participants.
  Under these circumstances, it makes sense to talk about two kinds of learning.
 One is the learning which may occur as new members access a community's cultura
l resources - to learn 'how we do things around here'. The other is the learning
 which goes on across the community as a whole, as meanings are negotiated and r
enegotiated. This is in some ways akin to the notion of 'organisational learning
', in that it promises to describe processes through which organisations may in 
some sense
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learn to do things 'better' (see e.g. Boreham and Morgan, 2004; Brown and Duguid
, 1991; Cousins, 1998; Voogt et al., 1998).
  Senge (1990) suggests that knowledge within organisations takes two forms - th
e explicit and the tacit. Explicit knowledge (which will embrace established wis
dom) is relatively easy to transfer, but is likely to be generalised rather than
 specific. On the other hand, tacit knowledge is caught rather than deliberately
 passed on, but can only be caught if the right circumstances exist. Certainly, 
in our three accounts, we have many examples of schools which change their pract
ices. Sometimes this was in response to a crisis, or through diktat from a headt
eacher or external policy requirement. But there were times when new forms of pr
actice were deliberately created to better reflect deeply held values about the 
conduct of schools.
  However, our accounts also present us with a problem. We have examples of scho
ols which changed their practice and did so as a result of some deliberation, bu
t in ways which, in our view at least, left untouched excluding assumptions on w
hich the school was operating and therefore made things no more inclusive or eve
n increased exclusion. Indeed, the accounts emphasise that many of the developme
nts in schools were highly ambiguous, in that they were effectively compliant re
sponses to some of the excluding elements of the standards agenda. In these situ
ations, were those in schools 'learning' how not to be inclusive?
  An analysis which is helpful at this point - not least because it is closely c
oncerned with issues of inclusion and exclusion (though not using those terms) -
 is Skrtic's account of how schools operate as 'bureaucracies' (Skrtic, 1991a, 1
991b, 1991c, 1995). He argues that schools deal with the complex tasks with whic
h they are faced by dividing them between specialists (teachers with different s
orts of expertise, for instance) who operate in largely separate sub-units (clas
ses, departments and so on). When they encounter a challenge which existing prac
tices cannot meet, they tend to create a new sub-unit which deals with the probl
em without disturbing the established order of the organisation as a whole. Here
, then, we have an example of a kind of 'learning' which in effect takes the for
m of solving a problem in such a way as to avoid learning much at all. An exampl
e from our accounts might be the secondary school in Northfields which establish
ed a unit to deal with the problems of disruptive behaviour and non-attendance b
ut then felt it had no need to examine the ways in which its own practices helpe
d to generate these problems.
  Skrtic's analysis goes on to make a distinction between organisational respons
es of this kind and those which take the form of a more
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fundamental rethinking of understandings and practices. He characterises the rea
lisation that there is a mismatch between those understandings and the realities
 with which the organisation is faced as the recognition of an 'anomaly':
Given the functionalist grounding of the professional culture of education and t
he bureaucratic work conditions and activities of school organizations, most oft
en the value orientation of the organization and its members is bureaucratic. On
 occasion, however, some group, or some event introduces or uncovers anomalies i
n the bureaucratic paradigm of practice that, because they violate the paradigm-
induced expectations of the organization's members, increase the inherent ambigu



ity enough to cast doubt on the prevailing paradigm. . . . Under this condition 
of heightened uncertainty, in which the prevailing paradigm loses some of its ab
ility to maintain its allegiances, someone or some group, acting on a different 
set of values, manages to convince itself and others to see things in a differen
t way.
(Skrtic, 1991a, p. 206)
Likewise, Engestrom, writing from a sociocultural perspective, draws a distincti
on between the problem-solving and conflict-resolution activities in which group
s may routinely engage, and a more fundamental encounter with deep-seated contra
dictions:
contradictions play a central role as sources of change and development. Contrad
ictions are not the same as problems or conflicts. Contradictions are historical
ly accumulating structural tensions within and between activity systems. The act
ivity system is constantly working through tensions and contradictions within an
d between its elements. Contradictions manifest themselves in disturbances and i
nnovative solutions. In this sense, an activity system is a virtual disturbance-
 and innovation-producing machine.
(Engestrom, n.d., pp. 7-8)
We could, of course, look to other fields for similar analyses - Thomas Kuhn's c
lassic analysis of the structure of scientific 'revolutions', for instance; or A
rgyris and Schon's distinction in the field of organisational learning between '
single-' and 'double-loop' learning (Argyris and Schon, 1978, 1996). In each cas
e, the assumption is that practice is based on some more or less deep-seated set
s of assumptions and values. For the most part, routine problems can be overcome
 within the
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framework (for Kuhn and Skrtic, the 'paradigm') provided by these assumptions an
d values. However, from time to time something, or someone, or perhaps a group w
ith a clearly thought-through plan of action (an 'anomaly' or a 'disturbance'), 
throws the underlying paradigm into doubt. What follows is not simply new practi
ce, but new ways of thinking about practice - new sets of assumptions and newly 
configured sets of values.
  Such accounts are particularly important for understanding how schools might d
evelop inclusive practices. If inclusion is, as we have asserted throughout this
 book, an attempt to embody particular values rather than a particular form of s
chool organisation, or a particular set of school and classroom practices, we sh
ould expect the development of inclusive schools to involve some fairly fundamen
tal transformations of the sort outlined above. In particular, we should expect 
to see schools which fail to engage in such transformations also failing to adop
t inclusive practices, while schools which do become more inclusive should do so
 through experiencing and responding to a series of 'disturbances'.
  Arguably, this is precisely what our accounts show us. All of the twenty-five 
schools experienced more or less turbulent situations as they struggled with one
 or more of external policy imperatives, teacher shortages, community tensions, 
changing intakes and recalcitrant students. All of them, therefore, had to find 
ways of changing their practice to meet these difficulties. In some cases we fin
d them doing so in ways which seem to protect their own vested interests, taking
 the line of least resistance by complying with external requirements, or adjust
ing teaching methods to improve measured attainments; or, like the secondary sch
ool cited above, finding ways to marginalise problematic students - perhaps, eve
n, by excluding them altogether. On the other hand, we also find examples of sch
ools engaging in what resembles very much a fundamental rethinking. We saw, for 
instance, schools where established notions of ability were called into question
, where new, and what had seemed previously to the staff, dangerous forms of ped
agogy were embraced, or where a wide range of practices were reconstructed in li
ne with inclusive values. At some points we catch moments of transformation - th
e intervention of the advisory teacher in Northfields, for instance, or the impa
ct of the inter-LEA visits. At others, we get a sense of the struggle teachers u
ndergo as they face difficult evidence, or negotiate difficult meetings, or feel



 the need to close ranks against threatening interventions.
  Where our experience accords less well with the literature is in the extent to
 which we were able to see a sharp distinction between more
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superficial and more fundamental organisational responses. As the accounts make 
clear, many of the changes in schools were small-scale and restricted to only li
mited aspects of practice. Moreover, many of them were highly ambiguous in terms
 of whether they denoted radical rethinking, or simply a radical rhetoric obscur
ing somewhat traditional aims. These ambiguities are highly problematic if, like
 Skrtic, we think in terms of paradigmatic shifts or fundamental organisational 
reconfigurations (see Dyson and Millward, 2000), or, like Argyris and Schon, we 
think in terms of two distinct types of learning. However, Engestrom's notion th
at 'The activity system [we might say, the school] is constantly working through
 tensions and contradictions within and between its elements' suggests a more co
ntinuous, low-key process. If we accept that social groups are complex and often
 conflictual, that activities are undertaken in a wider context that may itself 
be ambiguous, and that complex activities (such as schooling) may have multiple 
components which are only loosely coordinated with each other, it is not too dif
ficult to see why development might be neither unidirectional nor uniformly tran
sformatory. Inevitably, what our accounts show us, therefore, is not a single mo
ment of transformation where schools abandon their non-inclusive understandings 
in favour of inclusive ones. Rather, we see a more complex, even organic process
 in which there is a mixture of fundamental questioning, conservative practice, 
defensive responses and open enquiry.
Factors supporting inclusive development
Our accounts suggest that there are factors which make schools more rather than 
less likely to engage in fundamental rethinking. These are of two main types: th
e relationships, and attitudes and dominant values within the school; and the so
rts of 'disturbances' to which the school is subject.
  With the first of these, we are on familiar territory as far as the inclusive 
schools literature is concerned. As we have explained, there is a recurrent stra
nd in that literature which suggests that schools committed to moving towards in
clusion are characterised by particular kinds of 'culture' - usually understood 
in terms of deeply held institutional values, deeply embedded sets of adult-to-a
dult and adult-to-child relationships, and deeply ingrained ways of making sense
 of the educational task (Carrington, 1999; Dyson et al., 2002; Kugelmass, 2001)
. In this view, the development of inclusive practices is effectively dependent 
on the development of inclusive cultures, frequently in response to the advent
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of a headteacher able to energise staff, students and parents of the school arou
nd an explicit set of principles (Kugelmass and Ainscow, 2003).
  Our three accounts lend some support to this view. We see, for instance, examp
les of positive outcomes where headteachers took principled stands on inclusive 
values, but did so in ways which engaged their staff and which encouraged them t
o work together in maintaining an enquiring stance towards their own practice. E
qually, we saw the negative outcomes when headteachers failed to engage their st
aff, or closed down enquiry, or were frustrated by the ingrained attitudes of th
eir teachers, or saw their role as a quick fix to get the school through a diffi
cult inspection report. However, our accounts also suggest a more complex proces
s than those often described in the literature. The aspects of school culture wh
ich seem important to us are not simply the commitment to inclusive values, cons
ensus around inclusive practices and mutually supportive relationships which oft
en emerge as significant in the literature - important as each of these undoubte
dly is. We also wish to emphasise the cultural resources which are available to 
the school community, such as the impact of deficit explanations of difficulty a
nd the need for alternatives, and those aspects of culture which determine how s
chools will respond to the 'disturbances' and 'anomalies' they encounter. The la
tter are characterised by Boreham and Morgan as 'relational practices, the kind 



of practice by which people connect with other people in their world, and which 
direct them to interact in particular ways'.
  However, their significance is not simply that they embody the principles of a
cceptance and valuing of difference, but that they promote organisational learni
ng,
because engaging in these practices enables co-workers to coordinate different s
ubjectivities with different perspectives and experiences in relation to what th
en becomes, for the participants, the common object of their activity.
(Boreham and Morgan, 2004, p. 315)
As we have seen, it is the ability of the headteacher and staff to maintain an e
nquiring stance towards their situation which determines how deeply they will th
ink and rethink their practices. In addition, if they are to develop inclusively
, such enquiries will lead them to be concerned with the participation of all st
aff and governors, children and young people, their families and carers, and mem
bers of the surrounding communities.
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  This brings us to the second set of factors which our accounts suggest are imp
ortant in development. Within the inclusive values and socio-cultural perspectiv
es we have explored here, development cannot be externally imposed. We argue tha
t change should only be regarded as development when it reflects particular valu
es. If these are inclusive values, then development can only be created around t
he shared commitments of those who are centrally involved.
  We have seen how approaching schools with a commitment to dialogue leads to an
 emphasis on processes of negotiation, and the recognition or creation of 'distu
rbance' or interruptions, to established ways of thinking and working. Indeed, e
xternally generated attempts to 'impose' change, whether through the action of c
hange agents or the impact of external policy initiatives, may only be taken up 
in limited and superficial ways, unless they are mediated through these internal
 processes. Hence Fullan's (1992) well-known argument that programmes of change 
have different 'meanings' for different actors and the increasing awareness amon
g scholars that national policy is not so much formulated at the centre for impl
ementation in schools, as formed and re-formed in each arena it enters (Ozga, 20
00). This view, of course, accords well with the basic design of the network, in
 which schools - though they may have been supported externally - were effective
ly free to determine their own actions and understandings of what 'developing in
clusive practices' might mean.
  Yet, rather than waiting for disturbances to happen, the university teams deli
berately set out to create them. The Manchester team, for instance, describe a s
eries of 'conversations' both within schools, and between themselves and the tea
chers. These conversations tended to focus on evidence about the nature of pract
ice in the school and the impacts of that practice. The Canterbury team produced
 accounts of what they had observed in schools and discussed these with the scho
ol teams. The Newcastle team produced similar accounts but also encouraged schoo
ls to set up their own research processes which would centre on collecting and i
nterpreting evidence. In each case, the aim was to create 'principled interrupti
ons' that would encourage schools to re-examine their established practices and 
understandings in the light of evidence and a consideration of their value assum
ptions.
  Just as the practice of others can provide opportunities for reflection and le
arning without being especially valued, interruptions could provoke a re-evaluat
ion of practice in the direction of inclusion without necessarily having that in
tent. Thus the standards agenda, with its powerful enforcement mechanisms, impin
ged heavily on how schools
  
164   What are the overall implications?
understood the educational task and what they saw as appropriate practices for u
ndertaking that task. But it could also create tensions, either through highligh
ting difficulties in meeting its demands, or in stretching to rethinking point w
hat teachers came to see as distortions of their preferred ways of working. Othe



r disturbances were provided by the work of LEA personnel, by planned encounters
 with other schools in the network, by changes in school intake and so on. It is
 clear therefore, although internal processes may be important to the generation
 of and response to 'disturbances', that there is also considerable scope for th
em to be provoked externally, either directly or indirectly.
The complexity of values
The network schools had opted into a process which was based on inclusive values
 (however loosely specified), where there was an expectation that their particip
ation would result in the adoption of more inclusive cultures, policies and prac
tices, and where they were continually encouraged in this direction by the resea
rch teams and, to varying extents, LEA staff. While the network did not specify 
any practices that should be adopted within any particular school, it did involv
e a continuing assessment of practice and development in the schools within a fr
amework of inclusive values.
  Although involvement in the project was a temporary and atypical state of affa
irs, it is clear that some of the schools engaged in similar processes of challe
nge and assessment outside of its confines. As the Southminster account makes cl
ear, the discourse of inclusion was already familiar to schools in that LEA and 
there was, at both the school and authority levels, a conscious attempt in some 
respects to base practice and the development of practice on inclusive principle
s. In Northfields and Castleside, however, the discourse was different. There, c
ommitments were more likely to be expressed in general terms of 'doing the best 
by all children'. None the less, it was clear that to some extent all the school
s made such commitments and tended to judge their work on the basis of values as
 well as on concerns to conform to other agendas. It was also clear that, as the
 project progressed, the idea of evaluating practice in the light of clearly exp
ressed values became increasingly prevalent. It was as if this had been a dorman
t possibility for evaluating practice and guiding action that was stimulated wit
hin the network.
  It is important not to romanticise these commitments. As we saw in the account
 of developments in Southminster, even the most explicit
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and - apparently - sincerely meant commitment to inclusive values does not mean 
that those values will necessarily be realised in practice, nor that other conce
rns will not also shape practice. However, in the network schools, we can identi
fy at least three sets of cultural resources related to values. One is the expli
cit articulation of value positions in which most participants - including the u
niversity teams - to some extent engaged. It seems clear that, whatever other pu
rposes this served, it was an important means whereby some headteachers in parti
cular could attempt to design and develop their school's practices so that they 
would embody what they regarded as important values. However, it is also clear t
hat practice was shaped by taken-for-granted 'understandings', and that these to
o implied values which may or may not have been made explicit. These understandi
ngs - of the educational task, the nature and reasons for children's difficultie
s, what practices were effective and appropriate, and so on - inevitably involve
d values in relation to what, and who, was more and less worthwhile. The prevale
nce of deficit thinking referred to above, for example, seems to imply a valuing
 of particular learning styles and learning outcomes, of particular attitudes to
 schooling, and, ultimately, of particular people. The third set of resources we
re the means and methods which schools had available to help them do their work 
- curricula, organisational structures, established practices and so on. These t
ools themselves, of course, embodied values in terms of who and what mattered.
  It is clear that there could be and were disjunctures between these resources,
 that the articulated, implied and embodied values in a school might not be syno
nymous. It is also evident that these three sets of resources interacted with ea
ch other. Some schools tried to change their understandings and design their met
hods to reflect their inclusive values. Others adopted practices from outside (s
uch as the problem-solving approach promulgated by the advisory teacher in North
fields) which began to change their understandings. When we say, therefore, that



 development becomes inclusive when inclusive values are brought to bear, we nee
d to realise that this implies a complex and difficult process.
  Within the network, the university teams often attempted to make implied and e
mbodied values more explicit, and to set these alongside values of inclusion in 
order to create 'disturbances'. However, the effectiveness of this strategy depe
nded not on how clearly or forcefully we articulated those values, but on how th
ose disturbances played out amidst schools' complex cultural resources and proce
sses. That is, perhaps, why some of the greatest changes occurred in schools whe
re
  
166   What are the overall implications?
values were least explicit, and why some of the greatest resistance to intervent
ion in schools was where the commitment to inclusion was apparently most fully a
rticulated.
  A further factor which might lead to a more rather than a less inclusive respo
nse also at first seems self-evident. Schools are in the business of teaching ch
ildren and young people; these children and young people are diverse and unpredi
ctable - indeed, human; therefore, whatever understandings and practices schools
 develop, it is always likely that any routine way of organising teaching and le
arning will be challenged by this diversity and unpredictability. As we put it i
n Chapter 5, a major prompt to the rethinking of practice in schools is a percep
tion that some children do not 'fit' with the approach to teaching and learning 
within a school. We mentioned there that this might simply reinforce a deficit m
odel whereby some groups of students come to be perceived as deficient and needi
ng some form of compensation to overcome their difficulties. However, it is also
 possible that the perception of a child or children as a cause for concern can 
illuminate barriers to learning and participation within the school that, when r
educed, contribute to the learning and relationships of wider groups of children
. We have drawn attention to examples of just such a process. This phenomenon ma
y have been especially salient in the course of the network due to the imperativ
e for schools to implement centrally prescribed practices and to achieve specifi
ed outcomes. Under these circumstances, the lack of 'fit' between practices and 
children seems to have become particularly evident.
  Not all responses to a perception of a 'lack of fit' were, of course, inclusiv
e; in some cases, for example, schools excluded children for disciplinary reason
s without considering the precursors of such exclusions in teaching, learning an
d social relationships so that they might be better prevented in the future. How
ever, in those instances where schools engaged more deeply with the disturbance 
caused by such perceptions, they reshaped their understandings and practices aro
und a heightened awareness of the characteristics of all the children they taugh
t. Arguably, then, this encounter with the human realities of students provides 
a basis for inclusive development. While it cannot alone guarantee such developm
ent, if we set it within the context of a broad commitment to equity, and other 
inclusive values, and the sorts of supportive conditions outlined above, it is n
ot too difficult to see how it might lead schools in a more inclusive direction.
  Such developments remain, no doubt, rather fragile, and we would not wish to c
laim that a process we saw occurring so haltingly in a few
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schools is an inevitable direction of travel for all schools. None the less, it 
does seem to us that part of the process leading to greater inclusion is not som
ething which has to be introduced to schools from outside, but is part of their 
inherent dynamic. This raises the possibility, at least, that a move towards gre
ater inclusion is a realistic aim, not just for a few exceptional schools, but f
or every school. This is an issue to which we will return below.
Standards and understandings
We suggested earlier that when external imperatives enter the arena of schools, 
they are given meaning by the communities of practice in those schools and hence
 may take on very different meanings in different contexts. In this sense, exter
nal policies are formed and reformed as they enter each school. We can now take 



this argument a stage further in order to understand the meaning of the dominant
 policy imperative - the 'standards agenda' - which impinged on the schools in o
ur three LEAs.
  Clearly, for all of these schools, the standards agenda was perceived as inesc
apable. However else they may have responded, no school could break free of the 
requirement to raise attainments to target levels, or to teach in ways that were
 prescribed in the national strategies, and therefore likely to win approval fro
m Ofsted. However, the standards agenda was more than simply a set of neutral re
quirements with which they had to comply. Instead, it implied an understanding o
f what the educational task might be, a set of values about what was important w
ithin that task, and a set of more or less specified practices which embodied th
ose understandings and values. In this sense, it constituted what we have called
 a 'disturbance' to the schools by challenging their own understandings and prac
tices in ways which, unlike our own interventions, could not be ignored.
  As we argued early on in this book, the standards agenda is itself more comple
x than is sometimes suggested. Alongside a rather instrumental focus on setting 
and meeting targets through a prescribed pedagogy, there is also more than a hin
t of a social justice strand, embodied, among other things, in the assertion tha
t children who have historically performed 'below average' can, in fact, achieve
 at much higher levels. For a number of schools, it would appear that this stran
d gave shape to their own commitment to social justice and, within the context o
f the network, to their commitment to inclusion. Moreover, the practices associa
ted with the standards agenda
  
168   What are the overall implications?
sometimes offered them what we have referred to as 'alternatives' to their exist
ing practices.
  At the same time, schools did not simply import the understandings and practic
es of the standards agenda. Even in the most favourably disposed schools, there 
tended to be some unease about swallowing external imperatives whole and some ag
onising about how to reconcile them with the values and practices which had domi
nated the school community previously. At the same time, therefore, as schools d
rew on the standards agenda, they also tended to set it in the context of a broa
der, more holistic view of the educational task and to embed its prescribed prac
tices in the context of practices designed to achieve these broader goals.
  This tendency became particularly evident at the final national conference of 
the network, where teachers from the three LEAs met to review the outcomes they 
believed their work had generated for students. There was much debate over the r
elationship between the outcomes required within the standards agenda and the br
oader outcomes at which many teachers felt they were aiming. By and large, this 
particular group of teachers saw little difficulty with the idea that part of th
eir task was to produce the 'observables' demanded by the standards agenda. Howe
ver, they felt that they were unlikely to be successful in this if all they did 
was to follow the practices prescribed within that agenda. The students who were
 failing to meet targets were, they felt, precisely those students who did not l
earn effectively from such practices. Instead, these teachers believed that they
 had to work more holistically with such students, nurturing their engagement wi
th learning and developing their self-esteem as learners. The danger was that wh
ere this altered approach was confined to an identified group it could be seen a
s an extension of special education to children not previously categorised, but 
whose deficits were newly apparent. This meant, in turn, that they had to find w
ays of making their schools responsive to all students as individuals, even if t
hey could only assess the effectiveness of their efforts through what have been 
called 'soft measures' rather than the quantifiable data on which they were asse
ssed in performance tables. However, we are inclined to see as 'soft' the adopti
on of simple quantifiable measures to evaluate schools, rather than the harder a
ttempt to engage with the conditions for deep and sustainable development.
  What we have here, then, may be more complex than either a straightforward acc
eptance or rejection of 'the standards agenda'. Instead, it might be seen that t
he imperatives of the standards agenda have been
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combined with the dominant values of school communities, and with teachers' unde
rstandings of the characteristics and entitlements of their students, to form a 
distinctive definition of the educational task out of which new practices can em
erge. Insofar as this definition and these practices embody the principles of in
clusion, the standards agenda may indeed appear to have acted as a provocation f
or school communities to refine and elaborate their own understandings and pract
ices. However, this could be seen less as implying a developmental role for nati
onal policy, but rather as evidence of the way such polices have constrained or 
even caused practice to regress. Without such influences, it may be argued, scho
ols might be more widely inclusive in their responses to diversity already.
Inclusive school development
The central task we set ourselves in embarking on this study was to try to under
stand how inclusive practices could best be developed and sustained in schools. 
Our thinking was that there was already a considerable body of literature on sch
ool improvement. Even a brief acquaintance with our schools showed headteachers 
and LEA officers working within a prescriptive national policy framework impleme
nting many of the strategies mandated by this literature. However, as others hav
e pointed out (see e.g. Slee et al., 1998), school improvement in this sense ten
ds to aim at narrow goals in terms of measured attainments and other easily quan
tifiable aspects of schools, such as attendance figures. Our concern was with a 
much broader notion of development where the aim would be the fuller realisation
 of the broad principles of inclusion in schools.
  In this sense we were building on earlier work with the Index for Inclusion. T
he Index is taken up by schools when they are at the point where they want to th
ink about what inclusion might mean for aspects of the development of their scho
ol, or where they wish to give a greater degree of coherence to their plans for 
development. It does not require that schools already have a clear idea of what 
they mean by inclusion but, as we saw our role in the network, it supports staff
 in schools to refine their views as they engage with materials in which the var
iety of ways in which actions might be connected to inclusive values are spelt o
ut. The Index materials are strategically structured to draw attention to the de
velopment of cultures as well as policies and practices, and then further divide
d into areas to which schools might need to pay attention if they are not to und
ermine their efforts to create sustainable
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development. Schools are encouraged to consider all the resources that may be fo
und in staff, students, families and communities, and how these could be used mo
re fully. They are encouraged to engage in a review of all aspects of a setting,
 so that the hitherto unconsidered knowledge of staff, children and young people
, their families and communities about barriers to learning and participation an
d resources to support learning and participation may inform the setting of prio
rities for inclusive development planning. In this way, the process reflects the
 idea of principled interruptions to development analysed in this chapter.
  However, the widespread use of the Index in England and other countries has th
rown up many of the same gaps in our understanding of the development of schools
 that this research set out to explore. We need to know more about how developme
nt can be initiated, how it can become a shared responsibility among the partici
pants in schools, and how it can be best supported and sustained. It seems to us
 that we are now in a position to draw together what the three LEA accounts tell
 us about these concerns, so as to build on previous understandings of inclusive
 school development.
  We understand schools as comprising communities of practice, where the educati
onal task is given meaning through more or less shared understandings embodied i
n common activities. It follows, then, that actions in schools are embedded with
in understandings and cannot simply be imported into a school unless and until t
hey have an appropriate place in the system of meanings and values within that s
chool community. The development of inclusive practices, which embody a distinct



ive set of values, cannot be a merely technical exercise.
  We argue that schools create stability through their established practices and
 artefacts, but at the same time the process of meaning-making is never static, 
as those involved respond to changing situations and to the dynamic interplay of
 the individuals and groups of which they are composed. It follows that change i
s inherent in school communities. In particular they may be 'disturbed' when con
fronted with situations which cannot be dealt with through established practices
 or understood within the established system of meanings.
  Under these circumstances, schools may be able to preserve stability by accomm
odating and adapting to the new situation. However, they may also engage in a mo
re fundamental rethinking of some of their basic understandings, out of which ne
w practices may emerge. Certain conditions within the school community - particu
lar leadership styles, an open attitude towards enquiry, a supportive and collab
orative set of
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relationships among staff - increase the likelihood that fundamental rethinking 
of this kind will occur.
  Where this is the case, inclusive development is possible but by no means cert
ain. The fact that school communities are constantly confronted by the complex r
ealities of the students whom they teach may create a weak but inherent dynamic 
towards more inclusive understandings and practices. However, an acceptance of i
nclusive values - even if only broadly specified - is also essential. Even then,
 however, development is likely to be halting, partial and ambiguous.
  In this situation, the interactions between schools and the local and national
 policy environment are complex. On the one hand, externally generated policies 
set limits on schools' actions and create imperatives which they cannot ignore. 
On the other hand, because policy has to be given meaning by school communities,
 and because it embodies particular understandings of the educational task, it c
an also act as a resource for those communities through which they may clarify a
nd elaborate their own understandings. It can, therefore, constitute a powerful 
'provocation' in its own right.
Summary and conclusions
There are two features of the theory of inclusive development developed in this 
chapter to which we wish to draw particular attention. First, it is derived from
 a study of typical rather than exceptional schools. The history of inclusive ed
ucation has shown that exceptional schools with exceptional leaders can become e
xceptionally, though not unambiguously, inclusive. The challenge, however, is no
t to create a few schools in which a tiny fraction of the nation's children get 
a good deal.
  Schools are inevitably characterised by complexity, ambiguity and contradictio
n, and their achievements are inherently unstable. On the other hand, the potent
ial for inclusive practices to emerge in schools is, by the same token, not exce
ptional. Provided that we are prepared to accept that inclusive development will
 indeed be halting, partial and ambiguous, there is every reason to believe that
 conditions may be created where widespread movements in this direction begin to
 emerge.
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  Second, our theory sees schools not only as internally dynamic, but also - and
 for that very reason - as permeable. Negatively, they can, as we have seen, be 
influenced by exclusionary pressures from national policy. More positively, howe
ver, their permeability means that 'interruptions' from external sources are alw
ays likely to generate internal disturbances. National policy may reinforce what
ever exclusionary tendencies are present in schools; equally, however, national 
policy of particular kinds might increase the likelihood of interruptions and, m
oreover, of interruptions with more inclusive outcomes. We therefore see real po
tential for inclusive education to be widely developed within schools. In the fi
nal chapter, we consider some of the practical steps that may be needed for this
 possibility to become a reality.



  
Chapter 8
Towards an inclusive education system
In this final chapter, we reflect further on our experiences in the network scho
ols and LEAs in order to consider how the processes we have identified might be 
shaped in order to move a school system as a whole towards more inclusive practi
ces. We address this question in terms of actions at the levels of the school, i
nter-school collaboration and national policy. We also comment on the implicatio
ns of our view of school development for the role of research and researchers. W
hile the conclusions we draw are directly related to our English context, we bel
ieve that the lessons have implications for those in other countries addressing 
similar concerns.
The view of inclusive development developed in Chapter 8 emphasises the complex 
dynamics which characterise communities of practice in schools, the potential fo
r those communities to be disturbed by externally or internally generated 'inter
ruptions' to established understandings, and the crucial role of values in shapi
ng the responses to those interruptions. It draws attention both to the inherent
 possibility of inclusive practices in schools and the permeability of schools t
o external interventions - not least in the form of national policy.
  We found that one of the most powerful forms of interruption involved the expo
sure of teachers to different ways of teaching, and to opportunities to reflect 
on the difference between what they are doing and what they aspire to do. Our ex
perience in the network supports the findings of earlier research that developme
nts in practice are far more likely to occur with such interventions (e.g. Ainsc
ow, 1999; Huberman, 1993; Little and McLaughlin, 1993). At the heart of such pro
cesses is
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the development of a common language with which colleagues can talk to one anoth
er and, indeed, think about detailed aspects of their practice. Without such a l
anguage teachers find it very difficult to experiment with new possibilities. Ho
wever, much of what teachers do in classrooms is largely automatic and intuitive
. Furthermore, there is little time to stop and think. This is why having the op
portunity to see colleagues at work is so crucial to the success of attempts to 
develop practice. Mutual observation and critical friendship between professiona
ls can help teachers to articulate what they currently do and to define what the
y might like to do (Hiebert et al., 2002). They are also the means whereby taken
-for-granted assumptions about particular groups of students may be subjected to
 mutual critique.
  Our research has shown how engaging with various types of evidence can be help
ful in encouraging such dialogue. As we have seen, evidence can help to create s
pace for reappraisal and rethinking by interrupting existing discourses, and by 
focusing attention on overlooked possibilities for moving practice forward in an
 inclusive direction. Listening to the perceptions of students about teaching an
d learning provides a particularly important source of evidence. Mutual observat
ion and the attention to usually unheard voices can provide interruptions that h
elp to 'make the familiar unfamiliar' in ways that stimulate self-questioning, c
reativity and action. We have also shown how the roles of headteachers and other
 senior staff are crucial in encouraging such activities.
  However, our accounts show that, while an engagement with evidence can create 
space for reviewing thinking and practice, it is not in itself a straightforward
 mechanism for the development of inclusion. The space that is created by search
ing for evidence may be filled by conflicting agendas. This is why a fundamental
 role has to be given to making explicit the values that practitioners want to s
ee enacted in their schools and the values which underlie alternative courses of
 action.
  We are acutely aware that where the prompt for action in a school starts from 
a concern about the progress of particular students there is a default position 
or ideology which frequently shapes the response. It is very easy for educationa
l difficulties to be pathologised as difficulties inherent within students or th



eir families. This is true not only of students with disabilities and those defi
ned as 'having special educational needs', but also of those whose socioeconomic
 status, race, language and gender are seen as problematic by particular teacher
s in particular schools. This is why it is so important to develop the capacity
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of those within schools to reveal and challenge deeply entrenched deficit views 
of 'difference'.
  Writing about similar processes, Timperley and Robinson (2001) explain how tea
chers' existing understandings influence the way evidence is interpreted, such t
hat they perceive what they expect to perceive. Consequently, new meanings are o
nly likely to emerge when evidence creates 'surprises'. It can be helpful, there
fore, to have an external perspective that uses moments of surprise to challenge
 accepted meanings and take teachers beyond their existing understanding, but it
 is more important that staff in schools develop cultures which value challenges
 to existing ways of thinking and, indeed, seek them out from each other, their 
students, families, communities and others.
Stimulating change beyond the school
It seems, then, that engaging in systematic enquiries, prompted by challenges fr
om outside or inside a school, can foster developments and encourage responsibil
ity for them to be shared. As Copland (2003) suggests, such shared enquiry can b
e the 'engine' to enable the distribution of leadership, and the 'glue' that can
 bind a school community together around a common purpose. Turning these success
es into processes that make a deeper and more sustainable impact on the cultures
 of schools is, however, much more difficult. This necessitates longer term, per
sistent strategies for capacity-building at the school level. It also requires n
ew thinking and, indeed, new relationships at the systems level. In other words,
 efforts to foster inclusive school development are more likely to be effective 
when they are part of a wider, systemic strategy.
  In working closely with schools we experienced some of the pain that practitio
ners feel within the current policy context. In particular, we saw many examples
 of how this left teachers addressing personal dilemmas as they wrestled between
 their desire to do their best for their students in a way that squared with the
 values that brought them into teaching, and the requirements of the standards a
nd accountability agendas. These difficulties drew our attention yet again to th
e barriers created by the national reform policies that were restated within the
 plans of the New Labour government beginning its third term of office in 2005. 
We summarised these policy tensions created within schools and LEAs in Chapter 4
, and these are reproduced in Box 8.1.
  Our experience was that the combination of these tensions created profound bar
riers to the development of the strategies we were
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BOX 8.1
Policy tensions in schools and LEAs
� Integrated vs. separated strands of inclusion
� An inclusive vs. 'standards agenda' approach to achievement
� Teaching and supporting diversity vs. special needs education
� Emphasising reality vs. attention to image
� Long-term and sustainable change vs. short-term meeting of targets
� Attending to conditions for teaching and learning vs. attending to outcomes
� Rational vs. reactive planning
� Commitment to inclusive values vs. compliance to directives
� Shared vs. charismatic leadership
� Coordination of schools vs. LEAs 'pared to the bone'
� A new framework for education vs. responding to initiatives.
exploring within the network. Even more worrying, they seemed to have their most
 damaging impact in schools facing challenging circumstances, where teachers wer
e struggling to respond to children from more deprived backgrounds. In such high
ly stressed contexts particularly, but also in schools throughout the network, w



e saw how competing national policies can foster a lack of trust and confidence 
within a school community, making it difficult to create an authentic strategy f
or development.
  The policy context pushes schools towards short-term strategies and encourages
 opportunistic and reactive planning as each new initiative, or even research pr
oject, comes into view. It also encourages the reality of the school to be spun 
to some extent for outside and even internal consumption. In such circumstances 
long-term sustainable inclusive development is extremely difficult. That they co
ntinue to pursue it with such determination is a considerable tribute to those w
ithin the schools.
  Consequently, we feel that it is important to consider what policy changes are
 needed in order to replicate the experiences and findings of the network more w
idely across the education system. Our aim is to identify opportunities to foste
r the kind of dialogue about policy and practice that may be used to stimulate e
ducation systems to move in a
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more inclusive direction, and to challenge or mitigate those aspects of the poli
cy environment which impede such progress.
  Senge (1990) uses the metaphor of 'levers' to depict those points of the syste
m from which influence can be most significant. We see the use of such a term as
 having limitations, since it implies a mechanistic view of education: that it c
an be changed with the right tools without engaging fully the participants in th
e system. We see the discussion of inclusion as a way of critiquing such a view,
 including the way it permeates government thinking. In our work, we have been p
ainstaking in constructing dialogues with, and respecting the involvement in the
ir own development of participants in schools. In fact, we argue that further wi
der participation of students, their families and others can provide powerful id
eas and resources for school development. Further, we have stressed the importan
ce of the development of an inclusive language for talking and thinking about te
aching, and this applies equally to our own research.
  Nevertheless, Senge's work is helpful in encouraging us to think strategically
 about how development might be encouraged, and how it is conceived, particularl
y in market-imitating systems. He suggests that too often, approaches used to br
ing about large-scale changes in organisations tend to change the way things loo
k without bringing about any deeper, long-term, coherent revision. Possible exam
ples of such activities in the education field include policy documents, confere
nces and in-service courses. While such initiatives may make a contribution, the
y tend not to lead to significant changes in thinking and practice (Fullan, 1992
). We are concerned to locate more subtle and powerful ways to encourage the inc
lusive development of schools.
  In our research we have placed schools at the centre of the analysis in order 
to consider how to increase the capacity of neighbourhood mainstream schools to 
support the participation and learning of the diversity of learners within their
 communities. At the same time, we have considered the range of contextual influ
ences on schools that can either provide support and encouragement for the inclu
sive development of schools, or act as barriers to progress. Such influences inc
lude national and local policies, and the principles that guide them, the views 
and actions of staff in LEAs and members of the wider communities served by scho
ols, and the criteria that are used to evaluate the performance of schools. They
 also involve global ideological and economic pressures.
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Moving policy towards inclusion
Our collaborative action research points to factors that have the potential to e
ither facilitate or inhibit the promotion of inclusive practices in schools and 
across LEAs. Some of these factors seem to be potentially more potent. Two facto
rs, particularly when they are closely linked, seem to be particularly important
. These are to do with clarity of purpose and the forms of evidence that are use
d to measure educational success.



  As we noted in Chapter 1, there is still considerable confusion about what 'in
clusion' means. In England, this lack of clarity frequently emanates from the sh
eer number of, as well as disparities between, central government policy documen
ts. Such multiple and contradictory initiatives undermine efforts to develop inc
lusion. There is a need, therefore, to strive for a common understanding through
out the education system of inclusion as a principled approach to education. In 
other words, inclusion should not be seen as a separate policy but rather as a p
rinciple, emerging out of a more fundamental set of values, that informs all pol
icies and actions.
  The work of the network was based very much on orchestrating a debate around t
he principles that ought to inform practice and the principles that practice act
ually embodied. Teachers, LEA officers and academics spent considerable time ask
ing themselves and each other not 'Is this practice effective?' (i.e. in terms o
f raising attainment), but 'Is this practice inclusive?'
  We do not wish to romanticise the nature of such discussions, nor to exaggerat
e their outcomes. However, the developments we have reported here suggest that a
 well-orchestrated debate can lead to a wider understanding of the principle of 
inclusion within and between schools. We have also found that such a debate, tho
ugh by its nature slow and never-ending, can help to foster the conditions withi
n which schools may feel encouraged to move in a more inclusive direction. Howev
er, to have a real impact, we suggest, such a debate must involve all stakeholde
rs within the local community, including political and community leaders, and th
e media. Of course, it must also involve those within local education authoritie
s.
  How should schools be evaluated? It is clear that within education systems, me
asurement and inspection are powerful ways of shaping the activities of schools.
 As we have seen, England is a particularly interesting case in this respect, du
e to the emphasis that has been placed on data and target setting as the basis f
or realising the government's
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goals. This is double-edged precisely because it is such a potent controller of 
school actions. On the one hand, data are required in order to monitor the progr
ess of children, evaluate the impact of interventions, and review the effects of
 policies and processes. On the other hand, where schools are evaluated on the b
asis of narrow, even inappropriate, performance indicators, the impact can be de
eply damaging. While appearing to promote the causes of accountability and trans
parency, the use of data can, in practice, conceal more than they reveal; invite
 misinterpretation or misrepresentation; and, worse of all, have a perverse effe
ct on the behaviour of professionals. This has led the current 'audit culture' t
o be described as a 'tyranny of transparency' (Strathern, 2000).
  This is arguably the most troubling aspect of our own research. It has reveale
d the processes by which a national context that values narrowly conceived crite
ria for determining success can act as a barrier to the development of more incl
usive cultures, policies and practices within schools. All of this suggests that
 great care needs to be exercised in deciding what evidence is collected and, in
deed, how it is used.
  English LEAs are required by government to collect particular data. Given nati
onal policies, they cannot opt out of collecting such data on the grounds that t
heir publication might be misinterpreted, or that they may influence practice in
 an unhelpful way. On the other hand, LEAs can collect additional evidence to ev
aluate the extent to which their own policy and practice encourages inclusion. T
he challenge for LEAs is therefore to harness the potential of evidence to promo
te reflection, planning and implementation, while avoiding exacerbating the prob
lems created by simplistic approaches to measurement.
  In our view, it is fine to think of ways to assess and review what we value, b
ut absurd to value only what can be simply measured to create headlines for gove
rnments. Much of the most powerful evidence to which schools had access in our w
ork, and which made the most difference to their practice, was in the form of ca
reful observation of each other's practice, and the gathering of views to which 



they may not have been previously exposed within and beyond their schools, rathe
r than quantitative data. This means that we need to find ways to support school
s to review their progress in relation to the presence, participation and achiev
ement of all children and young people, the building of relationships between al
l participants in schools, and evidence of the nurturing of inclusive cultures t
hrough which development is prompted and sustained.
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Fostering interdependence
In early 2005, the then Secretary of State for Education, Ruth Kelly, was quoted
 as saying:
In the future I think cooperation will become not only the norm, it will probabl
y be the only way of delivering a decent all-round education for all pupils. . .
 . We have to get schools to operate as part of a network to deliver a fully com
prehensive education.
(New Statesman, 14 February 2005, pp. 26-27)
Given the experience of our network, we are in sympathy with this suggestion, al
though there is an irony in the choice of the words 'fully comprehensive educati
on'. It perhaps means something like 'an all-encompassing system', rather than a
 system of comprehensive community nursery, primary and secondary schools of the
 sort we discussed in Chapter 1.
  Inclusion implies the development of school-to-school cooperation, as illustra
ted by what happened within our network. Collaboration between schools can help 
to reduce the polarisation within the education system, to the particular benefi
t of those students who are on the edges of the system and performing relatively
 poorly. Equally important, however, collaboration creates the opportunity to ex
tend communities of practice beyond the boundary of individual schools and incre
ases the possibilities for principled interruptions of established practices and
 understandings. This being the case, a key question is: How can schools be enco
uraged to collaborate within a system that places an emphasis on competition and
 choice?
  In the English context, the work of schools and LEAs has to be seen in relatio
n to structures and relationships that have been fundamentally changed over the 
past few years. We have seen a decrease in the power of LEAs to influence school
s and a corresponding increase in the power over them of central government. Whi
le some see the system as also characterised by greater independence of schools,
 this is debatable. Schools can make their own decisions about who they employ a
nd how they relate to in their external world, including those working within un
iversities, but the control over the detail of their lives from regulation and i
nspection has increased dramatically over the past twenty-five years. Perhaps th
eir situation is best indicated by the term 'earned autonomy', used to describe 
schools which have successfully proved that they are sufficiently developed to b
e allowed to make their own decisions, as mentioned in Chapter 2.
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  However, the analysis presented in this book confirms that, despite the policy
 changes which have taken place, LEAs can still have a significant role to play 
in supporting school development, particularly where they are creative with thei
r role. It is easy to assume that what we have called the 'permeability' of scho
ols relates only to the direct and powerful impacts of central government policy
. However, this may lead to an underestimation of the more subtle impacts of loc
ally generated policy, the dense networks of relationships between school staff 
and LEA staff - officers, services, educators and inspectors - and the even dens
er network of relationships between schools and school staff in the same LEA. Ce
rtainly, for all three groups of schools in our study, the LEA was a significant
 presence. If the LEAs were no longer able to control 'their' schools, they none
 the less played a major part in shaping priorities and discourse in their areas
, mediating government policy to schools in the light of local conditions and un
derstandings. They exercised what Peter Housden - then a LEA chief education off
icer and subsequently the government's Director General for Schools - once calle



d the 'moral authority of the LEA' in promoting inclusion (Housden, 1993).
  However, our work indicated how LEAs struggled to make an impact on schools wi
thin the current overall policy context. While, again, this was often due to the
 way government policies constrained their actions, there was still considerable
 room for them to impose greater coherence on such policies through the way they
 implemented them. We noted that much of what goes on within organisations, such
 as LEAs and schools, is largely taken for granted, and therefore rarely discuss
ed. In other words, practices are manifestations of organisational cultures (Sch
ein, 1992). Therefore, significant progress in relation to the development of in
clusive thinking and practice requires an engagement with questions of purpose a
nd values at all levels of the education system. This suggests that the way forw
ard is for LEAs to engage their various 'communities of practice' in a process o
f infusing concerns with participation, social justice and the building of commu
nity into debates about quality and achievement in education. It also implies th
e negotiation of new, interdependent relationships among schools, and between sc
hools, LEAs and their wider communities.
  Fielding's (1999) distinction between 'collaboration' and 'collegiality' is he
lpful in exploring such relationships. He characterises 'collaboration' as being
 driven by a set of common concerns, narrowly functional, and focused strongly o
n intended gains. In such contexts, the partners in a collaborative activity are
 regarded as a resource or a source of
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information. Fielding goes on to suggest that collaboration is a plural form of 
individualism in which participants are typically intolerant of time spent on an
ything other than the task in hand, or the core purposes of the business. He arg
ues that once the driving force behind collaboration is weakened, the task has b
een completed or priorities have changed, such collaborative working arrangement
s may dissipate, disappear or become more tenuous. 'Collegiality', on the other 
hand, is characterised as being much more robust. It is overridingly communal, a
nd is rooted in shared ideals, aspirations and valued social ends. Collegiality 
is therefore by definition, less reliant upon narrowly defined and predictable g
ains.
  In practice, instances of schools working together often do not seem to fall n
eatly into either collaborative or collegial activity. When the schools first ca
me together as part of the network, there was little sense that they were develo
ping a shared agenda or a shared language. At first, their collaboration was bas
ed on the need to solve essentially practical issues about the direction of the 
project in meetings. Only later did they begin to discuss more fundamental issue
s with each other, share experiences and visit each other's schools and classroo
ms. In other words, our research suggests that collaboration may need to be a fo
rerunner to collegiality. Thus, stakeholders may experience the practical benefi
ts of collaborating when the outcomes are clearly defined, while seeking to deve
lop a common language and shared aspirations that might, in the longer term, pro
vide a basis for collegiality.
  Introducing such an approach in the current English context, with its cocktail
 of competing agendas and confusion about forms of governance, is fraught with d
ifficulties. We recall, for example, a meeting called to discuss the proposal to
 establish the network in one of the partner LEAs. Eventually, one secondary hea
dteacher, while acknowledging that he had enjoyed the debate, commented: 'OK, bu
t, what's in this for me and my school?' He went on to argue that the idea of co
llaboration in the network would only 'take off' if the key stakeholders could s
ee that there would be significant, practical benefits for their own school or o
rganisation. He wanted to be convinced that the network would support his school
 to move forward in a direction that he and his staff could support, and that it
 would also help in the complex positioning of his school in relation to other s
chools. However, during the life of the network there were striking examples of 
schools supporting others when there was no apparent advantage to themselves. Th
us, for example, the staff in one school were prepared to give
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considerable time and effort to helping those in a neighbouring school prepare f
or an inspection, despite the fact that according to the values of government po
licy this was a competitor.
Collaboration, collegiality and leadership
The way in which staff can work together and with others to create a common purp
ose in the face of contradictory pressures is critical for bringing about sustai
ned development in schools. As we explained in Chapter 7, unusual and challengin
g factors, emanating as they did from both outside and inside schools, sometimes
 created a sense of disturbance and ambiguity. The collaborative arrangements in
troduced by some headteachers helped to resolve these, and, as a result, they we
re able to draw their staffs together gradually behind broadly similar principle
s.
  Ambiguity in organisations may be used to increase the extent to which action 
is consciously guided by values (Weick, 1985); but it matters how ambiguity is r
esolved. We encountered school leaders who resolved ambiguity by closing down de
bate and others who were content with superficial adjustments of practice in pur
suit of narrow goals. However, we also encountered leaders who tried to sustain 
a more open and profound process of enquiry. In these cases, ambiguity set the s
cene for a school to learn about itself and its environment, allowing it to emer
ge from its struggles with uncertainty. In this way, schools can become what Sen
ge (1990) calls 'learning organisations', continually expanding their capacity t
o create their futures. Or, to borrow a useful phrase from Rosenholtz (1989), th
ey can become 'moving schools', seeking continually to develop and refine their 
responses to the challenges they meet.
  It seems, therefore, that the perspective and skills of headteachers and other
 senior staff are central to an understanding of what needs to happen in order t
hat the potential power of collaboration and collegiality can be mobilised. Thei
r aspirations for their schools, their beliefs about how they can foster the lea
rning of all of their students, and their commitment to the power of interdepend
ent learning, appear to be key influences. Following an extensive review of rese
arch literature, Riehl (2000) comes to a similar set of conclusions. This leads 
her to recommend that school leaders need to attend to three broad types of task
: fostering new meanings about diversity; promoting inclusive practices within s
chools; and building connections between schools and communities. She concludes:
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When wedded to a relentless commitment to equity, voice, and social justice, adm
inistrators' efforts in the tasks of sensemaking, promoting inclusive cultures a
nd practices in schools, and building positive relationships outside of the scho
ol may indeed foster a new form of practice.
(Riehl, 2000, p. 71)
In this respect, the role of school leaders vis-à-vis their staff is analogous to 
the role of LEAs vis-à-vis schools - except that, in the English system, headteach
ers are in a much more powerful position of control. However, this emphasis on s
chool-level leadership has very significant implications for the roles of LEA st
aff. It means that they have to rethink their priorities and ways of working in 
response to collaborative arrangements that are led from within schools. Indeed,
 such rethinking is being mandated nationally. From the latter part of the 1980s
 onward the role and even existence of LEAs has been increasingly discussed. Alt
hough there had already been some such cases, the Children Act 2004 provided a f
resh impetus for the merger of local authority Education and Social Services. In
deed, government documents began to refer only to 'local authorities' rather tha
n to 'local education authorities'. In some places, inevitably, the leadership o
f these new organisations has passed to people with social care rather than educ
ational backgrounds. At the same time, the government is developing a 'new relat
ionship with schools', placing greater emphasis on school-to-school development 
work, reducing multiple interactions to a 'single conversation' and replacing (e
ffectively) LEA link advisers with nationally accredited 'school improvement par
tners' (DfES, 2005b). It is therefore certain that the relationship between LEAs



 and schools will continue to change, and possible that it will disappear altoge
ther.
  Having said that, we cannot conceive of a way for collegial collaboration to c
ontinue as a central element of inclusive school development strategies without 
local coordination. As we have seen, the contributions of LEA officers were some
times very significant in the development of the work of schools in the network.
 Specifically, LEA staff were supported and challenged schools in relation to an
 agreed set of purposes, while headteachers and their school colleagues shared t
he overall management of improvement efforts in their schools. Even if 'old-styl
e' LEAs were to disappear, or 'new-style' local authorities were to turn out to 
be very different organisations, we believe there will still be a need for some 
intermediary body that can mediate national policy, facilitate school-to-school 
collaboration and, crucially, have the
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potential (however partially realised) to 'interrupt' established practices and 
understandings on the basis of inclusive values.
  This points towards the roles that staff from LEAs (or, perhaps, their success
or bodies) need to take on: not managing and leading change, but rather working 
in partnership with senior people in schools to diffuse leadership and to streng
then collaborative and collegial ways of working. In such contexts they can brin
g specific challenges which derive from their knowledge of the bigger picture ac
ross their authority and a clarity of purpose. At the same time, they can help t
o broker the sharing of resources and expertise.
  Beyond the collaboration within and between schools, there is a need to reach 
out to others who have an interest in the education of children and young people
. In particular, it is important to ensure that parents/carers, elected members,
 governors and local community agencies and organisations are aware of, and feel
 confident about, moves towards a more inclusive education system. In this respe
ct, the integration of support staff from different agencies within district str
uctures in response to the Children Act 2004 should create further disturbance t
hat could be used to encourage the development of inclusive practices among staf
f in all children's services.
  Such proposals for greater collaboration sit uneasily with the widespread deve
lopment of 'independent specialist' or 'trust' schools, alongside the expansion 
of academies. Our view is that such developments could further isolate schools f
rom one another in ways that would disadvantage schools and groups of learners w
ho are already seen to be underachieving. While it is true that, by and large, s
chools develop as a result of leadership from the inside, the wider context infl
uences the progress of such efforts, for good or ill. This is why 'interdependen
ce' can be so powerful. It leads us to argue that, in order to develop more incl
usive cultures, policies and practices, schools have both to take the initiative
 for their own development and create permeable boundaries so that they seek com
mon purpose with their communities and neighbouring schools.
  We believe that it will be helpful to those at the local level who are encoura
ging schools to collaborate, if national policy initiatives continue to emphasis
e the principle of collaboration as being a fundamental element of efforts to de
velop an inclusive education system. Recent initiatives such as the Leadership I
ncentive Grant are very encouraging in this respect. Introduced in April 2003, t
he grant provided additional financial resources (i.e. £125,000 per school annuall
y, for three years) to schools facing challenging circumstances
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that commit themselves to working together on joint strategies for improving sta
ndards and increasing leadership capacity. However, the implications for the gov
ernment's own inspection frameworks have not yet begun to be addressed, not leas
t in relation to how to build a notion of communal responsibility into a system 
in which schools are seen to succeed and fail on their own.
The role of research
What, then, does this imply for the role of research and researchers in relation



 to the development of inclusive practices in the field? There are, we believe, 
some important lessons to be drawn from our experience within the network, altho
ugh some of these lessons are uncomfortable. As we have shown in our accounts, m
embers of our team were sometimes faced with tactical dilemmas in their relation
ships with their school and LEA partners between their roles as observers and as
 participants in action. Indeed, on some occasions we were tempted to think that
 the stance of traditional researchers may have been safer and more comfortable.
 Nevertheless, we remain convinced that by attempting to create a common agenda 
with our school and LEA partners we were able to gain greater insights into poss
ible avenues for the inclusive development of practice.
  At the current time, there is much debate about the relationship between educa
tion research, policy-making and practice. Some years ago, the 'Hillage Report' 
into the state of education research captured a widespread view that research fa
ils to meet the need of policy-makers and practitioners for robust and relevant 
evidence on which to base their work (Hillage et al., 1998). This invites the qu
estion, of course, as to whether the fault lies with self-indulgent researchers 
confined to their ivory towers, or with short-sighted policy-makers and practiti
oners unwilling to accept any evidence which does not accord with their assumpti
ons and immediate experiences. More importantly, it requires us to consider whet
her the provision of evidence for policy and practice is a proper role for resea
rch and, if not, precisely what it is that research is supposed to achieve.
  Our study enables us to make an important contribution to this debate. Early o
n in the life of the network we tried to map out the positions and relationships
 within the partnerships we were establishing between practitioners and local po
licy-makers on the one hand and researchers on the other (see Figure 8.1). We sa
w these as involving two interlinked cycles of action research carried out by pr
actitioners and
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   DEVELOPING INCLUSIVE PRACTICES IN SCHOOLS AND LEA

UNDERSTANDING THE
  DEVELOPMENT OF INCLUSIVE PRACTICES
 

 
Existing school and LEA contexts and practices

Existing understanding and experience of inclusion

i

Existing school development
plans and LEA education
development plan
Self-review, generating and
using evidence, with
attention to a wide range
of perspectives
   Reframing the school development plan and LEA education development plan
Development of practice

Research questions
� What barriers to pupil participation and learning?
� What practices overcome these barriers?
� Do these practices facilitate improved learning outcomes?

� How to encourage and sustain practice in LEA and schools?



� 
Figure 8.1 Mapping the research strategy - two linked research cycles.
researchers. The first of these cycles was driven by the agendas of the partner 
LEAs and schools, and set out to use existing knowledge within these contexts, s
upplemented by further research evidence, as the means of fostering developments
 in the field. The second cycle attempted to scrutinise these developments in or
der to address the overall agenda of the network, using existing theory and prev
ious
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research, including our own work, as a basis for pursuing deeper understandings.
 Between the two cycles was a set of boundaries that had to be crossed in order 
for the two driving agendas to be synchronised.
  Of course, as the accounts in this book show, we learned much about the diffic
ulties that can occur as researchers attempt to negotiate these boundaries with 
practitioners. However, the major omission in our starting model was not detail 
about the practicalities of managing researcher-practitioner relationships, but 
a failure to think through the nature of the knowledge each possessed and the wa
ys in which such knowledge might be shared and used by each group. The matter wa
s particularly confused given that we encouraged practitioners to undertake thei
r own research, while we as researchers involved ourselves in discussions about 
the detail of practice and policy.
  However, the theory of inclusive school development we proposed in Chapter 7 s
eems to us to be helpful in clarifying these issues. The theory does not differe
ntiate between research-based and practice-based knowledge, much less between re
searcher and practitioner knowledge. It does, however, differentiate between the
 sorts of 'understandings' which sustain ongoing practice (and in this we includ
e the practice of policy-making) and the 'principled interruptions' which can 'd
isturb' such understandings. Moreover, it is clear that somehow the interruption
s have to come from 'outside' current understandings, not in the sense that they
 must be generated beyond the classroom or school, but that they must start from
 different assumptions. We see how interruptions in this sense can take many for
ms - encounters with students who do not respond well to established approaches 
to teaching and learning, or with teachers who do things differently, or with sc
hools with different value systems.
  We also see, however, that research evidence can serve the same function and t
hat research processes can create the capacity for practitioners to step outside
 their current understandings. This is not, we suggest, because research-based k
nowledge is in some sense superior to practice-based knowledge - and certainly n
ot because researchers somehow know more than practitioners. Rather, it is becau
se research-based knowledge and practice-based knowledge are built from differen
t assumptions and according to different rules. There is always the potential, t
herefore, that they will lead to different understandings. In many cases, it see
ms likely and proper that research will aim at providing evidence for practice a
nd policy. In other words, the understandings generated by each will be similar,
 and the findings of research will readily become practitioner knowledge. Howeve
r, research-based and
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practice-based knowledge may also stand in a critical relationship to each other
.
  This has implications for the relationship between researchers, policymakers a
nd practitioners. The critical relationship of their different kinds of knowledg
e has to be embodied in real encounters between these groups. This may involve c
lose engagement, as in our network, or it may involve more distant encounters. I
n either event, we need new forms of relationship between practitioners and rese
archers, in the way that is outlined by Hiebert et al. (2002). They suggest that
 fruitful forms of collaboration require a reorientation of values and goals amo
ng both groups. So, they argue, teachers need to move away from the dominant vie
w that teaching is a 'personal and private activity'. Rather, teachers have to a



dopt the 'more risky view' that it is an activity that can be continuously impro
ved, provided it is made public and examined openly. At the same time, they argu
e that researchers must stop undervaluing the knowledge which teachers acquire i
n their own classrooms. In this way researchers will be able to recognise the po
tential of 'personal knowledge as it becomes transformed into professional knowl
edge' (p.13).
  Our own experience suggests that successful practitioner/ researcher partnersh
ips involve a complex social process within which colleagues with very different
 experiences, beliefs and methodological assumptions learn how to live with one 
another's differences and, even more difficult, learn how to learn from these di
fferences. This is why it is important to be clear, as we suggested in Chapter 3
, that the members of our research team both conducted and were the subjects of 
research, as their thinking and practices were examined by themselves and others
. As we engaged with data about the work of practitioners in a different context
, we too were constantly challenged to think through our own practice as researc
hers. In the network, many teachers themselves engaged in enquiries, just as aca
demics had to struggle with the meaning of their findings for practice and had t
o interrogate their own assumptions in the light of practitioners' sometimes ver
y different understandings.
  In other words, the way forward for developing the relationship between resear
ch, policy-making and practice may not lie in engineering encounters between dif
ferent groups of professionals - useful as this may be in certain cases. Rather,
 it requires a broadening of the repertoire of knowledge-generating strategies t
o which professional groups have access. In terms of what this means for teacher
s, all we have said about the sorts of conditions and processes for development 
in and between schools is likely to be relevant to this expansion of repertoires
. However,
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we will need to replace approaches to initial teacher education and continuing d
evelopment which has become increasingly routinised and technicised with models 
which emphasise participation and dialogue.
Summary and conclusions
We have made reference to a contradiction between an 'optimistic' view, which se
es inclusive practices as likely to emerge under appropriate organisational cond
itions, and a 'pessimistic' view, which sees such school-level developments as v
ulnerable to a hostile and non-inclusive policy environment. How do the ideas in
 this book relate to these two positions?
  We have set out a process of development that can encourage the emergence of i
nclusive practices. This is a process whose essential dynamic is present in ever
y school, but it is enhanced by factors which can increase the likelihood of the
 occurrence of principled interruptions. These include the opportunites created 
for constructive dialogue by the strength of the school's communities of practic
e; the management style of the headteacher and the distribution of leadership in
 the school; an engagement with evidence and critical perspectives; and an oppor
tunity to analyse and reflect on the relationship between values and actions. It
 also requires those seeking to work with schools to understand that real dialog
ue depends on a consideration of perspectives that may not be their own in a sit
uation where differences in power must be removed or suspended.
  We have seen how, where the process is enhanced in these ways, it can enable g
roups of teachers in schools to reinterpret external imperatives so that they ca
n be made more compatible with inclusive aspirations for development. On the oth
er hand, we have also seen examples where the absence of additional conditions o
f this sort means that schools are unable to reconsider their practices. While t
here are events and experiences which challenge all schools, it is far from inev
itable that these will provoke a critical interrogation of practice and its unde
rpinning assumptions. Moreover, in the context of a powerfully enforced external
 policy environment, the problems which schools identify and the aims which they
 set themselves will inevitably owe much to national agendas, even when these co
ntain exclusionary pressures.
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  We recognise that all schools contain a wealth of resources to support inclusi
ve development but the conditions to encourage them to initiate such change are 
by no means universal. Crucially, we see the core of these processes as residing
 not in optional enhancements, but in the very nature of teaching. Ultimately, t
he question of the inclusiveness of practice is not one that has to be injected 
into schools from outside by, for instance, the appearance of a charismatic head
teacher, or the work of a consultant, or a transformation of national agendas. R
ather, that question is already there in every school, just as processes are pre
sent for creating collaborative adjustments of practice in response to it.
  The significance of this realisation, as we understand it, is that the develop
ment of inclusive practices, particularly on a national basis, might best be ach
ieved not by seeking an improbable transformation of schools, but by an incremen
tal enhancement of the processes which make the existing dynamic more inclusive.
 This has implications for how headteachers are selected and trained, for how st
aff teams work together, and for how schools collect and use evidence about thei
r practice. It also has implications for the sorts of critical and alternative p
erspectives to which schools have access and, therefore, for their relationships
 with other schools, LEAs, researchers and consultants.
  Throughout our study we have found indications that an understanding of the wa
y real schools develop is missing from those who frame the complex web of nation
al policy directives and initiatives, and that this has distracted many schools 
from paying attention to the conditions for their sustained development.
  Changes made within schools, we have argued, are frequently reactive and may l
ast as long as a particular initiative or project is placed in the foreground of
 thinking. Yet we have seen how a reconnection with the underlying values of pra
ctitioners can provide a fresh impetus for coherence in planning that is more ra
tional and persistent over time. We received a helpful reminder of such possibil
ities when, over a year after the end of our project, one of us was approached b
y a member of the coordinating group of one of the schools in the network. He sa
id that as a result of the project he and other schools in his area had got toge
ther to support each other to establish school councils which would give student
s a
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real voice in reviewing practices in the schools and planning for change.
  Finally, there are also implications for the national policy framework. Our as
sessment is that a radical shift in national policy, however desirable, is unlik
ely until the contradictions become even more evident between market-driven ideo
logies and the desire of large sections of the population for an equitable high-
quality education in decent neighbourhoods for all children. At the moment such 
marketisation of education is still expanding its influence around the world. Ho
wever, we reiterate the argument that has emerged from our work in the network: 
that amidst the apparently non-inclusive aspects of 'the standards agenda' there
 is also a strand that may be used in the service of the development of inclusio
n, and which may be linked to the broader strands of the government's inclusion 
agenda. We can now add to this that in the course of implementing and adapting p
olicies on 'standards', schools have been prompted to look closely at groups of 
students who may otherwise be overlooked and at the practices which are apparent
ly failing such students. Teachers within our network, whether or not they voice
d an explicit commitment to values they identified as 'inclusive', retained the 
deep values of fairness and public service that had brought most into the profes
sion, and these values surfaced when they found themselves engaging in actions a
nd practices prompted by external pressures with which they felt themselves to b
e in conflict.
  We suggest, therefore, that the efforts of those concerned to put inclusive va
lues into action must not only be directed at the radical critique of educationa
l policies, important as such critiques will continue to be. Rather, we must als
o concentrate on trying to expand the inclusive aspects of current policy and su



pport teachers in taking greater control over their own development. In reframin
g ideas about achievements so that they are underpinned by inclusive values, we 
can get past the unhelpful idea that standards and inclusion are in opposition t
o each other. We conclude that such measured attempts to take control of a 'comp
rehensive' agenda for the development of participation and learning in schools o
ffers the best hope of moving beyond the achievements of a few exceptional schoo
ls towards a school system that is more genuinely and sustainably inclusive.
  
Appendix
How was the research carried out?
The development of an effective methodology for addressing the network's agenda 
represented a major challenge and was therefore an important strand within the r
esearch programme. We took the view that barriers to learning and participation 
and the action needed to address them might differ from context to context. We s
aw the way practitioners understand their own contexts as a privileged source of
 insights. We also saw it as central both to the creation of barriers and to the
 development of actions to overcome those barriers.
  Rather than handing practitioners a 'blueprint' for action, we sought to work 
collaboratively with them to explore how their contexts could be understood and 
what actions might be possible therein. As 'outsiders', our role was to stimulat
e and support practitioners' exploration, to engage with them in the mutual prob
lematisation of the taken-for-granted assumptions of 'insiders', and to lead the
 theorisation and generalisation from particular contexts.
  We were therefore involved in stimulating and monitoring a series of initiativ
es to improve the educational experiences of students in schools. However, our a
pproach was closer to one of critical collaborative action research (Macpherson 
et al., 1998), rather than of quasi-experiment or school improvement, as is usua
lly understood. This is important for understanding how the study progressed and
 for the ways in which we collected, analysed and used data.
Procedures
In practical terms, the network involved the three teams of researchers in worki
ng with practitioner-researchers in twenty-five schools, in three LEAs serving u
rban contexts. At the start of the initiative, in the
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summer of 2000, workshops were held in each LEA for groups of teachers in the pa
rtner schools. The school teams were invited, in discussion with their LEAs and 
the university teams, to identify barriers to learning and participation in thei
r contexts and the actions which might be taken to address these barriers. Each 
school made their participation in the network a part of their development plans
, and a core team of practitioners attended regular local meetings and four nati
onal seminars.
  Members of the university teams visited the schools on a regular basis to supp
ort these core teams in collecting and engaging with evidence in order to take t
heir development initiatives forward. The school teams were encouraged to invest
igate their own practices and monitor the impacts of their actions systematicall
y, while the university teams gave them technical assistance and undertook indep
endent investigations in ways that were negotiated with the schools. Ultimately,
 however, control over the focus of enquiry in the schools, the direction of act
ion and access to data in relation to that action belonged with the schools them
selves. Consequently, although some schools carried out relatively robust evalua
tions, our data about schools and classrooms served principally to catalyse and 
illuminate teachers' questioning and development of their practices. On the othe
r hand, we were able to gather rich data on the nature of this questioning and d
evelopment process, and, specifically, on how practitioners in different institu
tional contexts conceptualise barriers and the action needed to overcome them.
  The approaches used by practitioners to explore their practice and monitor act
ion generated evidence in a wide variety of forms, including records of observat
ions, examples of children's work, performance and attainment statistics, specim
en teaching plans, interview notes, questionnaire returns and video recordings. 



The university researchers used similar techniques and in addition kept detailed
 field notes of all their involvements with the schools and school teams.
Collaborative enquiry
The approaches used were intended to lead to the development of improved policie
s and practices within the specific contexts, while, at the same time, providing
 theoretical understandings of what these practices involved that would be of in
terest to wider practitioner and research communities. Our earlier research had 
led to a commitment to the use of collaborative forms of enquiry that emphasise 
practitioner
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research as a means of understanding the development of inclusive practices. Spe
cifically it led us to believe that greater understandings of how educational co
ntexts can be developed in order to foster the learning of all children are most
 likely to emerge from studies in which 'outsiders', such as ourselves, work alo
ngside teachers, students, parents and local authority staff, as they attempt to
 explore ways of overcoming barriers to participation and learning in schools.
  Such an orientation is intended to overcome the traditional gap between resear
ch and practice. It has generally been assumed that this gap has resulted from i
nadequate dissemination strategies, the implication being that educational resea
rch does speak to issues of practice, if only the right people would listen (Rob
inson, 1998). What is proposed here is an alternative explanation, one which sug
gests that research findings may well continue to be ignored, regardless of how 
well they are communicated, if they bypass the ways in which practitioners formu
late the problems they face and the constraints within which they have to work (
Poplin and Weeres, 1992).
  Of course, participatory research is fraught with difficulties, not least in t
erms of developing ways of making it happen that lead to findings that have rele
vance to a wider audience. There is also the problem of 'false consciousness', i
.e. the formulation of problems by practitioners may be constrained by their pro
fessional intuition and/or may be contrary to the interests of their students.
  The potential benefits of a process of collaborative enquiry through which an 
open dialogue can develop are enormous. The ideal we aspired to was a process th
rough which critical appraisal leads to understandings which can have an immedia
te and direct impact on the development of thinking and practice in the field.
The role of academics
The participation of university staff in the schools' action research was intend
ed to strengthen these activities by providing research training and support, wh
ile at the same time helping to overcome some of the reported limitations of act
ion research, such as the failure to provide adequate explanations as to how new
 insights come to be generated through the research process (Adelman, 1989) and 
problems regarding generalisability of findings (Hammersley, 1992). A central st
rategy in this respect was the use of 'group interpretive processes' as a means 
of analysing and interpreting evidence. These involved an engagement with the di
fferent perspectives of practitioners, students and academics
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in ways that encourage critical reflection, collaborative learning and mutual cr
itique (Wasser and Bresler, 1996). In this context, the use of statistical evide
nce regarding student participation and achievement, and feedback from students 
regarding their experiences of current practice, were seen as being essential el
ements in providing challenges to practitioners about their existing approaches 
(Ainscow et al., 1999). The varied theoretical perspectives of members of the re
search team also provided a valuable means of questioning taken-for-granted assu
mptions and helping teachers to reconsider neglected possibilities for moving pr
actice forward.
  As these developments occurred, the research teams collected additional data f
rom staff and students in order to map the process of change in schools (Ainscow
 et al., 1995). At the same time, they analysed what happened to levels of parti
cipation and achievement in the schools as they attempted to develop more inclus



ive practices. In this way the research was able to provide deeper theoretical i
nsights into the impact of practitioner research as a means of increasing studen
t participation and learning.
  The strategy involved the teams in developing positions in each LEA and school
 that were responsive to their particular contexts. Because they were starting f
rom their own perceptions of critical issues, the commitment in these institutio
ns was relatively deep and involved not just the headteacher but also a wider gr
oup of staff in thinking about their practices. Through this process, the resear
ch teams learned more about these institutions so that they were able to present
 and in some cases confront them with a critique of their practice from an infor
med position.
  The research teams explored different strategies for this purpose. These invol
ved the use of three overlapping approaches to practitioner- researcher cooperat
ion. Each of these approaches emphasises a different way of setting the agenda f
or enquiry and a different relationship between practitioners and academics (Wag
ner, 1997). Together, they were intended to enable those within the network to d
evelop deeper and richer understandings of what is involved in creating inclusiv
e practices.
The three approaches are as follows:
� Research into school practices in relation to the agendas of practitioners. This
 involved a process of collecting evidence of school development in a way that i
s separate from, and complementary to, the review and development processes used
 within the school. It
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involved the university research teams in collecting evidence about developments
 in the school and feeding this information back in a way that was intended to f
oster and deepen the engagement of practitioners.
� Research into school practices and the practices of researchers in relation to t
he agendas of practitioners and researchers. This involved an ongoing mutual dia
logue between 'outsiders' and 'insiders', as evidence is collected and discussed
 during visits, or through e-mails and phone calls, to discuss progress and prio
rities. It included an engagement with the thinking and actions of researchers a
s well as practitioners.
� Research into school practices in relation to the agendas of researchers. In ord
er to analyse school practices in relation to wider policy and theoretical conte
xts, the research teams also found it necessary sometimes to adopt a more detach
ed perspective.
Trustworthiness
The issue of trustworthiness was a particular challenge to research that involve
d such a high degree of participation among stakeholders. In particular, it was 
important to be clear about what constituted rigour within such an approach. Com
menting on this issue, Schon (1991) argues that without a serious effort to make
 clear what is meant by rigour, participatory research 'becomes an open sesame t
o woolly-headedness, a never-never land where anything goes'. He goes on to sugg
est that appropriate rigour in the study of practice should focus on validity (e
.g. how do we know what we claim to know?) and, utility (e.g. how useful is the 
research to practitioners?).
  With this in mind, we used three forms of triangulation, supporting our observ
ations and reports from a number of viewpoints. These involved comparing and con
trasting evidence about the same actions and activities from different people (e
.g., teachers, support staff and students); scrutinising events from different a
ngles by making use of a variety of methods for collecting information; and usin
g 'outsiders' in the research teams as observers.
  Influenced by the ideas of Karl Popper, Schon (1991) argues that the fundament
al test for validity in participatory enquiry is through 'competitive resistance
 to refutation'. This involves juxtaposing alternate plausible accounts of the p
henomenon in question. Schon notes: 'In the absence of an alternate hypothesis, 
one is likely to be overwhelmed by the obviousness of what one already knows' (p
. x). With this advice
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in mind, the teams discussed with their practitioner partners, and with one anot
her, written accounts of the work carried out in their schools, including altern
ative explanations as to what lessons could be drawn from these experiences. In 
this way conclusions were reached which we believe to be both valid and relevant
.
  A further challenge was to analyse the multiplicity of data in a coherent and 
trustworthy manner. Our response was to build levels of explanation and theorisi
ng by encouraging triangulation between different kinds of data and dialogue bet
ween different perspectives. Dialogue between the three university teams' emergi
ng interpretations was built into the research process. Regular meetings of the 
group of ten academic staff were held, including occasional residential events. 
The university teams presented working papers to each other and we were particul
arly careful to challenge each other to be explicit about the assumptions underl
ying their work. At the same time, a strong subnetwork was established between t
he three research associates, who met, were in regular contact through telephone
 and e-mail, and were able to contribute their own distinctive perspective based
 on extended contact with the schools.
  The database about what was happening within the partner LEAs and schools was 
accessible to all members of the three university teams through a 'closed' websi
te. In addition, an 'open' website was developed that encouraged wider involveme
nt in the activities of the network.
  In addition, we held four national conferences in which all university, school
 and LEA participants in the network had the opportunity to discuss their work a
nd share findings. The first conference focused on sharing plans and early devel
opments. The other three conferences included school visits, where practitioners
 from other LEAs visited the host LEA's schools and carried out small-scale rese
arch activities (interviewing students, observing lessons and so on) which were 
then discussed with the host school. This process proved so powerful for partici
pants that they requested - and undertook - similar research visits within LEAs,
 and maintained some of their inter-LEA contacts long after the conferences. At 
each conference, the university teams discussed interim findings with participan
ts. The final conference focused on participants making explicit what they saw a
s the outcomes of their work, particularly in terms of students' achievements br
oadly understood.
  Crucially, then, the network was not simply a loose collection of studies with
 different foci and methods. Rather, it was a collaborative effort by academic a
nd practitioner-researchers, working on common
  
How was the research carried out?   199
issues in a range of settings. The multi-site and multi-perspective nature of th
e network means that we were better able to address these common issues 'in the 
round' than if this had been either an isolated study or a collection of separat
e studies.
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