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Series Editor’s Preface  

Deep into this text Linda Ware, reporting on her research with parents of disabled
students experience of inclusion and exclusion, declares:  

‘Among these parents, inclusion was fraught with as much complexity as when 
it is discussed among educators. Curriculum considerations were core to the 
debate, the preservation of services as hard-won entitlement, and the unyielding 
issue of interrupting authority in a functionalist organisation.’  

As Keith Ballard makes clear in his introduction to this collection, inclusion is variously
understood and theorised. Indeed, I live in the Australian State of Western Australia
where the Minister for Education made great fanfare of that State Education
Department’s inclusion programme. The programme consists of a bold experiment of 
including ten children with intellectual disabilities in regular schools. I am extremely
uncomfortable with referring to such policy as inclusive education, given its incremental
and conditional quality. What is also clear is the editor’s signalling that inclusion and, of 
course, exclusion is not a realm for the isolated professional consideration of expert
educators who can then profess ways ahead based on new models of special educational
delivery in new settings. Inclusive education is intensely political. It is about who is in
and who is out, about which students are in the educational mainstream and who is
consigned to the status of ‘others’.  

This collection of chapters has its origins in an initiative of the Special Needs Research 
Centre at Newcastle University in England. Alan Dyson, Catherine Clark and David
Skidmore invited a group of researchers from the United Kingdom, North America, the
Netherlands, Norway, New Zealand and Australia to spend an uninterrupted few days
(quite a luxury for some of us) discussing each others’ position papers on the issue of 
inclusive education. The gathering has travelled since that time. As a participant in two of
the meetings it impresses me in its provocation. Participants frame inclusive education
within their different worlds of experience—cultural, professional and personal. The
diversity of positions is manifest within these chapters.  

With ‘voice’ as the organizing theme, we move from traditional research approaches 
and reportage of teachers’ decision-making processes, to the politics of advocacy and the
position of parents in processes of exclusion and inclusion. ‘Partisan’ research surfaces in 
the interplay between the author as researcher—parent. Both chapters on parents’ voices 
introduce us, albeit through different approaches to similar questions, to the cultural
politics of disablement and inclusion. The book also considers students’ and disabled 
adults’ accounts of their educational experiences. Again the theoretical positions and 
cultural locations of the authors contrast sharply. Though tempted, my purpose here is not
to reproduce the editor’s introduction to the chapters. Rather I am particularly interested
in the way that Inclusive Education takes up the central purpose of this book series. This



book hosts a continuing conversation which puts a number of counterpoints to challenge,
cast doubt over and consequently make the field of inclusive educational theory and
practice more robust.  

Striking throughout this work is its sense of grounding. In their quest to host a range of 
voices, the researchers move directly into the field. There is a complex sense of urgency
about the work. This urgency is present in the politics of the issues where we share
outrage at injustices of exclusion and feel our impatience for social justice. The focus of
others on schools; curriculum and teaching approaches, hospitals and service delivery
programmes reinforces Ballard’s reminder that this is not an ‘experiment’.  

Roger Slee
Series Editor
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Chapter 1  
International Voices: An Introduction  

Keith Ballard  

The idea of inclusive education has become part of the discussion on developments in
education at an international level. Inclusive practices are a reality in at least some
schools in many education systems. The present collection of studies is the third project
of a research group that set out to examine inclusion in an international context. It was
thought that looking at concepts and practices across countries and cultures might help
identify common themes, suggest emerging concerns, and explore ways in which schools
might teach all students in their communities, eliminating barriers to participation and
learning.  

The more inclusive a setting, the more it is challenged by diversity and difference. We 
have found this to be as true for our research group as it undoubtedly is for classrooms
and schools. As Catherine Clark, Alan Dyson and Alan Millward (1995) noted in editing
our first collection of studies, when we came together to look at what is happening in our
various countries we were exposed to a greater range of meanings and activities said to
represent inclusion than we see within our own national boundaries of geography,
history, language and culture. At the same time, from our discussions and from our first
two collaborative projects, it also became evident that within countries there are different
views on what inclusion is, suggesting that complex influences are at work in the
development of this field. For example, some researchers view inclusive education as an
ongoing development of special education. Others believe, as I do, that what we refer to
as inclusion is, and should be, derived from mainstream approaches to instruction and
school organization, creating an alternative to special education knowledge and practices.
From this latter perspective the idea of inclusion as a merger of special and regular
education is seen as problematic because such an amalgamation appears likely to
maintain a medical, curative model of education (Reger, 1972) that excludes those
labelled as ‘special’ from the curriculum and from other experiences available to non-
labelled students.  

In New Zealand, as elsewhere, the notion of inclusion has grown out of the 
mainstreaming movement focused on disabled children.1 These were students who were 
most obviously excluded from ordinary schools, classrooms and learning opportunities, 
and their integration was a project originated by their parents and extending across many 
years (Sonntag, 1994). It is also the case, as English researchers Tony Booth and Mel 
Ainscow (1998) suggest in the second of the books written by our research group, that an 
emphasis on inclusion for disabled students occurs because the people researching and 
writing about inclusion often come from a background in special education. Yet, as 
Booth and Ainscow so cogently remind us, the idea of inclusion cannot refer to just some 
students and not others. To be inclusive requires that we strive to identify and remove all



barriers to learning for all children. This means that we must attend to increasing
participation not just for disabled students but for all those experiencing disadvantage,
whether this results from poverty, sexuality, minority ethnic status, or other
characteristics assigned significance by the dominant culture in their society. To achieve
this, say Booth and Ainscow, while working to understand inclusion we must give equal
attention to understanding and removing the pressures for exclusion that exist within the 
cultures of our schools and society.  

Booth and Ainscow (1998) refer to the difficulty of redefining the field from within. In
editing the second collection of studies by the group they reported finding that the
perspectives of the different researchers and research teams differed even more than
might have been anticipated from the discussions at our meetings. Our own professional
interests and paradigm commitments get in the way of achieving a common position. The
same has proven true for this, the third project by the group, and it is clear that this
research cannot be amalgamated in any cumulative, positivist way. What a diversity of
work can achieve is to confront us with unfamiliar situations and ideas, and challenge us
with interpretations that differ from our own. A lack of certainty is seen as one of the
outcomes of creating diverse contexts, and as a stimulant to creativity and collaborative
problem solving in inclusive schools (Skrtic, 1995). So too, perhaps, in the research arena
(Reinharz, 1990). In any case, the fact that there is no easy summary or resolution may be
no bad thing, given the potential importance of the issues involved in inclusive education.
As Clark, Dyson and Millward (1995) suggested, to end discriminatory practices and to
teach all children well would seem to require that we do not disengage from alternative
positions that may help to clarify our purpose and how we are to proceed. The present
text, then, offers further material for ongoing debate.  

In the meantime, children who are excluded should not have to wait for more 
discussion or research to determine their fate, and we might elect to see inclusion as a
‘value to be followed’ rather than as an ‘experiment to be tested’ (Ferguson and Asch, 
1989, p. 137). I think that we should proceed from this position because injustice, in this
case state funded public education designed for some of the children in a society but
excluding others, is inconsistent with human rights and democratic society. We might
proceed with the understanding that, in any case, research may not offer clear evidence of
a knowledge base for ‘best practice’ that could apply across settings, and that such a goal
may be neither achievable nor desirable. Teaching is a complex process located within
culture, place and the interactions of particular teachers and students. It is not a fixed,
static enterprise, and specifying how to proceed may hide the messy reality of classrooms
and limit the flexibility needed for ongoing problem solving.  

We might also proceed to support efforts towards inclusive education from the position
that, although not offering detailed guidelines, research has shown inclusive practice to 
be supported in schools where there is a culture and philosophy of inclusion (Booth and
Ainscow, 1998). In part this seems to involve teachers believing that ‘the education of 
each student is equally important’ (Biklen, 1987, p. i; Giangreco, 1997), and
understanding that seeing students such as the disabled as ‘other’ creates the 
discrimination of ‘them’ and ‘us’, valued and not so valued, that is a basis for exclusion. 
It is also evident that inclusion is enacted within wider social and ideological contexts.
This means for many of us that we may need to be explicit about our motives and goals
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where there is pressure to trade off equity and justice for disabled and other minority
students against teacher comfort and school rankings on standardized tests.  

The Present Study  

The present study set out to further explore these and related issues, and to do so by
listening to the voices of those who have direct experience of inclusion and exclusion.
Some of these voices, we believed, were rarely evident in the literature, and yet may have
much to say on what happens to them at present and what they would wish for the future.
In part we were motivated by an awareness that the voice of disabled people was largely
excluded from discussion on education, and that disabled students and adults have been
defined and categorized by professionals (such as ourselves) whose labels have
dominated their lives, hiding their history and identity (Clough and Barton, 1995). Some
chapters in this book include the voice of disabled people. Others record the experiences
of parents of disabled children, while in other chapters teachers, students and researchers
talk of what inclusion and exclusion mean to them in the context of schools that do not
cater well for diversity and that, therefore, help create and sustain social and cultural
divisions. From this work inclusive education is about confronting all forms of
discrimination as part of a concern to develop an inclusive society based on ‘social 
justice, equity and democratic participation’ (Barton, 1997, p. 233).  

In setting up this, the third project we had collaborated on as a research group, the 16 
researchers from seven countries—Scotland, England, America, Norway, the 
Netherlands, Australia and New Zealand—agreed on a general goal, to attend to ‘voices 
from the inside’, focusing on ‘the lived experience of people involved in and affected by 
inclusion’. (It will be evident that, as the person who wrote that statement, I had not, at
the time we began this work early in 1996, seen the significance of explicitly attending to
the issue of exclusion.) As in our previous collaboration we agreed that people should
interpret the research task in their own way. We expected that this might result in a
diverse range of studies, given the open-ended option regarding who might be included as 
participants and that people held different views on the kind of research method that
should be applied.  

Most of us met together in Auckland, New Zealand, in September 1996 to present our 
work for group discussion and critique (a report of the meeting was sent to those unable 
to attend).2 We asked questions and made suggestions that we thought might help each 
study communicate its findings and interpretations to a wider audience through our 
intended publication of this book. Although we meet infrequently, from our previous 
work and through correspondence we have some idea of our various beliefs and 
preferences. Nevertheless, as Tony Booth and Mel Ainscow (1998) recorded from our 
second project, our different and strongly held views on the field of study and on the 
research methods most appropriate for its investigation meant that in our writing we 
would continue to represent a diversity of work rather than achieve a more closely 
coordinated set of chapters, easily related, one to another. I think this is a strength rather 
than a weakness. Our beliefs and convictions mean that we may not always hear what is 
being said by others, at least not at the time. Hence my own advocacy-oriented focus on 
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inclusion and disability did not let me see the point that Tony and Mel made at our
meeting in Auckland about the importance of attending to pressures for exclusion. But
even if we had tried for conformity in approach, it is still yet another person, the person
using the research, the listener or reader, who interprets and transforms what we present
through the lens of their own experiences, passions and preferences, and may see or not
see what the writers intended (Wolcott, 1994). What we might have thought of as being
coordinated and interrelated, another may read as material that has been forced to
conform to predetermined parameters of study and to conventions of research writing that
some of it, at least, does not fit.  

A further challenge was that of context. Would the reader need to know about the
cultural, political, legislative and organizational arrangements of the people who speak in
these studies? If so, in how much detail, and what of the local and even individual
translations and transformations of policies and practices? I agree that context is
important to understanding, and the reader will find in each chapter a country’s social and 
political circumstances presented either in an outline of legislation, structures and belief
systems or indirectly through the comments of participants. But I take responsibility for
not requiring more detailed information for the present studies. People might include it if
they wished, but it seemed to me that the additional material could extend the length of a
report unreasonably and test the reader’s attention. I wanted the focus to be on people in 
schools and other settings talking about the reality for them of inclusion and exclusion.
To the extent that we make their voices dominant in this text, we might decrease our
construction of them as the objects of research (Fulcher, 1995). If readers want
information on the school systems in our various countries then, where this is absent, I
must refer them to our group’s two earlier publications, or they might consult other 
literature on such issues.  

For these reasons the reader will find in this book chapters that vary in approach and 
style. For some of the researchers, to understand people’s experiences of inclusion and 
exclusion meant the use of statistical procedures in support of a belief that objective
information on the phenomena under study was reported. For others, a case study
approach provided material to be analysed from theoretical positions that might expose
underlying assumptions and suggest alternative meanings and implications. The reader is
even more central in a third type of study. Here, some experiences of inclusion and
exclusion are presented and what they mean is largely for the reader to determine. These
accounts invite a personal, emotional engagement with lives affected by powerful 
attitudes and structures within their respective societies. They require the reader to ask if
they recognize these in themselves and in their own culture and communities, and what
that might imply.  

The Notion of Voice  

We acknowledge in this work that the notion of ‘voice’ is problematic. Our underlying 
concern is with power and politics in education, yet the ability to scrutinize, to gaze on
another, is itself premised on power (Shakespeare, 1994), and it is the researcher’s voice 
that is dominant in the present accounts. There is the problem that recording the
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individual voice and experiences of participants might reduce attention to the wider
economic and other material circumstances that are the basis of disablism and other
forms of oppression (Shakespeare, 1994). There is also the problem that some voices
might be heard in ways that assert their authority and interests over those who cannot
easily access a position to be heard. This might be the case for those who lack a clearly
identifiable disability or group membership, or those whose voice is deemed to be outside
the range that is considered to be authentic or valid (Barnes and Mercer, 1996; Dyson,
1996). In addition, a research text might silence a voice, or at least some of what is said.
This might be done to protect a contributor’s identity or because the researcher was not 
aware of the meaning or significance of what they were told (Clandinin and Connelly,
1994). Although we undertook our work with such challenges in mind, the reader is
encouraged to look critically at what we have achieved in terms of our relationships with
the people we worked with and how we have addressed political issues in our education
systems and societies.  

The idea of an ‘authentic’ voice also warrants a critical perspective. ‘Insider’ accounts 
are not necessarily ‘true’ or ‘valid’ in a realist or absolute sense. In reporting their 
experiences, people reconstruct what happened to them and what this meant. They may
need to translate events and contextual frameworks into terms that will be understood by
researchers and others who have not lived the experiences that they talk of. Although
clearly open to critical analysis, such voices are, nevertheless, seen by Guba and Lincoln
(1994, p. 114) to have ‘educative authenticity’ where they enhance our understanding of 
another person and what happens to them, and ‘catalytic authenticity’ should they 
stimulate the reader to action.  

Our studies present a diversity of voices contributing to an ongoing international
debate on inclusion and related concerns. As part of this project we decided to make
explicit the voice of the researcher. This acknowledges that the account of each interview
and the writing of each study is a reflection of the researchers’ beliefs, preferred 
investigative strategies, and the concepts and constructions that they bring to the
interpretation of their data. Both the researchers and those they study with, or focus on,
have various motivations and understandings about what it is they set out to do in the
name of research. The complexity and ambiguity of language and communication
between researcher and participant are not in some final way brought under control by
procedures such as statistical summaries, triangulation or collaboration (Scheurich, 
1995). What we present, therefore, is made by us, and so we thought it important for the
reader to know something about who we are, to include ourselves in our text. In each
case, how to do that was left over to the writers, and it will be seen that people have
various ideas about how they are part of their work.  

Introducing the Chapters  

The chapters involve a focus on different units of study, from the experiences of teachers,
parents and students, to investigation of how a particular school works and what happens
beyond school in the provision of services for young people. I have presented the
chapters in this order. The reader may start by listening to some teachers, providing an
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insight into the kinds of issues that parents, students and others, influenced by what goes
on in classrooms, also address, but the sequence is not an essential one.  

Ysbrand Pijl, Sip Pijl and Kees van den Bos present in Chapter 2 an analysis of 
interviews in which teachers in the Netherlands were asked why they referred children
for placement out of the regular classroom and into the separate special school system.
Once placed in special schools, children rarely return to the mainstream, and Ysbrand and
his colleagues record that in their country there is growing public concern that
segregation in education may have gone too far. Because it is usually the regular school
teachers who initiate referral, understanding their assumptions and motives is seen in this
research as central to the task of making education more responsive to students
experiencing difficulties in learning and behaviour.  

The next two chapters focus on the interactions of parents with teachers and other 
professionals in their respective school systems. In Chapter 3, Colleen Brown examines 
the role of parents as advocates for their children in the New Zealand education system in
which there is legislation supportive of inclusion, but many schools that exclude disabled
children. As both a researcher and participant in these experiences Colleen examines why
advocacy is necessary and the cost to parents and families of this unsought-for role. In 
her study from America presented in Chapter 4, Linda Ware also includes herself as one
of a group of parents of children with disabilities who engage in four critical dialogues
that examine inclusion experiences, struggles, meanings, implications and possibilities.
The research strategy involves using parent knowledge to inform and extend the
discourse on inclusion.  

Talking to students was the basis for the next two chapters. In Chapter 5, Julie Allan 
draws on the tools of Foucault to examine how four disabled students shaped their own
identities by transgressing the norms and limits imposed on them by teachers, peers and
the organizational arrangements of their school and education system. Two of these
Scottish students resisted the implications of being labelled special or disabled, whereas,
in contrast, two acted to persuade others of their special status, often against pressures to
the contrary. The idea of being included is shown to be a complex issue, and in this
context greater attention to student wishes and desires, rather than needs, is suggested. In
their study reported in Chapter 6, Jeff Bailey and Belinda Barton examine the effect of 
chronic illness on the school experiences of two young Australians. Illness is seen as a
neglected area in educational and inclusion research, yet it may involve issues similar to
those identified for other minority students, together with social and emotional factors
related to being unwell, unable to complete school work, or unable to attend school, that
teachers need to know about.  

Talking with disabled adults formed the basis of the next three studies. For the project 
reported in Chapter 7, Trevor McDonald and I worked with three people to record their 
experiences and interpretations of inclusion and exclusion in the New Zealand education
system. Issues of labelling, impairment, and the complex interactions of these in school
and tertiary settings are shown to be embedded in the social and political origins of
disability manifest in the personal lives of these participants. The following two
Norwegian studies also capture aspects of the sociocultural origins of exclusion and
inclusion in individual experiences. For Chapter 8, Kari Nes talked with three people 
about their lives at school and into the adult years. Questions are raised about how much
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teachers and other professionals know of children’s experiences in special education, and
what we mean by community integration for people with intellectual disabilities. In
Chapter 9, the story of how one mother ensured that her daughter grew into adulthood in
her local community is recorded by Marit Strømstad. Mark challenges her own attitudes 
to disability in telling of her personal thoughts as she met with her participants. By
implication, she asks readers to reflect on their beliefs and actions on disability in their
own communities.  

Two English studies complete this research account. Both attend to voices on inclusion 
and exclusion and analyse these with reference to school and community contexts. In
Chapter 10, Mel Ainscow, Tony Booth and Alan Dyson report on their interviews with 
62 students at Richard Lovell secondary school. The students’ views on issues such as 
streaming, teacher methods of classroom control, students with disabilities, and the
presence of support staff are used to suggest the understandings and possible
transformations that might be achieved from attending to student ideas on school
organization and classroom practice. Examining complex relationships in this school, for
example, shows that there are students not categorized by disability labels who may,
nevertheless, be vulnerable to exclusion. In Chapter 11, Alan Dyson and Alan Millward 
use a Health Authority commissioned study that they undertook on the service needs of
young disabled adults to contrast the inclusion that might be achieved in schools with the
exclusion young people may subsequently experience in the adult world. Here they find
fragmented and targeted services designed to ameliorate individual difficulties, but not to
challenge the social structures that limit participation by disabled and other people in the
economic and social life of their society. The insider voices in this chapter are those of
the researchers themselves, and they challenge all of us working in the field of inclusive
education to relinquish an exclusive focus on the familiar settings and discourses of
education in order to develop ideas of inclusion that encompass the wider social and
political contexts of our societies. This is one of the themes that I address in some
concluding thoughts in the final chapter of the book.  
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Chapter 2  
Teachers’ Motives for Referring Students to 

Special Education  
Ysbrand J.Pijl, Sip Jan Pijl and Kees P.van den Bos  

The educational system in the Netherlands consists of regular schools and special
schools. Compared with many other European countries, the Dutch special education
system is extensive, differentiated, and segregated. Since the 1960s, Dutch special
education has developed into a wide-ranging system for students who cannot keep up in 
regular schools. In 1972, the total population enrolled in the 14 special education school
types was 2.2 per cent of all pupils between 4 and 11 years of age (Dutch primary school
age). In 1995, this percentage had increased to 4.3 per cent (Pijl, 1997; Pijl and Pijl,
1995). This increase was caused primarily by the growth of two of the system’s major 
school types: schools for children with learning disabilities (LD)—in the Netherlands 
referred to as ‘LOM’ schools, and schools for children with mild mental retardation
(MMR)—in the Netherlands referred to as ‘MLK’ schools. The ‘LD’ and ‘MMR’ labels 
cover a wide range of pupils and pupil needs. These labels are not defined very clearly,
either by law, by teachers, or by experts in psychological and educational assessment
who are involved in special education placements. Hence, circular characterizations of
these groups (‘pupils are learning disabled or mildly mentally retarded because they are 
eligible for placement in schools for children with LD or MMR’) are rather common.  

The separation between regular and special education is maintained through 
legislation, regulations and funding. The mechanism of funding means that the amount of
money that regular schools have available to meet pupils’ special needs (thereby 
preventing referral to special education) is considerably smaller than the amount of
money that can be spent on pupils in special education. The average costs for learning
disabled and mildly mentally retarded pupils in special education are twice as high as the
costs for regular education (Meijer, 1994). So, funding itself acts as a powerful incentive
to refer pupils to special schools.  

For several decades, this highly differentiated, extensive and separated system of 
special education was considered to be the best form of expressing concern for pupils
with special learning needs. However, more recently this point of view has become the
subject of much debate. Various reviewers have pointed out that separated special
education placement does not diminish the problems and academic difficulties of the
pupils referred. Other criticisms involved the conflict with widely accepted human rights,
the social undesirability, and the possibility of a separated special school system merely 
functioning as a ‘safety valve’ for regular schools (Tomlinson, 1982). This safety valve 
can be considered as an improper way of relieving regular education of pupils who are
difficult to handle or ‘time consuming’ (Pijl, 1989).  



Recently, a growing group of policy makers, educators and parents became convinced
that segregation in education had gone too far. In 1990, the central government issued a
document ‘Together to school again’ which intended to make a fresh start in integrating
special needs pupils (Ministerie van Onderwijs and Wetenschappen, 1990). As a result,
regular and special schools began working together, special needs coordinators were
appointed in every regular school, teacher training programmes were launched, new
legislation was passed, and new regulations for funding regular and special schools were
proposed. All these measures were intended to act as a push towards integration.  

The inclusion policy in the Netherlands has a financial goal as well. The goal is not to 
spend less money on education or to decrease budgets, but to stop the expected growth of
the number of pupils in special education while at the same time improving the
instructional quality for all pupils and the willingness of the regular schools to educate
them all. This should result in a more stable pattern of expenditure (Meijer, Meijnen and
Scheerens, 1993).  

A gradually increasing number of parents want their child with special needs to attend
a regular school, that is, the same neighbourhood school as his or her siblings, and they
want their child to be educated together with other non-special needs children. They want 
their child to receive a schooling as normal as possible.  

Of course, there is also scepticism about and opposition to these new developments.
Although they do not principally reject the movement towards more integration,
substantial numbers of both regular and special education teachers as well as parents of
pupils now in special education still strongly believe that pupils with learning difficulties
and/or mental retardation are just ‘better off’ in segregated special school environments 
with their highly differentiated, individual-focused teaching and counselling approaches.
In accordance with this view of the specialness of special education they consider LD or
MMR pupils to have profound and special problems that make a regular school
placement inappropriate. They regard these pupils as ‘different’ from those in regular 
education: after all, why would they have been referred in the first place?  

Although it is formally the parents who refer pupils to special schools, referrals are
usually initiated by classroom teachers. The regular school teacher (in consultation with
the school principal, the school support service, and the parents) takes the initiative to
refer a pupil to a special school. On the basis of written information about the pupil and
the documented actions of the referring regular school, a regional referral board evaluates
the whole process and decides on the appropriateness of the referral. If considered
appropriate, the admission board of the special school (a psychologist, a physician, a
social worker and the school principal) performs an extensive assessment in order to
decide whether the pupil is eligible for special education and decides on actual placement
(Meijer, 1994). By legislation, admission boards are free to decide on placement, but in
practice, over 90 per cent of the decisions are positive, that is, once a child is referred for 
placement, actual placement in a special school almost invariably follows (Meijer, 1988;
Pijl, 1989).  

Obviously, the initiating role of the regular school teacher has far-reaching 
consequences because it turns out that this initiative almost always leads to a placement
decision. Currently, the procedures for referral and the role of admission boards are
increasingly criticized. After admittance, only a very small minority (less than 1 per cent)
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