Running heads:

verso: The SAGE Handbook of Emotional and Behavioral Difficulties

recto: Curriculum, Inclusion and EBD
word count: 5380
20

Curriculum, Inclusion and EBD

Philip Garner
Concern about an appropriate curriculum for students with EBD has been omnipresent in education systems, individual schools and in classrooms for as long as one cares to remember and as any dip into the historical literature will demonstrate (Chazan, 1962; Rockwell, 1993; Cole, Visser & Upton, 1998). It has been especially apparent in those countries whose economic, social and political infrastructures are well established, but it continues to figure as a frequently contested issue at the present time, across a wide variety of international settings and in relation to school populations that are marginalised or alienated from learning (Meijer, 2002; EADSNE, 2009; DfE, 2012). Struggles to define the term ‘EBD’ (emotional and behavioural disorders), which are the focus of chapters elsewhere in this Handbook, are immutably connected with the task of determining a relevant and effective set of learning experiences for these students – intervention should follow diagnosis, to revert to a medical metaphor. The question of ‘what to do?’ in curricular terms with such students once they are ascertained is brought into sharp focus by the social and political contexts in which schools and teachers have to operate. As in many areas of specialist provision, curriculum for EBD students continues to be contested ground, influenced as much by ideology and political will as by professional insight and know-how. In spite of the challenges, it is hard not to overstate the importance of a meaningful curriculum for EBD students, and the teaching approaches associated with them.

What follows is a set of observations on some of the themes that have seemed to me to define this aspect of EBD provision. It does not constitute, in any way, a meta-scoping of the field. The chapter examines just some of this complex territory. It begins with a brief exploration of the term ‘curriculum’ as it has been applied in educational settings, linking this to the historical background of its development in the EBD field. The chapter then considers the much-discussed notions of ‘standardisation’ and ‘individualisation’ of provision, noting as it does the attendant paradoxes and contrasting belief-systems that inform interpretations of ‘inclusion’. This is followed by a focus on the ‘what’ and ‘how’ in the curriculum for EBD students, whilst recognising the importance of outcomes for these young people. The chapter points, at its various intersections, to the challenges and dilemmas facing teachers when they try to provide a set of learning experiences for EBD students. It notes that inhibitors of progress are often informed by attitudes and educational cultures that adopt punitive approaches to such students.

Defining ‘Curriculum’ in the Context of EBD

Establishing what is meant by ‘curriculum’ in an educational sense presents something of a definitional minefield. The term has been adopted widely as referring to that part of the school experience which is formally taught, assessed and proscribed by a set of academic subject matter. Cuban (1992) has called this the ‘intended curriculum’, as being the adopted official version of what is taught. In such terms, curriculum is an organized programme of learning, usually segregated by subject area, composed of three interlocking components: content, instruction and assessment.

A contrasting interpretation is that ‘curriculum’ refers as much to the whole experience of schooling, including those elements within it that are informal. In the case of the latter, the expression ‘hidden curriculum’ has sometimes been used; this is taken to mean those daily routines and structures through which schools organise student learning, as well as what Longstreet and Shane (1993) describe as the ‘behaviours and attitudes of teachers and administrators...’ (p. 46). The hidden curriculum is predominantly ‘caught’ rather than formally ‘taught’. The implications of this distinction are profound for EBD students, inasmuch as it is their challenging behaviours that often result in a failure to access what is being formally taught – and their subsequent underachievement (Gutman & Vorhaus, 2012).
There has been relatively little recognition that, particularly for students experiencing EBD, both meanings need to be subsumed within a ‘whole curriculum’. This has been unhelpful in providing these students with a set of learning experiences that cater appropriately for their needs. Their separation has carried great significance in the field of EBD. The ‘intended curriculum’ comes with an implication that all students in school have the necessary sets of skills and attitudes to be able to apply themselves to formal learning, irrespective of the way it is structured or delivered. The emphasis is on a top–down approach, where content and process is largely pre-determined and based on an assumption that all students are broadly similar. Such an interpretation carries with it notions of educational status, subject-hierarchies and its secure place as a gatekeeping mechanism for future educational achievement. In contrast, a ‘hidden curriculum’ has often been regarded as less important. Its ‘outcomes’ are not easily measurable and do not figure as formal indicators of school performance. The social learning that takes place in all schools is seldom used to provide data that are captured in performance league tables.

Recent developments in England have emphasised the links – long established – between behaviour and learning. This connection, which is revisited at various points in this Handbook, provides one way of confirming the importance of taking account of both interpretations of ‘curriculum’. Powell and Tod (2004) provided an extensive theorisation of this linkage, proposing a ‘behaviour for learning’ approach. They view student behaviour from an ecosystemic way (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), in which three interlocking ‘relationships’ need to be taken into account when planning interventions. Powell and Tod emphasise the student’s own ‘relationship’ or connection with themselves as a learner, their relationships with others (whether fellow students or teachers), and the relationship they have with the curriculum itself. Connecting the academic (intended) and the social (hidden) curricula in an organic and systemic manner provides potential to remove barriers to student learning, not least because in the case of EBD these are linked to breakdown in one or more of the ‘relationships’ that largely determine positive school outcomes.
Standardisation and Individualisation

The last 30 or so years has seen policy orientations and debates about curriculum in many countries being underpinned by a political commitment to inclusive education (Lunt & Evans, 2002). England has been notable in that this process has been accompanied by the introduction of a ‘national curriculum’ that promised ‘access for all’ to a ‘broad, balanced and differentiated’ curriculum (NCC, 1989). Many have pointed to the paradoxes that exist in such a situation. The ‘standardisation’, which is sought for a variety of reasons in a national curriculum, has been seen by some as the antithesis of an individualised or ‘personalised’ approach to learning (Scottish Executive, 2006). It is as much a public debate as a professional debate at the current time because it has implications for all students, prompting, for instance, a recent issue of the Wall Street Journal to ask the question ‘should all US students meet a single set of national proficiency standards?’ (Wall Street Journal, 2012). In other national settings, Garner and Forbes (2012) have noted a range of additional concerns arising for students with special educational needs and disability (SEND), including EBD students, as a result of a nationally applied curriculum. A brief scoping of literature in that study identified five areas of concern that were apparent when attempts are made to provide a standardized (inclusive?) curriculum: appropriateness, consultation, flexibility, training and professional development, and accountability. Each of these concerns, revisited later in the chapter, is indicative of the tension and professional uncertainty that inevitably accompanies a more centralized approach to curriculum making.
Nowhere are these issues more fiercely debated, or the polarities more apparent, than in provision for EBD students, who are often culturally (or at least, sub-culturally) distinct. Their expectations are not aligned with the normative, aspirational or elitist belief-systems, which have dominated policy and practice in education (Rinne, Kivirauma, & Simola, 2002). This dissonance is frequently manifested by oppositional, challenging, acting-out and acting-in behaviours, which are often exacerbated by curricular provision that services the needs of dominant ideologies in social and economic policy (Ball, 1998). The net result is the frequent suggestion that schools – certainly those in Western post-industrial nation states – fail to meet the needs of what has become viewed as an underclass. It is from this group that EBD students are mainly emerging (Banks, Shevlin, & McCoy, 2012).

When alternative, more creative and purposeful curricula are proposed to better meet the learning requirements of EBD students, there sometimes follows the charge that they are being in some way rewarded for their unacceptable or non-conformist behaviour (Garner, 1999). Such responses follow a culturally embedded understanding in many countries that students exhibiting EBD-related behaviours need, first and foremost, to be ‘punished’ within a strict set of discipline protocols, rather than be given the reward of an alternative (and some might argue, more enjoyable or sustaining) curriculum (Howard, 2009). This rationale has parallels in the ways in which many criminal justice systems place an almost exclusive emphasis on punishment rather than restitution or education (Bazemore & Dooley, 2001).

The desire to standardise school curricula in a way that prioritises academic achievement at the expense of a needed focus on personal and social skills is a feature of modernist education systems (O’Brien & Guiney, 2005). It allows greater centralised scrutiny and measurement of what is and is not effective in providing students with a set of skills and aptitudes that are ‘useful’ – both socially and economically (Farrell, 2010). Assessment of what is ‘effective’ usually follows a traditional set of criteria, based on performance at specific time intervals and in specified subjects. In such a context, and where there is a preoccupation with international comparisons of student achievement (Goldstein, 2004), a progressive, needs-led curriculum for EBD students will struggle to emerge or survive. This situation was captured in Kauffman’s (1997) speculation that instruction in non-functional and irrelevant skills is a frequent response in schools; he suggests that a failure to provide adequate instruction in critical social and academic skills is an important causal factor in EBD itself.

Though the negative effect of disconnecting the ‘academic’ and ‘social’ curriculum has been re-stated recently (Gutman & Feinstein, 2008; Lindeboom, van den Berg, von Hinke Kessler Scholder, & Washbrook, 2010; Goodman & Gregg, 2010) there remains a prevailing preoccupation solely with the former. This allows for inter-school comparison, and has prompted the growth of ‘league tables’ in many countries, based almost entirely on academic performance of students. Where the intended curriculum is lionised in this way, and where there is an increasing preoccupation with international comparisons, a progressive, needs-led curriculum which addresses identified needs of EBD students will struggle to emerge – let alone survive.
Content and Pedagogy
The paramount question therefore is what might comprise a meaningful curriculum for EBD students? There are certainly precedents and indicative examples of these in many countries from which pointers can be taken for future curriculum iterations (Gischel, 2008), and it is reassuring that promising local, regional and national interventions are still apparent. But blue-sky thinking in education has an unhappy history in my experience: it nearly always ends in tears (Lowe, 2007). When the stakes are high, as in the cases of those interventions relating to EBD students, the failure of the silver bullet to hit its target brings with it the risk of becoming scapegoated as leftist, anti-authoritarian and contrary to the expectations of a civil society.

A major issue of tension is highlighted in stating that a curriculum for EBD students ought to address issues of both formal, academic learning as well as a ‘social’ curriculum. The separation of ‘learning’ – as traditionally defined – from that of ‘social behaviour’ has been a source of considerable debate amongst education professionals in the last decade (Hayden & Martin, 2011). And arguably it has been the pivotal issue in the continuing relative failure, in England at least, of many centrally devised curriculum approaches relating to EBD. This has resulted in stasis and impoverishment in the curriculum of these students, reported over many years (DES, 1989; Knitzer, Steinberg, & Fleisch, 1990; DES, 2006; [AQ1]Rooney, 2012). And it should be noted that this depressing scenario continues: in the most recent official overview of Pupil Behaviour in Schools in England (Department of Education, 2012), a document of 106 pages, ‘curriculum’ was mentioned on just 8 occasions; the term ‘discipline’, in contrast, appeared over 100 times.
Elsewhere in this Handbook, the value of listening to the stakeholder voice has been highlighted as being central to effective policy and provision in EBD. It represents a way of working that has found favour in widespread locations internationally (Fielding & Prieto, 2002; Flutter & Ruddock, 2004) and one which, in itself, provides a catalyst to empowering young people who have been marginalised from regular education on account of their inappropriate behaviour (Lloyd-Smith & Davies, 1996). As Marchant (1995) has remarked ‘…the essential core curriculum for pupils experiencing emotional and behavioural difficulties is the expression of their own feelings and emotions to facilitate greater control over their own lives’ (p. 46). As if to reinforce the point, he went on to say that ‘The provision of a formal, academic curriculum is of only secondary importance’. This section of the chapter, in recognition of this ‘eternal verity’ (Visser, 2002), uses the words of students with EBD to illustrate those elements in curriculum provision – both content and teaching – which I have earlier referred to as being central to its efficacy (Garner & Forbes, 2012): curriculum appropriateness, consultation, flexibility, training and professional development, and accountability. Their illustrative comments, taken from unpublished data generated for an earlier study (Garner & Clough, 2008; italicised in the subsequent sections) remain powerful in their own right, and are further amplified by examples of recent theoretical literature.

Curriculum Appropriateness
The task of making the school curriculum more relevant for EBD pupils has been a major consideration over time. It has exercised governments (Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skill [Ofsted], 2001; Quality and Curriculum Authority [QCA], 2001), academics [AQ2](Visser, 2003) and professionals (Leather, 2009). Securing an appropriate experience remains elusive, however. The students themselves have echoed these concerns, stating that ‘What I learn here is no good to me, there ain’t nothing useful so that…I’ll be able to get a job with it or anything’. A preoccupation with the vocational imperative is apparent in the words of EBD students, and contributes to alienation from what is on offer: ‘If I was going to college and stuff like that it’d be OK I suppose. But it’s all learning facts about things that won’t do me any good when I leave. That’s why I’m not interested and don’t come (to school) a lot of the time’. There are also signals from these students that when schools attempt to provide a curriculum alternative (a regular response by education systems worldwide), those new initiatives are viewed with suspicion and as equally peripheral to their needs (‘They bring in some guy who gives us some problem-solving kind of things, and they think that’ll be OK for us, job done, they’re thing, right?’). There are even suggestions that such innovation is regarded as having low status and that these students sense that this deviation from the officially recognised school curriculum demeans them: ‘You ask me…how can they expect me to do this sh** . It’s like colouring in, Year 7 work that they think will keep me occupied. No, it makes me feel like I am here for them to take the *iss’. Ultimately, there are questions to be asked regarding whether or not traditional formats of schooling, and all that they encompass, are the best fit for these young people. And these student observations also suggest that radical shifts are needed with regard to our own understanding of what comprises an ‘EBD curriculum’. What are often presented as innovations are, in fact, little other than the latest version of earlier attempts to secure relevance. Perseverance with those ideas, which connect the emotions, student behaviour and their learning within a whole curriculum might well be the optimum opportunity for progress – though this way of thinking appears to have escaped the concentrated attention of the present English Government.

Consultation
Most school students like to be involved in some way in planning their own work at school (Rothstein & Santana, 2011). It is an approach that mirrors much of what takes place in work after school (Mortier, Hunt, Leroy, Van de Putte, & Van Hove, 2010). The re-signification of student learning (Cooper, 1990), in which the process becomes a dialogue, leads to learners who feel empowered. Although it is a process viewed as essential in allowing curriculum ownership to flourish (Smith, 1997; Mooney, Epstein, Reid, & Nelson, 2003), it remains as a contested issue in many school settings (Robinson & Taylor, 2013). Students with EBD are forthright in their statements regarding having some kind of role in decision-making: ‘When we are given a chance to say what it is we want, then it is a sign, something telling us that we are part of it. I feel more like they are taking notice of me’. Giving an opportunity to students to express an opinion is viewed by many teachers as a highly risky strategy, especially when this involves EBD students. But the views of this group of students indicate a more positive response when this occurs: ‘Getting to choose how I learn is a big deal for me and makes me feel that as I’m in charge I want to prove that I can do it. A bit like a boss in a company really…it is more my responsibility when that happens’. This kind of empowerment in learning has potential to enhance the self-esteem of these students and can act as a trigger to longer-term engagement in learning across a wide range of school subjects. Perhaps the greatest challenge is in convincing teachers of the efficacy of such an approach with students for whom they might have less positive or empathic regard (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2000).

Flexibility
Students experiencing EBD often have less-ordered, even chaotic lives (Leather, 2009). They are also frequently disorganised learners (Ellis & Tod, 2009). It has been noted that much current provision attempts to become inclusive by demonstrating equality of access to a common-for-all curriculum model. That such an approach is not applicable to all students largely results from shortcomings in pedagogy. In England, one issue of note here is that the onset of a national curriculum has changed much of the content of teacher preparation programmes. Courses have increasingly become focused on ‘subject knowledge at the expense of the development of a range of pedagogical skills’ (Furlong, 2005). As a result, the way that teachers teach is becoming less varied, so that learner-differences are not being addressed (Bangs, Macbeath, & Galton, 2011)
 A standardised curriculum is often taught in a standardised way. The implications of this for students with EBD are serious, as the commentaries of EBD students themselves confirm. In one case, a student stated that ‘I prefer a teacher who is on my wavelength…sometimes I feel as though I can work and other days nothing’, whilst another informant felt that ‘The teachers here are all the same, they just do the same thing every day, on and on…when we get a cover from outside at least it gets us interested…we have to work out how he operates’.

Training and Professional Development
Teacher professional development that is connected directly to EBD is at the heart of effective delivery of the curriculum for all children (Garner, 2012), and is vital to ensure that those working in the field have the insight, knowledge and skills to adapt curricula to quickly changing circumstances. There have been debates concerning the existence of a separate repertoire of skills for teachers working with students experiencing EBD (Lewis & Norwich, 2005). To some extent, such arguments are of little consequence, in that the students themselves have very clear views about the type of teacher who is more likely to engage them in learning. The literature, which has emerged in abundance over the last 10–15 years (see, for example, Daniels, Visser, Cole, & de Reybekill, 1999; Lopes, Monteiro, & Sil, 2004) suggests that there is a high degree of correlation between the characteristics of the preferred teacher-type of EBD students and those of the more general school population. The data set reported briefly in this chapter confirms these preferences and parallels. ‘My teacher gives me breathing space, he doesn’t jump on my mistakes and keeps gives me quite a bit of help just as I need it…he seems to connect, you know?’ advised one student, whilst another maintained that ‘I know where I stand with Mrs_______________(teacher) and I can work with that, she takes no c*ap from us and everything is in the open’. These ‘insider views’ on teacher characteristics mirror very closely those sets of attributes identified in the literature that define ‘effective’ teachers in contemporary schools (McBer, 2000). One common feature identified is the importance placed on the ‘affective’ skills of the teacher in promoting curriculum access. In fact, Avramidis et al. (2000) emphasise that ‘One of the main barriers to the implementation of integrating students with significant disabilities has been identified as teachers’ attitudes’ (p. 278). One EBD student confirmed this, stating that ‘With some teachers you know from the kick off that you’ve got a connection…like…they can laugh at things, be cool when things go wrong, seem to want to talk and are interested in me’
Accountability
Students experiencing EBD often show that they want to achieve in ways that have credibility. They expect their teachers to be able to provide a curriculum that will enable them to secure externally recognised credit for their learning (‘I don’t work too hard because it does my head in, but it would be nice to get some certificates’), and they also want them to be able to demonstrate expert-knowledge and interest in their subject. Instructional provision comes under similar close scrutiny (Niesyn, 2009). One attribute, which is frequently mentioned, relates to teachers being organised and well prepared, an issue that appears in most teacher training frameworks (Menter, Brisard, & Smith, 2006). EBD students, whose words are included in this chapter, are explicit in stating their expectations: ‘I want to be taught by somebody who does more than tells me stuff, gives me things to do like I’m a monkey in a zoo. I want my teacher to say things to me that make me think ‘yeah, right, that’s amazing’ and you can’t do that if you’re not bothered’. The issue of accountability is one that connects with notions of professional responsibility and with the personal beliefs of teachers. In particular, there is a strident body of opinion that suggests that because certain students refuse or appear unable to comply with school rules and routines, they should forego the right to be taught. This is contentious territory of course, but it finds its breeding ground in certain schools, especially at a time when the way that education delivers a product for the tax-dollar is under ever-increasing scrutiny and when ‘education’ is regarded as a commodity, more so than ever it was before.

EBD and the Curriculum Challenge: Reality Bites?

Providing a broad, balanced and relevant curriculum for students with EBD constitutes, arguably, the holy grail of compulsory education. It is a quest that has had a historical profile in diverse education systems worldwide and it remains a point of considerable public and professional debate. The search continues, at a time of increased pressure on resources and on budgets. History has shown that, when economic and educational imperatives come into conflict, as at the present time, it is often the most marginalised groups – including students who experience EBD – who encounter the greatest duress. Currently, there is an amplified sense of awareness about both ‘value-for-money’ and an increased emphasis on international comparisons. It will require strong, resourceful, innovative and courageous teachers to fight for the right of EBD students to receive a curriculum offer, which is applicable to their needs. History, regrettably, is littered with curriculum casualties.
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