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Abstract   

The success and quality of educational provision for children with SEN and / or disabilities is a matter of considerable debate, with wide differences reported by parents. Extant evidence is limited by sampling bias and size making the true extent of (dis)satisfaction difficult to gauge.  This paper reports systematic, comparative evidence from a factor analysis of a large sample of diverse parents (n=562) in Great Britain, surveyed on key aspects of provision such as choice of school and influence of attitudinal and environmental factors. In contrast to dominant notions of widespread unhappiness amongst parents, a largely positive view of educational provision was found. Parents of children with psychosocial difficulties in mainstream schools were the main exceptions, being the least satisfied with provision. These findings offer a timely and welcome balance in the highly contentious debate on where and how additional support for children and young people with SEN or disabilities takes place.

Introduction 

Two reports from the House of Commons Select Committee on Special Educational Needs (SEN) (House of Commons 2006, 2007) highlighted the so-called ‘postcode lottery’ in relation to SEN provision in England; that is, parents of children with ostensibly similar types of SEN may receive very different types of provision in different parts of the country. The Committee emphasised its concern over the significant frustration which poor provision causes families and highlighted the need for urgent action. A welter of initiatives concerning SEN provision has been aimed at increasing fairness and transparency across the system and so increasing both parental confidence and the effectiveness of provision (DCSF 2007a, b; House of Commons 2008a; House of Commons 2008b). These initiatives have been prompted, and reinforced, by various groups of lobbying parents (e.g. All Party Parliamentary Group on Autism (APPGA); Balls 2008) in relation to long standing concerns (e.g. Audit Commission, 2002a, 2002b; Pirrie et al., 2005; Scottish Executive, 2005) and have been reflected in the Lamb Inquiry (2008-9; www.dcsf.gov.uk/lambenquiry/ ; last accessed October 2008) and the proposed SEN review by the Office for Standards in Education (OfSTED) in 2009-2010 (DCSF 2007b). 

It is thus timely to ask - what is the systematic evidence about parental satisfaction with SEN provision?  There are certainly mixed messages from the research literature. When satisfaction is examined within (i) the context of specific schools or type of provision; (ii) designated ‘groups’ of children with particular needs; or  (iii) in relation to specific assessment procedures, then the findings are overwhelmingly positive, with parents mostly satisfied with their child’s current school placement and favouring this over an alternative.  For example, Male (1998) found that a majority of parents of children with severe or profound and multiple learning difficulties were satisfied with current specialist provision and did not want a change of placement. High levels of satisfaction with current educational placement were also reported by parents of children with moderate learning difficulties attending a special school (Dawson & Kierney, 1988); of children attending primary and secondary EBD schools (for children with Emotional and Behavioural Disorders; Crawford and Simonoff, 2003); and of children with severely challenging behaviours in residential special education (Robertson, Emerson, Fowler et al., 1996). Likewise, parents of young children with disabilities in inclusive settings (Hewson & Sisson, 1996; Bartlett & Dean, 1988) mostly viewed their experiences positively and did not want their child to attend specialist provision. A large survey of parents in Northern Ireland (McConkey, O’Connor, Hartrop & Madden, 2004) revealed that most were satisfied with the placement of their child (either in mainstream, special or mixed provision) following the completion of a statement of SEN and with the assessment and statementing process itself (O’Connor, McConkey & Hartrop, 2005).
Given these findings, the parental frustration noted in the Select Committee Report on SEN (2006) may appear surprising. However, many of these studies are limited (to varying degrees) by the highly localised or specific nature of the enquiry, often, for example, focusing on the parents of only one school or geographical region. Consequently, it could be that the findings illustrate fortuitous, but atypical, pockets of good practice in educational provision for children with SEN and / or disabilities (ie. reflecting positive subsets of the ‘postcode lottery’ referred to above). Indeed, other evidence points to the substantial frustration and unhappiness experienced by some parents in securing their first choice of provision for their children with SEN or disabilities, and in relations with Local Authorities (LAs) and other professionals (eg. Duncan 2003; Paradice & Adewusi, 2002; Cook & Swain, 2001; Lake & Billingsley, 2000). Thus, parental frustration noted above relates to concerns about assessment and specific aspects of intervention and support rather than placement per se.

Notably, parents of children with Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD) feature prominently among parents reporting dissatisfaction (Whitaker, 2007; House of Commons Education and Skills Committee, 2006; Batten et al., 2006; Tissot & Evans, 2006).  Whether this is because their children receive particularly poor provision and/ or because compared with parents of some other SEN groups (who may receive a similar quality of provision) they are more vociferous or more engaged is unclear (see Parsons, Lewis & Ellins, in press, and Daniels & Porter, 2007, for discussion). However, many such studies (with the exception of Whitaker, 2007 and Parsons, Lewis & Ellins, in press) are based on surveys carried out by parent organisations and so lack representativeness, either through self-selection into formal parent groups or organisations or due to very small numbers of participants (eg. Duncan, 2003). Thus, the true extent of parental frustration and the specific nature of concerns (such as assessment, placement, support, transfer and transition) about educational provision for children with SEN is difficult to gauge from extant evidence.

It is clearly important and timely to seek a wider view. We could find no comparative and systematic data about how parents from different geographical locations, with children at different types of school, with different disabilities or SEN do or do not differ in their views on educational placement and provision for their children. The survey reported here is, to the best of our knowledge, the first parent study in Great Britain to provide such comparative evidence
. Our survey was structured around five main aspects of parents’ (and children’s) experiences of educational provision. These were chosen for a number of reasons: (i) the priorities of the funder (ii) their importance in related literature (see above and also Audit Commission, 2002b)  (iii) their relation to the social model of disability, especially the role of attitudes and the environment in shaping experiences and (iv) the timing of the survey within the post- Disability Discrimination Act  (1995, 2005) era in the UK, in which the awareness and impact of disability legislation can be examined. The five themes are:

(1) Independence and autonomy (eg. involvement of parents in decisions and choice)

(2) Experience of accessible / inaccessible educational environments (eg. building layout and access to curriculum and qualifications)

(3) Attitudes and behaviours (eg. impact of teacher and other attitudes to disability)

(4) Knowledge and assertion of rights (eg. disability identity and awareness of disability legislation in the UK)

(5) Ambition and aspirations (eg. perceived impact of impairment and others’ attitudes on future and career plans)

Here we report only the views of parents of disabled children and those with SEN (for comparisons between parents of children with and without disabilities or SEN see Lewis et al., 2006, which includes the full survey and is available online). Acknowledging the overlapping, but also differing, definitions and implications, as well as awareness, of the terms ‘disability’ and ‘SEN’ (see Keil, Miller & Cobb 2006 for discussion) we adopt the term ‘learning difficulties and disabilities’ (LDD) drawing on OfSTED (July 2006); introduced because of its ‘currency’ across health and social sectors, and reflecting a move towards the development of integrated children’s services. This captures a wider group than that typically described by SEN categories only and includes all children who might be considered to come under the remit of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA 1995, 2005). Our sampling strategy and careful structuring and wording of the survey aimed to reach respondents from this wider group (see Method section below).

Method

Given wordage constraints here, only a brief overview of methods is included below (see the published final report, Lewis et al. (2006), for detailed information about sampling, methods and the survey instrument). 

Sampling 

Six geographical regions in GB (four in England, one in Scotland and one in Wales) were identified spanning a range of settings and demographic factors including ethnic and socio-economic diversity as well as average or higher-than-average numbers of children with SEN. Within each region, mainstream secondary, mainstream primary and special schools were asked to distribute questionnaires to parents in specified year groups (see below).

The main interest was in the views of parents and carers of children with LDD, which is a small proportion of the population (less than 5%). To enable powerful inferences, a method of disproportionate stratified sampling was employed in order to target the survey at sufficient numbers of families within each stratum, defined as follows: 

· Mainstream group: entire year groups of mainstream primary and secondary schools and Further Education (FE) colleges  

· List/register group: those on the action plus register in mainstream primary and secondary schools and FE colleges including pupils with statements or, in Scotland, a Record of Needs

· Special School group: entire year groups (or age equivalent) in special schools, including some independent special schools 

A second main interest was on issues around transition and so year groups at significant transition points were targeted i.e. final year of primary and secondary provision and first year of secondary and post-compulsory education (and equivalents in Scotland). [See also Parsons, Lewis & Ellins (in press) and Parsons & Lewis (in press) for supplementary online surveys reported separately due to sampling differences.]  
The survey instrument 

The survey was constructed to maximise respondent numbers from parents/carers rather than having an immediate or obvious focus on LDD subgroups, which may have led to non-responding by parents who presumed it was not relevant to them. Appropriate modifications concerning terminology were made to country-specific versions. A Welsh language version of the survey was also produced with appropriate checks to ensure the terminology was appropriate.  Time and budget constraints, coupled with the likelihood of reaching only very small numbers of relevant respondents, prohibited the development of the survey in any additional languages or formats (eg. audio or Braille versions). The survey sections were planned to cover different aspects of the five key research themes of the project, outlined in the Introduction (see also Table 1 for summarised wording of questions). Questions concerning demographic information were derived from the 2001 National Census; specifically, ethnicity categories were based on advice from National Statistics (http://www.statistics.gov.uk/about/ethnic_group_statistics/; last accessed October 2008) and employment categories based on Rose et al (2005) and also the Office for National Statistics: http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/ns_sec/nssec_self_coded_method.asp; last accessed October 2008).

Notes on data analyses

There were two main types of quantitative data arising from the survey responses: rating scale data on a range of satisfaction and awareness measures and categorical data from questions requiring yes/no (or ‘don’t know’) responses. The categorical data were analysed using (2 and/or, in the case of background information (such as ethnicity or employment status), as independent variables in ANOVA. There were 22 questions that could be answered using a rating scale. In order to use these data in the most powerful way, and reduce the likelihood of Type I errors by avoiding multiple comparisons with the same data, an exploratory principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation was used. 

The data were shown to be suitable for exploratory principal component factor analysis [determinant < 0.0001; KMO measure of sampling adequacy = 0.81; Bartlett’s test of sphericity p<0.0001]. The rotated extraction of factors (with loadings <0.4 suppressed) generated 6 factors, all of which had Eigen values >1, accounting for 71.4% of the variance. Factor 1 (11 items) was negatively loaded by school or Local Authority (LA) ‘blaming’ questions and positively loaded by questions about progress and satisfaction with school; this factor is named: School Support. Factor 2 (6 items) also suggests a positive role from the school in terms of support but includes all of the questions relating to the implementation of the DDA; this factor is therefore named: Legislation Impact. Factor 3 (4 items) is positively loaded by the child feeling settled in school, the parent having enough information to decide about school and able to choose what to do next, and negatively loaded by the LA being the cause of the child’s difficulties; this factor suggests high parental involvement in decision making and the child being settled at the school of their choice, hence it is named Autonomy. Factor 4 (3 items) concerns the difficulties children may encounter in relation to learning and aspirations (being prevented from learning, doing well and getting a good job) and so is named: Effect of Difficulties. Factor 5 (2 items) relates to issues concerning physical accessibility of the school and inclusion in extracurricular activities and is named Accessibility. Factor 6 (3 items) includes a positive loading from ‘just the way the child is’, as well as the child’s difficulties stopping them from getting a good job and preventing them doing what they want in the future; this seems to reflect a view of difficulties as intrinsic to the child and having a long-term impact on achievements and is named Within-Child View.

These six Factors closely matched our five main question themes except that ‘Accessible Environments’ and ‘Attitudes and Behaviours’ were split across three Factors (School Support, Accessibility and Within-Child View). For each Factor the overall mean score for each respondent (across all questions included within the Factor) was calculated and summed across the sample; negatively loading questions were inverted so that agree and disagree were reversed. In some cases data were missing because participants did not provide an answer for all questions; where this occurred the mean score was calculated from the remaining question responses; if only one question within the Factor was answered then this response was taken as the score. For all combined mean ratings: 1=strongly agree, 2= agree, 3=neutral, 4=disagree and 5=strongly disagree [note that 6 = don’t know was coded as ‘no response’ for the purpose of calculating combined mean scores]. 

Please see Table 1 for a summary of Factor loadings. 
***Insert Table 1 about here***

Results
1. Composition of the LDD group. 

1776 usable survey returns were received and 562 respondents indicated that their child experienced LDD (31.6%); all further details and analysis relate to this group. Three questions were used to assess whether the parent perceived their child as having learning difficulties or disabilities: first, parents were asked to indicate whether their child currently experienced any difficulties at school due to a specified list (see Table 2 for details); next, ‘Does your child have a special need?’; and third ‘Does your child have a disability?’. Ticking one or more difficulties on the list or answering ‘yes’ to either of the other two questions led to inclusion in the LDD group. Note that difficulties described as bullying only, or bullying and prejudice only, or ‘other’ (relating to home or school induced difficulties only) were excluded so that responses represented only those whose children were likely to meet the DDA definition of disability (ie. n=562 following these exclusions; note that prejudice was included as a response here in order to reflect the social model of disability and to capture a wider range of possible difficulties that may be experienced by children). Responses to the three questions regarding difficulties, special need and disability were sometimes overlapping and sometimes distinct and this is represented in the responses from 541 parents, shown in Figure 1 [those who did not answer all three questions are not included in the figure]. 214 parents said their child had SEN, difficulties at school and a disability; 151 (104+49) parents described their child as having SEN but not a disability, and only 10 described their child as having a disability only. 

***Insert Table 2 & Fig 1 about here***

Just over half the group (51.1%) had a statement or Record of Needs with 4% saying this had ended and less then 1% saying it was pending. A third of the group had never had a statement or Record of Needs and 12% said they did not know whether their child had one (see Table 2). A majority of children (80%) in the special school stratum were in receipt of a statement or Record of Needs, whereas only a fifth and two-fifths in the mainstream and list/register strata, respectively, had one (see Table 3). Nearly two-thirds of the mainstream group and one-third of the list/register had never had one. Of those who did not have, or had never had, a statement (n=187) half (50.3%) received some support from school.

***Insert Table 3 about here***

2. Background characteristics of respondents

A summary of background characteristics of parent respondents and their children is shown in Table 2. 

Employment. Table 4 compares the percentages of employment status within each sampling stratum with national equivalent (GB) figures collapsed into four main groups for ease of comparison (from the 2001 census, summarised in Rose, Pevalin and O’Reilly, 2005). The special school sample is similar to the GB norm, but the list/register group is skewed towards professional / managerial and away from clerical (although similar to national norms in relation to routine/manual and technical occupations) and this skew is slightly more pronounced in the mainstream group.

***Insert Tables 4 & 5 about here***

Ethnicity. The combined average proportion of minority ethnic pupils across primary and secondary schools in England (DfES, 2005) is 13.6%, with White pupils accounting for 82.7% of the school population (the 13.6% figure does not include Chinese and ‘other’ ethnic groups in order to allow a closer comparison with our sample where, due to low numbers (n=4), these groups were excluded from analyses). Ethnic groups have been collapsed into four broad categories for ease of statistical comparison (White, Black, Asian and Mixed Ethnicity; note that ‘Mixed Ethnicity’ is a specific category drawn from the National Census that includes White and Black Caribbean; White and Black African; White and Asian; and Any other mixed background). Table 5 shows that the list/register group was similar to the national norm whilst the special school group contained a higher proportion of children from minority ethnic backgrounds (mostly Asian) and the mainstream group contained a higher proportion of children of white ethnic origin than the national norm. It is not possible to know why these variations from the national norms exist within our sample, but it could be a sampling artifact (ie. determined by unanticipated idiosyncracies of the schools within the geographical regions sampled). Detailed discussion regarding the numbers of, and LDD-related issues for, Minority Ethnic pupils is beyond the scope of the present paper; interested readers are referred instead to Lindsay, Pather and Strand (2006) for information and (unrelated) analysis of these issues.

3. Findings regarding satisfaction with educational provision

Note that for all combined mean ratings: 1=strongly agree, 2= agree, 3=neutral, 4=disagree and 5=strongly disagree. This means that higher or lower scores have different meanings for each of the Factors: for School Support, Legislation Impact and Autonomy lower mean scores (between 1 and 2) suggest more positive experiences; for Effect of Difficulties; Accessibility and Within-Child lower mean scores suggest the child is rated as experiencing greater difficulties.
3.1.Overall picture of school satisfaction. Based on the mean ratings across the six identified Factors (see Table 1), there was an overall positive picture about views and experiences of school; parents agreed on average that their school was doing well in supporting their children; that disability legislation was having a positive impact; they had been able to choose the school their child attended and their child was not denied access to the school buildings or extra activities because of their LDD. Parents were more neutral on average about their child’s difficulties having an impact on their progress and learning and those difficulties being located within the child. 

One of the main indicators of parental satisfaction with schooling was whether they had asked the school to change any aspect of provision in relation to their child’s LDD; 161 parents said they had asked the school to do this. Each of the satisfaction Factors was subjected to a one-way ANOVA with Ask or Not Ask the school as the independent variable (see Table 6 for means and standard deviations). Significant differences were found between the Ask and Not Ask groups on four of the six Factors. For School Support [F(1, 560) = 115.8, p<0.001], Legislation Impact [F(1,539) = 65.7, p<0.001], and Autonomy [F(1, 559) = 33.5, p<0.001], parents who had asked the school to change were significantly less satisfied (gave higher mean ratings) with the support from the school; less positive about the impact of legislation on educational provision and felt that they had less, rather than more, autonomy with regard to information and decisions, compared to parents who had not asked the school to change. There was also a significant difference between the groups on Effect of Difficulties [F(1,432) = 13.8, p<0.001] with those who had asked the school to change giving significantly higher ‘agree’ ratings that their child’s difficulties would hinder their progress and opportunities compared to those who had not asked the school to change. 

***Insert Table 6 about here***

The following sections explore the variations in this overall picture through foregrounding key variables of interest: Educational (or sampling) Strata; Disability grouping; Role of formal support and legislation, and Interactions between these factors. Note that comparing responses between country of residence (England, Wales or Scotland) and between Employment groups (as defined above), revealed no significant differences on any of the school satisfaction Factors and so these variables are not considered further in relation to the rating data. Please refer to Table 6 for means and standard deviations for all statistically significant comparisons.

3.2. Satisfaction by Educational Strata. For each satisfaction Factor, a one-way ANOVA was carried out with Strata as the independent variable (special, mainstream or list/register). There was a significant main effect of Strata for School Support [F(2, 558) = 24.8, p<0.001], Legislation Impact [F(2,537) = 9.0, p<0.001], Effect of Difficulties [F(2,430) = 9.1, p<0.001], Accessibility [F(2,420) =9.1, p<0.001] and Within-Child View [F(2,439) = 41.1, p<0.001]. The plots for the mean scores for each factor by Strata are shown as Fig 2 a-e, respectively.

***Insert Fig 2 a-e about here***

For Effect of Difficulties, parents of children in the mainstream group were least likely to agree that their child’s difficulties hindered their learning or potential achievements and, according to Tukey-b post-hoc analyses, differed significantly from the list/register and special school groups in this regard. Parents of children in the special school strata were most likely to agree that the school was supporting their child; disability legislation was having a positive impact; their child was more likely to be hindered in accessing the school and other activities; and their child’s difficulties were ‘just the way s/he is’. Post-hoc analyses showed that the three groups were significantly different from each other in relation to their ratings of School Support and Within-Child View. For Legislation Impact and Accessibility, the special school group differed significantly from mainstream and list/register, but the latter were not significantly different from each other. The only Factor not to show a significant difference between Strata was Autonomy with all three groups giving average agreement ratings between 2.05 and 2.14.

The special school group were least likely to have asked the school to change: 20% had done so compared to 41% and 33% of the list/register and mainstream groups, respectively [(2 (2) = 18.5, p<0.001].  Parents were also asked ‘Does your child currently go to the type of school that you want?’ 480 (out of 549; 87.4%) said ‘yes’; 50 (9.1%) said ‘no’ and 19 (3.5%) said they did not know. A majority of each group said their child attended the type of school they wanted (see Table 7) and, based on a (2 analysis, did not differ significantly from each other (p>0.05).

***Insert Table 7 about here***

58 returns were from parents of children attending schools in Wales (six respondents returned Welsh language versions of the form). 34 of these provided a rating for ‘I was able to choose between Welsh and English Medium Schools’ with an average rating of ‘agree’ (2.15). In a breakdown of frequencies 25/34 either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, 5 were neutral, 3 disagreed (1 said ‘don’t know’ and no-one said ‘strongly disagree’). All but one of the responses were from parents of children in the mainstream sampling stratum making a statistical comparison according to Strata inappropriate.

3.3 Satisfaction by LDD ‘group’. A total of 946 difficulties were ticked across the group of 562 respondents, indicating that many parents ticked more than one difficulty for their child. As Table 8 shows, there was a tendency for children with multiple disabilities to attend special schools suggesting they had greater support needs than children in mainstream settings. Overall, Learning Disability was the most frequently ticked, followed by EBD, Language and Communication and Autistic Spectrum Disorder (see Table 2); note that parents could tick more than one category and so these groups are not independent. Indeed, Table 9 shows the bivariate interactions between the broad categories of difficulties, giving some indication of the overlapping nature of the groups (it is not possible to show the full extent of all overlaps between all groups). 

***Insert Tables 8 & 9 about here***

Given the substantially interlinked and overlapping nature of children’s difficulties, analysis of the data according to a particular ‘group’ or ‘type’ of difficulty is problematic. Nevertheless, it is important to provide an indication of the influence of broad disability grouping on views and experiences of school. With this in mind, children’s difficulties were grouped into four broad categories: Learning disability (n=271); Language and autism (n=178); Psychosocial [EBD and mental health difficulties; n=181]; Motor and sensory [Physical, visual and hearing difficulties; n=116]. Given that children may belong to more than one group the groups cannot be compared directly; however each ‘type’ of disability can be ‘foregrounded’ (as the independent variable) in separate analyses such that the experiences of children with and without the stated disability can be compared. A majority of parents in each ‘group’ said their child was attending the school that they wanted and there were no significant differences in this pattern. 

3.3a Learning Disability: There was a significant effect of learning disability for the Effect of Difficulties [F(1, 432) = 10.9, p<0.005] and Within-Child [F(1, 441) = 40.0, p<0.001] Factors. In both cases, the parents of children with learning disabilities were more likely to agree that their child’s difficulties were located within the child and would hinder their learning and progress than parents of children without learning disabilities.

3.3b Language and autism: Parents were significantly more likely to agree that their children with language difficulties or ASD would be hindered by their difficulties [Effect of Difficulties: F(1, 432) = 14.2, p<0.001] and that the difficulties were located within the child [Within-Child: F(1, 441) = 35.2, p<0.001]. They were also more likely to agree that their children were impeded in accessing the school or additional activities than other parents (who tended to disagree with this) [Accessibility: F (1,422) = 9.9, p<0.005]. In addition, 40% of parents had asked the school to change compared to 28% of parents of children without these difficulties; a significant difference [(2 (1) = 7.9, p=0.005].

3.3c Psychosocial: Parents of children who ticked mental health or emotional and behavioural difficulties gave significantly different ratings from those without these difficulties on five out of the six Factors. For School Support [F(1, 560) = 32.5, p<0.001], Legislation Impact [F(1, 539) = 6.7, p=0.01] and Autonomy [F(1, 559) = 7.4, p<0.01] these parents were significantly less positive in their ratings compared to parents of children without these difficulties. They were also more likely to agree that their child’s difficulties would have a negative impact on learning and progress [Effect of Difficulties: F(1, 432) = 6.0, p<0.025] and less likely to disagree that their child was prevented from moving around the school and accessing extra-curricular activities [Accessibility: F(1,422) = 8.6, p<0.005]. Both ‘groups’ of parents gave identical mean ratings (2.6 – agree/neutral) that the cause of their child’s difficulties was ‘within-child’. 48% of parents had asked the school to change compared to 26% of parents of children without these difficulties [(2 (1) = 25.2, p<0.001]. 

3.1d Motor and sensory: Parents of children with motor and / or sensory difficulties were significantly more likely than those without to agree that support for their children at school was good [School Support: F(1,560) = 5.7, p<0.025] and that the child’s difficulties were ‘within-child’ [Within-Child: F(1,441) = 9.4, p<0.005]. They were less likely than other parents to agree that their child’s Accessibility was impeded [Accessibility: F(1, 422) = 26.9, p<0.001]. 

3.4 Satisfaction by formal support and legislation. Parents who said their child had a statement (yes+pending n=280) differed significantly on all Factors, except for Autonomy, from those who did not (no ended + never n=195). For School Support [F(1, 474) = 21.6, p<0.001] and Legislation Impact [F(1,458) = 11.9, p<0.005] they were more positive in their ratings; but also acknowledged that their child’s difficulties would hinder their progress [Effect of Difficulties: F(1,370) = 14.03, p<0.001] were Within-Child [F(1, 375) = 52.1, p<0.001] and that their child was hindered in accessing buildings and activities [Accessibility: F(1,361) = 8.74, p<0.005].

There were three questions that asked about awareness of formal disability legislation: ‘Before this survey, had you heard of the Disability Rights Commission (DRC)
?’ ‘Are you aware of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA)?’ and ‘Did you know that the DDA applies to schools?’ 39% of parents said that they had heard of the DRC before the survey and almost exactly half of the respondents said that they heard of the DDA. However, only 36% said they knew the DDA applied to schools. Two significant differences on the satisfaction Factors were found:  those who had heard of the DDA gave significantly higher scores (were less likely to agree) on the Autonomy Factor than those who had not [F(1, 543) = 4.7, p<0.05] and those who knew the DDA applied to schools  gave significantly lower scores (were more likely to agree) on the Legislation Impact Factor compared to parents who did not know this [F(1, 519) = 6.4, p<0.025]. In addition, 60% of those who had asked the school to change had heard of the DDA compared to 47% of those who had not asked the school to change [(2(1) = 7.8, p=0.005]. There was no significant difference between the Ask and Not Ask groups as to whether their child had a statement or not (53.5% and 46.5%, respectively). 

(2 analyses showed a significant association between employment status and awareness [DRC: (2 (3) = 46.5, p<0.001; DDA: (2 (3) = 58.2, p<0.001; DDA apply to schools: (2 (3) = 41.2, p<0.001]. The frequencies for each broad occupation group x question are displayed graphically in Figure 3. In all cases the Professional/Managerial group gave the highest proportion of ‘yes’ responses, and the Routine/Manual group the greatest proportion of ‘no’ responses. 

***Insert Fig 3 about here***

4. Interactions between variables

Statistical interactions on the satisfaction Factors were only explored between variables where significant main effects (for specific Factors within each variable) had already been demonstrated. The only significant interactions were between Educational Strata and Disability. Parents of children with language or autism-related difficulties in mainstream schools were significantly more likely to agree that the child’s difficulties were Within-Child compared to children in mainstream schools without these kinds of difficulties [F(2,442) = 3.6, p<0.05]. For the Psychosocial difficulties group, dissatisfaction with School Support (indicated by higher mean scores) was especially marked for children on the list/register in mainstream settings [F (2, 561) = 8.51, p<0.001]. A similar pattern was found for Legislation Impact, where parents of children with psychosocial difficulties on the list/register rated the impact of legislation much less positively (gave higher mean scores) than children on the list/register without psychosocial difficulties [F(2,540) = 3.46, p<0.05]. Interactions are presented graphically in Fig 4 a-c.

***Insert Fig 4 a-c about here**

Discussion 

Overwhelmingly, with some important caveats, these findings represent a ‘good news’ story of parental satisfaction with educational provision for children with learning difficulties and disabilities (LDD) in Great Britain. The overall pattern of results across a diverse group of parents and children showed that parents thought their child’s school was providing good support; disability legislation was having a positive impact; they had been able to choose the school their child attended and their child was not discriminated against in terms of accessing school buildings or extra activities. Although the group was skewed slightly towards higher SES respondents, we can be confident, due to the sampling strategy employed, that the ‘usual suspects’ from pressure groups or parent organisations do not dominate the findings. In addition, there was no difference in this overall pattern between country of residence in GB, although this statement is necessarily cautious given the low number of responses for Wales and Scotland. Overall, our findings suggest that good practice in educational provision for children with LDD appears to be the norm rather than the exception. Of course, we do not wish to underestimate the considerable unhappiness and frustration experienced by some families (see below). Nor do we want to argue in favour of the status quo, or political complacency with regard to the quality of provision for children with LDD. However, an acknowledgement that many education professionals are perceived as doing a good job and supporting children with LDD effectively is important. Given the breadth of the data reported we focus in more detail on, what we consider to be, five of the key findings below.

The importance of terminology

We can be confident that our findings came from a group of parents with children with a diverse range of support needs as evidenced by the terms parents used (or not) to describe their child’s LDD. One-fifth of parents described their child as having difficulties at school but did not agree that their child had SEN or was disabled, despite their reported difficulties falling within the definitions encompassed by these labels. Thus, responses were obtained from a wider group than that typically described by, or represented in, ‘SEN’ or ‘disability’ research. This validates our methodological and sampling approach of not foregrounding disability or SEN within the survey and by surveying whole-year mainstream cohorts in addition to identifiable special needs groups.  However, it is noteworthy that despite such efforts, our resultant sample was still skewed slightly towards white, middle-class parents, perhaps reflecting the wider difficulties of involving parents from lower SES and minority ethnic groups in this type of research. 

Nevertheless, the wider representation in terms of LDD is important because there is evidence both from our survey and other work (Porter et al., 2008, Read et al., 2007) that parents and professionals conceptualise SEN and disabilities as being different from one another (as do children also, see Lewis et al., 2007) with, from this survey, a further group described as having difficulties but being neither disabled nor having SEN in school terms. These disjunctions are problematic in a legal and policy context which prioritises disability, acknowledges SEN for educational assessment purposes and may overlook other difficulties. Thus these findings raise important implications for the ‘reach’ and relevance of disability legislation for many families. That is, if some parents do not recognise, or are unwilling to ascribe, their child’s LDD as a disability or SEN, then information and guidance using only this terminology is likely to have a limited impact.  More importantly, this ‘rejection’ may deny children and their families access to educational and related support that they would find helpful.

The limited impact of disability legislation (so far)

There was evidence to suggest that the impact of disability legislation in the form of the DDA has been limited or, at the very least, patchy. For example, ‘asking the school to change’ provided a powerful indicator of satisfaction with educational provision: those who had asked the school to change tended to be less satisfied with support from the school, were less positive about the impact of legislation on educational provision and felt they had less autonomy. Of these, significantly more had heard of DDA compared with those who had not asked the school to change (60% vs. 47% respectively). However, there was no significant difference between those who had asked or not asked for changes on whether they knew the DDA applied to schools, and knowing this was not linked to any of the other satisfaction measures (apart from legislation being seen to have a positive impact). A larger proportion of respondents with professional or managerial occupations were aware of formal sources of the DRC and DDA and knew the DDA applied to schools; however, employment status was not linked to any of the other satisfaction measures either, suggesting that being more informed did not necessarily improve satisfaction with educational provision.  

Thus, whilst general awareness of legislation and policy may help parents by providing a basis on which to challenge provision (‘the needs of my disabled child matter’) this did not equip them with specific knowledge about schools’ responsibilities and nor did it confer any benefit on parents’ feelings of autonomy. This is perhaps surprising as ‘asking the school to change’ could be interpreted as a positive step through parents feeling more empowered in challenging choice and provision. There is a need for future awareness raising to convey the specifics of how disability legislation applies to children in schools, including up-to-date information about what parents could or should be asking schools and how to go about this. 

The need for clear information for parents

Given the uncertainty and variation in the use of disability or SEN terminology there is also a need for this specific information to be presented in a variety of ways to ensure a wider impact. Comments from individual interviews with some parents in the wider context of this project (Lewis et al., 2007) suggested that information should be written in clear, understandable language and available in a range of ‘everyday’ contexts such as libraries, supermarkets and GP surgeries, and we agree. Clear information for parents was also highlighted in relation to additional support provided for children in schools. When asked whether their child had a statement or Record of Needs a sizeable minority of parents of children with LDD (12%) said they did not know and 17 parents said their child had a statement or Record of Needs but also said they received support without a statement. 

This suggests there is a body of parents who are still unclear about the formal mechanisms of support for LDD including how and what support is provided, and on what basis. This matters because parents with formally recognised support via a statement or Record of Needs reported greater satisfaction with support from the school and a more positive impact of legislation than those without a statement. However, the link between satisfaction and having a statement is not straightforward; parents of children without statements (46.5%) were no more likely than those with statements (53.5%) to ask the school to change. This suggests that whilst formally recognised support is important to parents, their judgements about educational provision are more complex than this.  Improving mechanisms for formally recording and communicating the support available for children is likely to be one part of a range of measures aimed at enhancing provision for children with LDD.

Targeting improvements: behavioural and social difficulties

Unpicking some of our results further allows us to propose where some of those improvements might best be targeted. Although satisfaction was high overall, areas of dissatisfaction remained for some parents and so there is no room for complacency. In particular, the least satisfied parents were those who described their child as having psychosocial difficulties that had been formally recognised as such through the child being placed on the list/register in mainstream schools. On average, these parents rated School Support and Impact of Legislation less positively than other parents and were more likely to ask the school to change. Whilst there was some inevitable overlap between this group and others (most notably the Language and Autism group), when ‘foregrounded’ in analyses the other groups did not show the same pattern. This suggests it is likely to be behavioural and social difficulties common to EBD, mental health and ASD that warrant particular support and attention within educational provision. 

This fits with other research highlighting the negative perceptions of behavioural difficulties within ‘inclusive’ classrooms (OfSTED, 2006; Macbeath et al., 2006; Wilkin et al., 2006) as well as the findings of the SEN Select Committee (2006). Given that such difficulties are likely to be experienced by a wide group of children and young people it may be too limiting to confine or define support according to specific named syndromes or SEN ‘category’ (see Lewis & Norwich, 2005; Norwich & Lewis, 2007; Parsons, Lewis & Ellins, in press, for further discussion of this point). Thus, the overrepresentation of the specific needs of, for example, children with ASD in the current policy climate (Daniels & Porter, 2007) may promote an overly narrow view or approach that does not adequately consider the needs of a wider group of children with related difficulties.

Satisfaction with special schools: low parental aspirations?

Amongst the most satisfied parents were those with children attending special schools (who tended to have multiple LDD and a statement or Record of Need). These parents were least likely to have asked the school to change; significantly more satisfied with school support and rated legislation as having a positive impact on educational provision. This was despite also acknowledging that the child’s difficulties were ‘within-child’ and would hinder their learning, achievements and access to school and other opportunities. In other words, ‘successful provision’ for children at special schools appeared to be judged on the basis of personal and social aspects of support and provision rather than academic outcomes. Such non-academic aspects have become devalued in an educational system that is increasingly geared to ‘privileging the academic’ (Bagley et al., 2001, p 305; see also Knill & Humphreys 1996). This means that some parents – usually those with children in special schools – have attracted criticism for apparently having low aspirations for their children and ‘settling’ for less-than-adequate provision (e.g. Casey et al., 2006; see also the ‘reasons against segregation’ statement from the Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education (CSIE), 2004).

Ostensibly, the present findings could be interpreted as supporting this view: in contrast to the special school parents, those with children in mainstream settings were the least likely to agree their child’s difficulties would hinder their learning or achievements. This appears to support Casey et al.’s (2006) conclusion that parents of children with difficulties in mainstream schools have higher aspirations than parents of children in special schools. However, Casey et al. note in their discussion (albeit briefly) that their findings could in part be explained by children having greater learning disabilities in special compared to mainstream schools; in other words their results did not compare the experiences of children with ‘equivalent’ difficulties (although we recognise that this notion of equivalence is problematic). We suggest this is a strong possibility and, therefore, doubting parental aspirations on that basis is flawed. Our present special school sample was described as having a higher number of LDDs on average than children in mainstream settings and a larger proportion of children in special schools were described as having learning disabilities compared to those in mainstream (60% compared to 38% in mainstream cohort and 44% list/register group). Parents of children with learning disabilities were also significantly more likely to agree that their child’s difficulties were within-child and would hinder their learning and progress. In short, the children in special schools differed in important ways from those in mainstream contexts and this is likely to strongly influence parental perceptions and judgements. 

We remain sceptical about the suggestion that parental aspirations for children at special schools are low and instead interpret their valuing of social and personal, rather than academic, aspects of provision as reflecting a focus on the individual needs of their child. We found a similar pattern of results in the online version of this survey (analysed separately due to sampling differences; Parsons, Lewis & Ellins, in press) and also in individual interviews with parents (and young people; Lewis et al., 2007). Drawing across all of these strands of the research, we emphasise the importance of interpreting needs and provision in the context of the nature of the disability or impairment. This is not an anachronistic adherence to the medical model of disability nor an ‘anti-social model’ view, but rather a more nuanced, transactional position that recognises and accepts the everyday experiences of impairment, as identified by individuals and their families. Importantly, this does not mean that parents took a ‘deficit-focused’ view of their children or had low aspirations; in fact, the opposite was true (Lewis et al., 2007). In taking this position we agree with others who argue for the importance of recognising both social and individual factors in discussing needs, opportunities and aspirations (eg. Swain and French, 2000; Norwich, 2002; Lindsay, 2003; Shakespeare, 2006; Reindal, 2008). 

Conclusion

Overall, these findings show that the experiences of educational provision for many families of children with LDD are more positive than might be expected given the parental frustration reported elsewhere and noted in the Introduction. Whilst there is clearly continued room for improvement in provision, especially for those with behavioural difficulties, this positive picture offers a timely and welcome balance in the highly contentious debate on where and how additional support for children and young people with LDD takes place.
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� Note that Great Britain refers to the nations of England, Scotland and Wales; this is distinct from the ‘United Kingdom’, which also includes Northern Ireland. The research focus on GB was at the request of the funders.





� The Disability Rights Commission (DRC) closed on 28 September 2007. Its responsibility for helping secure civil rights for disabled people, including the application of these in education, has transferred to the new Equality and Human Rights Commission which opened for business on 1 October 2007.
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Table 1: School satisfaction Factor loadings and mean ratings


		Survey question

		Factor






		

		School Support

		Legislation Impact

		Autonomy




		Effect of difficulties

		Accessibility

		Within-Child View



		Enough information to decide what next

		

		

		.818

		

		

		



		Able to choose what next

		

		

		.880

		

		

		



		Child feels settled in school

		.564

		

		.456

		

		

		



		Child is making good progress at school

		.682

		

		

		

		

		



		Satisfied with the way school is treating child

		.802

		

		

		

		

		



		Child looks forward to going to school

		.590

		

		

		

		

		



		Difficulties caused by Local Authority

		-.472

		

		-.516

		

		

		



		Difficulties cause by school organization

		-.861

		

		

		

		

		



		Difficulties caused by lack of understanding in school

		-.871

		

		

		

		

		



		Difficulties are just the way s/he is

		.485

		

		

		

		

		.521



		School is doing well helping child with difficulties

		.702

		.507

		

		

		

		



		Child’s difficulties will stop him/her doing well

		

		

		

		.855

		

		



		Child’s difficulties will prevent them learning in school

		

		

		

		.847

		

		



		Child’s difficulties will stop them moving around the school

		

		

		

		.

		.817

		



		Child’s difficulties will stop them doing extra activities at school

		

		

		

		

		.832

		



		Child’s difficulties will stop him/her getting a good job

		

		

		

		.467

		

		.666



		Teachers encourage child to aim high

		.646

		.510

		

		

		

		



		Child’s difficulties will prevent him/her continuing in education

		

		

		

		.

		

		.693



		DDA requires schools not disadvantage disabled children

		

		.585

		

		

		

		



		DDA has improved how schools treat disabled children

		

		.696

		

		

		

		



		School works hard to fulfil duties under DDA

		.445

		.739

		

		

		

		



		I know how the DDA helps my child at school

		

		.778

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Mean Ratings

		2.05

		2.04

		2.10

		2.82

		3.79

		2.66



		Std deviation

		.76

		.79

		.83

		1.07

		.98

		.99



		N

		561

		540

		560

		433

		423

		442





Table 2: Background characteristics of parents and children / young people in the LDD group


		Background information about parents, and children / young people with learning difficulties and disabilities (LDD)


(n=562)



		

		

		n

		%*

		

		

		n

		%



		Type of geographical


area

		Scottish Urban


England Urban


England Rural


Wales Mixed

		36


328


140


58

		6.4


58.3


24.9


10.3

		Gender of child




		Male


Female


Missing

		332


224


6

		59.7


40.3


-



		Ethnic Origin

		White British


White Other


White and Black Caribbean


White and Black African


White and Asian


Indian


Pakistani


Bangladeshi


Other Asian


Caribbean


African


Chinese


Other


Missing

		449


9


11


3


4


7


38


9


4


11


5


2


2


8

		81.0


1.6


2.0


0.5


0.7


1.3


6.9


1.6


0.7


2.0


0.9


0.4


0.4


-

		Special Need, Disability or Difficulty


[tick all that apply; groups not independent]

		Mental health


Emotional or behavioural (EBD)


Language and communication


Autistic Spectrum Disorder (ASD)


Long term illness


Learning Disability (LD)


Prejudice


Bullying


Physical disability


Visual impairment


Hearing difficulties


Other medical


Other behavioural


School induced

		24


146


136


79


27


271


12


50


64


25


47


19


15


16




		



		Main language spoken in the home

		English


Asian / Arabic


African


Oriental


Western European


Eastern European


Sign Language


Welsh


Missing

		476


37


2


4


3


2


5


2


31

		89.6


7.0


0.4


0.8


0.5


0.4


0.9


0.4


-

		Child receiving free school meals?

		Yes


No


Don’t know


Missing

		171


380


4


7

		30.8


68.5


0.7


-



		Employment 


status

		Modern professional


Clerical/ intermediate


Senior manager / admin


Technical and craft


Semi-routine and service


Routine manual


Middle and junior managers


Traditional professional


More than one ticked


Missing

		100


41


57


61


67


61


27


36


10


102

		21.7


8.9


12.4


13.2


14.6


13.25


5.9


7.8


2.2


-

		Statement of SEN

		Yes


No it has ended


No never


Pending


Don’t know


Missing

		276


22


173


4


65


22

		51.1


4.1


32.0


0.7


12.0


-



		Sampling strata [type of school]

		SEN /ASN register or list at mainstream


Special School


Mainstream

		97


242


223

		17.3


43.1


39.7

		Does your child have a disability?

		Yes


No


Don’t know


Missing

		280


235


23


24

		52.0


43.7


4.3


-



		Year Group


[England & Wales]

		5 or 6 (Scotland: P6 & P7): Late Primary


7 (Scotland: S1): Early Secondary


11 (Scotland: S4): Late Secondary


12 or 13 (Scotland: S5 & S6): Post-16

		154


159


138


111

		27.4


28.3


24.6


19.8

		* %ge of actual responses (does not include ‘missing’)





Table 3: Number of statements or Records of Need by Educational Strata


		Have a statement / Record of Need?


 

		 

		Strata



		

		 

		List/ register

		Special 

		Mainstream



		Yes




		n

		38

		191

		47



		

		% within Strata

		40.9%

		80.3%

		22.5%



		No it has ended


 

		n

		9

		8

		5



		

		% within Strata

		9.7%

		3.4%

		2.4%



		No never


 

		n

		30

		9

		134



		

		% within Strata

		32.3%

		3.8%

		64.1%



		Pending


  

		n

		0

		3

		1



		

		% within Strata

		.0%

		1.3%

		.5%



		 Don't know


 

		n

		16

		27

		22



		

		% within Strata

		17.2%

		11.3%

		10.5%





Table 4: Employment status (grouped) compared to GB figures


		

		 

		Strata

		GB norm1



		 

		 

		List/ register

		Special 

		Mainstream

		%



		Prof + Managerial


 

		n

		43

		62

		115

		



		

		% within Strata

		52.4%

		37.8%

		56.4%

		33.7%



		

		% of Total

		9.6%

		13.8%

		25.6%

		



		 Clerical


 

		n

		5

		20

		16

		



		

		% within Strata

		6.1%

		12.2%

		7.8%

		12.2%



		

		% of Total

		1.1%

		4.4%

		3.6%

		



		 Routine + manual


 

		n

		26

		58

		44

		



		

		% within Strata

		31.7%

		35.4%

		21.6%

		29.8%



		

		% of Total

		5.8%

		12.9%

		9.8%

		



		 Technical


 

		n

		8

		24

		29

		



		

		% within Strata

		9.8%

		14.6%

		14.2%

		10.1%



		

		% of Total

		1.8%

		5.3%

		6.4%

		





1 From the 2001 census figures, summarised in Rose, Pevalin and O’Reilly (2005); combined average totals for England, Scotland and Wales


Table 5: Ethnicity (grouped) compared to national figures


		

		 

		Strata




		National combined average1 (primary and secondary)



		 

		 

		List/ register

		Special 

		Mainstream

		



		White

		n

		83

		170

		205

		82.7%



		 

		% within Strata

		85.6%

		70.2%

		91.9%

		



		 Mixed ethnicity




		n

		3

		11

		4

		13.6%



		Asian




		n

		6

		46

		6

		



		Black




		n

		3

		9

		4

		



		Mixed, Asian  + Black Combined2 

		% within Strata

		12.4%

		27.2%

		6.3%

		





1 According to SEN provision (with and without statements) (DfES, 2005)


2 Chinese (n=2) and ‘other’ (n=2) not included


 Table 6. Summary of mean ratings (and standard deviations) for all statistically significant comparisons, by numbered Results section 


		Results section

		Independent variable

		Dependent measure or Factor




		Mean rating

		s.d.



		3.1




		Ask the school to change? 

		School Support

		Yes

		2.55

		.82



		

		

		

		No

		1.85

		.64



		

		

		Legislation Impact 

		Yes

		2.44

		.82



		

		

		

		No

		1.87

		.72



		

		

		Autonomy 

		Yes

		2.41

		.85



		

		

		

		No

		1.98

		.79



		

		

		Effect of Difficulties

		Yes

		2.57

		.90



		

		

		

		No

		2.96

		1.14



		3.2




		Educational Strata 

		School Support

		List/register

		2.37

		.82



		

		

		

		Special

		1.81

		.70



		

		

		

		Mainstream

		2.17

		.73



		

		

		Legislation Impact

		List/register

		2.17

		.80



		

		

		

		Special

		1.88

		.79



		

		

		

		Mainstream

		2.16

		.76



		

		

		Effect of Difficulties

		List/register

		2.67

		.91



		

		

		

		Special

		2.64

		1.10



		

		

		

		Mainstream

		3.09

		1.07



		

		

		Accessibility

		List/register

		3.93

		.85



		

		

		

		Special

		3.57

		1.06



		

		

		

		Mainstream

		3.98

		.89



		

		

		Within-Child View

		List/register

		2.70

		.81



		

		

		

		Special

		2.25

		.92



		

		

		

		Mainstream

		3.12

		.95



		3.3a




		Learning Disability

		Effect of Difficulties

		Yes

		2.68

		1.07



		

		

		

		No

		3.02

		1.05



		

		

		Within-Child View

		Yes


		2.42

		.96



		

		

		

		No

		3.01

		.95



		3.3b




		Language and Autism

		Effect of Difficulties

		Yes

		2.58

		1.05



		

		

		

		No

		2.97

		1.06



		

		

		Within-Child View

		Yes

		2.32

		.87



		

		

		

		No

		2.87

		1.00



		

		

		Accessibility

		Yes

		3.60

		1.02



		

		

		

		No

		3.91

		.94



		3.3c

		Psychosocial difficulties

		School Support

		Yes

		2.31

		.82



		

		

		

		No

		1.93

		.70



		

		

		Legislation Impact

		Yes

		2.16

		.81



		

		

		

		No

		1.98

		.77



		

		

		Autonomy

		Yes

		2.24

		.85



		

		

		

		No

		2.03

		.81



		

		

		Effect of Difficulties

		Yes

		2.66

		.97



		

		

		

		No

		2.92

		1.13



		

		

		Accessibility

		Yes

		3.63

		.99



		

		

		

		No

		3.91

		.96



		3.3d

		Motor and sensory difficulties

		School Support

		Yes

		1.90

		.73



		

		

		

		No

		2.09

		.77



		

		

		Within-Child View

		Yes

		2.41

		.99



		

		

		

		No

		2.75

		.98



		

		

		Accessibility

		Yes

		3.37

		1.15



		

		

		

		No

		3.93

		.88



		3.4

		Statement or Record of Needs

		School Support




		Yes

		1.92

		.76



		

		

		

		No

		2.25

		.77



		

		

		Legislation Impact

		Yes

		1.95

		.82



		

		

		

		No

		2.21

		.77



		

		

		Effect of Difficulties

		Yes

		2.63

		1.08



		

		

		

		No

		3.06

		1.04



		

		

		Accessibility

		Yes

		3.66

		1.03



		

		

		

		No

		3.97

		.86



		

		

		Within-Child View

		Yes

		2.37

		.91



		

		

		

		No

		3.08

		.93



		

		Aware of the DDA?

		Autonomy

		Yes

		2.16

		.83



		

		

		

		No

		2.01

		.78



		

		Know the DDA applies to schools?

		Legislation Impact

		Yes

		1.93

		.64



		

		

		

		No

		2.10

		.85





Table 7: Child attending school parent wants by Educational Strata


		Strata

		Does your child currently go to the type of school that you want?




		



		 

		Yes (%)

		No

		Don't know

		Total



		

		List/ register

		85 (90.4)

		3

		6

		94



		 

		Special

		204 (87.2)

		22

		8

		234



		 

		Mainstream

		191 (86.4)

		25

		5

		221



		Total

		480 (87.4)

		50

		19

		549





Table 8: Number of difficulties by Educational Strata


		

		Number of students with LDD

		Total no of students




		Total no of LDDs

		Average no of LDDs



		No of LDDs

		0

		1

		2

		3

		4

		5

		6

		7

		

		

		



		List/ register

		17

		42

		25

		6

		5

		1

		1

		0

		97

		141

		1.45



		Special

		41

		65

		52

		39

		26

		11

		3

		5

		242

		498

		2.06



		Mainstream

		43

		99

		52

		18

		7

		2

		2

		0

		223

		307

		1.38



		Total 

		101

		206

		129

		63

		38

		14

		6

		5

		562

		946

		1.68





Table 9: Interrelations between reported difficulties 


		

		EBD

		Lang & Comm

		ASD

		Long-term illness

		LD

		Prejudice

		Bullying

		Physical

		Visual

		Hearing



		Mental health

		15

		8

		4

		3

		10

		2

		4

		8

		1

		4



		EBD

		

		52

		37

		8

		72

		5

		23

		20

		6

		16



		Lang & Comm

		

		

		37

		14

		91

		5

		9

		29

		12

		27



		ASD

		

		

		

		6

		44

		3

		8

		10

		2

		6



		Long-term illness

		

		

		

		

		18

		1

		5

		10

		3

		2



		LD

		

		

		

		

		

		4

		26

		44

		15

		22



		Prejudice

		

		

		

		

		

		

		4

		1

		0

		2



		Bullying

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		7

		1

		2



		Physical

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		8

		9



		Visual

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		6





Fig 1: Composition of LDD group (n=541)
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Fig 2 a-e: School satisfaction Factors by Educational Strata (for significant main effects only) 


(2a) School Support
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(2b) Legislation Impact
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(2c) Effect of Difficulties
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(2d) Accessibility


[image: image5.emf]Strata


mainstream Special school List/ register


Mean scores for Accessibility


4.00


3.90


3.80


3.70


3.60


3.50


 




(2e) Within-Child View
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Fig 3: Awareness of DDA/DRC by Employment status 


(a) Heard of Disability Rights Commission?
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(b) Aware of the DDA?
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(c) DDA applies to schools?
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Fig 4a: Interaction between Disability (Language and Autism) and Strata: Within-Child [image: image10.emf]Language and / or ASD


Yes No


Mean scores for Within-Child


3.25


3.00


2.75


2.50


2.25


2.00


mainstream


Special school


List/ register


Strata




Fig 4b: Interaction between Disability (Psychosocial) and Strata: School Support
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Fig 4c Interaction between Disability (Psychosocial) and Strata: Legislation impact
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