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Abstract

This chapter will review special education in Canada, with an emphasis on inclusion. It discusses Inclusion as a policy and gives suggestions on practical considerations in the implementation of the inclusion policy.

Canada – The Setting

Canada is a geographically vast country with a relatively small but diverse population of approximately 27 million.  The geographical extent of the country with a population spread out and often in relatively isolated areas poses special problems for children with special education needs.  Present-day Canada has been characterized as a “vertical mosaic” (Porter, 1965) in that it includes a unique mixture of several cultures.  These cultures include the native peoples, or First Nations, who were the original inhabitants; Canadians of French descent, whose ancestors settled in Canada during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; and Canadians of British descent, whose ancestors came to Canada from Britain from the seventeenth century onward, and from the United States during the American revolution in the latter part of the eighteenth century, and immigrants from all over the world.  All of these cultural groups have had a major influence on Canadian society and education, including the education of children with special needs (Siegel & Wiener, 1993, Wiener & Siegel, 1992).

Societal and Cultural Factors Affecting Education of Children with Special Needs

Five societal and cultural factors were identified as having an impact on the education received by children with special needs in Canada.  First, education is exclusively a provincial jurisdiction in a federal political system.  Consequently, legislation, policies, and procedures vary significantly from province to province.  Second, official bilingualism has implications for students with special needs who must either study or learn in a second language.  Students with English as a first language are expected to learn French and vice versa.  Third, the official policy of multiculturalism encourages communities to maintain the culture of their country of origin while simultaneously integrating into Canadian society.  Differentiating learning difficulties from problems with English or French as a second or other language is a major diagnostic issue.  Fourth, 1.3% of children in Canada are from native communities and have specific language, learning, and cultural needs.  Fifth, Canada has a relatively well-developed social safety net (i.e., provision of education, health, and social services through government funding), which has led to the expectation that services for children with special needs would be provided, for the most part, by the public sector.  

British Columbia

I will briefly review special education policy in one province, British Columbia, but this history is typical of most of the other provinces.  Educating students with special needs has a long history in British Columbia.  The first recorded legislative appropriation to provide for the education of “handicapped children” in British Columbia was made in 1890 for deaf children who were sent to attend the Institution for the Deaf and Dumb in Winnipeg, Manitoba.  In the ensuing years Vancouver and Victoria, began to provide special education programmes for students with visual and hearing loss, and with intellectual disabilities.

In 1925, the Putnam-Weir Survey of the school System recommended the modification of curriculum for the “mentally handicapped”, and the establishment of “opportunity classes” and special schools and facilities.  By 1955, the provincial government introduced funding for programmes for “handicapped” children as part to the basic grant to school districts with funding tied to teacher entitlements know as “Special Approvals” – a system that remained in place until 1982 with some adjustments to encourage the greater use of a wide array of personnel to maintain students in regular classes.  The idea of inclusion was beginning to gain prominence.


The period from 1970 through 1980 was one of rapid change and growth beginning in March 1970 when, through a newly created Special Education Division, the first guide for school districts was issued to assist school districts in the development of their programmes and to assist in ensuring that programmes met funding criteria.  

Through the 1980s a number of revisions and refinements to the Ministry of Education Manual of Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines took place.  The 1980-81 document was much more comprehensive, and there was an increase in the provision of programme specifics compared with earlier versions.  The 1981-82 version placed a stronger emphasis on the need for Individual education Plans and included a section on programme evaluation. (McBride, in Csapo & Goguen, 1989).

Despite a School Act that required boards of each school district to “provide sufficient school accommodation and tuition free of charge to all children of school age resident in that school district” (Section 155(1)) and a 1980 Statement of Present Policy issued by then-Minister Hon. Brian smith that “Every child in this province has the right to a free and appropriate education”, Leslie and Goguen (1984) noted that there had not been any changes in the B.C. school act or regulations which would ensure an appropriate education for exceptional children in the least restrictive environment.  They classified the B.C. legislative provisions as permissive and urged the government to follow examples set by five other provinces having mandatory legislation.  

By 1985, the potential impact of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms was beginning to be recognized as it related to the provision of special education services in Canada and some legal challenges based on the provisions of Section 7 and Section 15 of the Charter had begun.  The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms enshrined the rights of all Canadians, independently of age, gender, race, religion, etc., and paved the way for equal access to education for all, including children with special needs.  McKay, in Csapo and Goguen (1989) wrote “School board officials must now face the reality of the courts review their placement and/or programme decisions on the basis of whether they are in line with the guarantees of an appropriate education under section 7, or with the equal benefit of the law protections under section 15.”

In March 1987 the B.C. government established a Royal Commission on Education, headed by Barry Sullivan.  In relation to special education, the commission recommended:
That  rights of special needs learners and their parents be clarified in the School Act, together with provisions by which any disputes between parents and school authorities would be referred to, and settled through, appropriate third-party action. (British Columbia Royal Commission on Education, 1988, p. 213)

The commission also made recommendations regarding the need for “clarification of the mandates of various ministries to allow for the provision of services to those children who have been identified by inter-Ministerial Committees as in need” (p. 210), and that where necessary, “… special needs learners and their families be provided with extended social and educational services designed to assist these learners in over coming the educational challenges they face” (p. 213).

In the last annual report preceding the establishment of the 1987 Royal Commission, the Ministry reported 29,036 funded students, including 9,161 gifted students, enrolled in special education programmes.  This represented bout 6.2% of the student population enrolled in public schools.  Prevalence studies in other jurisdictions placed the portion of students with special needs in the general population at 125, (10% with disabilities, 2% gifted) suggesting significant under-serving of students with special educational needs in British Columbia at the time the report of the Royal Commission was tabled.

In response to the Royal Commission on Education recommendations, the School Act was revised in 1989.  The basic premise in the new structure of the new legislation was that all children who were of school of age and resident in the district were entitled to an educational programme.  The definition of an educational programme was “an organized set of learning activities which, in the opinion of the board…is designed to develop the individual potential of the learner.” (School act 1(1))  Thus, students with special needs were not separated from other students in terms of defining their basic right to an educational programme.  A series of protocol agreements with other social service ministries outlined the basic responsibility of each ministry for an array of non-educational support services.  From 1994-1996 ministry guidelines for special education were revised, and ministerial orders passed, addressing the definition of students with special needs, the need for Individual Education Plans, and the placement of students with special needs.

Therefore, a solid foundation for inclusion was built.  Children with special needs were not to be separated from their peers and they were entitled to modifications in their educational programmes.  The development of special education policy in British Columbia has taken place against a backdrop of international discourse with regard to the education of students with special needs (UNESCO 1994) and attempts to clarify the extent to which the Canadian charter of Rights and Freedoms has implications for educational practice (Edulaw 1996).  The present policy for Special Education Services was issued in 1995, following an 18-month consultative process, the receipt of over 1,000 submissions, and the report of the Special Education Advisory Committee to the Minister.

Inclusion as a Policy

From the first recognition of special education needs, the understanding has become increasingly sophisticated. Most provinces have total inclusion of children with special needs, or are moving rapidly toward that goal.  That means that all children, whatever the disability receive instruction in regular classes, although they may be withdrawn for special services.  This policy can pose a special challenge for classroom teachers who have students with learning disabilities in their classrooms.

Policy and Practical Considerations

There are many challenges to this inclusion policy; the practical reality of inclusion may be quite different than the theory.  We recently reviewed special education in British Columbia (Siegel & Ladyman, 2000).  We made a number of recommendations to help facilitate the reality of inclusion.  The following is a summary of their recommendations:

1. Given the inconsisitencies in the application of the practice of inclusion, school boards should review the principles of inclusion and integration set out in Special Education Services: A Manual of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines to ensure that appropriate policies and programmes have been established for students who have special educational needs.
2. School boards must ensure that each student’s educational programme is based on educational needs of the student with special educational needs and not based solely on funding allocations.

3. School boards should develop policies on suspension and expulsion of students with special needs that will ensure that such students have been adequately assessed, that appropriate interventions are applied before suspension is considered, that the grounds for suspension are clear and appropriate, that meaningful education programmes of interventions are offered during the period of suspension, and that planning is undertaken for successful re-entry.

4. The education of children with special needs depends on leadership and administration.  The British Columbia School Superintendents’ Association and the British Columbia Principals’ and Vice-Principals’ Association should ensure that factors critical to the success of special education services are understood and practised by their members.

5. Classroom teachers need to be aware of the best educational practices to help students with special needs.  The Ministry of Education should establish a programme of tuition rebates to enable teachers to enrol in approved credit courses to increase their understanding of students who have special educational needs and their understanding of successful methods for addressing the educational needs of such students.  The Ministry of Education should provide tuition rebates to teachers who undertake advanced study in special education in areas of significant shortage such as visual impairment.

6. The Ministry of Education should encourage British Columbia College of Teachers to ensure that all teachers who successfully complete an approved programme of initial teacher education have undertaken course work that includes attention to special education as well as practicums that involve work with a diverse range of students who have special educational needs.

7. The Ministry of Education should provide resources for the development of distance education courses in special education so that teachers working in remote regions of the province may undertake such courses in their home communities.

8. The Ministry of Education should work to delineate the roles and responsibilities of non-teaching employees (teaching assistants) who work with students who have special educational needs as well as appropriate standards for the preparation of such personnel.  

9. An elaborate and expensive recording and auditing system exists for funding children in various disability categories.  This practice is wasteful of resources.  The problem is especially acute for what we call the high incidence categories.  The Ministry of Education should modify the current per pupil portion of the funding system such that students in the Severe Disabilities (Low Incidence/High Cost) and Dependent Disability categories continue to be funded using per pupil formulas under the present system but that supplementary funding for services for all other students (High Incidence Categories) with special educational needs (including learning assistance) be provided to school boards on a proportional basis.

10. The Ministry of Education should change its auditing system for special education funding from one that focuses on compliance with assessment and planning processes and procedures to one that focuses on the educational progress of students who have special education needs.

11. The Ministry of Education should refrain from establishing new categories for funding students who have special educational needs.  Steps should be taken to move toward a non-categorical system.

12. Some students with special needs may not be properly identified and may “fall through the cracks”.  The Ministry of Education should examine the performance of students receiving special educational services in comparison to students who have not been identified as students with special educational needs.  It is possible that many students who need special education services are not receiving them.

13. School boards should report how they are using classroom based early assessments to detect students’ skill difficulties and determine appropriate teaching/learning strategies to correct learning difficulties in reading, writing, spelling and numeracy.

14. School boards should implement policies and practices to ensure early identification of, and intervention with, students who have special educational needs, and to report to the minister about the implementation of such policies and practices annually.

15. School boards should assess the needs of students with special gifts and talents and provide them with appropriate early intervention and sustained support.

16. The Individual Education Plans are not always developed to facilitate the child’s educational needs.  School boards should indicate how the practices of the school board are consistent with the requirements of the Individual Education Plan Order.  Faculties of education, as part of their initial teacher education, should provide instruction in the preparation of IEPs and parental participation in the process.  IEPs should be dynamic and teacher-coordinated. The Ministry of Education should provide school boards with a range of IEP templates and clear instructions that parents must be consulted about the programme being planned.  The IEPs developed using the templates should outline the students’ needs and pathways to success and be specific abut the results to be obtained.

17. School boards should ensure that procedures are established to monitor the success of students, including students with special educational needs, on a regular basis throughout the school year.

18. Students with special educational needs should continue to participate in province-wide programmes such as Foundation Skills Assessment and provincial examinations whenever possible in order to facilitate the evaluation of the effectiveness of special education interventions.

19. Important information from other Ministries about children with special needs is not always shared with the school system.  The Ministries of Education, Children and Families, Health, Social Development and Economic Security, and the Attorney General should make a commitment to develop a protocol for sharing information.  Consistent with the provisions for the protection of privacy, they should have the ministries and agencies under their control and to develop appropriate communication protocols for gathering and sharing relevant information about students who have special educational needs to ensure that they derive maximum benefit from the services being provided.  The Ministry of Education should work with other ministries to develop a system that ensures that children with special needs have a continuum of services that begin in infancy, continue through the preschool and school years, and lead to their transition into the work force or post-secondary study.  As transitions may present a problem, the Ministry of Education should discuss with the Minister of Advanced Education, Training and Technology appropriate ways of ensuring the smooth transition for students who have special educational needs from secondary school to post-secondary institutions or other environments.

20. The Ministry of Education should direct that the delivery of Career and Personal Planning curriculum for students who have special educational needs contain information related to workplace or post-secondary transition issues.

21. Institutions responsible for preparation of school counsellors should include in the curricula attention to the unique needs of students who have special educational needs with respect to post-secondary education and work.

22. The Ministry of Education should include on its website information about successful practices in the provision of special educational needs and support district, regional and provincial conferences about the provision of service to students who have special educational needs and support district, regional and provincial conferences about the provision of services to students who have special educational needs.

23. The Ministry of Education should continue to support the funding for technologies to assist students who have special educational needs and their teachers.  The Ministry of Education should investigate whether students who have special educational needs requiring technologies have timely access to them.  The Ministry of Education should direct school boards to address in their annual technology plans the technological needs of students who have special educational needs.

Conclusion

The current special education policy states the following:

British Columbians want an education system that reflects their belief that all students are unique, all students are to be valued, and all students can learn.  Based on this belief, and the growing recognition that we cannot afford, either socially or economical, to leave untapped the potential of anyone, British Columbia has been moving toward an inclusive education system in which students with special needs are fully participating members of a community of learners. Students with special needs have disabilities of an intellectual, physical, sensory, emotional or behavioral nature, or have a learning disability or have exceptional gifts or talents. This diversity poses both challenges and opportunities for students, parents and teachers.  It demands that we examine what we do and how we do it in a way that is in the best interests of all students in our schools.

(Manual, page A1)

To ensure that students with special education needs are deriving maximum benefit from their education there should be increased emphasis on early identification and intervention, improved coordination in the provision of service and information sharing, and better monitoring and documentation of student’s educational progress. We believe our inclusion process is working well but improvement is needed in a number of areas.  Our citizens want an educational system in which “special education” is demystified, one in which all students receive an educational programme  that ensures their success. 
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Abstract

This paper reviews the development of integration in Hong Kong SAR. It discusses the provision of special needs education in Hong Kong SAR and how students are categorized and referred to special schools. The authors identified barriers to future planning of inclusive education and needs the government to take necessary steps in order to bring Hong Kong SAR forward to develop a more ideal education system in support of inclusion.

Full Participation and Equalization of Opportunities? 

Special needs education’ has replaced the term ‘special education’. The newer term supposedly encompasses not only disabled students, but also more broadly students who at some stage of their development may have special educational needs. It has been clearly stated by The Education Commission Sub-Group as “The provision of educational services for those who have special educational needs"(Education Commission, 1999a, p.2). The Education Commission further explained that students who have special educational needs are those who "are unable to benefit from courses designed for their peers because of physical or psychological impairment or those who cannot receive adequate care in ordinary school environments with general facilities" (Education Commission, 1999a, p.2). If the aim is to provide services to more students, then broadening the definition of special education is good for the students. However, this definition has the capability of encompassing more students into segregated special education settings, and can therefore do more harm than good. This rather antiquated definition actually removes the onus of schools to support students with learning disabilities through adaptation of curriculum and teaching approaches. 

Whether students might benefit from “special needs education” depends on how the system is organized and how support is implemented. What then might be the actual aims of special needs education? The Education Commission (1999a) proposed the following three major tasks in special needs education:

To enable every individual to fully develop his/her potentials. Schools should help students, including those with special educational needs, fully develop their academic and non-academic potentials. To nurture a more humane community education should have the responsibility to nurture people, minimizing alienation among people and encouraging every individual to develop humane inclination. Build up an integrated and harmonized society. Government, the education sector and the community at large should have the responsibility to help students understand and accept people with different needs in the community, enable people to develop their potentials in an environment where people are willing to learn from and help each other, and co-ordinate efforts to build up an integrated and harmonized society. (Education Commission, 1999a, p.4-5)


On the face of it these tasks are quite well set in the sense that they aim at providing support for the students, and promote acceptance and integration into the community. However, they are unable to pass on a clear message of the right kind to those in regular forms of education, unable to give informed choices to parents, unable to guarantee access to neighbourhood schools, nor bring about systematic change in catering for the needs of students in ordinary school settings. The aims of the tasks can be interpreted in many different ways and it really depends on whether or not a supportive perspective is held. In the case of someone who wanted to support segregated special needs education, the mission means something completely different. It could for example, mean that the students could be better catered for in special schools, and we must help them by not discriminating. Another difficulty posed is that the identification of “special educational needs” is a form of labelling. Some argue that without that “label”, the extension of services to students with special needs can not be made, and the label will of course support segregation. What then has the introduction of the tasks and new terms in 1999 by the Education Commission, done to change in the philosophy and attitudes of the key players in education? 

Institutes such as the Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education, UK (CSIE) refuse to use the term “special educational needs” because “it confers a label that can lead to lowered expectation, in focusing on the difficulties experienced by categorized students.” (CSIE, 2000) Another reason why the term special education needs should not be used is because it can be a barrier to the development of inclusive practices in school. To carry out the process of identification and labelling before support and resources can be provided is to destroy any chance of inclusion. Indeed inclusion or inclusive education is most definitely not another name for special needs education. The aim of provision is to give the necessary support to the students in need without the condition of a label. A label will do more bad than good to the student as it causes stigmatisation and discrimination. 

The Enormous Cost of Special Needs Education

Cost is always of interest to government departments might there be some savings if things were done differently? Table 3.3 below gives some key statistics of special schools in Hong Kong SAR including the number of special schools, student enrolment, student-teacher ratio. For the 1998-99 school year, about 8,800 school places were provided in 62 special schools in the territory. Concurrently, there were 33,700 additional places within the mainstream schools providing some form of special education or service. This total represented 4.6% of the school population (Audit Commission, 1999, p.2). Looking at the figures indicates that the government had put in a lot of effort to locate funding in providing adequate school places for students with special needs. The then Education Department ran a comprehensive range of services at teaching centres and special education centres, as resources and remediation support for students with special needs. Even then these services were queried for their effectiveness by the Audit Commission (p.17). What if the same or expanded amount of funding had been put into special needs education through opportunities for inclusive education? 

Actually just prior to that period, The Board of Education had called for a review of the remedial teaching services. The point was made: “How educational services for students with learning difficulties can be improved in the most cost-effective manner has been a critical issue in special education that warrants our attention” (Hong Kong Government, 1996). A reallocation of the funding for the existing special needs system would have been very beneficial to the development of inclusive education. Had the money been spent differently, say by more allocation to support mainstream schools to implement inclusive education – What a favourable, yet lost opportunity. Further discussion of the current support for these students in mainstream schools will be discussed in the later sections of this chapter. Why had it been so necessary to put such a lot of resources and manpower into defining, creating and identifying more categories and labels? Could resources have not been used in a better way for things like the provision of support for parents, and their children with learning difficulties?  

In more recent years, for example, 2001-02, the Hong Kong SAR Government spent $51.410 billion on education. The large amount of funding allocated indicates that the Government is keen to put resources into education, and among the schools, special schools received 3 to 5 times the amount in comparison to regular school unit cost places. The resources in some regular primary schools are very limited due to the great number of students, and Table 1 and 2 below gives some key statistics on the education system in Hong Kong SAR with details on the number of schools, type of schools, student enrolment and student-teacher ratio. Most special schools have primary and secondary sections within the same school and therefore are not separately distinguished as ordinary primary and secondary schools. From this information it can be worked out that in the year 2000 the overall average number of students in each primary school was approximately. 620 and in each special school approximately 120, which means that on the average each regular school admits almost 5X more students than a special school. With the funding for each primary school place is almost 5 times less than that of each special school place, one can imagine the great difference in resources between these two types of schools. The regular primary schools with the existing funding mechanism had difficulties in providing adequate resources for students with special needs even if they are willing to admit these students. Such a constraint in resources is a significant barrier to the development of inclusive education.

Table 1 Key Statistics of the Number of Schools, Student Enrolment and Student-teacher Ratio in Hong Kong SAR in 1996, 1998 and 2000.

	
	No. of Schools
	Student Enrolment
	Student-teacher Ratio

	
	1996
	1998
	2000
	1996
	1998
	2000
	1996
	1998
	2000

	Kin
	734
	744
	1038
	180,771
	175,073
	160,900
	14.3:1
	13.0:1
	11.8:1

	Pri
	856
	832
	816
	466,507
	476,802
	450,000
	23.7:1
	22.7:1
	22.0:1

	Sec
	498
	507
	486
	465,658
	455,872
	456,700
	20.5:1
	19.3:1
	18.6:1

	SE
	68
	74
	74
	8,542
	9,513
	9,181
	5.8:1
	5.9:1
	5.5:1

	Total
	2,156
	2,157
	2,414
	1,121,633
	1,117,414
	1,076,781
	


Source: Education and Manpower Bureau. (2002). Education Statistics: January 2002. HKSAR, p. 4-6. 

Is it possible and indeed acceptable for special schools and workers in the special education field that funding could be redeployed for students who choose to study in regular schools?  It is actually both possible and necessary. The views and reactions of the key players in special education may not agree with such a move. However, if Hong Kong SAR is to move towards inclusive education, the funding spent on special school places must be more effectively used to support those students who wish to study in regular schools. From the UK experience, “up to 30 million pounds could be released from special schools with falling rolls for pupils helped in mainstream schools” (Audit Commission, UK, 1994). In the UK, this was a very good opportunity not only to provide good support for students with special needs in regular schools but also to build up the resources in those schools for the benefit of all students.

Table 2 Key Statistics on Special Schools in Hong Kong SAR
	Special School
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Number of Schools
	62
	74
	74
	74

	Student Enrolment
	7896
	9513
	9181
	9354

	Student-Teacher Ratio
	5.9:1
	5.6:1
	5.5:1
	5.7:1

	Number of Teachers
	1232
	1207
	1671
	1629


Source:http://www.ed.gov.hk/EDNEWHP/resource/keystatistics/English/specialeducation.htm
A Confusing and Highly Categorical System 

The Hong Kong SAR system of special needs education has operated a comprehensive and categorical procedure in referral and admission for many years. Students with special needs have to be identified and assessed by an educational psychologist or relevant professional before referral which is followed by admission to special schools, special classes in ordinary schools, or an integration project, the classic diagnostic medical model. The criteria for referral depends mainly on the category of the principal disability of the student, the severity of the disability, the availability of school places and the decision of the school to admit the student. Special schools were established to cater for one major category of disability and at this point there are eight categories of special schools in Hong Kong SAR. Table 3 gives the details of the categories of special schools. 

Table 3 Number of Schools in Each Category of Special Schools in Hong Kong SAR in 2000.

	Types of Special Schools
	Number of Schools

	Schools for visually impaired children 
	2

	Schools for hearing impaired children 
	4

	Schools for physically handicapped children 
	7

	Schools for mentally handicapped children 
	41

	Schools for social development 
	7

	Hospital school (With class operate in 17 hospitals)
	1

	Skills Opportunity Schools 
	7

	Practical Schools
	4

	                                  Total
	74


Source:http://www.ed.gov.hk/EDNEWHP/resource/keystatistics/English/specialeducation.htm (18/09/02)

Special classes are partially segregated settings for students with hearing impairment and visual impairment. Although these classes have been heavily criticized for providing a non-favourable learning environment in a partially segregated setting, the enrolment in these classes had been increasing until 2000 when the government finally decided to gradually phase out the number of classes. Table 4 gives details of the number of special classes for 1998 to 2001and there was a sharp decrease in the number, surely a step in the right direction. 

Table 4 Key Statistics on Special Classes for Visually Impaired and Hearing Impaired Students Operated in Ordinary Schools in Hong Kong SAR
	Special Classes in Ordinary Schools
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Number of Schools with Special Classes
	8
	9
	8
	7

	No. of Special Classes
	
	
	
	6

	Students Enrolment
	154
	188
	206
	157


Source:http://www.ed.gov.hk/EDNEWHP/resource/keystatistics/English/specialeducation.htm (18/09/02)

The categorical system leads to the conferment of a label so as to be “qualified” for a certain type of school provision and support. This system has been taken as an essential procedure not only for administrative purpose but also to justify the expenditure on special schools. Walsh (1993) believes that “the more bureaucratised it became, the more specialist and discriminatory the practices became” (p.256). There are also those that support segregated education who argue that this is for the good of the students as they will have access to more appropriate resources and expertise in special schools and special classes. In this day and age, there is very little “specialised “equipment that cannot be placed in regular schools. After all it is not the building that makes the special school, it the very transportable human resources. There is a need for categorical labelling, the decision for educational placement should be made by the parents and students concerned, and it is up to the school to meet the needs of the student. Not only is labelling unacceptable, but it is also unreasonable to limit access to educational support only through identified label as opposed to actual needs. Why is there such a need to distinguish the students with special needs from other students so that they can be given support? Why is there no such need to distinguish the other students? Do those who give the label realize the implications of such a label? May be they will think deep and hard only when it is their own children that will be deprived of the opportunity to be with other ordinary peers. Mittler (1998) in his research study of the integration project in Hong Kong criticized the practice of labelling and put forward the protest of those who disagree with segregated education:

You would wonder what they had done to deserve such a label. The answer is, of course, that they themselves have done nothing to deserve it.… Traditionally, the response to that label has been to offer, or insist upon, a compensatory or intensive curriculum and training elsewhere. Now, however, that response is being challenged as inappropriate or unjust. (p.10)

The terms used for classification of disability have changed with different policy documents. The classification of disability presented in the Hong Kong Rehabilitation Programme Plan (1998-99 to 2002-03) in August 1999 (Hong Kong Government, 1999) included the following eight categories: autism; hearing impairment; mental handicap; mental illness; physical disability; speech impairment; visceral disability; visual impairment.

Three previous categories – ‘academically unmotivated’, ‘with severe learning difficulties and academically less able’ and ‘academically gifted’ – were not included in this programme plan. In contrast, ‘mental illness’, ‘speech impairment’ and ‘visceral disability’ are not included in the 1996 Report of Board of Education (Hong Kong Government, 1996).

The classification of disability published in the General Revenue Account on Services for Students with Special Educational Needs in October 1999 (Audit Commission, 1999) included the following eight categories: physically handicapped; hearing impaired; visually impaired; mentally handicapped; with behavioural and emotional problems; academically unmotivated; with severe learning difficulties; academically less able; and academically gifted. 

Autism’ and ‘mental illness’ are not included in this General Revenue Account. There are four categories that are not included in the Hong Kong Rehabilitation Programme Plan (1998-99 to 2002-03) (Hong Kong Government, 1999) but are included here. These are ‘with behavioural and emotional problems’, ‘academically unmotivated’, ‘with severe learning difficulties and academically less abled’ and ‘academically gifted’. Three categories, ‘academically unmotivated’, ‘with severe learning difficulties’ and ‘academically less able’ are the same as the 1996 report of the Board of Education.

The classification of disability proposed in the Focus Paper of the Education Commission (Education Commission, 1999b) includes the following: hearing impairment, visual impairment, physical disability, mental handicap, maladjustment, learning difficulties, speech difficulties, chronic illness, autism, 
developmental delay, multiple handicaps, giftedness. 

In this document, the total number of disability categories suggested increased to twelve. Two categories, ‘speech difficulties’ and ‘autism’, which had previously received only small degrees of recognition were included. More importantly, four new categories were added which had not previously been included in the older publications.  These categories were ‘learning difficulties’, ‘chronic illness’, ‘developmental delay’ and ‘multiple handicaps.’ It is also worth noting that the terminology used for the category ‘maladjusted’ is different throughout the entire series of policy documents. For example, The Hong Kong Government (1996) uses the term ‘maladjusted, including emotionally disturbed’. The Audit Commission (1999) uses the term ‘behavioural and emotional problems’. Lastly, the Education Commission simply settles for the term ‘maladjustment’.

One can only conclude that all these bodies saw one of their major tasks as the redistribution of pointless labels. There have been many discrepancies between different policy body/government departments in the use of terminology for the different categories of disability, and there has been a tendency to add finer categories of disability within the already quite “confusing” system.

The Expansion of Segregated Education

It is interesting to note that the total number of students with special needs decreased from 11,449 in 1981 to 8,476 in 1995. However the number of students in segregated education increased from 6,265 in 1981 to 8,338 in 1995. The number increased slowly every year to 9,181 in 2000. The development of special education in Hong Kong was similar to most overseas countries, that is, moving towards more segregated education. Crawford and Bray (1994) were of the opinion that special education development in Hong Kong had been classified to be ‘Segregated Special Education’, a stage of development just in between ‘Emerging Special Education’ and ‘Approaching Integration.’ The trend in the development of education in Hong Kong therefore is still focused on special education, but finally with some move toward inclusion.

Special schools had increased from 68 in 1996 to 74 in 2000. The increase in special schools was due to the establishment of the seven skills opportunity schools and four practical schools for unmotivated students and students with learning difficulties. The increase in the number of special schools meant that there were more students segregated, and that more students will not be able to be included in regular schools. This expansion in special education was a great constraint to the development of inclusive education. Even now large numbers of people think simplistically that it is best for the “special needs” students to attend a special school setting where their specific needs can be better addressed and there are appropriate resources to support them in their learning, which is one of the great fallacies about special education. Little attempt has been made to educate the public and publicise inclusion. With this attitude, the inclusion of students with special needs meets with more resistance, e.g. acceptance by teachers and willingness to make changes in schools to support a variety of needs in the ordinary classroom. The opportunity for students with special needs to be included in regular school settings will therefore continue slowly and in a cautious and limited way, especially when schools are not sufficiently resourced.    

Large Class Size in Regular Schools

In the 1980s there was a comprehensive scheme of supportive services being established for students with learning difficulties who were studying in regular school settings. In 1982, the Education Department started to provide remedial teaching services to students with learning, behavioural and emotional difficulties. The comprehensive support services ‘Intensive Remedial Teaching Services’ was in full operation from 1984 onwards assisting students with learning difficulties to study in ordinary schools. One would have anticipated that with these supportive services students with SEN would be able to be included in regular school settings without many difficulties. However that was not the case.

In looking at Table 1 and 5, it can be seen that the highest number is the enrolment in secondary schools and the second highest is in primary schools, consisting of more than 80% of the total school population. Looking at the student-teacher ratio however, the highest is in primary school. With the large number of students in the classroom teachers have more difficulties in giving support for students in the primary schools. The high student-teacher ratio of 22 to 1 teacher in primary schools and 18.6 to 1 teacher in secondary schools indicates how it is very difficult for teachers to give individual attention to students with special needs. In the primary school, the average class size is approximately 32 to 35 students, and in the secondary school it is approximately 30 to 38. Will it be possible for teachers to be innovative in teaching and learning in classrooms with such a large class of students? Will teachers have time for attending to individual needs? Can teachers afford to conduct individual teaching and supervision for those who have specific needs? No wonder, a majority of teachers adopt the most confident and traditional approach of chalk and talk. Even so, they still have to manage behavioural and learning problems. The high student-teacher ratio and large class sizes are serious constraints to the implementation of inclusive education in regular primary schools as the most essential elements that contribute to the success of inclusion of students with special needs are the teachers’ individual attention and support for all class members. 

Table 5 Average Class Size of Hong Kong SAR Schools for 1996 and 2000.

	Level of Education
	Type
	1996
	2000

	Kindergarten Education
	Kindergarten
	24.5
	20.3

	Primary Education


	Activity Approach Class

Conventional Approach Class
	30.5

35.2
	31.7

34.9

	Secondary Education
	Secondary 1-5

Secondary 6-7
	39.6

29.8
	38.3

30.3

	Special Education
	Special School
	10.2
	10.3


Source: Education and Manpower Bureau. Education Statistics: January 2002. HKSAR, p.4-6.

Approaching Quality Education with Education Reforms


With the publication of the Education Commission Report No. 7 on Quality School Education (1997), the community in Hong Kong SAR began to put more demands on the government for quality improvement in school education. After going through a process of open consultation on the report, the Education Commission proposed a framework for key players to achieve quality education in the school system. Emphasis were put on inculcating a quality culture in the school system; achieving the aims of education in an effective, efficient and accountable manner; maintaining a mechanism for quality assurance and providing incentives for quality performance. This gradual increasing demand for improvement in the education system initiated a pressing demand for review of the system. The review of the aims of education in 1996 had actually staged the beginning of a series of reviews and reforms.

The first is documented by the Report on Review of 9-year Compulsory Education published by the Board of Education, Sub-committee on Review of School Education in March 1997. The Sub-committee reaffirmed that Hong Kong SAR should continue to offer 9-years free and compulsory education to all children in the relevant age group on the published aims of school education in 1993 and evaluated the extent to which the 9-year compulsory school education had been successfully implemented (Education Commission, 1997). The report focused on two major aspects of the review, firstly, the implementation of aims and objectives of 9-year compulsory education, and secondly assessment and allocation systems. The review identified four areas of concern that called for reform, they included wide individual differences in classes, the need for ensuring quality and effective learning in the classroom, difficulties in handling pupils with learning or behavioural problems, and the negative effects on primary education caused by the Academic Aptitude Test. Reform in these four areas would certainly be beneficial to the inclusion of students with special needs in regular schools. The reforms following this direction have brought more attention to individual needs and changes in the classroom with more innovative teaching and learning strategies. 

The Education Commission (2000) worked out the proposal of recommendations for the reforms suggesting that they should aim at catering for the diverse learning needs of students to ensure the basic standards, and to encourage the pursuit of excellence in three major areas, the school places allocation system, the school curriculum and the assessment mechanism. This aim and the three major areas of reform go in line with the concerns identified during the review. If the reform is successfully implemented the circumstances and conditions in schools will be able to cater for the needs of the students better and this also will give the best opportunity for the development of inclusive education in Hong Kong SAR.   

Slow Movement Towards Integration in Hong Kong SAR from 1960s to 1990s

The policy on integration was first recommended in 1977 and the making of the policy was greatly influenced by the UK’s movement towards integration. The White Paper on Integrating the Disabled into the Community took on the same tone of the UK Policy that “disabled children who were studying in special education settings should be integrated into ordinary schools wherever possible (Hong Kong Government, 1977, p.14). Yet developments in integration were slow.

According to the study conducted by Yung (1997) the first partial hearing class in an ordinary school began in 1969 as an attempt by the Education Department in integrating children with hearing impairment to ordinary education. Not much was achieved by the Education Department during the period 1969 to 1984 in the progress of integrating disabled children into ordinary schools. There was no active plan to implement the integration policy before 1982. No wonder that Yung (1997) opines that:

Even though this policy of integration has always been claimed as an aim in Hong Kong, figures on the number of students being segregated into special schools do not reflect this policy to be truly implemented. (p.2)

It was during this period that the avocation of individual education organizations put some integration into action. For example, Ebenezer School for the Visually Disabled (previously known as Ebenezer School and Home for the Blind) was successful in launching and maintaining an integration scheme for students with visual impairment in the 1980s. Although the number of students integrated each year is small, the school has been successful in maintaining the scheme until the present and a network of schools for the integration of visually impaired students has been successfully established. 

The Pilot Project on Integration (1997-1999)

There were however some major developments in integration with the commencement of a two-year Pilot Project on Integration by the Education Department in 1997. Initially seven primary schools and two secondary schools in the regular setting participated in the pilot project. The major focus was to adopt the whole-school approach in integration (Hong Kong Government, 2000). The implementation of inclusive education was therefore still an ideal of scholars and educators who support inclusion, and it seemed it would take a long time for inclusion to become a reality. 

The integration project was offered to students with mild grade mental handicap, hearing impairment, visual impairment, physical handicap and autistic disorder with average intelligence (Education Department, 1998, p.1). Table 6 gives details of the number of schools participating in the project. The figures indicate that the government was persistent in the development of the integration project to encompass more schools to participate. From the figures in Table 3.6 in 2002 the number of primary schools increased to 35 but the number of students in the project dropped to 67. With an increase in the number of schools and yet a drop in number of student enrolled it seemed there was resistance from schools to admit more students with special needs. Actually looking at the number of secondary schools participating during the past 5 years also indicates that not many participated in the project. Are there enough secondary school places for those primary school students who graduate each year and wish to join the project in the secondary school?

Table 6 Numbers of Schools and Students Participating in the Integration Project for 1997, 1999, 2000 and 2002 in Hong Kong SAR.

	Year
	Primary Schools
	No. of Students
	Secondary Schools
	No. of Students
	Total No. of Schools
	Total No. of Students

	1997
	7
	45
	2
	13
	9
	58

	1999
	9
	58
	3
	19
	12
	77

	2000
	15
	84
	4
	20
	19
	104

	2002
	35
	67
	15
	27
	50
	94


It was reported that before the commencement of the project that there was extreme difficulties in finding school to participate in the project and even the planned target of twenty pilot schools was not possible “over seventy schools were originally contacted by the Education Department (ED) during the spring and summer of 1997 to take part in the Integration Pilot Project.” (Crawford & et. al., 1999, p. 2) There were several reasons that caused the difficulties. It is not surprising, as the acceptance of integration still needs to be strengthened among schools, and to ask them to implement a policy that they find difficult will certainly prohibit schools from participating. It may be that most schools did not have the opportunity to understand the underlying philosophy and values of integration; then how would it be possible to convince them that integration is possible at school level? Even if school heads were convinced after much persuasion from the Education Department, there were still teachers to be convinced. In the end, if there were oppositions from teachers, and the school heads were unable to convince the staff, the school would still refuse participation. 

The initial planning was for the project to be implemented for two years and now the project has been established for carrying on to 2005. For the year1999-2000, there were 21 schools and 2000-2001, 66 schools participating in the project. The Education and Manpower Bureau is quite persistent in having the project expanded to include more schools and the Government has also put in funding in support of the implementation. The Government will progressively increase the resources, from $15 million in the year 2001-2002, 2002-2003 is $26 million, 2003-2004 is $37 million to $50 million in 2004-2005, to strengthen the support services to schools and for training of teachers. No budget has been announced for the year 2005 onwards.

Conclusion

The implementation of integration and inclusion has not been easy and the development, slow. Even though the policy on the implementation on integration has been supported since 1977 (Hong Kong Government, 1977, p.14) and has been reconfirmed again by several policy documents during the period of 1980s and the 1990s (Hong Kong Government, 1982, p.86; Education Commission, 1986, p.195; Hong Kong Government, 1995, p.51), yet it was 20 years after the documentation of the policy for integration, that the Education Department took action to launch the Pilot Scheme in Integration in 1997 (Hong Kong Government, 1996, p.3). Crawford (1999) commented on the policy of integration “The success of this policy has been limited and where there has been success it has been largely on the basis of individual effort and advocacy, rather than on the basis of policy and reform” (p.1).  

Although integration was again a specific area of concern of policy makers in 1986 and it was recommended by the Education Commission Report No.2 that “Children with special educational needs are placed whenever possible in ordinary schools so that they can receive the fullest educational opportunity and the fullest benefit from mixing with ordinary children in an ordinary environment” (Hong Kong Government, 1986), still little happened. With the support of the Education Commission Report No.2 one would have anticipated that the progress of integration should be very promising and within a few years students with special needs should have better opportunities for integrated education. However, in reality that did not happen. The number of students in segregated education increased and the development of segregated education was further supported with the recommendations made by the Report No. 4 of the Education Commission and “it is estimated that 2400 students fall into this group.” (Education Commission, 1990, p.53) This called for a major step back in the movement toward integration. The Report recommended to assist students who are unmotivated or have severe learning problems that three practical schools “should be set up, each with a capacity of 450 students” and seven skills opportunity schools to be set up “ to cater for the 2400 students who are likely to benefit from this special schooling.” (Hong Kong Government, 1990) It was indeed sad to hear that seven skills opportunity schools were being established to face the serious problem of inadequate admission and waste of resources with low number of enrolment. 

The Board of Education conducted a review of special education in 1996 and the Report of the Sub-Committee on Special Education of the Board of Education recommended an inclusive approach to schooling. “Experience in many countries demonstrates that the integration of children and youth with special educational needs is best achieved within inclusive schools that serve all children within a community. It is within this context that those with special educational needs can achieve the fullest educational progress and social integration.” The emphasis was still being placed on integration although the concept of inclusive school was being introduced. The Committee also recommended that there should be better co-ordination between special schools and ordinary schools in support of integration. A number of the believers of full inclusion commented that the Report did not put enough attention in the implementation of inclusion and there were no specific recommendations that fully push the movement into inclusive schooling. The picture now in Hong Kong SAR is now a little more optimistic. Recent research indicates that schools can become more inclusive. Dowson et. al., (2003). In addition the government is in the process of committing to bulk funding for inclusion in a scheme that schools may choose to take up. It is to be hoped also that special schools will change to Resource Centres, and all school staff will increasingly support inclusion of Hong Kong students. 
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