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Summary 

This brief submission outlines key points based on the global experience of International Disability and Development Consortium’s (IDDC) members. It covers: legislative issues, in particular the importance of embedding inclusive education throughout all education policy/law; quality inclusive education, in particular the growing concern about how learning outcomes are measured and the impact this has on inclusion; teacher education, in particular the need for practice-based training on inclusive education to be embedded throughout all teacher education programmes; specialist support, in particular the need for more flexible and creative approaches to supporting children with disabilities and their teachers in inclusive settings; reasonable accommodation and accessibility, in particular the need for states and stakeholders to better understand the practical actions that constitute ‘reasonable accommodation’; financing and donors, in particular the critical need for international donors to better understand and promote inclusive education throughout all of their activities. The points summarised in this paper are broad issues that we hope the Committee will consider when reviewing submissions and preparing the draft General Comment. This submission by no means represents the full extent of IDDC members’ experiences with inclusive education in specific countries, nor the very many challenges, solutions and recommendations available through those members. We will be able to develop more comprehensive information and specific case studies over the coming months, to support the longer-term development of the General Comment.
International Disability and Development Consortium

IDDC is a global consortium of 25 disability NGOs, mainstream development NGOs and disabled people’s organisations (DPOs) supporting disability and development work in more than 100 countries around the world. IDDC aims at promoting inclusive development internationally, with a special focus on promoting the full and effective enjoyment of human rights by all persons with disabilities living in economically poor communities in lower and middle-income countries. 

IDDC’s work is taken on by thematic Task Groups, such as the one on Inclusive Education. The IDDC Task Groups are composed of IDDC members who volunteer to work together on tasks related to a particular theme or project, prioritised within IDDC’s overall strategy. The Inclusive Education Task Group works on influencing policies and debate and sharing information and knowledge around quality education for children and youth with disabilities. More information on IDDC is available at: www.iddcconsortium.net 
Legislative issues

An increasing number of countries are developing inclusive education policies, and this is to be commended. However, inclusive education policies are often developed as stand-alone policies, while the country’s core education policies/legislation remain fundamentally unchanged. Some inclusive education policies are little more than former special education policies under a new title and with key words changed, without adjusting the core message to promote inclusion and end segregation in education. 
Stand-alone policies (especially those which take a special needs/medical model approach under the guise of ‘inclusive education’) often do not address important related issues, such as gender equality and the different inclusion challenges faced by male and female learners with disabilities. Not all inclusive education policies approach the issue from a cross-sectoral perspective – other relevant ministries such as social welfare and health may not be involved in the development of, or be committed to support the implementation of, the policy.
Inclusive education policy commitments also often tend to be limited to basic education (primary and sometimes secondary levels). As such they often do not cover the rights of children with disabilities to be included in early childhood education (which also links with early identification and intervention), nor the rights of older learners with disabilities to be included in post-secondary, higher, vocational, adult or non-formal education provision.
What we think should happen: 

· The development of progressive inclusive education policies – that cover all levels of education from early years to adult learning, that discuss cross-sectoral / inter-ministerial commitments, and that address cross-cutting issues such as gender equality – must be supported.
· However, States also need to be encouraged to take this a step further to reform all of their education policies (covering all education sectors/levels) to embed inclusive education for persons with disabilities as a core education principle underpinning the development of a high quality education system. Armenia is an example of a country that has made progress in this direction; its core education law is now built around inclusive education, rather than there being a separate policy. Other countries such as Rwanda are also seeking to address inclusive education through their education sector strategies.
· States should be encouraged to have time-bound, costed inclusive education implementation plans with sufficient and specifically allocated resources.

· More support should be provided to States on effective data collection and analysis, so as to improve planning and monitoring. Data must measure what is valuable for equal opportunities and learning outcomes. States should not focus solely on data that is relatively easy to measure. EMIS (Education Management Information System) is a common system for gathering school-level data but it does not collect data on out-of-school/non-enrolled children (many of whom have disabilities). Community-based EMIS should be encouraged to complement the school-based EMIS to make sure all school-age children are made visible (and thus reachable). 
· Persons with disabilities, disabled people’s organisations and other organisation working on disability and development should be included in education sector planning and monitoring processes.

Quality education

The UNCRPD stresses the right of persons with disabilities to have access to inclusive, quality education. Interpretations of quality education, however, can vary from country to country. There is also a worrying trend towards education quality being viewed in terms of rigid learning/academic outcomes, based on rigid curricula; an approach which may undermine inclusion if learners with disabilities are stereotyped as likely to ‘bring down’ average academic scores. Steps are being taken in some countries, with support from IDDC members (e.g. to enable students to take exams in Braille, sign-language, orally, etc), but reasonable accommodations for learning assessment and examinations in many countries do not happen, due to a lack of guidelines and human resource capacities, resulting in restricted further study and career opportunities for many persons with disabilities.

Often the changes that are needed to improve education quality require extensive reform to the entire education system, from teacher education and school management to curriculum development, assessment systems, infrastructure, etc. There is rarely a ‘quick fix’ option for creating an inclusive quality education system.

What we think should happen: 

· There needs to be greater clarity from the Committee that inclusion and quality in education are inextricably linked.

· There needs to be greater clarity regarding the Committee’s expectation of governments in relation to quality inclusive education (what are essential indicators of quality inclusive education, from both an academic and social perspective). Various organisations have tools that could inform the development of indicators for quality inclusive education,
 and organisations like IDDC could be asked to give inputs.
· The Committee needs to take a clear stance on the risks posed by narrow definitions of quality education (i.e. definitions which see quality in terms of attainment of learning outcomes in a narrow set of cognitive domains of literacy and numeracy). These interpretations of ‘quality’ need to be recognised as potentially discriminatory to children with disability (and many other children) and a cause of exclusion and discrimination. 
· States need to be encouraged to approach ongoing curriculum and assessment system reform from an inclusive perspective. The focus should be on developing curricula/assessments that are sufficiently flexible to be adapted to the needs of diverse learners (and giving schools/teachers the freedom, skills and guidance to make such adaptations).
Teacher education

Training on inclusive education is a growth industry, but the quality and impact of available training often remains questionable. Pre-service teacher training rarely adequately covers inclusive education, often offering just isolated, short and non-compulsory modules (which also are often still special needs/special education oriented). 

In-service training in inclusive education in many countries remains in the hands of international agencies and NGOs, again primarily through short, isolated courses, although various IDDC members are working to support governments to embed inclusive education more comprehensively throughout teacher education wherever possible. 
Examples of embedding inclusive education within core teacher training include the work by Callan Services for Disabled Persons in Papua New Guinea (supported by CBM and Light for the World), which has seen the gradual development of inclusive education training in all colleges, and increasing opportunities for undergraduate and postgraduate studies in inclusive education.
A common problem with pre- and in-service training is the lack of practice-based learning, leaving teachers with a new-found commitment to include learners with disabilities in their classes, but lacking the skills and confidence to ‘do it’ in reality.

Teacher training on inclusion often falls into one of two main types: broad, theoretical training about the concepts of inclusion and quality education reform; or impairment-specific training (such as how to work with blind learners). Inclusive education training in many contexts does not cover both perspectives adequately, although various IDDC members are working to promote or deliver such comprehensive training.

Teaching remains an exclusive profession in many countries, with too few people with disabilities being able to access teacher training or gain employment as teachers or teacher trainers. IDDC members have advocated for or supported the training of teachers with disabilities in various countries (e.g. Light for the World and ADPP in Mozambique), with a view to upholding rights and developing role models, although often legislation on training entry requirements (as in Mozambique) or recruitment and deployment procedures remain discriminatory.
What we think should happen: 

· States need to be encouraged to fundamentally review and revise their pre-service and in-service teacher education programmes so as to embed inclusive education throughout all training (not just through modules on inclusive education but by ensuring that every module raises issues of inclusion, diversity, quality, etc.). Such reviews and revisions should give all stakeholders, including people with disabilities, a chance to input into the redesign of teacher training.
· Teacher training on inclusive education needs to be far more practice-based, including more practicum in the classroom. (Making inclusive education training more practical could be a step in improving the methodology/approach of teacher education generally.) 

· Teachers should have access to continuous professional development (e.g. through mentoring or buddying schemes to access support from more experienced colleagues). Greater use of alternative ways to build teachers’ confidence with diversity are also needed, such as opportunities to work with children/adults with disabilities in the community, and a greater role for people with disabilities / disabled people’s organisations as trainers and resource people during the training process.
· A summary of research and recommendations into teacher education for inclusive education can be found in IDDC’s booklet Teachers for All: Inclusive Teaching for Children with Disabilities and leaflet Every child needs a well-trained inclusive teacher.

Specialist support
The provision of specialist support to learners (e.g. assessment of learning or other needs and provision of additional services or devices) remains a contentious or confused issue in many countries. Some advocates call for all specialist support to be based entirely in the mainstream setting, while others advocate for a continued role for specialist centres in supporting the inclusion of learners in mainstream settings.
There is certainly not a one-model-fits-all approach available. In some contexts, resource centres (often evolved from special schools) work well in providing learners, parents and teachers with the additional help needed to ensure that children with disabilities enrol, participate and achieve in a regular school. In other contexts, the availability of separate resource facilities (resource classrooms, centres, etc) simply perpetuates segregation, with specialist staff reluctant to hand over ‘their’ children to regular classes/teachers; and regular teachers feeling disempowered or disinclined to include learners with disabilities because that is seen as the role of the specialists. So-called ‘transition classes’ (special classes or units within a regular school) often do not live up to their name, with many children never moving into the regular classroom. 
Specialist support does not have to come only from specially trained ‘experts’. Many inclusive education initiatives, including some supported by IDDC members, aim to make use of alternative support structures already available (and at lower cost) within the school or community. For instance, child-to-child approaches can work well at encouraging children with and without disabilities to support each other, socially and academically (especially in contexts of large class sizes). Peer support among teachers can be very effective for sharing innovative practice and building confidence to work with diverse learners, but is so far under-used as a method of professional development and support. Community support for inclusive education (e.g. community volunteers working as classroom assistants; technical support from disabled people’s organisations or adults with disabilities in the local community, etc) is also a promising yet under-used resource. Links between inclusive education and community-based rehabilitation (CBR) remain weak in many countries, despite the potential for services to support children with disabilities to access and participate in their local school. Some IDDC members are currently investigating / developing comprehensive community-based inclusive development programmes, to more effectively combine inclusive education and CBR efforts. 
What we think should happen:

· States need more help in understanding the possible roles and responsibilities of specialist support services within an inclusive education system. The key issue is not so much about where the support services are based (whether in regular schools, district-level centres, former or maintained special schools, community-based facilities, etc) but about ensuring that support staff and procedures fully endorse and facilitate inclusion and take every step possible to end/prevent segregation in education. 

· States need to be encouraged to promote inter-sectoral collaboration at local through to national level, and formally endorse CBR as a mean of accessing rehabilitation services for persons with disabilities in rural communities. 

Reasonable accommodation and accessibility

A growing amount of work is being done on school infrastructure (often lobbied for or funded by NGO interventions). However, tokenistic or poorly informed efforts to improve accessibility of regular education facilities remain common (e.g. entrance ramps with no further accessibility improvements beyond the front door, or efforts to make a building accessible to wheelchair users but ignoring simple changes that could improve accessibility for visually impaired students and staff).
Infrastructure adjustments are too rarely based on localised consultation with users and relevant experts, and are rarely available on a flexible and responsive basis (responding to the needs of the actual learners/staff as and when they join the school). New schools are still being built (by governments, international agencies and NGOs) that do not meet basic accessibility standards. However, efforts by IDDC members are being made to embed accessibility into government school-building/maintenance programmes (e.g. in Rwanda Handicap International has worked with the government and Rwandan Housing Authority to ensure they build accessible schools, toilet blocks, etc).
Teachers, principals, school management committees and parent teacher associations are often unaware of (simple, low-cost) reasonable accommodations that they could be making in the classroom or school, or lack the confidence/skills to make such adjustments.
What we think should happen:
· States need more guidance on how to interpret ‘reasonable accommodation’ in relation to education, and then encouragement to ensure this is embedded in all education-related training. 
· States need to be encouraged to take a more holistic view of infrastructure accessibility, to legislate for all new education facilities building (and renovations) to meet key standards, and for those accessibility standards to be developed in consultation with relevant users, experts and contractors, to ensure that there are adjustments beyond simply the obvious/stereotypical solutions.
Financing and donors

Efforts to develop more inclusive, flexible and responsive national education systems are often funded by international donors. However, such donors often have policies or approaches that (perhaps unwittingly) undermine inclusive education. For instance, international donors often fund system-wide reviews and reform (such as reform to national curricula, teacher education, exam systems, etc) without ensuring that inclusive education and specifically the needs of stakeholders with disabilities are considered at every step of the reform process. Disability is often simply ‘not on the radar’ for donors/implementers of national educational reforms. For instance, after extensive advocacy efforts from civil society organisations in Armenia, mandatory courses on inclusive education were integrated into the teacher training curricula of state universities. However, subsequent World Bank-funded revision of all university courses to bring them in line with European standards failed to consider inclusion and disability issues, despite further lobbying by civil society.
What we think should happen:
· While States are held to account for implementing Article 24, so should international donors, international agencies and NGOs funding education reform – it should not be possible for donor funding to national education system reform to fundamentally undermine or contradict government or other civil society efforts to develop inclusive education.
· Donors should take responsibility for understanding disability and inclusive education issues, and for insisting (and monitoring) that the work they fund fully promotes quality inclusive education for all.

· States should be encouraged to allocate resources for inclusive education, with the acknowledgement that this does not always have to mean finding large additional budgets, but can also involve making strategic adjustments to the way resources are allocated and spent.
� This submission was compiled by the Inclusive Education Task Group of the International Disability and Development Consortium (IDDC) in collaboration with Enabling Education Network (EENET) and Save the Children.


� For example, UNICEF’s Child-Friendly Schools; Save the Children’s Quality Learning Environment; UNESCO’s Inclusive Learner-Friendly Environment; CSIE’s Index for Inclusion.
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