 Adapted from chapter  in Kiuppis, F. &  Hausstätter, R.S.  (eds.) (2014)   Inclusive Education Twenty Years After Salamanca.  New York: Peter Lang.  Disability Studies in Education series.   

WORKING FOR INCLUSIVE EDUCATION BY 2030
Peter Mittler

This contribution will summarise the opportunities and resources which are now available not only to achieve but to transcend the goals of the Salamanca Declaration to enable people with disabilities to access inclusive life-long education.  It concludes with a discussion on the obstacles to monitoring created by the lack of relevant data.   
Opportunities can be summarised under four headings 

            1)  SUPPORT FROM UN AGENCIES 
The adoption of the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities has led to a system-wide recognition of the rights of people with disabilities across all UN systems, as well as by key international development agencies such as the World Bank.   For example, WHO’s comprehensive World Report on Disability (WHO and World Bank 2011) and UNICEF’s (2013) State of the World’s Children: Children with Disabilities provide strong foundations for national CRPD implementation plans by summarising current knowledge and highlighting examples of good practice,  particularly in low and middle income countries.  Information relevant to UN actions and opportunities is also regularly updated in monthly newsletters on the main UN Enable website (http://www.un.org/disabilities).  Most of the many guidance documents for governments and NGOs can now be downloaded from the internet (Mittler 2012).  
Despite the general perception that UN agencies are centralised in New York, Geneva and Vienna, some of its most effective work, particularly in relation to education and disability, is taking place at regional level in its Economic and Social Commissions for Africa (Addis Ababa), Asia and Pacific (Bangkok), Europe (Geneva), Latin America and Caribbean (Santiago) and Western Asia (Beirut).  For example, the Asia Pacific region has embarked on its Third Decade of Disabled Persons, played a major part in the drafting of the Convention and is providing detailed information on its implementation (ESCAP 2010).  UNESCO’s regional bureau in Latin America which has given strong support to inclusive education over several decades is now developing detailed indicators for monitoring educational outcomes (UNESCO 2011).   
The European Union has its own Human Rights Convention and Court and is the only regional organisation to have formally ratified the Convention.  It is now mainstreaming disability rights into its own agencies and seeking to persuade its member states to do so.  It earlier helped to fund the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education (EADSNE), a consortium of government officials and civil society representatives which has produced detailed reports on each country and a stream of informative publications on policy and practice (http://www.european.agency.org.)  More recently, the EU funded the Academic Network of European Experts in Disability (ANED) to create a comprehensive online data base on CRPD implementation for every European country (http://www.disability-europe.net).  Its report on developments in education (Ebersold et al. 2011) provides an example of its regular thematic analyses and recommendations.  
2)  POST- 2015 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
The Convention now needs to be set in the broader context of a clear UN commitment that the new post-2015 SDGs will be based on fundamental principles of human rights and focus on the reduction of inequalities arising from disability as well gender, ethnicity, age and location ((UN Secretary General 2013). 

The universal goals for education now being developed for 2030 will prioritise the nature and quality of what children learn and how long they remain in school.  Furthermore, education is no longer defined only in terms of schooling but as a lifelong process which begins in infancy and continues in the home and local community during childhood and adolescence and beyond (UNESCO 2013; Commonwealth Secretariat 2012). These are also the goals clearly identified in Article 24 of the CRPD.  
Whether these recommendations are translated into action now depends, as does the Convention, on advocacy by Disabled Persons Organisations and civil society in putting pressure on their national governments to implement this commitment. 
3)   THE DISABILITY MOVEMENT 
The CRPD is the first Convention to include representatives of potential beneficiaries as equal partners with governments in negotiating each of its principles and Articles.  Their participation is clearly reflected in the application of the social model of disability to identify obstacles to the expression of human rights and in recommendations on how these can be overcome.   DPI’s commitment to ‘Nothing About Us Without Us’ has been endorsed at the highest level.   
The International Disability Alliance is a consortium of international disability NGOs whose members were equal partners with the UN in the drafting of the Convention and who continue to have a catalytic role in its implementation by providing relevant information and support for advocacy at national and local level.  IDA’s regular newsletters (http://www.internationaldisabilityalliance.org) are an indispensable source of information, as are those of NGOs focusing on people with specific impairments, such as intellectual disability (http://www.inclusion-europe.org).  Other valuable resources for inclusive education include the Enabling Education Network (http://www.eenet.org.uk), Leonard Cheshire International (2013) (http://www.lcdisability.org/international, and the International Disability and Development Consortium (2013) which has published excellent guidelines for teacher education (http://www.iddcconsortium.net).  
Some national DPOs have created similar coalitions and alliances in order to speak with a single voice to their own government and to the UN Human Rights monitoring bodies.  For example, the Japanese Disability Forum persuaded its government to delay ratification until it had first completed a radical programme of harmonisation of existing legislation with the CRPD.   DPOs chaired the Prime Minister’s Committee set up for this purpose, made up half its membership and also became paid staff members of the Secretariat which achieved many of these changes in a short period of time (Osamu 2013).  
4)  ADVOCACY BY INTERNET 
The rapid development of the internet, the social media and the mobile phone have opened a new chapter in the history of democracy by providing immediate access to information to enable its citizens to communicate with each other to advocate for change.  
The CRPD has been described by the UN Secretary General as “the first human rights treaty to emerge from lobbying conducted extensively through the internet”.  Furthermore, it enabled members of civil society organisations who could not afford to travel to New York to confer amongst themselves and submit their conclusions to the appropriate person or committee (Sabatello and Schulze 2014; Shaw 2014).   It has also been used to great effect by the UN in partnership with NGOs to enable millions of people from all parts of the world to participate in a series of global discussion groups on priorities for the post 2015 goals.   Internet forums such as The World We Want, Tackling Inequalities and the Global Education Forum have had a significant impact on the UN system-wide decision to include disability as a cross-cutting issue in policy and monitoring.   

A recent example of global advocacy is provided by an internet petition presented to the President of Pakistan by Gordon Brown as UN Global Education Envoy, following the attempted assassination of Malala Yousafzai, calling for education for the world’s out of school children from the 35 million world-wide membership of Avaaz (http://www.avaaz.org).   The President responded by signing an order to fund school places for three million out of Pakistan’s 5.5 million out of school children.  The internet now provides the means to hold his government accountable for implementing this policy.  A vigilant disability lobby might have used this opportunity to press for the inclusion of children with disabilities in this policy, as well as in a similar commitment by Nigeria which has more than ten million out of school children, despite being rich in oil resources.  

ACHIEVEMENTS SINCE SALAMANCA
Developments in inclusive education during the last 20 years have laid strong foundations for the new opportunities now presented by the Convention and the post-2015 SDGs.     

There are lessons to be learned from many projects over the last 20 years in countries as diverse as Lesotho, Vietnam, Lao PDR, Hong Kong and South Africa, sometimes with the active participation of international NGOs such as Save the Children (Mitchell 2005; UNICEF 2007;  Alur and Timmons 2009).  Although most pilot projects produced positive outcomes both for children with disabilities and their classmates, and many other schools followed their example, they were not as systematically scaled up from the original pilots to regional or national level as originally intended.  

· The most recent comprehensive study of inclusive education projects has been carried out in Commonwealth countries by Richard Rieser, a disabled teacher who was a member of the UN committee that drafted the Convention and is now a powerful advocate for its implementation (Rieser 2012).  Based on visits and training workshops in many countries at different levels of development, his report makes clear recommendations on ways in which Article 24 of the CRPD can be implemented internationally, nationally, at provincial, regional and district levels and above all at the level of schools and classrooms and in the initial and continuing professional development of teachers. 
· The 3rd edition of the Index for Inclusion (Booth and Ainscow 2011) which has been translated into 37 languages has been highly influential in helping schools  “to adopt a self-review approach to analyse their cultures, policies and practices and to identify the barriers to learning and participation that may occur within each of these areas;  to decide their own priorities for change and evaluate their progress and as an integral part of existing development policies, encouraging a wide and deep scrutiny of everything that makes up a school's activities” (Foreword).  
· Classroom practice and teacher education are also the focus of a recent manual based on wide international experience but concentrating primarily on developments in Tanzania, Kenya and Lesotho (Mariga, McConkey and Myezwa  (2014).  It complements an earlier toolkit of five pamphlets on inclusive classroom practice from the Asia Pacific region (UNESCO 2009b).  

· What Really Works in Special and Inclusive Education (Mitchell 2014 ) describes and evaluates 24 different teaching strategies that have been successfully used in inclusive classrooms in many different countries.   
· Amongst UNESCO’s numerous publications, the Open File on Inclusive Education (UNESCO, 2001) provides detailed guidelines for planners and policy makers on moving towards more inclusive practice under eight topic headings: managing the transition; professional development; assessment; organising support; families and communities; developing an inclusive curriculum; resourcing and funding; managing transitions throughout education; working with schools (see also UNESCO 2009a for Asia-Pacific perspectives compiled by Penelope Price). 
MONITORING CRPD IMPLEMENTATION
An immediate priority for civil society in every country is to take advantage of the opportunities now available to monitor the action taken by governments to implement the Convention Article by Article and to report their conclusions to the CRPD Committee of the UN High Commission on Human Rights based in Geneva (http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/CRPD/Pages/CRPDIndex.aspx).  
The 152 governments that have so far ratified the Convention are required to submit a detailed progress report to the CRPD Committee on actions taken to implement the General Principles and specific Articles of the Convention after two years and then every four years.   Guidelines for the submission of reports by governments make it clear that national implementation plans must specify action under each Article, identify responsible actors and be linked to measurable objectives within a stated time frame (OHCHR 2009).   A parallel toolkit for DPOs and other civil society organisations provides detailed training modules on the preparation of evidence, as well as suggestions for follow-up actions at national level (OHCHR 2012). An excellent training manual focusing on implementing the rights of children with disabilities has been drawn up by Lansdown (2009) for Save the Children.  In recognition of the reality of each country having a different starting point for implementation, the Convention requires ratifying governments to provide concrete evidence of progressive realisation of a national plan of action over a given period of time.  
An essential advocacy opportunity for civil society is provided by the Optional Protocol to the Convention which requires separate ratification.  This enables individuals who complain of infringement of their rights to make direct representations to the CRPD Committee.  It follows that a high priority for DPOs is to ensure that the 67 governments that have so far failed to ratify the Optional Protocol as well as the Convention should be put under pressure to do so (listed in http://www.un.org/disabilities).  
The CRPD Committee consists of 18 elected members, of whom 17 are currently persons with disabilities.   After making a detailed study of relevant information from all available sources, a committee member designated as Country Rapporteur draws up  a ‘List of Issues’ which require further explanation or information from the government.   The full Committee then engages in ‘constructive dialogue’ with the government delegation and later publishes its Concluding Observations and Recommendations on the OHCHR website.  
Examination of the Committee’s reports on the 18 countries where its work has been completed confirms that the most successful civil society submissions have come from a national coalition of DPOs but with specialist support where needed.  Independent reports from Australia, Austria, Hong Kong, Hungary and Spain provide particularly instructive examples of such coalitions.  Moreover, the Committee does not mince its words.  In response to the Austrian government’s somewhat complacent report on inclusive education, it expressed its concern that “progress towards inclusive education in Austria is stagnant…the number of children in special schools is increasing and …insufficient efforts are being made to support inclusive education of children with disabilities” (OHCHR CRPD Committee 2013).

Although Article 24 focuses on education, the rights of children, young people and families are fundamental to all the Articles of the Convention (Lansdown 2014).  One of its General Principles concerns ‘respect for the evolving capacities of children with disabilities and their right to preserve their identities’ (Article 3h).  Other relevant articles focus on their right to life (10) and self-expression (7); freedom from torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment (15) and exploitation, violence or abuse (16); right to a name, nationality, birth registration, to know and be cared for by their parents (18); respect for home and family and right to a family life and to retain their fertility (23); habilitation and rehabilitation from early life (26) and participation in play, recreation and leisure (30).   Furthermore, implementation of Article 19 on Independent Living depends on foundations being laid in childhood by parents and by an education system that enables its students to participate in decision-making and express their views to prepare them to advocate for their rights as citizens (Mittler 2001).  

Disability is now included in the remit of all other OHCHR Human Rights Committees such as the Convention on the Rights of the Child, as well as in the Commission’s regular Universal Periodic Reviews of all human rights at national level.  The UN also hosts an annual conference for governments that have ratified the Convention.  All these events provide opportunities for civil society to make representations and to submit independent reports.  A recent guide to the work of the OHCHR for civil society includes many examples drawn from its work on the CRPD (OHCHR 2013).  

Because all documentation on the work of the OHCHR is available on the internet and some its sessions can be watched live, the Committee’s proceedings and conclusions can be used to generate public debate and to put pressure on governments to act on its recommendations.     Civil society can ensure that its criticisms of national policy and practice are widely disseminated by the media.  Government representatives can also be held to account by vigilant DPOs for not following up on commitments made in UN meetings.  

A ROAD MAP TO 2030

PRIORITY FOR TEACHER TRAINING AND SUPPORT

Because progress towards inclusive education depends first and foremost on the skills and commitment of millions of teachers world-wide,  every country needs  to ensure that existing and planned teacher education programmes at all levels are based on agreed principles and practice of inclusive education.  Unfortunately, this issue has so far received relatively little attention in the implementation of the Convention or in the global discussions of post 2015 goals for education.  
In order to provide all children with basic education by 2030, the world will need an additional 3.3 million primary teachers and 5.1 million lower secondary teachers (UNESCO 2014).  Although there have been many positive developments in inclusive teacher education in the last 20 years (Forlin 2012), the first reports from the CRPD Committee reflect major shortcomings in teacher education even in countries where relatively good progress is being made towards inclusive education.   This is consistent with the conclusions of a detailed survey by the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education that “teacher educators lacked knowledge, understanding, commitment and experience to teach about inclusive education” (EADSNE 2011).   
An immediate priority is to create the nucleus of a national task force for training teachers and other educators in the principles and practice of inclusive education, using a systematic ‘training of trainers’ structure, in which those who are trained enter into a contractual commitment to train others.  Its work should be based on consultation and consensus on what constitutes good practice, with the aim of providing guidance on the design and delivery of inclusive teacher education consistent with the CRPD.  Once agreed, guidelines should be accessible on the internet and through distance education courses.  Evidence that such a system was in place could count as evidence of the ‘progressive realisation’ of the right to education required by the Convention.

Because training for inclusion must itself be inclusive, it needs to be incorporated in all courses and modules of initial and continuing teacher education. Where specialist tutors are available, their dual role is to work through their mainstream colleagues and to provide support where specialist knowledge and experience are essential – for example in facilitating access to the curriculum for children with severe sensory or intellectual impairments.  This is an example of the ‘twin track’ approach, in which “teachers (and those who train and employ them) need to embrace inclusive beliefs and practices that generally support all learners and make education a welcoming and positive experience for all but also need to be sufficiently confident and skilled to meet the specific learning needs of students with disabilities” (International Disability and Development Consortium 2013, original italics).   
A recent major global review of teacher education commissioned by UNICEF (2013) from Richard Rieser argues that the skills necessary for inclusive teaching are not ‘special’ but depend on basic teaching competencies.  Its recommendations are relevant to every organisation responsible for the initial and post-experience training of teachers and other educators. 

• All teacher trainers must demonstrate their understanding of inclusive education of children with disabilities
• All teachers need to develop a child-focused pedagogy

• All pre-service teachers should be given grounding in the principles and practice of inclusive education; in addition, elective impairment-specific skills courses for 10-20% of pre-service teachers will be needed

• Serving teachers’ education about children with disabilities should be addressed through in-service training, continuing education and support, while diploma and masters level qualifications on inclusion should also be made widely available

• Tailored training and support are needed for school principals who are key catalysts for school improvement  
Specific monitoring indicators consistent with the CRPD’s requirement to collect disability-disaggregated data would include the proportion of pre-service teachers who have received training on the inclusion of children with disabilities and of in-service teachers who have undertaken courses for the inclusion of children with disabilities for 5 days, 20 days, 90 days and 1 year.  
CONFRONTING THE DATA GAP
The lack of relevant and reliable data on people with disabilities in most countries now constitutes the major obstacle to monitoring the implementation of both the CRPD and the post-2015 Goals.  

People with disabilities are often not included in Household and Social Surveys and Censuses which are used by all UN and international monitoring agencies.   Nor can they be counted without a birth certificate or are if they are excluded from school or health and social welfare provision. Not to be counted can be considered as an ultimate expression of discrimination.    
The global discussions on the post-2015 SDGs have strengthened the UN commitment to the urgent need for relevant data to monitor progress in the reduction of inequalities between and within countries and to ensure that ‘No One is Left Behind’.   In unanimously adopting the report of the High Level Meeting on Disability and Development, the 2013 UN General Assembly resolution gave high priority to the overriding need for 

“….the collection of internationally comparable data and statistics disaggregated by sex and age, including information on disability …and to strengthen and support, in coordination with academic institutions and other relevant stakeholders, research to promote knowledge and understanding of disability and development…” (United Nations Secretary General (2013) (op.cit.).

Evidence that the Heads of State who voted for this Resolution are failing to implement is contained in the national reports of the CRPD Committee which show that  countries in all regions of the world are unable to provide relevant data on people with disabilities consistent with the Convention’s requirement for “data collection disaggregated, as appropriate, and used to help assess the implementation of States Parties’ obligations under the present Convention and to identify and address the barriers faced by persons with disabilities in exercising their rights” (Article 31). 

Nine years ago, UNESCO’s Inclusive Education Division estimated that children with disabilities accounted for at least one third of all out of school primary age children (Balescut and Eklindh 2006).  These findings have been questioned but are consistent with evidence from many studies that the proportion of children with disabilities attending primary schools in low and middle income countries is around two per cent of the age group. 

The World Inequalities Database on Education (WIDE) developed by an independent team for UNESCO) and regular bulletins from UNICEF and UNESCO’s Institute of Statistics  (www.education-inequalities.org indicate that 47 out of every 100 out of school children are reported by their governments as ‘unlikely ever to attend school’ – contrary to the Convention on the Rights of the Child and to the original Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948). Girls from very poor families living in rural areas are known to be at greatest risk of permanent exclusion from school but no comparable data exist for children with disabilities who are also likely to be over-represented in the 250 million primary age children who are not learning basic educational skills, whether in school or not, as well as in the 123 million young people aged 15 to 24 who lack basic reading and writing skills.  

Although the number of ‘out of school’ primary age children has fallen from 102 million to 57 million since 2000, children with disabilities have received little more than a passing mention in all but the most recent of UNESCO’s annual Education for All Global Monitoring Reports (UNESCO 2014) on the grounds that no data were available.  In the last few years these annual reports have been providing data disaggregated   for gender, urban or rural location, poverty and language of instruction but not for disability. 
Better late than never, the final report on the period 2000-2015 will “pay particular attention to factors that may have influenced whether countries reached or missed targets; it will assess the extent to which progress has been equally distributed within countries by gender, wealth, ethnic group, their migration status, whether people live in a rural or urban area, whether or not people have a disability, and other potential sources of inequality” (UNESCO 2015, my italics).  In addition, the most recent report from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics and UNICEF (2015) on Out of School Children not only provides the first example of a substantial section on children with disabilities but makes a commitment to provide disability-disaggregated data in its future reports.   

In this context, a recent report to the Secretary General from the UN Statistical Commission (2015) presenting “a road map for the development and implementation of an indicator for the post-2015 development agenda” makes discouraging reading  by casting doubt on the statistical capacity of Member States, especially in Low and Middle Income Countries, to provide data disaggregated for disability, as well as other groups included in ‘cross-cutting issues’ including age, gender, geography and income.  
Although concerns about the statistical capacity of Member States in all regions are consistent with the Concluding Observations of the CRPD Committee, this suggests a need for targeted technical assistance by UN agencies at international and regional level rather than passive acceptance that the demand for disability-disaggregated data in CRPD Article 31 is ‘unrealistic’.  
The report fails to reflect awareness of relevant data collection studies on children with disabilities.  Although several research groups are collecting essential in a number of low and middle income countries, the measures were not originally designed for monitoring and would need to be scaled up at least regionally for monitoring the Convention and assessing progress towards the post-2015 goals.  Examples include the well-established work of the UN Washington Group on Disability Statistics (United Nations Economic Council 2012) and the UNICEF-supported Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) (Gottlieb, Menner, Cappa & Durkin (2009); Llewellyn, Emerson, Madden, & Honey, 2012). 
 The Statistics for Inclusive Development Section of the UN Enable website provides progress reports on the work of these organisations on two modules to be incorporated in national surveys and censuses in 2015 ((http://www.un.org/disabilities). The first extends earlier MICS studies on limitations in speech and language, hearing, vision, mobility, motor skills to include learning, emotions and behaviour.  A new module will measure the barriers and facilitators to education by children with and without disabilities and will cover attitudes, accessibility, getting to school, and affordability.  
Of particular interest is a recent population-based, cross-sectional national study of prevalence of disability and impairment in children aged between two and nine years, conducted in Cambodia between 2011 and 2012 with funding from the Global Partnership for Education, with strong support from the government of Cambodia and the national UNICEF office (Evans et al. 2014).  The study adapted the Ten Questions Screening instrument developed over a 20 year period with the support of WHO and UNICEF but is the first to provide more specialised assessment for children proving positive on screening (Durkin et al. 2000).  
The UNESCO regional office for Latin America and the Caribbean (UNESCO 2011) is developing 23 quantitative and 19 qualitative indicators for education under category headings which include ‘attention to diversity; accessibility/adaptability; support services; equal opportunities; socio-demographic disparities; access and completion of studies; teachers; paths through education and institutional management’. 
In addition, a submission by Commonwealth Ministers of Education on the monitoring of post 2015 Goals is one of the few to suggest quantitative indicators for achievement levels in National Learning Assessments at grades 1, 6, 9 and 12 disaggregated by special needs, as well as wealth quintile, location, gender, age and social group (Commonwealth Secretariat 2012).  An interim report from the Learning Metrics Task Force (2013) also refers to the need to include children who are out of school, under-achieving or disabled.  Proposals for inclusive education indicators were also made by the European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education prior to the present discussions on post 2015 goals (Kyriazopoulou and Weber 2009) but their present status is not clear.
These are all promising developments but there is little evidence of co-ordination between groups developing post-2015 indicators to ensure that disability-relevant data are collected.  A high-level approach at UN level is needed to ensure that its General Assembly resolution in support of disability-disaggregated data is implemented by its own agencies and contractors.  

Furthermore, despite the consensus that the post-2015 Goals should be ‘human rights based’ there is no evidence of a working partnership with the UN Human Rights bodies which already undertake detailed and highly critical scrutiny of all Conventions and have offered to use their experience in monitoring post-2015 outcomes.  
CONCLUSION

The work of the CRPD Committee has highlighted obstacles not only to the realisation of the Principles and Articles of the Convention but of ensuring the inclusion of persons with disabilities in the post-2015 global agenda for a more equitable and inclusive future within the next 15 years.  Education for All lies at the heart of that future.   
In the last analysis, taking advantage of the unique opportunities now available to make a difference to the day to day lives of people with disabilities comes down to a choice of both personal and professional priorities and values. In this context, it seems fitting to conclude with a quotation from Gerard Quinn, a world pioneer in putting disability rights on the international map. 

“The UN CRPD is a mirror to society. It makes us face up to our own values and it forces us to acknowledge the large gap that still exists between the ‘myth system’ of our own values… and the ‘operations system’ of how these values are dishonoured in daily practice. Thus the Treaty is a force for rationality as well as a vehicle for carrying these values squarely to the heart of the disabilities field. As with all mirrors, we can refuse to look into them or we can look at them but ignore their reflection or we can take notice of our reflection and commit to a process of change”(Quinn 2009).
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