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ABSTRACT

This paper is written at a time of public and policy concern with the behaviour of
pupils in our schools. At this time, despite the dominance of the inclusion agenda,
SXSLOVZLWK6RFLDO(PRWLRQDORU%HKDYLRXUDOGLIÀFXOWLHV 6(%'1), along with pupils
ZLWKPRGHUDWHOHDUQLQJGLIÀFXOWLHVFRQWLQXHWREHHGXFDWHGRXWVLGHWKHPDLQVWUHDP
(Farrell, 2001). This paper is an attempt to understand the differing experiences of
pupils with SEBD from those of the majority of other groups of pupils with Special
(GXFDWLRQDO1HHGV 6(1 ,QSDUWLFXODULWUHÁHFWVXSRQWKHSRWHQWLDOFRQWULEXWLRQ
of research to practice in this area. The starting point for this exploration will be
a review of the history of research in special education and a consideration of the
ways in which SEBD can be seen to differ from other categories of special needs in
relation to the kinds of explanations which are considered convincing.
(;3/$1$7,2162)',6$%,/,7<

3UHV WKHRULVLQJ DERXW VSHFLDO HGXFDWLRQ JDYH ULVH WR WKH ¶SV\FKRPHGLFDO
paradigm’, described by Clark, Dyson and Millward (1998) as featuring real,
PHDVXUDEOH ZLWKLQFKLOG PHGLFDO RU SV\FKRORJLFDO GHILFLHQFLHV ZKLFK ZHUH
responded to by a rational special education system set up to meet the needs of pupils
ZLWKWKHVHGHÀFLHQFLHV+RZHYHUWKHGRPLQDQFHRIWKHSRVLWLYLVWSDUDGLJPEHJDQWR
ZDQHE\WKHVDQGWKHODVWRUVR\HDUVKDYHVHHQDIXQGDPHQWDOFKDQJHLQ
many of the theoretical beliefs underpinning the social sciences in general, sometimes
GHVFULEHGDVD¶SDUDGLJPVKLIW·7KHHPEHGGHGQHVVRIWKHRULVLQJLQVSHFLDOHGXFDWLRQ
in both the wider social sciences and the contemporary political agenda is apparent
when characteristics of post 1970’s research are examined.
Explanations of social reality have generally moved from a narrow focus on
VWUXFWXUHVVHHQDVLQGHSHQGHQWRILQGLYLGXDOVZKRDUHFRQVLGHUHGWREH¶À[HG·E\WKHLU
structural location. The trend has been increasingly towards examining the interaction
between individual characteristics and social structures, in particular the way in
which, through this ongoing process of interaction, social meaning is constructed.
7KLVPRYHPHQWWRZDUGVPRUHLQWHUDFWLRQLVWH[SODQDWLRQVLVPDQLIHVWHGLQWKHÀHOG
RI6(1E\WKHFKDQJHLQHPSKDVLVIURPLQGLYLGXDOVZKRDUHGHÀFLHQWWRH[SRVLWLRQV
of the way in which, through the interaction between the individual and the social
ZRUOG¶VSHFLDOQHHGV·DUHFUHDWHG$V&ODUN'\VRQDQG0LOOZDUG  QRWHZKLOH
the actual social processes said to be going on in different accounts may differ, they
DOOKDYHLQFRPPRQDVKLIWDZD\IURPDIRFXVRQWKH¶GHÀFLHQW·LQGLYLGXDO
,QDGGLWLRQWRODUJHVFDOHFKDQJHVLQGRPLQDQWWUHQGVLQVRFLDOWKHRU\RWKHUIDFWRUV
KDYHLQÁXHQFHGFRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQVRIVSHFLDOHGXFDWLRQDOQHHGV,QHDUO\ZULWLQJRQ
6(1WKHFRQWULEXWLRQIURPWKRVHZLWKLQWKHÀHOGRIGLVDELOLW\VWXGLHVLVVLJQLÀFDQW
0LFKDHO2OLYHUDQG9LF)LQNHOVWHLQDUHWKHVHOISURFODLPHGRULJLQDWRUVRIWKHVRFLDO
PRGHORIGLVDELOLW\ZKLFKGHYHORSHGDVDUHVSRQVHWRWKH¶SHUVRQDOWUDJHG\·YLHZRI
GLVDELOLW\DVXQIRUWXQDWHUDQGRPDIÁLFWLRQ 2OLYHU ,Q2OLYHU·VUHWURVSHFWLYH
account of the gradual realisation that the dominant view of disability did not
UHÁHFWKLVSHUVRQDOH[SHULHQFHDQGWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDQDOWHUQDWLYHWKHPHGLFDO
profession have a starring role. The medicalisation of disability gave jurisdiction
RYHUWKHGLVDEOHGWRGRFWRUVDQGDVVRFLDWHG¶SVHXGRSURIHVVLRQDOV·ZLWKWKHJRDO
of treatment leading to normalisation. The rejection of the individual model seems
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to have been motivated, at least in part, by dislike of the consequences for disabled
people in terms of their domination by professional groups. The political act of
reclaiming control necessarily entailed the rejection of a medical basis of disability.
With disability no longer seen as an illness in need of special treatment, the existence
RIVSHFLDOVFKRROVFRQWUROOHGE\WKHPHGLFDOSURIHVVLRQVEHFDPHPRUHGLIÀFXOWWR
GHIHQG7KHLQGLYLGXDOPHGLFDORUGHÀFLWPRGHO ,0' ZKLFKKDGOHJLWLPLVHGD
discriminatory separate education system began to attract criticism.
,QWHUHVWLQJO\2OLYHUQRWHVWKDWDURXQGWKHVDPHWLPHDVKHZDVTXHVWLRQLQJDEOH
ERGLHGDFFRXQWVRIZKDWLWPHDQWWREHGLVDEOHG¶«ZRPHQZHUHEHJLQQLQJWRUHMHFW
male accounts of their experiences and black people were vehemently denying the
accuracy of white descriptions of what it was like to be black.’ (Oliver, 1996: 9).
The development of social science from positivist to more interpretivist views
of social reality, coupled with the rise of the disability rights movement, combined
to provide more complex explanations of disability that took account of, or even
JDYHSUHFHGHQFHWRVRFLDOIDFWRUV+RZHYHUGHVSLWHWKHVHSUHVVXUHVWKH¶PHGLFDO·
RU¶GHÀFLW·PRGHOQHYHUGLVDSSHDUHGLQGHHGLWKDVVHHQVRPHWKLQJRIDUHVXUJHQFH
LQUHFHQW\HDUVLQDIRUPVRPHWLPHVGHVFULEHGDV¶WKHQHZPHGLFDOPRGHO· /OR\G
 ,WLVWKLVSHUVLVWHQFHRIWKH¶PHGLFDO·RU¶GHÀFLW·PRGHOZKLFKQHHGVWREH
explained. The separation of the IMD model into two component strands can perhaps
go some way towards explaining its longevity.
THE IMD MODEL EXAMINED

Corbett (1998) notes a key argument against the IMD model is its presentation of a
YLHZRIQRUPDOLW\WRZKLFKDOOVKRXOGDVSLUH,GHQWLI\LQJDGHÀFLHQF\LQDQLQGLYLGXDO
LVQRWVLPSO\VD\LQJ¶\RX·UHGLIIHUHQW·EXWLPSOLHVDYDOXHMXGJHPHQWDERXWLQGLYLGXDO
ZRUWK¶\RX·UHGLIIHUHQWDQGWKDWPDNHV\RXQRWTXLWHDVJRRG·0HGLFDOLQWHUYHQWLRQV
treat the disabled person in order to bring them in to line with versions of normal,
EDVHGRQWKHDVVXPSWLRQWKDW¶QRUPDOF\·VKRXOGEHDLPHGDWKRZHYHUKLJKWKHSULFH
(MacKay, 2002). Slee and Allan (2001) argue that special education discourses
which are based on the IMD model create views of normality and abnormality which
XQGHUSLQSRZHUIXOGLVFRXUVHVDERXWZKRGRHVDQGZKRGRHVQ·WEHORQJLQ¶UHJXODU
social life’. The IMD model then has a normative element which makes an implied
YDOXHMXGJHPHQWDERXWZKDWFKLOGUHQ¶RXJKWWREHOLNH·,WLVKDUGO\VXUSULVLQJWKDW
GLVDEOHGDQGQRQGLVDEOHGSHRSOHDOLNHKDYHIRXQGWKLVODQJXDJHGLVWDVWHIXO
However there is a second element to the model, a description of impairment,
which many wish to retain, not wanting to go to the extreme of saying that all
disability is QRWKLQJEXW a social construction (e.g. Benjamin, 2002a; Corbett, 1998;
/LQGVD\/RZ /RZ  LGHQWLÀHVWKHFRQWLQXLQJDOEHLWQRZODUJHO\
unconscious, association of disability with the ambiguous idea of something being
¶ZURQJ·DPELJXRXVEHFDXVHRIWKHPRUDOFRQQRWDWLRQVRIWKHZRUG+RZHYHUKH
asserts the need for the reality of impairments to be recognised in order that differing
individual experiences and needs can be accounted for. Low (2001) goes on to argue
that in the same way the IMD model denied individuals’ experience by essentialising
them to their impairment, the social model, by denying the impairment, has also left
no room for individual experiences of disability.
The IMD model then has two elements, a normative judgement about what
individuals ought to be like, and a statement about the underlying cause of the disability.
As we have seen in relation to most categories of SEN there has been consensus on the
need to reject the normative aspect, however the causative statement retains validity.
,QFUHDVLQJO\VSHFLÀFELRPHGLFDOH[SODQDWLRQVRIGLVDELOLW\SDUWLFXODUO\WKRVHZLWKD
JHQHWLFEDVLVDUHEHLQJLGHQWLÀHG7KHVHH[SODQDWLRQVDUHQRWRQO\SHUVXDVLYHEXWDOVR
often indicate successful programmes of intervention; for example the use of growth
KRUPRQHWUHDWPHQWLQFKLOGUHQZLWK3UDGHU:LOOL6\QGURPHRUSK\VLFDOWKHUDS\WR
stretch the tight muscles of young children diagnosed with muscular dystrophy.
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However, when pupils with SEBD are considered the appropriateness of the two
elements on the IMD are reversed. That is to say, the normative aspect remains valid
while the implication of causation should be rejected.
3HUKDSVWKHELJJHVWGLIÀFXOW\IDFHGE\DWWHPSWVWRLGHQWLI\WKHFDXVHVRI6(%'
HLWKHULQWKHIRUPRIDELRPHGLFDORURWKHUH[SODQDWLRQLVWKHODFNRIFRQVHQVXVDVWR
ZKDW6(%'DFWXDOO\LV7KHUHLVEURDGDJUHHPHQWLQWKHOLWHUDWXUHWKDWWKHGHÀQLWLRQ
RI 6(%' LV SUREOHPDWLF HJ 7RSSLQJ  /OR\G6PLWK DQG 'Z\IRU 'DYLHV
0XQQDQG/OR\G ,WKDVVXSHUVHGHGWKHWHUP¶PDODGMXVWHG·ZKLFKZDV
LWVHOIIDPRXVO\GHVFULEHGDVD¶FDWFKDOO· /DVOHWW FRYHULQJDZLGHUDQJHRI
EHKDYLRXUV7KHSURFHVVRILGHQWLI\LQJDSXSLODV¶KDYLQJ·6(%'LVODUJHO\VXEMHFWLYH
0F3KHH)DUUHOO 3DGÀHOG  GHVFULEHVLWDVDQ´DGPLQLVWUDWLYH
and organisational device”. The wide embrace of the term can be seen in Cooper’s
description of SEBDs as “characterised by their effect of being socially disruptive
or disruptive to the development course of the individual” (2001: 18).
Other more sociologically minded writers argue that the term SEBD is not
representational of anything existing in reality. SEBD can be viewed as a socially
FRQVWUXFWHGODEHOZKLFKIXOÀOOVDVRFLDOIXQFWLRQ:KDWSDUWLFXODUIXQFWLRQLVEHLQJ
served, and which behaviours or groups of pupils attract the label will vary according
to which social theory is favoured. A Marxist perspective will point to the economic
DGYDQWDJHWREHKDGE\WKHUHPRYDORIXQSURGXFWLYHSXSLOVIURPVFKRROV HJ)RUG
Mongon and Whelan, 1982; Abberley, 1992). A Durkheimian view of society will point
to the need for every healthy functioning group to have its deviants. Alternatively, a
Foucauldian perspective highlights the advantage to professional groups in identifying
pupils who are different and in need of intervention (Tomlinson, 1982).
+RZHYHUZKLOVWWKHLGHQWLÀFDWLRQRIEHKDYLRXUV³RUSXSLOV³DVGLVUXSWLYH
problematic, troubling or troublesome may indeed be lacking in objectivity, it seems
IDLUWRVD\WKDWVRPHEHKDYLRXUVDUHPRUHOLNHO\WREHLGHQWLÀHGLQWKLVZD\WKDQ
others. In other words, the process may be subjective, but it is not entirely random.
Causal explanations of these behaviours that locate the source of the problem solely
LQELRPHGLFDOIHDWXUHVRIWKHLQGLYLGXDODUHQRWFRQYLQFLQJ3KWLDND  SRLQWV
to the failure of IMD explanations to come up with successful interventions to treat
school deviance as one of the factors leading to the exploration of environmental
considerations, in particular the school context. Indeed there seems to be a growing
consensus towards interactionist explanations of SEBD which take account of
individual, family, social, environmental and broader structural factors (e.g. Cooper,
1996). Whilst a blind person may be more or less disabled by these additional factors,
their impairment remains constant, they continue to be blind. For a pupil with SEBD,
changes in these other areas, such as a more appropriate curriculum, positive role
models, relief from poverty, alternate family situations and so on, may result in the
¶GLVDSSHDUDQFH·RIWKH6(%'WKXVGLVFUHGLWLQJDVLPSOH,0'H[SODQDWLRQ
As has been noted, recent years have seen an upsurge in the medicalisation of
the disaffected or disruptive pupil. In particular there has been a proliferation of new
GLVRUGHUVLGHQWLÀHG RUH[LVWLQJGLVRUGHUVDSSOLHGWRWKLVJURXSIRUWKHÀUVWWLPH VXFK
DV2SSRVLWLRQDO'HÀDQW'LVRUGHU&RQGXFW'LVRUGHU'HSUHVVLRQ%LSRODU'LVRUGHU
Tourette’s, Obsessive Compulsive Disorder, Dyslexia, and Asperger’s Syndrome
/OR\G 3HUKDSVWKHPRVWSHUYDVLYHRIWKHVHGLVRUGHUVLV$'+'7KHUHLVD
large body of literature which asserts that ADHD is a neurological condition (Kewley,
1999), but there are critics of the validity of this explanation. For example, Jacobsen
(2002) suggests that a diagnosis of ADHD is not a matter of objective assessment.
Jacobsen studied the diagnosis of children in the US and England and reports “My
ÀHOG QRWHV FLWH FDVH DIWHU FDVH RI KLJKDFKLHYHPHQW FKLOGUHQ EHLQJ RIIWDVN DQG
IRROLQJDURXQG6LPLODUEHKDYLRXULQQRQDFKLHYLQJFKLOGUHQVXEMHFWVWKHPWRWKH
possibility of being labelled ADHD.” (2002: 286).
At the same time as wanting to reject the causal part of the IMD model when
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applied to pupils with SEBD, unlike with other SEN, the normative aspect of the
model has value. We would want to say to an individual who was disruptive or
DEXVLYHVRFLDOO\LVRODWHGRUFRQIURQWDWLRQDOYLROHQWRUVHOIKDUPLQJ¶<RXRXJKW
not to behave in this way’. Just as it is unthinkable to say to a blind person ´,WLV
QRW2.IRU\RXWREHEOLQG\RXUHDOO\PXVWWU\KDUGHUWRVHHµ it would be odd not
to feel able to say to an aggressive child´,WLVQRW2.IRU\RXWRWUHDWSHRSOHLQWKLV
ZD\\RXUHDOO\RXJKWWRWU\KDUGHUWREHKDYHDSSURSULDWHO\µThe importance of
schools being able to make judgements about appropriate behaviour will be discussed
more fully following an examination of the factors affecting how schools respond
to pupils with SEN in general.
6&+22/6·5(63216(726(1

The way in which individual schools respond to pupils with SEN is immediately
LQÁXHQFHGE\JRYHUQPHQWJXLGHOLQHVDQGOHJLVODWLRQLQWKLVDUHD&ORVHO\UHODWHG
EXWRIWHQOHVVH[SOLFLWLQÁXHQFHFRPHVIURPWKHEURDGHUJRYHUQPHQWDJHQGDDQG
from dominant views about the function and purpose of schooling. In pursuit of the
goal of a socially inclusive society, education is seen as the key arena for preparing
individuals for adulthood. In addition, as Campbell, et al., (2001: 2) note, “Many
advocates of inclusive schooling perceive it as being a component of wider social
inclusion”. At the curriculum level schools are charged with Education for Citizenship
ZLWKDQHPSKDVLVRQIRVWHULQJWKHGHYHORSPHQWRISURVRFLDOYDOXHVDQGDWWLWXGHV$W
WKHOHYHORIVFKRRORUJDQLVDWLRQWKHVRFLDOLQFOXVLRQDJHQGDHQWDLOVVFKRROV¶YDOXLQJ
GLYHUVLW\·DQGDSUHVXPSWLRQRIPDLQVWUHDPLQJ$OVRLQÁXHQFLQJVFKRROV·UHVSRQVHV
DUHÀQGLQJVIURPUHVHDUFKZKLFKDUHORRNHGWRWRSURYLGHWKHDQVZHURIKRZEHVWWR
meet the individual needs of an increasingly diverse population. In relation to SEN
LQJHQHUDOLWFDQEHVHHQWKDWVFKRROVDUHDWWHPSWLQJWRUHVSRQGWRWKHVHLQÁXHQFHV
The numbers of pupils receiving their education outwith the mainstream is falling
and there is support and funding available for inclusive projects. However the way
in which schools respond to pupils with SEBD is more problematic.
6&+22/6·5(63216(726(%'

A fundamental issue in the education of pupils with SEBD in mainstream schools is
one of the safety of themselves, other pupils and staff. It is of course by no means
WKHFDVHWKDWDOORULQGHHGRQO\SXSLOVZLWKWKLV¶GLDJQRVLV·PD\EHKDYHLQDYLROHQW
or dangerous manner, however it is undoubtedly the case that some do. There is
then a fundamental concern with issues of safety which do not generally arise when
considering the placement of pupils with other types of SEN.
7KLV OLQNV FORVHO\ ZLWK WKH VHFRQG FRQFHUQ WKDW RI FRQÁLFWLQJ ULJKWV ,Q WKH
DUHDRIVSHFLDOHGXFDWLRQ¶ULJKWVEDVHG·DUJXPHQWVDUHIUHTXHQWO\XVHGLQVXSSRUW
of the education of all pupils in their local school, however such arguments are not
unproblematic. One strand of the rights agenda in special education emerges from
WKH81&RQYHQWLRQ  UDWLÀHGE\WKH8.LQ:ULWLQJRQLQFOXVLRQLQWKLV
tradition, informed by the literature of civil and disability rights movements and
appealing to the UN Convention for its authority, often has limitations.
There is a tendency amongst stakeholders to underestimate, or ignore completely,
the complexity of the philosophical basis of these arguments. Rights are assumed to
EHDSSOLFDEOHLQDQXQSUREOHPDWLFZD\IRUH[DPSOHWKHQRWLRQRIFRQÁLFWLQJULJKWV
LVUDUHO\PHQWLRQHGLQOLWHUDWXUHLQWKLV¶FLYLOULJKWV·WUDGLWLRQ/RZ  REVHUYHV
that rights are usually portrayed as absolute, without need for consideration of factors
such as cost, and possible alternatives. In relation to pupils with SEBD, the notion
RIFRQÁLFWLQJULJKWVUHODWHVWRWKHULJKWVRIGLIIHUHQWLQGLYLGXDOV7KHSUHVHQFHRI
these pupils in schools may have implications for the educational experience of other
SXSLOV7KHULJKWRIDSXSLOWREHHGXFDWHGLQPDLQVWUHDPPD\FRPHLQWRFRQÁLFW
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with the rights of the mainstream peers to an undisrupted educational experience. As
9LVVHUDQG6WRNHVREVHUYH´«LWLVVHHQDVDULJKWIRUSXSLOVZLWKVSHFLDOHGXFDWLRQDO
needs in general to access a mainstream place. Yet for the pupil with emotional and
EHKDYLRXUDO GLIÀFXOWLHV WKH ULJKW FDQ MXVWLÀDEO\ EH WDNHQ DZD\ GXH WR KLV RU KHU
VSHFLDOHGXFDWLRQDOQHHGµ 
The third way in which the inclusion of pupils with SEBD is a different equation
UHODWHVWRWKHQRWLRQRI¶YDOXLQJGLYHUVLW\·$V%HQMDPLQ D REVHUYHV¶YDOXLQJ
diversity’, with its origins in the principles of modern liberalism clearly detectable,
is rapidly becoming one of the dominant narratives in the literature on inclusion.
Benjamin argues that while the terminology may be new, the relations of inequality
ZKLFKLWPDVNVDUHWKHVDPHDVDOZD\V7KHXVHRIODQJXDJHVXFKDV¶YDOXLQJGLYHUVLW\·
sits alongside the assertion that inclusion is about all pupils not just some (Slee and
Allan, 2001), and MacKay’s (2002) hope that disability can become accepted as part
of normality. Benjamin’s (2002a) observations of a London girls’ school demonstrate
how far the education system remains from these ideals. Only some pupils, the UHDOO\
different ones, were allowed to have their success measured in a different way, the
main body of pupils continued to be measured against the standards of the school
system. Far from including this minority group, this in fact further marked them out
as different from their peers.
Improving standards is only one of the purposes of schooling, another is the
socialisation of children into the norms of society. Whereas the presence of pupils
with most other SENs contributes to the socialisation of mainstream peers into a
diverse society, the presence of pupils with SEBD does not. The socially inclusive
society, which our schools are preparing our young people for, continues to exclude
individuals who exhibit the types of behaviours associated with SEBD. The result
is that pupils with SEBD who present with challenging behaviour at school are less
OLNHO\WRKDYHWKHLU¶GLYHUVLW\·YDOXHGWKDQRWKHUJURXSV,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHLVVXHRI
socialisation of mainstream peers, there are further explanations for this limit on
acceptable diversity.
Firstly, as Benjamin (2002a) notes in her observations of the inclusion of pupils
ZLWK6(1LQDQDOOJLUOVVHFRQGDU\VFKRROPDLQVWUHDPSHHUVGLVWLQJXLVKEHWZHHQ
¶GLIIHUHQWEXWQRUPDO·DQG¶UHDOO\GLIIHUHQW·7KHSUHVHQFHRIWKHSXSLOVZLWK6(1LQ
WKHVFKRRODFWLYHO\FRQWULEXWHGWRFODULÀFDWLRQRIWKHFXWRIISRLQWEHWZHHQ¶QRUPDO·
DQG¶QRWQRUPDO·$VDUHVXOWWKHXQHTXDOWUHDWPHQWDFFRUGHGWKHVH¶VSHFLDO·SXSLOV
would not be expected to give rise to claims on the part of the generality of pupils
to similar treatment. However the acquisition of a label of SEBD is generally agreed
to be far from a matter of objective measurement, and the blurring of lines between
naughty, disaffected, delinquent, SEBD and serious mental illness mean that such
pupils may not be so easily constructed as UHDOO\ different. If one such pupil were
to be exempt from the socialisation purpose of the school and permitted to be, e.g.
verbally abusive it is not clear that other pupils would not expect the same treatment.
Now, it could be argued that it would be more positive, not to mention more accurate,
IRUSXSLOVZLWK6(%'WREHVHHQDV¶GLIIHUHQWEXWQRUPDO·WKHSRLQWLVWKDWVFKRROV
may not wish to take on the organisational challenges such a view would present. In
short, the more obviously and measurably a young person deviates from the norm
the easier it may be, from a managerial point of view at least, for a school to value
their diversity2.
The second difference relates to the type of diversity presented. It is interesting to
QRWHWKDWRQHRIWKHJLUOVLQ%HQMDPLQ·VVWXG\WKHRQHZKR´«SUHVHQWVPXFKPRUH
RIDFKDOOHQJHWRJRRGJRYHUQDQFH«µ %HQMDPLQE ZDVPRYHGWRVSHFLDO
provision. However the school was able to accommodate the pupil who was seen as in
need of help and vulnerable, evoking feelings of compassion from the teaching staff.
It may be that the difference lies in what the presence of different pupils in the school
DOORZVWKHVWDIIWRIHHODERXWWKHPVHOYHV3XSLOVZLWK6(%'DUHPRUHOLNHO\WRDURXVH


feelings such as helplessness, fear and frustration and to challenge teachers’ views of
their own competence, than to provoke protective instincts. In other words, not only
do SEBD pupils challenge a key purpose of schooling, but also they do so in a way
which does not present any advantage to the school.
CONCLUSION: THE ROLE OF RESEARCH

3UDFWLWLRQHUVDQGSROLF\PDNHUVORRNWRUHVHDUFKWRSURYLGHH[SODQDWLRQVDQGVROXWLRQV
to problems. The IMD model of special needs gives rise to research which meets
these criteria. This kind of research is attractive, it offers a way forward to parents
and teachers and, at the same time, it offers reassurance that no one is to blame.
By locating the cause of behavioural problems in the child or young person and by
ascribing a biological or genetic explanation for the behaviour, such research can
be interpreted as deterministic with solutions to behaviour problems lying solely
in the drugs to control the underlying biological or genetic causes. It is hardly
VXUSULVLQJWKDWVXFK¶ODEHOVRIIRUJLYHQHVV· /OR\G KDYHVHHPHGFRPSHOOLQJ
bringing as they often do additional funding and respite to hard pressed parents and
teachers. However the IMD model alone has been shown to be inappropriate for
all the pupils who achieve the diagnosis of SEBD and, as we have indicated, there
is widespread debate among researchers about the very existence of a wide range
of disorders whose origin is biological or genetic. This is hardly surprising when
WKHUHLVDODFNRIFODULW\LQGHÀQLWLRQVRI6(%'LWVHOIDQGZKHQGHÀQLWLRQVLQHYLWDEO\
UHÁHFWERWKLQGLYLGXDOSHUFHSWLRQDQGVRFLDOFRQWH[W:HNQRZIRUH[DPSOHWKDW
ZKHWKHUDFKLOGLVGHVFULEHGLQWHUPVRIHPRWLRQDODQGEHKDYLRXUDOGLIÀFXOWLHVRU
SV\FKRVRFLDOGLVRUGHUVPD\VLPSO\UHÁHFWHGXFDWLRQDORUSV\FKLDWULFSHUVSHFWLYHVRQ
the same child with reference to the same behaviour (Lloyd and Munn, 1998). The
acknowledgement of subjective recognition does not deny the reality of behaviour
REVHUYHGE\WHDFKHUVRUGLIÀFXOWLHVH[SHULHQFHE\SXSLOVDQGWKHLUSDUHQWV+RZHYHU
models of SEBD involving complex understandings of interacting factors, leads to
research which offers fewer certainties and hence can seem unattractive to policy
PDNHUVSUDFWLWLRQHUVDQGSDUHQWVVHDUFKLQJIRUVXUHÀUHLQWHUYHQWLRQV
,0'PRGHOVPD\LQGHHGEHDWWUDFWLYHKRZHYHUWKH\GRFDUU\DVLJQLÀFDQWULVN
,IDWWHQWLRQLVIRFXVHGRQWKHSXSLODQGH[SODQDWLRQVRIGLIÀFXOWLHVDUHVRXJKWZLWKLQ
the individual then the wider causes of SEBD may escape appropriate scrutiny.
,QGHHGZHZRXOGJRIXUWKHUDQGVXJJHVWWKDWDQ\H[SODQDWLRQVRIGLIÀFXOWLHVZKLFK
focus on the individual child will necessarily be incomplete; therefore interventions
based solely on those explanations will not be successful.
*LYHQ WKH GLIÀFXOWLHV DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK WKH ODEHO 6(%' ³ WKDW LW LV LPSUHFLVH
VXEMHFWLYHDQGRIOLWWOHXVHLQWHUPVRIH[SODLQLQJRUSUHGLFWLQJEHKDYLRXU³DQXPEHU
of options follow. We could dispense with labels altogether and talk only in terms of
individual pupils. We could create another label to replace SEBD in the same way that
LWUHSODFHG¶PDODGMXVWHG·RUZHFRXOGUHWDLQ6(%'EXWDUJXHIRUDEHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
of its limitations and of the complexity and range of experiences to which it can refer.
Of these, we favour the latter for the following reasons. The label is not without
utility: it tells that a child has given adults cause for concern, probably more than
one adult and probably over a sustained period of time. Other characteristics can be
LQIHUUHGIRUH[DPSOHLWLVOLNHO\WKDWWKHFKLOGKDVGLIÀFXOW\LQIRUPLQJDQGVXVWDLQLQJ
relationships, and that they have a limited repertoire of responses to the range of social
VLWXDWLRQV 9LVVHU ,WLVLPSRUWDQWWKDWWKHUDQJHRISRVVLEOHIDFWRUV³VRFLDO
SV\FKRORJLFDOHGXFDWLRQDODQGELRORJLFDO³LQYROYHGLQH[SODLQLQJWKHEHKDYLRXU
of individual children is recognised and that the different theoretical models which
can be drawn on to make sense of children’s actions are acknowledged.
Retaining the label SEBD allows us to recognise that there are some children in
VFKRROVH[SHULHQFLQJUHDOGLIÀFXOWLHVVRPHWLPHVUHODWHGWRWKHLUOLYHVRXWVLGHVFKRRO
sometimes to experiences like loss or abuse, to relationships within the family, perhaps


to cultural or peer group factors in the neighbourhood, to poverty, ethnicity, gender,
WRGLIÀFXOWLHVLQOHDUQLQJVHOIFRQFHSWDQGVHOIHVWHHPWRWKHLUKLVWRU\RIOHDUQHG
behaviour or to school factors of ethos, curriculum, disciplinary and pastoral care
VWUXFWXUHV«,QXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKHEHKDYLRXURIDQLQGLYLGXDOFKLOGLWPD\EHQHFHVVDU\
to understand how each of a wide range of possible factors may contribute and how
these interact dynamically (Caprara and Rutter, 1995; Munn and Lloyd, 1998).
,WLVLPSRUWDQWWKDWWKHWHPSWDWLRQWRORRNWRUHVHDUFKWRSURYLGHTXLFNÀ[VROXWLRQV
IRU6(%'LVDFNQRZOHGJHGEXWWKDWWKHGLIÀFXOW\LQKHUHQWLQVXFKDQDSSURDFKLV
recognised. The complexity of SEBD means that simple solutions will have limited
DSSOLFDWLRQ¶:KDWZRUNV·UHVHDUFKLVYDOXDEOHDQGKDVDQLPSRUWDQWFRQWULEXWLRQWR
make, but it must be understood for what it is and not be assumed to be generalisable.
In short, the main message from research to date is that there is not one programme of
intervention that will work with all SEBD pupils in all schools. However, successful
interventions do happen, sometimes based on a clear theoretical foundation and
other times on the serendipitous coming together of a variety of home and school
factors. It is clearly important that we try to understand why some interventions are
successful so that we can develop research and contribute to policy and practice
from a sound foundation.
There is not one kind of research which can provide solutions, but there is a range
of research which taken together will provide a foundation for developing good
SUDFWLFH:HQHHGUHVHDUFKWKDWFRQFHSWXDOLVHVWKHUDQJHRIPHDQLQJVRI¶HIIHFWLYH·
DQG¶VXFFHVVIXO·LQWHUYHQWLRQV¶6XFFHVVIXO·LQWHUYHQWLRQVVKRXOGEHFRPSDUHGRYHU
time in order to draw out common features. Attention can then turn to examining
how these common characteristics can be developed across different situations, what
barriers there might be to their implementation, and any implications for training,
resources or policy. It will also be important to listen to the experiences of those
children who have been labelled as having SEBD to gain an understanding of the
educational experience from their perspective.
)LQDOO\ WKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI 6(%' DOVR UHDIILUPV WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI LQWHU
GLVFLSOLQDU\UHVHDUFK*LYHQWKHUDQJHRIIDFWRUVZKLFKFRQWULEXWHWRWKHLGHQWLÀFDWLRQ
of some pupils as having SEBD there is clearly a demand for research which utilises
WKHNQRZOHGJHDQGH[SHUWLVHIURPDUHDVVXFKDVKHDOWKVRFLDOZRUNVRFLDOSROLF\
sociology, and law in addition to education and psychology. This seems to us to be
a more fruitful approach than one which risks sustaining paradigm wars about the
¶WUXWKIXOQHVV·RIH[SODQDWLRQVRID¶FXUH·IRU6(%'0RVWUHVHDUFKHUVHQJDJHGLQWKLV
area want their work to contribute to improvement in the lives of children regarded
as having SEBD. It would be ironic if attention to this worthy goal were distracted
by attempts to favour only one kind of research.
NOTES
 7KURXJKRXWWKLVSDSHUWKHWHUP¶SXSLOZLWK6(%'·ZLOOEHXVHGWRGHQRWHDSXSLOZKRKDVDWWUDFWHG
the label of SEBD, it does not imply a judgement about the value of that label.
 ,WZRXOGEHLQWHUHVWLQJWRLQYHVWLJDWHZKHWKHUWKHUHLVLQGHHGDOLQNEHWZHHQSRVLWLRQRQWKH¶GLIIHUHQW
EXWQRUPDO·DQG¶UHDOO\GLIIHUHQW·FRQWLQXXPDQGVFKRROV·DWWLWXGHVWRLQFOXVLRQ,WLVWKHFDVHWKDW
SXSLOVZLWKOHDUQLQJGLIÀFXOWLHVDQG6(%'DUHWKHOHDVWOLNHO\DPRQJWKH6(1WREHLQFOXGHGDQG
WKH\DUHWKHWZRZKHUHWKHERUGHUEHWZHHQ¶QRUPDO·DQG¶QRWQRUPDO·VHHPVPRVWKD]\
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