PUPIL INVOLVEMENT

Pupil involvement in special educational needs
disagreement resolution: some perceived barriers
to including children in mediation
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Recent legislation in England has encouraged the
use of disagreement resolution and mediation and
emphasised the need to involve pupils in their own
schooling. These policies apply in the educational
system generally, but are particularly significant in
the area of special educational needs (SEN).
Kirstie Soar, a lecturer in the School of Psychology
at the University of East London; Katie Burke, a
PhD student at Salford University, Manchester;
Katia Herbst, an independent researcher offering
research and development services to the not-for-profit
sector; and Professor Irvine Gersch, Director of the
MSc educational psychology programme at the
University of East London, set out to examine how
pupil involvement in informal disagreement
resolution has developed across 11 English regions
since its introduction. The research consisted of 12
in-depth interviews with local education authority
(LEA) SEN officers, mediators and parent
partnership officers (PPOs) involved in informal
special educational needs disagreement resolution.
The aims of the study were to determine how far
children were actually involved in mediation and
what, if any, barriers existed which were seen to
restrict such pupil involvement. A thematic
analysis of interview content was conducted. Four
major themes emerged, including: the distinction
between direct and indirect pupil involvement; the
importance of the child’s view and how it is
elicited; the role of other agencies; and other
barriers to pupil involvement in informal
disagreement resolution. Direct pupil involvement
was found to be limited and variable, but indirect
pupil involvement was more prevalent. In this
article, the authors note a series of
recommendations concerning pupil involvement in
the mediation process and, in conclusion, put
forward the implications of their work for future
policy, practice and research.
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disggreement resolution for the parents andearof
children with special educational needs (SEN) (DfES
2001a). Such aangements would be called for when
paents are diss&sfied with a proposed Statement of Special
Educational Needs made for their child by the LEA, or with
special prgision made by schools. Most digaements that
arise are the result of a misunderstanding between parties
and often occur when individuals do not see the other
party’s point of view.

The idea behind the process of informal resolution of
disageements is to ebke parents to find a resolution to
their disageement through understanding angatation,

in an informal and independent einonment. Such
resolutions should ideally take place within the two-month
statutory time limit for an appeal to the Special Educational
Needs and Disability fibunal. This informal resolution
process, it is hoped, should reduce the number of appeals
that are placed before theifunal. Howeer, it should not

be seen as an alternetito the formal mechanism of the
Special Educational Needs and Disabilityptinal. Rather,

it is designed to achie ealy and informal resolution of
differences in opinion. Indeed, tH&pecial Educational
Needs Code of Practi¢BfES, 2001a) states that there may
always be cases where it is not possible to reached ¢
agreement through this wmmal process and it may
therefore be more appropriate for parents to seek recourse
to the Special Educational Needs and Disabiliikpunal.

Disageement resolution through independent mediation is
one wg of endling parents to find an informal resolution

to their disagreement. Mediation is an entirely informal and
voluntary process, where the parties in disagreement (in the
case of special educational needs mediation, the parent and
the authorities) decide the terms ofreement, in the
presence of an independent person (the mediator or
facilitator). The mediator’s role is to facilitate open dialogue
between the disputing parties, but at the same time to
remain independent and neutral throughout the wholeesss.

Disageement resolution through independent mediation
only works if all parties are willing to engage in the process

Introduction and appreciate that the child’s best interests and needs ar
Recent educational legaion has placed a gtaoy the key consideration. One of the fundamental principles of
requiement on all local education authorities (LEAS) the Special Educational Needs Code of Pract{EdES,

within England to make eangements for independent 2001a), and the focus of the present study, is that the views,
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wishes and feelings of children themselves should bedisageement; and 3) parent partnershigdicefs, who,
sought and taken into account. An emphasis is placed upoalthough funded by the LEA, gride neutral and factual
the importance of wolving children when decisionsear  advice, information and support to parents whose children
made that déct them, taking into considation their ayje have special educational needs.

and understanding (DfES, 2001a). This is in accordance

with the United Nations Ceention on the Rights of the A recent reseah report from the Uniersity of Exeter on

Child (UN, 1989), which states that: behalf of the South West Special Educational Needs
Partnership (Kel, Richards & Norwich, 2003) aimed to
‘Children who are capde of forming views, have a identify the extent to which theseykplaers elicited and
right to receie and make known information, to used pupils’ views in the context ofesolving
express an opinion, and toveathat opinion taken into disageements and identified theviivement of mediation
account in any mattersfatting them. The views of sekices in eliciting bildrens views in disagrement
the child should beigen due weight according to the  resolution. They found that, in practice, although therewer
age maturity and capability of the child some ‘positive poadts’ of work in this area, the nature of

(Article 12) this work was fragmented and disjointed. Children’s voices

were usually heard at second hand and there was little
The Special Educational Needs Code of Pract{BdES, evidence that agencies proactively sought children’s views.
2001a) states thathddren should be enabled and The rport emphasised that, despite certainribes and
encouragd to participate in all decision-making processes reservations, mediators and co-ordinators generally felt that
that occur in their education. Even from anlyage, the it was important to hear the views of the child. The awsthor
Code suggsts that children should be &ety involved at noted that there was a need fove&lepment in this area, in
an gproprige level vhich should eflect the dild’s ewlving particular a need for training and specialist skills for
maturity. Where children ke particular needs, special communicéng with dildren. They also suggested a
arrangements should be made to help them communicatg@ossible role for specialist professionals to promote pupil
their views or interpret their responses, feelings and wishesinvolvement and recommended a national policy on
In the w cases where it is not possible to ascertain theincluding children’s views in mediation.
child’s feelings and wishes diregtithe Code suggsts that
interpretation of the child’s responses should be aetie In line with this eport, the present study aims to dditeh
and the advice of any relevant professional who has workedhe extent to which pupil involvement is occurring currently
with the child should be sought. as part of the informal disagreement resolution process on a

more national level. The study also aims to identify
Within the context of digteement resolution, the Code of potential bariers and resistances, considering both direct
Practice states that in most casegolvement of the child  (pupils actiely attending mediation meetings) and indirect
in discussions between parent and LEA or school is deemedpupils’ wishes, needs and views beingpresented ¥
inappropriate. Yet, the child’s views, needs and wishes cananother party/means) approaches, to pupiblirement in
and should, be sought indirectly in this process. Evéoytef  the new informal disagreement resolution arrangements.
should be made to ensure that the child’s point of view is
established early. Disaggment resolution discussionsttha Methodology
do not ivolve the child’'s wishes as one of the main The present research is a small-scale, exploratory telephone
priorities often deteriorate into a battle between parents andgurvey using an opportunity sample offiofal key players:
the school or LEA (DfES, 2001b). To date there is no LEA SEN oficers, SEN mediators and parent partnership
evidence to support the notion thatvatving the child officers (PPQOs).
directly in disageement resolution is inappropriate. On the
contrary in the USA, children and young peopleear In selecting the nature of this resgartopic, the auther
begnning to be successfully included within mediation were aware of other projects currently being undertaken. In
sessions (Russell, 2003). Indeed Gersch and Gersch (200®yder to &oid duplication, informal discussion took place
have suggsted that: ‘there is certainly a role for the child to with the D@atment for Education and Skills (DfES), whe
play in attending part of the mediation process, at leastentirey helpful in sample selection and inviting peipation.
subject to age and circumstances.’

Contacts were made with thed®enal Special Educational
Other than the child and its parent, the other keygitay Needs Partnership Co-ordinator in each of theefflons
in this informal disagreement resolution procesdude: within England (East of England, East Midlands, West
1) the LEA SEN offcer a named person from the LEA Midlands, London, Merseyside, North East, North West,
who is esponsile for liaising with parents over all South Central, South East, South West, and Yorkshire and
arrangements relating to the special educational needs oHumbeside) via an email from the NationabRnevork Team,
the child and who has the authority to make decisions;SEN Division, DfES. Rgional Partnership Co-ordinator
2) SEN mediators, who are impartial individuals who help were asked to help facilitate further contacts with those
people identify and clarify the special educational needs ofmediators, LEA SEN officers and PPOs within their region
a child and aid communication in exploring solutions and who had &pefence and kneledg of the medidon
negotiating ayreements between partiesvatved in the process and who would be willing to contribute to theystud
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Telephone inteviews were then carried out with the Results and discussion

volunteered intervigees using a proforma, in order to Four major areas of common interest which egadrfrom

standardise the interviews. The interview was piloted on anthe analysis will be discussed in turn in the following

LEA SEN oficer. The final interview consisted of 14 section. All quotes included in this section are verbatim

questions concerning informal disagreement resolution androm the interviews themselves and thusngmatical errors

pupil involvement. These covered such issues as the currenhay appear.

implementation of indirect and direct pupilvoivement;

circumstances where this has occurred and, if not, why notDirect and indirect pupil involvement

current arangements in eliciting children’s views; and Accoding to the Special Educational Needs Code of

actual and peeved barrers in involving dildren in Practice (DfES, 2001a), eery efort should be made to

informal disageement resolution. The interviews weon consult the child’s wishes, needs and views in the general

average half an hour in length. All telephone interviews educational context of the child. All interwees shaed

were pre-aranged by appointment to ensure co-afien. awareness of this statutory requirementwduoer, the level

Ead inteviewee eceved some basic bkground of knowledge of how this was being acléd in education

information concerning the research area with opportunitiesvas \arieble and elaed to the level of mfessional

to discuss this prior to the interwie Each telephone involvement with education. Forxample LEA SEN

interviev was ecoded (with the permission of the offices had geder avareness and kmdedg of this

interviewee) and later transcribed for analysis. recommendation than did PPOs, who were alsoemor
informed than mediators.

In total, five LEA SEN oficess, five meditors and two PPOs

from various regns across the country completed the full It was rewaled that children are generallyatved in their

interviev (as summarised in Table 1). A further three PREXs assessments and educational planswéyer, it was the

contacted but their inteiews were not included in the analis degee of active child involvement that varied between

because direct contact with mediation was too limited regions and LEAs. In some cases, involvement consisted of
child-friendly questionnaires and semi-structured intevvie
Table 1: List of interviewees and the egon in which proformas with which the child’'s views are recorded, with
they worked the help of either a teacher or learning support assistant
- , (LSA) where necessar In other cases, young people
Service and SEN Region Totals e . . . .
participated in Annual Review meetings at some point or
LEA SEN officers: other. As one participant said:. they would normally be in
East of England 2 the meeting for some time ... rarely for the whole meeting’
South Central 1 (LEA SEN officer).
Merseyside 2 All interviewees were clely avare that the child’'s vie
Mediators: should be sought in the case of informal disement
London 1 resolution, at least indiregfland in practice this appeared
East of England 1 to be occuing. In most cases, parties would rely on the
Midlands (East & West) 1 child’s views being obtamed_ by meth_ods generally used in
the educational context within their LEA, namely the
South Central; South East; Midlands; South West 1 semi-structured questionnairhe child’s views were also
Yorkshire & Humberside 1 ascetained from other parties, such as edimzal
Parent Partnership Officers: psychologsts, since many educational psyclyits feel
East of England ) tha_t it is part of their rqle _toepresent the child’s views in
their written eport. This is probaly the only eported
TOTAL: 12 example of pupil imolvement that is consistent across

LEAs. Parents and LSAs have also been known to
Of the final 12 interviews, all were transcribed and a contribute. One LEA SEN fi€er stated that the task was to:
thematic analysis was c¢ad out on the content of the

responses by question and by role of the respondent. ‘... talk, if possible, to the teachers or the suppor
assistants in the school who know the child ... to get

It should be noted that not all of thegions hae been some idea of the child’s apparent responses to what is

represented within each service area (see Table 1). being provided...’

Additionally, there is a bias in the sample, singe bf the (LEA SEN officer)

interviewnees were from the samegion (East of England).

However, with the eception of two of these five Pre-mediion work by the mediator often imhes seeking the
interviewees, they did work for different LEAs. All but two views of the child in person or, if not in person, via thepar
regons (North East and North WestMaabeen represented,

by at least one of the 12 intewees, giving some When it comes to the issue of directly involving children in
indication as to what is ocaimg nationally with egard to mediaion, opinions and practices seem toanwv
pupil involvement in informal disagreement resolution. considerably. SEN officers generally thought that involving
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the child directly in the process of informal djsaement
resolution was not necessarily helpful for the child. One
such officer stated:

‘it is not a suitdle place ... particularly for a young
child ... the meeting is going to be long arduous
and potentially a lot of cohét...’

(LEA SEN oficer)

The reasons LEA SEN dffers gave for not dectly
involving children in mediation mainly focused upon their

‘He was ery able to speak and to have his views heard
and the mediator felt that that was a real asset...’
(Mediator)

Thus, the level of special needs will often serve to oeter
the level of inelvement the child has in mediation meetings.

Mediatos also suggest that age is another factor in
determining whether direct pupihiaolvement in mediation

is beneficial. It was felt by some of the respondents tha
involving young children, for example, three-year-olds, is

concerns about the emotional impact this might have on thainrealistic. However, the involvement of teenagers was seen

child and the leel of cognitve understanding of the chjld
especially if the child had gere deelopmental delay or
profound and multiple learning @idulties. Additionaly,
mediation will often involve a certain degree of conflict and
debate between all partiesvaved, which in some cases
can become quiteggressive Some LEA SEN dicers
argued that it is important to protect the child intsuc
situations, by woiding placing the child in the middle of a
potentially unhelpful emotional environment. In one case
the SEN officer stated that:

‘the child was deemed to have high levels of anxiety... It

would not have beemparopride to raise those levels of

anxiety by involving them in that kind ofrhal meeting.
(LEA SEN officer)

Some LEA SEN oiters and also PPOs wenae of cases
that had directly involved the child in mediation. Often this

to hare been of particular use in mediations in acyuall
ascertaining what the real unijgmg issue was.

It therefore appears that when a child is old enough and
mature enough, mediators view the diresolmement of
pupils very positiely and argue that mediations certginl
benefit from having them therThe adantags of having
direct inwolvement from children must be considered on a
case-by-case basis. Agspecial educational needs, social
and domestic issues, child protection and parental mental
health cleagt must all be taken into account.

The importance of the child’s view and how it is elicited

A majority of interviavees greed that it was better to
consult the child continuously throughout the mediation
process, so that if issues were to arise in a meeting their
views would be known. However, in practice, this is hard to
implement if children are not attending the meetings. Thus,

was the wish of the parent(s) and was often as a result ofonsulting children prior to mediation seems to be thennor
child care issues, rather than the desire to involve their childand ensures that all parties attending meeting®e faa

actively in the process of digeeement resolution.

understanding of the child’s wie Indeed, according to the
Special Educational Needs Code of Prac{iDéES 2001a),

In contrast, SEN mediators strongly supported the opinionthe views of the child should Y& been ascertained astpar

that children should be\molved directly in the mediation

of the process before disputesvdaeren reached the

process. They stressed that care has to be taken t@ ensunediation stge via the LEA. Further, one aspect of the

that all parties age to this and that it should be based upon
the child’s wish to be wolved raher than parental wishes.

mediator’s role in the pre-mediation phase is to seek the
views of all parties involved. Hence, mediators appear to be

They sugegsted that some parents, with the best intentionsascertaining the child’s view independently of the LEA.

can use their chilths a sort of — “look here is my child!™
(Mediator)Parentgplacing their hild’s special needs on display
as evidence for their casegtrer than imolving their child
constructiely, was mentioned as a concern by some rt@dia

Although all the mediators who were intewid strongly
adwcated the direct imlvement of children in mediation,
they emphasised thatvery case should be considered
individualy on its own merits and indicated thatahvement

is dependent on the child’s particular needs. For example:

‘Some ... mediators havound that it was a real asset
having the child there and then in other situations if
the child has got, for instance,v&ee learning
difficulties and it is autistic ... the child doesn’
actually contribute to the meetihg

(Mediator)

In contrast, egarding the case of a child of 12 years, with
visual impairment:

Whatewer the outcome of mediation, decisions and choices
will be made vhich concern the child in question.
Consequentlyit is appropriate for feedback to biven to

the child concerning the outcomes of the mtdia
meeting(s). In practice there does not seem to be a
consistent pattern in respect who communicates the
outcomes of mediation to the child. The general opinion of
respondents is that parents arerently a ley part of this
process. Howear, a view also emged that more than one
person should feed back information to the child, ideally an
independent person who knows the cHildhink it should

be ageed who it is and prolidy more than one person ...
so that they'e gving the same megg..’ (LEA SEN
officer). Respondentsgeeed that this should be the sole
responsibility of the parent.

While LEA SEN offcers and PPOs suggest this ipdadent
person could be the mediator, mediators are very clear tha
it is not part of their role:\We need to be clear about the
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mediator’s job role... We are facilitators of the process ...

but we don't present parties with possible solutions’

(Mediator). Thus, there does not appear to be any se
protocol on who should communicate back to the child the
outcomes of mediation.

SEN Oficers and PPOs emphasised that there are often

great inconsistencies in a child’s views depending on who
the child talks to:

“You might hae a teacher interview a child and the
say one thing and then the parents interview them and
they may agree with something else!

(LEA SEN officer)

Furthermore in practice, there appear to be a number of
cases where the parental views of their child’s wishes ar
not always accurate. For example:

‘The father kept saying he was uplpg in the
school ... he wanted to go to another school... We did
actually feel we had to speak to him because we wer
getting conflicting stories... He did tell me he was
quite happy in the school he was at but he liked doing
spot and the other school was going to be better to
do sport... We found a compromise actually in the
end of how he could spend part of the time irheac
school’

(Mediator)

‘It is fair to comment that whilst atcating the
importance of listening to children, one should bear in
mind the fact that children are stiltayving, changing,
deweloping and learning. Thus, professionals and other
adults retain a duty of care to ensure the child’

welfare and best interestther than their immediate
preference.

t

(p. 228)

The role of other agencies

Accoding to the Special Educational Needs Code of
Practice (DfES, 2001a) and&SEN Toolkit(DfES, 2001b),
parent partnership schemes amy kn helping pevent
disageements between parents and schools or LBAs b
encoura@g dialogue between parties as soon dicdifies
arise. Hoveer, in the later stges of informal resolution
through mediation, the general view of respondents in our
survey was that it would be inappropriate tovafve the
paent patneship sevice They cannot take on
responsibility for mediating between parents and the LEA
or school, since their primary service is to work alongside
the parents:they are funded to support the parents and
there isn't any equalent funding for pupils(LEA SEN
officer). PPOs dmowledgd that they encourage pats

to listen to their bild's views and that they are aw of

the need to take account of the voice of the child from a
legal, as well as moral, pgpectie. Howeer, PPOs
are curently goprehense that they'will be asked to
take on board the whole responsibility for pupil
participdion and actually that is @rybodys responsibility’

Hence it was felt by some respondents that one must obtaiPPO).

a range of views from diérent sources. Mediators appear
to be able to balance the different views. If the child is very
clear and has aixed view, for @ample by telling

One suggestion that was made by the majority of
respondents was to V& a service similar to that of the

ewerybody the same thing, then there is no argument as t@arent partnership scheme, but for pupils, thus creating
the child’s views and wishes. Respondents felt that havingpupil partnership dicers, or child adocates. Those who

the child directly inolved in the mediation meeting can
help parents listen to, and understand, tHeritiig opinions
between themselves and their child and pbgsibme to
some sort of agreement.

Acknowledging potential diérences in views between

sugegested such a service emphasised the need for an
indgoendent agngy which should have the skills,
necess@dr training and rpeience of working and
listening to children, especially with those with special
educational needs. M@\wer, it is noted that such a service
would need to be part of a system with supiper

parent and child appears to be one aspect, with mesliatorlegalisdion, all of which would ceae a further gpense

attempting to take on board the child’sfdiing viewpoint

in mediation. However, an important question raised is how
much weight should beixgn to the child’s view?There is
nothing in the lgislation saying that the child's view has
precedence’(LEA SEN officer). All inteviewees
acknowledged that, at the end of the,dais the parents
who have the dispute with the school or LEA initially
and that:

‘Parents have asrall responsibility for the child ... so
| think the benchmark is that the child’s views should
be considered but in actual fact it's the parents who
have the actual final say.

(Mediator)

Children are not alays necessarily right and as Gdrsc
(2001) argues:

to LEAs.

Other barriers

In addition to the issues discussed \@dhere were a
number of other carerging bariers that became apparent
from the inteviews concerning pupil irMvement in
mediation. These included:

» The need for clear protocadsirrounding the
involvement of children in informal digeeement
resolution. Indeed, as one inteawee pointed out,
the

‘... Code of Practice states that the views of the child
should be considered and paid heed to, but what it
doesn't say is who should do that.

(Mediator)
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In particular, mediators would like to see a mor
clearly estalished protocol for proceeding with pupil
involvement in mediation. Th8pecial Educational
Needs Code of PractigdfES, 2001a) anGEN
Toolkit (DfES, 2001b, 2001c) are:

‘quite vague when it comes to pupilislvement in
mediation, egry case seems to be quitdfatiént and
has to be taken at an independenele

(Mediator)

» Historical barriers. It was belied that, in the UK,
people are not used to and are not very good a
involving children:'Sometimes there are some schools
and teachers who may think we shouldn’t be listening
to the views of the childrei(LEA SEN officer). Until
this attitude changes, arguably, the development and
progress of pupil involvement in general will be
somewhat limited.

« Political agendad.EA SEN officers believe that one
of the barriers to pupil involvement in mediation is the
attitude of some of the adult partiesvatved. ‘The
main bariers ... one is the adultsviolved, because
they hae a vested interest in not doing (EEA SEN
officer). In addition, mediators sugst that there ar
always hidden agendas concerning cases ofliconf
— they are constantly battling to these find out:

‘Certainly there’s a political agenda in relation to
decisions being taken behind closed doors — about
special schoolslasing for instance, or merging...ake
always trying to find out what the hiddegenda is.
(Mediator)

Respondents’ recommendations

In addition to clearer protocols, otheeyk sugyestions,
made by respondents and designed to help velogng
child participation in mediation, were as follows.

learning and how they’re deloping, what helps, on a
regular basis ... they are really much closer to what the
children actually think.

(LEA SEN officers)

There is a need to promote the general ethaswaing
pupil involvement in order to achie a cultural shift in
education tavards pupil participation. Presently there is a
view that pupils are involved by being told how they should
be learning, whereas what should be happening is helping
and encouragg children to make informed and confident
choices about their education, lpydmoting their conflence
in their learning’ and‘not so much asking them their views

. it's endling them to make a reasdnle judgement’
(LEA SEN officers).

Conclusions

This study has attempted to ddigh the extent to whic
pupil involvement occurs in the process of mediation and
the potential baiers and resistances there are to direct and
indirect pupil ivolvement in special educational needs
medidion. The evidence suggests that direct pupdlvement

in special educational needsanhal disagreemenésolution

is limited and varible, but indirect imolvement is mog
prevalent. It appears that, at present, all partieslied
with children in disgreement resolution strongly \amtate
indirectinvolvement of the child in all cases, whatever their
age and ability, and in practice this appears to be happening

Opinions and practice concerning tieectinvolvement of
children in this process vary across services aggbns.

The direct imolvement of a child in mediation is reall
determined on a case-by-case basis, dependegeotesel

of maturity and special educational need, which is in
accodance with the United Nations Convention on the Rights
of the Child. There appear to be inconsistencies in practice
across and within LEAs, perhaps indicating the need for
more precise guidelines in involving pupils in mediation.

Implications

More training, focused on listening to and communicating In closing this dicle, we suggest that theolfowing

with children, should be madeailade for mediators and
all staff involved in working with pupils with special
educsional needs. Such training and amfation

implicaions concerning the imlvement of pupils in
special educational needs djssement resolution fl@
from our work:

dissemination should increase the readiness of staff to hear

the child’s voice at \ery opportunity This specialised
training would also help in raisingvareness about the
expectations of theSpecial Educational Needs Code of
Practice which is viaved as necessary in inguing pupil
involvement in disagreement resolution.

Pupil paticipdion in geneal should be developed and eased
Once pupil inolvement occurs generally in mainstream
education, and pupils are agtiparticipants in all issues and
at all lewels, then this is likely to extend to mediation:

‘You can't do these things as one-off events if there
isn't already a practice of talking and listening to
children in schools... Where schools are talking to
children on a day-to-day basis, asking how they’

1. It may be useful to sggst that professionals adopt a
starting positiorwherely children are included (as far
as possible) in the mediation process, at soue, I
accodance with their particular age and prigperiences.

2. In order to achieve greater uniformity, and perhaps
greater pupil involvement, changes may be needed in
attitudes towrds the importance of childran’
viewpoints. By increasing aaveness and changing the
culture surrounding pupil involvement in general,
children’s views can come to be seen as important,
helpful and constructay and therefore to be
encouragd. This can be achied, in part, by specific
training for those adults who work with children with
special educational needs.
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3. The introduction of a child adcacy service should be
considered to help children voice their views, wishes
and needs within the general educational context as
well as in the context of special educational needs.

4. Further resealcis needed since the conclusionavet
from this exploratory study are somewhat limited in
their scope. It is not possible to generalise these
findings to all individuals and services within the 11
Special Educational Needs Regional Partnerships,
because of the small size of the sample of
interviewees; the lack ofepresentation from all the
regons; and sample bias, as noted earliewéler, the
findings from this study support those found at a
regional leel in the South West (Kelly et al., 2003).
Both studies agree that eliciting children’s views in
disageement resolution is evident in practice, but
needs to be developed, in particular with regards to
increasing training and specialist skills for
communicating with children and the giggtion of a
possible role for child adcacy specialists.

5. The curent study focuses on some of they lplayers
involved in the informal diggreement resolution
process; however, issues concerning the parents of
children with special educational needsdaot been
addressed. Further research is currently underway
looking at the potential bders and resistances in
involving children in the mediation process from a
parental perspective.

6. It is of note that the Special Educational Needs and
Disability Tribunal (SENDIST) has introduced ame

requirement on LEAs. In particular, once the appeal is
lodged, the SENDIST writes to the LEA outlining the
procedures and seeks their response to the appeal. As
part of this response, LEAs are now required to mfor
the SENDIST about the views of the child. The LEA
must state the views of the child or the reasohg w
these could not be obtained. In addition, since April
2004, the DfES funds LEAs diregtlrather than going
through the Regional Partnership Co-ordinator. LEASs
and other services within Englandiatved in special
educational needs disagment resolution need to be
aware of shifting policy and ggslationconcening the
processes invlved in medidionand pupil
involvement to help them ultinbaly fulfil the needs of
the child. We suggst that the extent of pupil
involvement in special educational needs glisament
resolution and issues of best practice in this area
warrant further study at botkegional and national

level.
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