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Introduction
The central tenet of this chapter is that language matters. Over the centuries as human beings have represented and categorised both themselves and others in different ways, so interpretations and the language of disability (physical and learning) shape-shifts altering through time (Goodey, 2016). The language of disability and the societal and political values which underpin it are therefore not cross-historical – let two or three generations pass and the labels associated with disability alter. Sometimes such changes in language usage can seem little more than semantic fashion or a professional challenge to keep up-to-date with. The language of disability is however more than fashion and political correctness (Mallett and Slater, 2014), for words gain their meaning from the manner in which they are used (Wittgenstein, 2009). This chapter argues the language of special education shapes SENCOs’ values, expectations, assumptions, responses and practice. Through an exploration of historical and current language usage, this chapter analyses the language of special education and the implications for the school community. 

The language of disability: A historical analysis
The 1870 Forster’s Education Act was the first piece of British legislation to establish a nation-wide compulsory system of education for all pupils aged five to thirteen. Following complaints from teachers about so called ‘uneducable’ children (Arnold, 1964; Hurt, 1988) the Egerton Committee sought to assess how widespread the ‘problem’ was. The values and assumptions belying the label ‘uneducable’ speak to a construction of education which perceives some groups of children as unsuitable for learning. More disturbingly at the time, this narrative worked alongside social Darwinism and eugenics which promoted the idea, as Sir Francis Galton put it, of getting ‘rid’ of the ‘undesirables’ whilst multiplying the ‘desirables’ (Kevles, 1995). Believing that education was of no benefit to the ‘least-able’, proponents of social Darwinism espoused a view that intelligence was not gained through education, but must be ‘bred in’ (Thomas and Loxley; Kevles, 1995). Such views were also expressed in the work of the prominent educator, philosopher and scholar Herbert Spencer who coined the term ‘survival of the fittest’. Taking a keen interest in intellect Spencer (1911) laid out seven principles for education such as encouraging educators to start ‘from the concrete and end in the abstract’ (Spencer, 1911:60). Progressive in nature, Spencer’s principles will be familiar to many working in education today; however, the wholly unpalatable part of Spencer’s work concerned for whom this system of education was designed. Believing the weak, poor and unintelligent should develop the skills needed to face the oppressive odds or be discouraged from breeding (Egan, 2002), Spencer’s interest in intellectual education extended only to the middle/upper classes. For this reason in the 21st century Spencer’s name rarely surfaces, appearing only sometimes in the footnote of a better known text (Egan, 2002). The language of eugenic thinking (‘desirables’ and ‘undesirables’, weak, poor and unintelligent) speaks to a value system of condemnation and measuring people’s worth. Judgements of this nature created social boundaries for what was ‘acceptable’, leading to the development of policies and practices to deal with those deemed as ‘undesirable’ outsiders.  

By the close of the nineteenth century the combined effect of industrialisation and social Darwinism led to a strong campaign to urgently deal with the problems of ‘mental deficiency’. Underlying this call was a belief that ‘“mental defectives” were not only the cause of most social evils but were also an economic burden’ (Fido and Potts, 1997:38), taking more than they gave and causing problems for other more worthy souls. It is important not to idealise the pre-industrial era for disabled people; it is, however, worth remembering, that increasing industrialist pressures made it less likely a family could support a ‘non-productive’ member (Fido and Potts, 1997).

[bookmark: _Hlk46414347]In 1913, the Mental Deficiency Act addressed the ‘problem’ of ‘uneducable’ children by initiating the wide scale institutionalisation of those judged to be impaired. Underpinned by eugenic ideology the purpose of the Act was to prevent the ‘degenerate’ population from breeding with ‘the healthy’, thus avoiding contamination of ‘the fit’ with the ‘ills’ of the ‘morally’, ‘physically’ and ‘mentally defective’ (Armstrong, 2003). Under the 1913 Act ‘uneducable’ children were deemed to be ‘idiots’, ‘imbeciles’, ‘feeble-minded’ or ‘moral imbeciles’ and as such sent away to single sex institutions. The girls to whom the term feeble-minded was given were often viewed as sexually ‘uncontrolled’, ‘incapable’ of independent living, and thus capable of managing themselves only under supervision (Goodman, 2007). The policy directed those in positions of power to limit and restrict the freedoms of the so called ‘degenerate’ thereby removing their agency and control over their own lives. It is not well documented exactly how many children were institutionalised during this period (Armstrong, 2003), but what is known is that most came from families described as working-class (Humphries and Gordon, 1992). Other labels such as ‘invalid’ and ‘illegitimate child’ also emerged during this period and, like the terminology of the 1913 Act, speak the language of hostility and dehumanisation. Such language constitutes a political, cultural and social act of othering and is thus inseparable from the action of sectioning the ‘degenerate’ away from the ‘healthy’. Something of this hostility is illustrated in the seemingly innocent photo of Lucy Stone (Figure 3.1). Labelled in the 1920s as an ‘invalid’, Lucy had a hip deformity which caused one of her legs to be shorter than the other. The studio photographer thought her ‘deformity’ looked ‘ugly’ and so made Lucy adopt a pose which hid the ‘unsightly leg’. Lucy described always disliking this photograph and the memory of the discomfort caused by her awkward posture, so she much preferred the photograph (Figure 3.2) which gives no hint of her physical impairment.
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Figures 3.1 and 3.2 Photos of Lucy Stone, born in 1920
Other personal narratives from this period capture the moment when the families of disabled children were visited by government officials. Humphries and Gordon (1992) argue that most parents wanted to look after their disabled children themselves, and in this sense the narrative of parents fighting and disagreeing with the authorities for the rights of their child (Lamb, 2009) is not a new one. Elise Cooper describes how her father ‘refused point blank’, to let her go to an institution:
[He] said I wouldn’t learn anything there and that I was brighter than some of my brothers who went to the local school. It was only thanks to him sticking his heels in that I wasn’t packed off there for good (Humphries and Gordon, 1992:16). 
For those who were institutionalised the curriculum was very basic, activities such as basket weaving gave rise to the expression ‘s/he’s a bit of a basket case’ widely taken to mean someone who cannot communicate effectively or is mentally unstable and unable to cope emotionally (Jack, 2004). The low-level curriculum devoid of aspiration, provides further evidence of the values underpinning a policy that saw disabled children’s lives as ‘worthless’.  

The treatment of disabled children at this time is starkly illustrated in Mary Baker’s account of her experiences in an institution. Like Lucy, Mary had a hip deformity, this resulted in her being sent to the Halliwick Home for Crippled Girls. On entering the institution Mary describes being taken to a bathroom to be stripped and scrubbed with carbolic soap, following which her hair was cut short above her ears. The next day she was given the number twenty-nine and no longer referred to as Mary, her flannel, hairbrush and clothes also bore this number. The removal of Mary’s name is more than a simple act of swapping four letters for two numbers, rather the power of referring to Mary as a number generates a denial of her human qualities and makes permissible the impermissible. During her time in the institution Mary’s own voice was regularly used to cover and conceal her dehumanisation from her relatives. Tasked each week with writing to her family, Mary’s own words were edited and censored. Permitted only to say how congenial life was in the home, Mary described receiving letters from her father and grandmother ‘saying they were so thrilled that I was happy, but my letters were all lies’ (Humphries and Gordon, 1992:74). Silencing the authentic genuine voice of the child is also a feature of Evelyn King’s experience. Born in 1945 with cerebral palsy, Evelyn was labelled as an ‘imbecile’ meaning she was deemed ‘unfit for education’ and thus sent to a hospital for the Mentally Handicapped. Evelyn describes not being allowed to speak with any of the boys also in the hospital ‘so I just kept my mouth shut’ (Humphries and Gordon, 1992:102). The practice of censoring and silencing a child’s voice speaks of the power words can have and the importance for those in authority to gain control of this power – power of this nature providing access to a person’s liberty and freedom, choice and opportunity, hope and identity. 

The rise of the Eugenics movement was not confined to the UK, distinct and identifiable from 1880 (Levine and Bashford, 2010) eugenic practices could be found in other parts of Europe, the United States (US) and Canada (Kevles, 1995). Regardless of location, the aim of eugenics was always to judge and evaluate which lives were of more value than others to a nation, state, race or future generation (Bashford and Levine, 2010). Eugenic practices varied from deciding which lives should be promoted or prevented, to extinguishing life. In Canada and to a greater extent the US, this meant the forced sterilisation of the ‘mentally retarded’ or ‘mentally ill’ (Reilly, 1991; McLaren, 1990). At its most extreme under the Nazi regime eugenics took on the shape of forced euthanasia and genocide. From 1939 onwards in Germany the so called T4 euthanasia programme, named as such because the directing offices were located in Tiergartenstraße 4, forcefully took the lives of those described as ‘useless eaters’ or of having ‘burdensome lives’ (Rieser, 2007). The language used to describe this genocide was chosen deliberately to instil and illicit responsible compassion; ‘the propaganda began to work as families wrote to Hitler asking for help to kill their poor disabled relatives out of an act of mercy’ (Rieser, 2007:14). Such acts of ‘compassion’ once again an illustration of the ways in which disabled people had their freewill removed and given to the care of another more suitable and responsible agent.  

[bookmark: 02]By the end of the Second World War the eugenics movement had come under considerable scientific and political criticism (Levine and Bashford, 2010). From an educational perspective, the discourse of eugenic philosophy gave way to constructs of ‘normalisation’. This change heralded a policy shift away from ‘removing the disabled’ towards a policy of ‘treating’ and ‘fixing the broken’. Under the normalisation agenda boundaries for defining what was normal were established and methods appropriate to treating persons ‘suffering’ from a ‘disability of mind or body’ applied (Education Act, 1944:8.2c). The language of ‘suffering’ and ‘treatment’ setting an expectation for teachers, parents and children that disability should be construed and responded to as a ‘tragedy’ to be corrected by experts. Thus, once again underpinning disability with a defined value system and suppressing the voices of those who did not perceive disability through this lens. From 1944 the Minister of Education was responsible for the regulation of the so called ‘categories of handicap’ for ‘pupils requiring special educational treatment and make provision as to the special methods appropriate for the education of pupils in each category’ (Education Act, 1944:33.1). By 1945, the eleven categories of handicap were defined as: blind, partially sighted, deaf, partially deaf, delicate, diabetic, educationally subnormal, epileptic, maladjusted, physically handicapped, and those with speech defects (Warnock, 1978). The construction of categories for the ‘educationally subnormal’ and ‘maladjusted’ requiring the development of decontextualized assessments of both children’s intelligence and behaviour respectively. In addition to which, it was the Ministry of Education (1945) policy that all children labelled blind, deaf, physically handicapped, epileptic or aphasic must attend special schools. This policy decision was later criticised in the Enquiry into the Education of Handicapped Children and Young People (Warnock, 1978) for treating children with the same label as homogenous constituents of a group with the same educational needs and requirements.

Attitudes to disability continued to change through the 1950s and 60s. This is illustrated in the Plowden Report (1967:297) which describes nearly all its witnesses, including the National Union of Teachers, as in agreement with the principle that 'no handicapped child should be sent to a special school who can be satisfactorily educated in an ordinary school' (Plowden, 1967:29). The report goes onto say the ‘handicapped’ child who spends:
[bookmark: 21]His life in the society of normal people and often in competition with them must learn to accept his disabilities and his differences though he needs the assurance that he is not alone in them and that help is available. The unnecessary segregation of the handicapped is neither good for them nor for those with whom they must associate. They should be in the ordinary school whenever possible (Plowden, 1967:297).
The distinction made in the Plowden Report (1967) between ‘normal people’ and those with a ‘handicap’ speaks to the normalisation agenda of the day. The reality of ‘accepting’ one’s disability and the ‘help’ available often meant putting up with others’ low expectations, prescribed ‘treatments’ and exclusion from activities deemed too demanding or unsuitable. The idea however that segregation serves neither ‘group’ marks a fundamental turn away from the language and values of eugenics agenda and points towards later constructions of inclusion. By 1973, the government of the day appointed a committee to review and make recommendations about the educational provision for ‘handicapped’ children (Warnock, 1978:1). With reference to the ‘categories of handicap’ the Report of the Committee of Enquiry into the Education of Handicapped Children and Young People (Warnock, 1978) recommended they were abolished, citing the following disadvantages:
· many children ‘suffer’ from more than one disability making it difficult to place them in any one category;
· labels tend to stick, and children diagnosed as educationally sub-normal or maladjusted can be stigmatised unnecessarily for the whole of their school careers and beyond;
· categories suggest that every child with the same label requires the same kind of educational regime;
· if children do not readily fit into the statutory categories it can be hard for local education authorities to make appropriate provisions available (Warnock, 1978:3.23).
Although through the use of the word ‘suffering’ the report continues to align disability with pity and tragedy, it makes some fundamentally important points which shine a light on the discriminatory practice associated with the language of ‘handicap’. Referring to the sharp contrast between the ‘handicapped’ and the ‘non-handicapped’, the report describes the importance of eliminating this distinction as far as possible (Warnock, 1978:3.25) and goes onto propose the categories of handicap be abolished in favour of the term special educational needs.

The language of Special Educational Needs
The definition of special educational need presented in the report into the Education of Handicapped Children and Young People (Warnock, 1978) referred to the significance of additional provision, either through environmental modification, additional resources, curricular adaptation and social and emotional support:
In very broad terms special educational need is likely to take the form of the need for
one or more of the following:

(i) the provision of special means of access to the curriculum through special equipment, facilities or resources, modification of the physical environment or specialist teaching techniques;
(ii) the provision of a special or modified curriculum;
(iii) particular attention to the social structure and emotional climate in which education takes place (Warnock, 1978:41).

This definition suggests that a child or young person’s special educational needs require adaptations to be made, therefore rendering their needs as societal rather than an individual problem (Oliver, 1996). The 1981 Education Act and the subsequent 1993 Education Act built on the idea that a child might need additional provision but there was also a suggestion that a child’s ‘difficulties’ might be the result of a deficit, situating the need within the person. The following definition of special educational needs from the 1981 and 1993 Education Acts was included in the first Code of Practice on the Identification and Assessment of Special Educational Needs (SEN):
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Meaning of special educational needs…
(1) For the purposes of the Education Acts, a child has special educational needs if he has a learning difficulty which calls for special educational provision to be made for him.
(2) For the purposes of this Act, subject to subsection (3) below, a child has a “learning difficulty” if—
(a) he has a significantly greater difficulty in learning than the majority of children of his age;
(b) he has a disability which either prevents or hinders him from making use of educational facilities of a kind generally provided for children of his age in schools within the area of the local education authority (DfE, 1994:5).
This definition of SEN in the second Special Educational Needs Code of Practice (DfES, 2001) remained the same apart from the use of ‘children’ and ‘them’ instead of the gendered ‘he’ and ‘him’. The most recent Special Educational Needs and Disability Code of Practice: 0-25 (DfE and DoH, 2015) retains this definition with the clarification of the educational facilities being mainstream or Post-16 settings (DfE and DoH, 2015), hence also referring to ‘he’ and ‘she’ rather than children. Reference to the Local Education Authority was also removed from the current SEND Code of Practice (DfE and DoH, 2015).

Informed by the legislation in Part 3 of the Children and Families Act 2014, the Special Educational Needs Code of Practice (DfE and DoH, 2015) makes clear that professionals should categorise children and young people according to the legal definition of special educational needs. SENCOs need therefore to make judgements about the identification of children and are required to organise pupils into a binary system of SEN and non-SEN (DfE and DoH, 2015). It is argued this kind of sorting applies an essentialist approach to SEN, necessitating assessment of children and young people’s difficulties which are deemed to be located within the individual (Slee, 1997). However, as Ekins (2015:93) explains:
Definitions and understandings of ‘SEN’ vary widely, nationally, internationally, but also within local areas, and even within schools, where individual staff members may have widely differing understandings and interpretations of the term.

[bookmark: _Hlk46414857]SENCOs’ judgements about who to place on the SEN register are reliant on their own values and/or the school’s understanding of SEN which is situated in a web of meanings spun through discussion and consensus. For example, SENCOs’ understanding of ‘significantly greater difficulty’ will vary dependent upon the environment and network the child or young person is situated. As Graham (2015:131) outlines, the identification of SEN is ‘a product of funding and placement eligibility and the assumptions of the adults who teach, refer, and assess children who experience difficulties in school and with learning’. The term Special Educational Needs lays at the heart of this complex web of discourses, located in a network of overlapping ideas and concepts. In this way, the concept of SEN can be viewed as the centre point of a ‘language game’ (Wittgenstein, 2009:8), the term ‘special educational needs’ gaining meaning from the way it is enacted in each school.  Illustrative of this game, Wittgenstein (2009:8) points to descriptions of the duck/rabbit ‘picture-object’ (Figure 3.3): 
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Figure 3.3 Picture-object illustration – drawing of a rabbit/duck (Kihlstrom, 2020)

A person’s gestalt-shift of the picture-object enabling sight of both a duck and a rabbit. Just as the line drawing of the duck and the rabbit has features in common but can be looked at in two different ways, so the label of SEN can also be viewed from multiple perspectives. Unlike the value laden labels of the past such as ‘idiot’ or ‘maladjusted’ which point to a deficit analysis of disability, the term SEN can be aligned with several differing viewpoints dependent on the values of the organisation and/or individual. In this way schools, SENCOs and teachers of the late 20th early 21st century can be viewed as having more agency over how the label SEN is applied than their historical counterparts had regarding application of the labels of disability in their day. The language of special educational needs can be understood therefore as a frame schools can build for their values, through which their policies, procedures and practices are contextualised. 

When the term special educational needs was put forward by the Warnock committee (1978) a key hope was to remove the stigma associated with being labelled. The removal of the categories of handicap in favour of term SEN does not however automatically herald the removal of stigma. Rather like a spider at the centre of a web, the use of the word ‘special’ depends on the web of language games to which it is connected. Wittgenstein (2009:51) describes this connectedness as a returning to the ‘rough ground’:
We have got onto slippery ice where there is no friction, and so, in a certain sense, the conditions are ideal; but also, just because of that, we are unable to walk. We want to walk: so we need friction. Back to the rough ground! (Wittgenstein, 2009:51).

Viewing the word ‘special’ outside of its web is like being on the ice with no friction, the conditions seem ideal but the surrounding void means a move back to the rough ground is both inevitable and necessary. In this instance, the web of the rough ground points to several challenges with the word ‘special’; firstly, its association with the word ‘needs’; and secondly with the nature of the rough ground. Starting with the former, when put together the words ‘special’ and ‘need’ imply deficits which frame people’s understanding of SEN (Runswick-Cole and Hodge, 2009). As Corbett (1996:3) explains: 
What does the word ‘special’ mean? If we detach this word from its anchor in ‘educational’ we can see that ‘special’ does not mean especially good and valued unless we use a phrase like, ‘you are a special person’. It is linked to ‘needs’ which implies dependency, inadequacy and unworthiness.
Corbett’s (1996) analysis of the term ‘special educational needs’ clearly bringing to the fore the question of whether removing the categories of handicap was the significant change it was heralded to be. Secondly, the web of the ‘rough ground’ (Wittgenstein, 2009:51) can also be viewed as the connective threads which spin out from the words ‘special educational needs’. The rough ground of SEN being context (Ekins, 2015; Graham, 2015) and also narratives about SEN being a difficulty, tragedy, or affirmation of the individual situated within models of disability, such as: the social, medical or interactive models. The medical model focussing on disability as a medical problem to be fixed (Oliver, 1996); the social model throwing light on the removal of barriers to disability through environmental change (Oliver, 1996); and the interactive model showing disability as an interaction between a person’s impairment and the environment in which they are situated (WHO, 2001). Whilst the move from categories of handicap to special educational needs was clearly welcome, the meaning behind this change is only established when SEN is situated in the rough ground. 

Like the label of special educational needs, the language of the rough ground (the connectedness of SEN) also gains meaning from the way in which words are used (Wittgenstein, 2009). For example, although SENCOs all share the same job title and the essence of role is the same, their values and consequently their practice may vary enormously. This idea is exemplified in Wittgenstein’s photograph in Figure 3.4 sisters (Mustich, 2015; University of Cambridge, 2011):
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Figure 3.4 Composite picture of Ludwig Wittgenstein and his three sisters 

This is not a photograph of a person that existed, rather it is a composite of four photographs that explore the family resemblance of Wittgenstein and his three sisters (Mustich, 2015; University of Cambridge, 2011), as seen in Figure 3.5.
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[bookmark: _Hlk46414921]Figure 3.5 Photos of Ludwig Wittgenstein (bottom left) and his three sisters

So while all the members of Wittgenstein’s family resemble each other in the composite photograph, there are differences distinguishing each individual from the other. However, when overlaid it is possible to see a different depiction of a person, someone who is extant as an image but has never existed as a living person. Each person’s eye has a similar shape, comprising of the same component parts: a pupil, an iris and sclera. Each eye is set in the context of each individual’s face, from which an image can be seen and interpreted as a face. Similarly, different SENCOs have analogous roles, many of the component parts of their jobs being the same: the development of school policy and the co-ordination of additional support for children and young people (Peterson, 2010). The requirements of English legislation (Children and Families Act, 2014:67) and the statutory guidance provided by the Special Educational Needs and Disability Code of Practice: 0 -25 (DfE and DoH, 2015) ensure the ‘family resemblances’ of the SENCO role are maintained across settings. That said, whilst there are similar aspects to each SENCO’s role, there will be differences in the day-to-day enactment of policy, its impact on the school culture and the provision made for children and young people. These differences are enactments of the meaning each SENCO attributes to the label SEN and the surrounding rough ground. The label of SEN each SENCO applies is the same on the face of it; however, the meaning attributed may be very different (Ekins, 2015) speaking as much about a school as the children within it. 

The concept of ‘family resemblances’ provides a holistic view and a way of seeing that allows for conflicting models of special education and disability to be explored. Take for example the debates around the models of special education and disability presented by Anastasiou and Kauffman, (2010) verses Gallagher, Connor and Ferri (2014). These protagonists in the exploration of the medical and social models of special educational needs and disability are engaged in their own language games with some common ground. 

The first threads of the social model in the United Kingdom were started in the discussions of The Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation and The Disability Alliance in 1976:
It is society which disables physically impaired people. Disability is something imposed on top of our impairments, by the way we are unnecessarily isolated and excluded from full participation in society (UPIAS, 1976:3). 
This reframing of the language used to conceptualise disability meant it was the environment and societal attitudes that ‘dis-abled’ an individual and that, in spite of an impairment, a person could now be ‘en-abled’ to overcome ‘barriers to learning and participation’ (Booth and Ainscow, 2016:23). A person no longer had to be ostensively labelled as ‘disabled’. Oliver (1983) drew on the work of UPIAS (1976) to name this new way of conceptualising disability as ‘the social model’. In this model an individual is ‘disabled’ by the context in which they find themselves. 

Anastasiou and Kauffman (2013:443-444) contend that identified disabilities have ‘legitimate factual reference and are approximations of scientific truth’ whereas Gallagher, Connor and Ferri (2014:1134) advocate the social model asserting that: 
We can have our descriptions of people and their ‘predicaments’ if it means that we recognise human needs. In making these descriptions we need also to affirm that what we take as a predicament is fundamentally conditioned by culture and context. 
Both arguments resemble each other in the acknowledgement the individual can be said to have a ‘need’ but Gallagher, Connor and Ferri’s (2014) rough ground and web of meaning is reliant on the social context in which someone’s needs are defined. Whereas, Anastasiou and Kauffman’s (2013) web of meaning relies on measuring, grading and ranking an individual without reference to the environmental context. Oliver (2004) developed the two models further by considering how one might interact with the other. Outlining the criticisms of the social model, Oliver (2004) acknowledges there is a risk the impact of an impairment might be minimised by a rigid adherence to the social model but contends the social model is firmly embedded in the lived experiences of disabled activists in the 1970s. The World Health Organisation’s (2001) definition, whereby a person's functioning and disability is conceptualised as an interaction between their health conditions and contextual factors, brings these two models together like Wittgenstein’s (2009) family resemblances.

Wittgenstein’s (2009) construct of language games, rough ground and family resemblance provides a lens through which to understand the duplicitous nature of special educational needs and shines a light on the range of ways SENCOs enact the role. Focussing specifically on the concept of a family resemblance, the medical model of SEN with its positivist identification of need may be balanced with the social model whereby an individual’s needs are defined by the context/environment in which they find themselves and not by an intrinsic set of attributes. As Pumphrey (2010:6) states, ‘subjective judgements concerning the labelling and categorisation of individuals and groups represent an ever present potential educational danger: the oversimplification of complex concerns’. For this reason, it is important a school works to develop a shared understanding of what the term special education means, and how this interpretation is effectively captured in the school’s values, expectations, assumptions, responses and practice. 

Conclusion
In conclusion, the values underpinning schools’ practice shape the meaning of their language and conversely their culture and policies. Pre 1978 the language used to refer to disability was value laden with dehumanising constructs and perceptions of problems, burden, deficit, tragedy and charity. The rough ground surrounding terminology such as ‘imbecile’ and ‘maladjusted’ leading to both segregation and stigmatisation. When the Warnock committee abolished the categories of handicap in favour of the term special educational needs the rationale focussed on challenges associated with labelling (Warnock, 1978:3.23). Since which time, the term special educational needs has been criticised for reinforcing constructs of inadequacy and unworthiness (Corbett, 1996). 

As this chapter has shown, the language of disability (physical and learning) has shape-shifted altering through time (Goodey, 2016) and it seems highly likely future legislative changes will bring more changes to the language of SEN. For example, both Scottish and Welsh legislation has replaced the term SEN with additional support needs (ASN) and additional learning needs (ALN) respectively. By considering the language games (Wittgenstein, 2009) associated with the terminology used to describe SEN, there is an opportunity to impact thinking and attitudes towards children and young people in educational settings. Like the duck/rabbit picture-object, special educational needs can be viewed in a number of ways. The term does not sit in isolation but is located within the rough ground, connected to values, assumptions, responses and practice. These complexities can be challenging and highly problematic to a school, but unlike the value laden labels of the past do create a need for school leaders to open up discussions around a shared understanding of SEN. As part of a school’s development, discussions led by the SENCO and senior leadership team could consider the language games played in a setting and the associated rough ground. Subsequently a school could agree a common understanding of the terminology used within their cultures, policies and practices. As Wittgenstein’s biographer, Monk (2005:65) wrote:
We need to look at the problems afresh, as it were from a different angle…we do not need a new discovery, we do not need a new explanation and we do not need a new theory; what we need is a new perspective, a new metaphor, a new picture.
Reflective questions 
· Are there any SEND terminology, values and practices from the present day which in 50 years’ time may come to be viewed as dehumanising, speaking the language of problems, deficits and tragedy? 
· Focusing on two SENCOs with different language games (i.e. different value systems and assumptions about SEND and inclusion), identify the distinctions between the rough ground their practice operates within. 
· What does an examination of the language used in SEN information reports, school policies and websites and SEND meetings (both formal and informal) reveal? 
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20.—Do you see a duck or a rabbit, or cither?  (From Harper’s Weekly, originally in
Flicaende Blitter.)




