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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 Aim of the study

The paper investigates the provision of education for children designated as having special educational needs within the context of the Karen community located near the eastern border area of Myanmar. The population sample chosen is that of the Karen refugees in camps along the Thai-Myanmar border. The study is carried out through:

i) collection of available statistics to demonstrate the scale of the problem;

ii) disaggregation of data to indicate the range of special needs being catered for; and, iii) an examination of various teacher training and administration approaches being used, in order to identify whether these are accommodating to children with special educational needs. 

1.2 Myanmar context

Burma was renamed Myanmar by the military government in June 1989.  The name Myanmar has been used throughout this paper in order to remain consistent with referenced data from United Nations and other sources.

Myanmar is categorized as a Least Developed Country (LDC) by the United Nations, ranking alongside Ethiopia, Sudan, Laos and Sierra Leone as one of the poorest countries in the world (UNICEF 2001). In terms of adult literacy and primary school attendance rates Myanmar compares favourably with other LDC countries (see Appendix 1), though school drop-out rates, especially in rural areas are very high. It has been estimated that less than 2% of children entering primary school go on to complete secondary level (National Health and Education Committee 2002).

Myanmar is the largest country in Southeast Asia and is bordered by India, China, Bangladesh, Thailand and Laos. It is rich in minerals, hardwood, natural gas and fish as well as having fertile soil for paddy cultivation throughout the Irrawaddy delta. The population of Myanmar, as of 2004, is approximately 53 million.

There are eight main ethnic groups in the country, namely Rakhine, Burman, Chin, Kachin, Karen, Karenni, Mon and Shan, as well as many other less populous ethnic groups. Each ethnic group has its own language and culture. The various ethnic groups are very different: the Burmans are linguistically linked to the Indian sub-continent, the Mon are related to the Khmer, the Shan are related to Thai, and the Karen are a Mongoloid race originating from China. The majority Burman race constitutes about 60% of the population while the ethnic minorities make up around the remaining 40%. The relationship between the dominant Burmans and the non-Burman minorities has been problematic since independence in 1948. The country has experienced almost continuous civil war since independence, and fighting is still going on between some ethnic minority groups and the central government.

One of the most contentious issues between successive governments of Myanmar and the ethnic minorities is that of the right to teach mother-tongue languages in school. Unable to speak Burmese fluently, many of the ethnic minorities are at a disadvantage in school and can only enter university with great difficulty. The author is a member of the Karen ethnic minority group, brought up in a remote rural village not served by any government facilities; hence, though a citizen of Myanmar, grew up learning Burmese as a foreign language.

The response of the central government to ethnic conflict has been one of forced assimilation of the minorities into mainstream society (Burma Ethnic Research Group 1998). Central to that policy of assimilation has been the prescribed use of Burmese for teaching in schools (Thein Lwin 2003). With the introduction of military rule in 1962 schools were nationalized, and after demonstrations for democratic change in 1988 the government closed all education outlets including primary schools. At the time of writing, most universities and colleges have been reopened, though with many offering shortened courses or distance learning options.

1.2.1. Karen refugees in Thailand

Karen 'refugees' in Thailand are recognised as such by UNHCR; however, the Royal Thai Government is not a signatory to the 1951 UN Convention on
Refugees. The term preferred by the Thai government is 'displaced persons fleeing fighting', and camps are referred to as 'temporary shelters'. Only in 1998 did Thailand grant UNHCR a role on the Myanmar border (Lang  2001). UNHCR's current role is primarily one of protection and registration rather than programme implementation, which is dealt with by international NGOs. The population of Karen refugees living in seven camps in Thailand (see Appendix 2), numbered 90,923 as of end March 2004, according to Sally Thompson, Burmese Border Consortium (personal communication, 23 April, 2004). The refugees primarily originate from villages in Karen State and Tenasserim Division, and arrived in Thailand as long ago as 1984.

UNHCR guidelines on education for refugees make specific reference to
the necessity of providing education for children with special needs (UNHCR
2003, p.7). Had such guidelines been in place when the Karen refugee camps were set up, and had UNHCR been given a role by the Royal Thai Government much earlier, a more comprehensive programme to cater for children with SEN in all camps might have been possible. Establishment of any cohesive education programme for the Karen refugees has been problematic due to Thai government policy restricting expatriate help to a minimum and maintaining levels of assistance at a basic level (Lang 2002). Such limitations can be said to have led to ad hoc planning and implementation of education for the refugees. 

1.3 Current situation of education in Myanmar

Throughout Myanmar only around 35% of secondary school-aged children are enrolled in school, and only about 69% of children enrolled in the first grade at school go on to reach grade five (UNICEF 2003). Schools in the main cities are provided with government textbooks and enough trained teachers. In the rural border areas, however, often the only school is that built and provided for by the villagers with no input from the government. For many ethnic minority children living in remote border areas the only education available has been that provided by the various armed opposition organisations, such as the Karen National Union (KNU).

Education for children with special needs is hardly known in Myanmar excepting schools for the deaf and the blind in Yangon. Orphans are most often provided for through religious orphanages. International NGOs have lately begun to try to assist children with SEN at both the border refugee camps as well as in Yangon - though understanding of the concept of SEN and the need for inclusion is still scant according to Dr. Ziljlstra, Country Representative of the Pestalozzi Children's Foundation in Yangon (personal communication, February 27, 2004).

1.4 Education under the Karen National Union

The Karen National Union (KNU) had begun to consolidate education for the Karen people into one Education Department since the 1970s. At its height, the KNU controlled territory in seven districts stretching from northern Karen State to southern Tenasserim Division. In each of the seven KNU districts there was set up a district education department. By 1992-93 there were 34,815 students studying in 720 KNU schools having 1,751 teachers (Karen National Union 1993). Despite lack of funds, materials and skilled staff the education system managed to provide most children in the KNU-controlled area with at least a minimum of primary level education. Linked to the fact that Karen language was first written down using the Burmese script by American Baptist Missionaries, Karen education has always been inextricably linked to religion. In the refugee camps in Thailand there still exist, separately from regular camp schools, Baptist Bible schools and Seventh Day Adventist schools. 

A new phase in the KNU Education Department's development came about in 1992 when it arranged to open a teacher training college near the Moei River, technically in Thailand's Mae Hong Son Province. For the first time then trainee teachers could attend a two-year course of instruction in how to teach. A number of western volunteers taught at the Karen Teacher Training College. The KNU education system was based on academic performance and the apex of that achievement being fluency in English. There was never much regard for vocational skills, music or crafts for the interest of non-academic children. As a result, undoubtedly, many children, such as slow learners or emotionally disturbed children, contributed to the enormous drop-out rate each year, particularly between end of primary and beginning of middle/high school.

With the loss of almost all territory inside Myanmar, including the loss of its headquarters in 1995, the KNU lost the ability to control schools inside the country. The focus of education for the Karen population of the eastern border areas then became the refugee camps; concomitant to that, effective control of education policy and direction fell into the hands of international relief organisations. The KNU Education Department was then reconstituted in Thailand as the Karen Education Department (KED), which now tries to give cohesion to the geographically separated camps with schools run under programmes of a variety of NGOs.

1.5 Education provision for Karen refugees at the Thai-Myanmar border

Since 1984 Karen have been fleeing to Thailand as refugees to escape civil war. Education for many rural Karen, in areas where the refugees fled from, has all but stopped, and education for this population is that now provided mainly by international NGOs in refugee camps set up in Thailand. In the Karen refugee camps on the Thai-Myanmar border there are, at present, 62 primary schools, 20 middle schools and 17 high schools, and as of June 2003 these schools were teaching over 36,000 students (ZOA Refugee Care 2003). The enrolment of girls and boys is roughly equal. Children with disabilities sometimes enrol at school but, without any training in special needs, teachers often cannot involve them in the class and, hence, such students tend to become demoralised and drop out.  51% of primary school teachers in the Karen refugee camp schools had not even completed high school themselves and only 15% of high school teachers had had any higher education, according to data collected in 2000 (ZOA Refugee Care 2000). Approximately half of all teachers sampled in that survey had never received any teacher training at all before teaching in the camp school (Tables 1-3). Therefore, it is clear that the education system at present in the refugee camps can not yet provide fully for learners with special needs owing to the fact that the teachers and educators are not trained to deal with them. Compounding this situation is the fact that the Thai authorities do not allow any teacher training institute to be set up in the camps, and lacking identification papers, teachers often are unable to attend training elsewhere.

The authors of the survey concluded that between 5-12 years old, when children are normally in primary level, 93% of children are enrolled. Figures for secondary school enrolment revealed a sharp drop in enrolment for children 13-18 years old; on average around 60% enrolment, but with one camp reporting only 49% of children of secondary school age being enrolled. However, the same authors later made clear that school enrolment statistics can not be taken as accurate, quoting unreliable camp population and school register records as reasons (ZOA Refugee Care 2002. p.17).

Table 1. Number of Karen refugee camp schools at the Thai-Myanmar border  

	Camp
	Number of schools
	
	

	
	Primary
	Middle
	High
	Number of students
	Number of teachers

	Mae Kong Ka1
	14
	3
	3
	6,016
	225

	Mae Ra Mu
	8
	3
	3
	4,067
	130

	Mae La
	21
	8
	5
	12,514
	409

	Umphiem
	7
	2
	2
	4,974
	162

	Nu Po
	7
	2
	2
	3,860
	119

	Don Yang
	1
	1
	1
	1,335
	59

	Tham Hin
	4
	1
	1
	3,516
	149

	TOTAL
	62
	20
	17
	36,282
	1253


Source: ZOA Refugee Care (2002),  ZOA Refugee Care (2003).

1. Mae Kong Ka camp was relocated in 2004 and renamed Mae La Oon

Table 2. Primary school enrolment of children aged 5-12 years

	
	Population
	In school
	Out of school
	Enrolment

(%)

	
	male 
	female
	male 
	female
	male 
	female
	

	Mae Kong Ka 1
	1,455
	1,426
	1,421
	1,278
	34
	148
	94

	Mae Ra Mu
	1,011
	929
	967
	886
	44
	43
	96

	Mae La
	3,957
	3,644
	3,511
	3,225
	446
	419
	89

	Umphiem
	1,784
	1,898
	1,661
	1,782
	123
	116
	94

	Nu Po
	1,131
	1,122
	1,089
	1,083
	42
	39
	96

	Don Yang
	520
	456
	459
	454
	61
	2
	94

	Tham Hin
	932
	935
	908
	922
	24
	13
	98

	TOTAL
	10,790
	10,410
	10,016
	9,630
	774
	780
	Average=93


Source: ZOA Refugee Care (2000).

1. Mae Kong Ka camp was relocated in 2004 and renamed Mae La Oon

Table 3. Highest level of education completed by refugee camp teachers

	Position
	4th
	5th 
	6th
	7th
	8th 
	9th 
	10th 
	College
	Univ-

ersity
	Total

	Primary teachers
	0
	1
	1
	9
	11
	10
	31
	0
	0
	63

	Secondary 

teachers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	25
	4
	1
	34

	Total


	0
	1
	1
	9
	13
	12
	56
	4
	1
	97


Source: ZOA Refugee Care (2000).

1.6 Organisation of the chapters

This paper is divided into six chapters with eight appendices. Chapter two includes a literature review of publications concerning special educational needs and inclusion, a short summary of approaches for managing pupils with SEN, and a critical analysis of key publications dealing with Karen refugees' education. Key terms used in the study are defined. Chapter three outlines the research design and methodology. Chapter four presents the findings from the questionnaires, email interviews and review of documents collected during the course of the study.  Chapter five discusses provision for SEN in the Karen refugee camps in the light of the research findings. The final chapter draws conclusions arising from the study.

Chapter Two: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter consists of a review of relevant literature concerning how ideas concerning SEN have developed, and the relationship between SEN and inclusion. There is very scant published material concerning SEN practices in either Myanmar as a whole, or in the context of the refugee population now in Thailand. Terms used in the literature on SEN are often used interchangeably and can be confusing, hence, the principle terms in use are defined below for the purpose of this paper.
2.2 Definition of terms

2.2.1 Inclusion 

The term inclusion is used in education literature in a variety of ways. On one level the term can mean the process of including children with SEN in mainstream schools (DfEE 1997). However, some authors use the term inclusion to describe a broad process of school reorganisation, increasing student participation, reducing exclusion and removal of all barriers to access (Hornby 2001, Booth et al. 2002).  A world conference on special needs education held in Salamanca, Spain in 1994 approached the term inclusion from the perspective of children's rights. In a Statement and Framework for Action (UNESCO 1994, p.6), subscribed to by 92 governments and 25 international organisations, inclusion was defined as... 

Ordinary schools accommodating all children, regardless of their physical, intellectual, social, emotional, linguistic or other condition. 

This definition is that adopted for this paper.

2.2.2 Special Educational Needs

The term special educational needs has no single meaning agreeable to all (Gross 2002).  As noted by Clough and Corbett (2002, p.4) the concept of what is, or who is, 'special' is changeable and should be defined in relation to a fixed period of time. The same authors also maintain that ideas of 'special' can be influenced by changes in government policy. Frederickson and Cline (2002) state that in the UK, SEN was introduced as a term in law in the Education Act of 1981, which itself followed on from publication of the Warnock Report. The definition as currently used by the UK Department of Education, and which is adopted for the purposes of this study, is... 

Children have Special Educational Needs if they have a learning difficulty which calls for special provision to be made for them (DfES 2001).

The notion of SEN also has a global agenda since the right of education for all is written into The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The Salamanca Statement defines SEN as the needs of children having disabilities or learning difficulties (UNESCO 1994, p.6). In the context of this study the author contends that perhaps all Karen refugee school children could be said to have special educational needs owing to their status as refugees, a view also proposed by Wallis (2002).

It is natural that in every society and every community all over the world, children with special educational needs will be found. There are many different types of need ranging from mild, to moderate, to severe. Some needs are visible, for example those of cerebral palsy sufferers, whilst others like those of dyslexia sufferers are not. The basic needs of children with SEN are the same as for all children - food, shelter, love and affection, protection and education (Stubbs 1997). 

The latest classification of SEN in the UK (DfES 2003a) adopts a nomenclature relating to educational need rather than classification by disability. There are four broad headings under which SEN are defined in the UK: cognitive and learning needs; behaviour, emotional and social needs; communication and interaction needs; and sensory and physical needs.

· Cognitive and learning needs - includes children with specific learning difficulties. For example, those who find reading difficult (dyslexia), pupils who have difficulties in writing (dysgraphia), those who find mathematics difficult (dyscalculia), and children that find it hard to understand and recognise prepositions or nouns (dysorthographia). This group also includes children with general learning difficulties graded as moderate, severe or profound.

· Behavioural, emotional and social needs - covers a whole spectrum of disorders ranging from children with mild social interaction problems to physically aggressive children.

· Communication and interaction needs - includes children with poor or unintelligible speech, severe stammers, autistic spectrum disorders and language development disorders.

· Sensory and physical needs - groups together visual and hearing impairments with physical disabilities, provided that additional educational provision is being made to help them access the curriculum. Children whose sight is corrected with spectacles are not recorded as being visually impaired, and children with physical handicaps not affecting their access to the curriculum are not recorded as having SEN (Teachernet n.d).

2.2.3. Disablement

A child is disabled if they are excluded or discriminated against by virtue of some handicap or impairment. All disabled children however do not necessarily have SEN. For example, a child in a wheelchair may have no problem at school and so may not be classified as having SEN (Stubbs 1998). Throughout this study the author has attempted to avoid the use of the term disabled when referring to children with SEN, owing to its association with physical disabilities.

2.2.4. Refugee

The internationally agreed definition as adopted by United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) is that in the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (UNHCR n.d).

...a person who owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion, is outside the country of his nationality, and is unable to or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country. 

Throughout this paper the author refers to Karen living in camps in Thailand as refugees since they clearly fall within the above UN definition, and are recognised as such by UNHCR, regardless of other descriptions preferred by the Royal Thai Government.

2.3 Special Educational Needs in the context of refugees

Refugee children enjoy the same rights to education as all other children; this is inherent in Article 2 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (cited in UNHCR 2003. p. 61). The Rights of the Child, including the right to education, are non-discriminatory, that is, they apply to all children without exception. Furthermore, disabled children have the right under the Convention to special care education and training. Disabled, in this regard, is taken to mean any form of impairment or handicap, or suffering from discrimination preventing full participation in society (Save the Children Fund. n.d.(a)). Save the Children Fund (SCF) take the issue of children's rights as a starting point to discuss the right of all disabled children to education and to be included in mainstream schools. The case is made that humanitarian emergencies, such as refugee exoduses, create disablement and further disable the disabled.

Conflict and emergencies not only lead to children becoming disabled: they also increase the vulnerability of those children already disabled

(Save the Children Fund ibid, p.36).

The authors go on to insist that non-discriminatory practices in education must be applied in refugee situations and that inclusion can work in such difficult environments. Moreover, the fact that refugee education is usually not under control of any government ministry creates an opportunity to apply inclusive practices for children with special needs and adopt policies responsive to their needs. An example of a successful programme to integrate refugee children with SEN into mainstream schools was that of Bhutanese refugees in Nepal (Save the Children Fund ibid, p.37). 

Recognition of the needs and the rights to education for all refugee children is stated clearly by UNESCO in its guidelines for education in emergencies. The document makes clear the need for a review of at-risk groups of children in all emergency or post-conflict situations. Furthermore, teachers in such situations must be trained in the integration of children with mild to moderate disabilities into normal schools, as well as be trained to recognise trauma, cope with traumatised children and, if necessary, refer them for special help (UNESCO 2002). 

Stubbs (1995) identified the lack of knowledge and awareness of refugee programme administrators about disability matters as a barrier preventing full participation of refugee children with disabilities. This author strongly agrees with this point of view, and takes as the theoretical underpinning for this study the right of all refugee children, whatever their disability or special need, to an inclusive education, and furthermore, that education programmes for refugees should have the needs of at-risk groups incorporated from the programme's inception. 

2.4 Karen refugees and Special Educational Needs

There are few published texts concerning education in general, or SEN in particular, of the Karen refugees in Thailand. 

Though not solely concerned with special needs, an early intervention in the Karen refugee camps having an impact on traumatised children and children with behavioural problems was that of Living Values (LV). LV has developed programmes for refugees and war-affected children focusing on creation of a values-based system of beliefs. The first training for Karen refugees was conducted as a pilot study in 1999. The programme was designed to assist children to deal with war and displacement and to develop self-esteem and confidence (Tillman 2001).

A key resource is the thesis of Thein Lwin (2001). Thein Lwin's paper is primarily concerned with 'education for citizenship', and creation of a curriculum suited to all students. Education for citizenship as practised in UK schools encompasses issues such as equality and diversity (ibid. p. 52); these issues need to be understood prior to introduction of inclusion into schools whether in Myanmar proper or in the refugee camps in Thailand. Thein Lwin analyses the causes of the large drop-out rate from schools throughout Myanmar, and lists many causal factors such as illness, lack of interest, lack of motivation etc. Disability is not listed as being a cause of drop-out or non-attendance.

Thein Lwin documents the fact that Myanmar was a signatory to the World Declaration on Education For All, held in Jomtien, Thailand in 1990 (UNESCO n.d). Furthermore, that subsequent to the signing of this agreement UNESCO and UNDP undertook a joint study with the Ministry of Education in Myanmar entitled 'Education Sector Study Project'. 

Following the signing of this Declaration on Education For All, the Child Law was passed in Myanmar, making explicit the obligation of the State towards children out of school for any reason...

The Ministry of Education shall... make arrangements for literacy of children who are unable for various reasons to attend schools opened by the State.

(Union of Myanmar, 1999. p.5).

Thein Lwin concludes with a statement supported by this author; however, it is disappointing that the cited grounds for denial of education do not include that most pertinent to SEN, namely disability.

Educational reform in Burma should give first priority to provide education for all.......A World Convention on Educational Rights should be exercised and it should outlaw the denial of education on grounds of gender, race, ethnic origin, language or politics (Thein Lwin ibid. p. 102).

Wallis (2002) looks largely at one project of an international NGO operating education programmes for Karen refugees. The project was early intervention for children with special needs, and the author concludes that the project was useful and successful. Significantly, Wallis concludes that inclusion is a practical reality for children in refugee camps, agreeing with the position of SCF. Again, in line with SCF and other refugee assistance organisations, Wallis avoids the term 'Special Educational Needs' in favour of 'disabled children', arguing that all refugee children, merely by their status as being refugees, can be said to have special needs per se. Other authors too have indicated that the term 'special educational needs' can be problematic; either carrying with it the assumption that these children need special treatment, and hence by implication, can not be dealt with in mainstream classrooms (Ainscow 1989, p.2), or that it merely has become a catch-phrase for all learners that do not fit into the system (Muthukrishna 2000, p.67). 

Wallis (2002) questions the place of western practices such as early intervention in the context of the Karen camps and recommends simplifying the process of evaluation of the children. Training of teachers in the needs of 'disabled' children is recommended by Wallis (ibid), as is further training about SEN for parents. This author strongly endorses both these recommendations. Wallis points out that she was only able to interview respondents through an interpreter, and also that the views of children themselves were not included. 

In the present study, though the author is Karen, interviews, of necessity, had to be conducted by email, and hence in English. However, the author was able to explore the views of a sample of children with SEN by asking questions in Karen through one of the teachers involved in the SEN programme. 'Future Questions' - the final section of Wallis' paper, formed an early impetus for the present study. The extensive bibliography is a valuable resource for all researchers wishing to follow up the issue of SEN amongst refugees from Myanmar.

Another key paper is that of Nan Lung (2003) which, though not focusing on Karen refugees, studied the situation with regard to SEN of Karenni refugees (a close relative of the Karen). Nan Lung reveals that amongst the Karenni there is little awareness of SEN, and no policy provision for it. She makes a strong recommendation that more research is needed on this subject and that a survey should be done to assess the scale of the problem (ibid. p.71). 

This key document outlines for, perhaps, the first time the lack of attention to SEN in education programmes for refugees at the Thai-Myanmar border. Most of the recommendations made regarding curriculum reform and inclusion of special needs into teacher training are endorsed by this author, and the need for more research and statistics formed a prompt for this present study. However, the thesis of Nan Lung omits to point out those SEN programmes already established at the border, which, though limited to only a few locations, are significant - not least of which is the development of a Karen Sign Language and setting up of Special Needs classes and training of Special Needs teachers by Consortium-Thailand. Nan Lung makes no reference to the earlier work of Wallis.

2.5 Inclusive education in the UK

In the UK, inclusive education has been made policy by the government in regard to education provision for children with SEN or disabilities. The aim is to reduce discrimination, increase pupils' attainment and break down barriers to learning. However, the policy faces many difficulties in its implementation (Lindsay 2003). 

The survey of Evans and Lunt (2002), looking at the practice of inclusion in England and Wales, concludes that inclusion as practised in schools is 'very weak'. The authors reveal that half of all Local Education Authorities (LEAs) have no specific policy regarding inclusion, and that only a small percentage of schools even have general policy pertaining to inclusion. Most LEAs have done no evaluation of inclusion as practised in their area, and many LEAs have not incorporated inclusion into their budget plans. Florian (1998 cited Vlachou, 2004, p.8) notes that one of the most critical difficulties in provision of inclusive education is other education policies conflicting with its implementation.

Data is collected by the UK government on both the number of children classified as having SEN and the type of SEN throughout England each year. The statistics are disaggregated according to gender, age, ethnic origin and LEA area. Figures for 2003 reveal that some 3% of all school children in England are statemented as having SEN, that 60% of these are now being educated in mainstream schools, that boys are more than twice as likely to be statemented than girls, and that there is considerable variation in statemented rates between ethnic groups. Roma gypsy children have the highest rate of being statemented and children of Indian ethnicity the lowest (DfES 2003b).

2.6  Inclusive education and SEN in developing countries

Inclusive education is not confined to developed countries; there are many good examples of inclusive practice and provision for children with SEN from developing countries - even from those designated as LDC. Indeed, Stubbs (1996) puts forward the view that poverty may create the prompt necessary to start special needs work. SCF in particular has taken a lead in making inclusion a cornerstone of its work in educational development.

Cambodia, though like Myanmar, classified as a LDC, has now incorporated elements of inclusive education through programmes undertaken by NGOs and UNICEF, in cooperation with the Ministries of Education and Social Affairs. Disability Action Council, a Cambodian NGO, started a pilot programme in one province for inclusion of disabled children in 1993 (disabled in this context is used in its widest sense, not only to signify physical disability), this has now been expanded to a further five provinces (Disability Action Council n.d.). Using a simple categorisation (moving, hearing, seeing, learning, psychological) a database was built up enabling stakeholders to plan, implement and monitor. 

Similarly, the Ugandan government has moved towards creation of an inclusive education system. Uganda has one of the highest HIV infection rates in the world. Rural Uganda is under-developed but the government has carried through large-scale educational reforms focusing on inclusion of children with disabilities and special learning needs within mainstream schools. The government programme has three elements: the provision of education in mainstream schools for marginalised ethnic groups such as the Karamoja, reintegration of child soldiers and war traumatised children, and inclusion of children with special needs (UNESCO 2001a).

One of the best examples of what can be done, in spite of desperate poverty and limited resources, is that of SCF's programme in Laos. Under this programme, in 1996, 23 primary schools and 11 pre-schools in four provinces integrated children with disabilities and/or special educational needs, as a first step towards developing a truly inclusive education. Laos has no special segregated schools for children with disabilities and, hence, maybe this made it easier to start the process of integration and inclusion. Special skills among the teachers for dealing with classes including children with special needs were developed locally in the teachers themselves rather than imported from outside. The author concludes that certain basic improvements in the schools were a necessary pre-condition for inclusion to happen (Miles 2000). 

Miles (ibid) also quotes innovative programmes for inclusion of children with special needs from Lesotho and Zambia.  Savolainen et al (2000) note a number of good examples of inclusive education from low-income countries, though in a review of progress in South Africa, some problems associated with implementation linked to poverty and lack of awareness among teachers and parents, is remarked upon (ibid. p.108).

Hence, it is clear that programmes for inclusion and provision for children with special needs can be implemented in low-resource environments. On the other hand the literature reveals that for such programmes to work certain groundwork needs to be done in schools first. Stubbs (1996) argues convincingly that disability programmes may in fact work better where resources are minimal since it is in these environments, like the refugee camps in Thailand, that people learn to adapt and create innovative solutions. Poverty, then, need not be an obstacle to implementation of SEN programmes in the refugee camps, and more widely in Myanmar. Equally it must be said that children with impairments should not be included in mainstream classes merely on the basis of cost effectiveness.

2.7 Approaches to managing children with SEN in mainstream classrooms

2.7.1   Differentiation 

Differentiation is one necessary prerequisite for any successful implementation of inclusion of children with SEN, or indeed of provision for them outside of mainstream classes. It enables children who may learn better in ways different from their peers, for example, learning visually rather than through reading text, to be taught appropriately. Corbett (2001) remarks that people interpret the word 'differentiation' in the context of classroom teaching in many ways, though in its simplest form differentiation simply entails adapting teaching and learning materials to suit learners' individual learning styles. This works only where teachers recognise and respect the broad range of learning styles in their classes. At least one local NGO carrying out teacher training among the Karen refugees has incorporated differentiation as a key element in its teachers' training manual (Karen Teacher Working Group 1999). 

Valuing differences involves the acceptance by educators that children may have different learning styles and that not all can learn in the same way (Corbett 2001). It was clear to the author, while a teacher of Karen, that the system was traditional, unimaginative and rather intolerant of differences. Such an environment is conducive to neither inclusion nor integration of children with SEN.

2.7.2   Other useful approaches

Given that children learn in different ways, and that inclusion entails integration of children with diverse needs and abilities in the class, a variety of approaches needs to be used in order to create a truly inclusive atmosphere. The approaches used must benefit all the students in the class and not just those labelled SEN. Corbett (2001, p.50) states that inclusion, at its core, is really about improving education quality for all, not just for one group.

There is no single special approach to teaching children with SEN; indeed many educationists agree that good teaching practices are good for all levels of ability of learner. Many approaches to dealing with children with SEN in mainstream classrooms have as their theoretical underpinning the work of Vygotsky and Piaget (Watson 2000). Vygotsky stated that children learn best by interaction with their peers and adults around them (Vygotsky 1978).  Piaget believed that children are not born with intelligence but rather learn through interaction with their environment (Smith et al. 2003). These two theories underlie the importance of providing education for children with SEN in the same environment as their peers, as much as possible. 

Social Constructivist approaches, Thinking Skills and Philosophy for Children are suitable for all ages and all ability levels across the whole curriculum. In using all such approaches the role of a mediator is very important. Fisher (1990, p.133) states that a mediator could be any person, such as an adult, teacher, educator or parent who can help the child to perceive the world. Children's minds develop by trying to understand their interaction with the world and in that process a mediator plays a crucial role.

There are many publications devoted to useful ways for dealing with mixed ability classes and responding to SEN in mainstream schools, for example that published by UNESCO (UNESCO 2001c). Useful strategies include any child-centred teaching methods, such as Circle Time (Mosley 1993, cited Hanko 2003, p.127), and the use of stories to develop thinking skills (Fisher 1996). The principle behind the Thinking Skills approach is enabling children to link their thoughts and actions and to become self-critical of their own ideas (Fisher 1998). Such teaching methods could easily be introduced to the Karen refugee camps facilitating participation and increasing self-esteem for all school children, including those with special needs. 
Much of the teaching currently practised in the refugee camp schools is traditionally didactic and reliant on text-based material assessed by end-of-year exams. For adequate provision to be made for children with SEN and/or inclusion to become a reality in the refugee camp schools, change must be introduced into primary school teacher training. 

Many of the activities such as Circle Time and group learning can only be done in classrooms with enough suitable floor space. Circle Time gives children the opportunity to show their sympathy and support for one another, and it can also increase their self-esteem. Williams and Burden (2002, p.34) link self-esteem to Maslow's hierarchy of human needs: lack of self-esteem may negatively affect children's learning. An understanding of this hierarchy of needs is critical to any teacher training dealing with special educational needs. In the context of refugee children displaced in a foreign and hostile environment, some with learning difficulties, such simple approaches are vital to restoring self-confidence to learn and play alongside their peers. Ayers et al (2000) claim that children having high self-esteem are more likely to develop self-confidence and, hence, to develop into independent learners.

Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter restates the three principle research questions posed by the author, and lists the locations where data was collected. This is followed by a section presenting the rationale for the research methods used in the study, including a sample of questions from interviews and questionnaires. Sections 3.5 and 3.6 examine methodological issues such as validity and reliability, as well as ethical issues involved in this study. The final section, 3.8, notes the limitations of the data and findings. 

3.2 Research Questions

The overall research problem investigated in this paper is the provision of education for children designated as having special educational needs within the context of the Karen community located near the eastern border area of Myanmar. 

Three main questions were posed, as below:

1. What is the scope of the special educational needs problem in Karen refugee camps at the Thai-Myanmar border?

2. What provision is currently made for the education of children with special educational needs in the Karen refugee camps?

3. What further provision could be made within the Karen schools, so that children with special educational needs could be better provided for? 

Due to the difficulties of access to the conflict areas of the eastern border of Myanmar, the target population chosen for the study was that of the Karen refugee camps located along Thailand's border with Myanmar. The demographic make-up of the camp population would differ from that of eastern border area of Myanmar in two respects: firstly, a large number of school children particularly at primary level were born in the camps and have never lived in Myanmar; and secondly, women and children form a disproportionate percentage of the camp population.

3.3 Location

Data collection was carried out in all the seven Karen camps at the Thai-Myanmar border. Two camps are located in Mae Hong Son province, three in Tak province, one in Kanchanaburi province, and one in Ratchaburi province (see Appendix 2). 

Table 4. Location of seven Karen refugee camps at the Thai-Myanmar border used for data collection

	Camp
	Province

	Mae La Oon*
	Mae Hong Son

	Mae Ra Mu
	Mae Hong Son

	Mae La
	Tak

	Umphiem
	Tak

	Nu Po
	Tak

	Don Yang
	Kanchanaburi

	Tham Hin
	Ratchaburi


* Mae Kong Ka camp was relocated to its new site and renamed Mae La Oon between January to March 2004

Persons interviewed by email were all located outside of the camps in either Mae Sot or Kanchanaburi. One interview was recorded orally in Karen language, and the resultant tape then transcribed into English for documentation.

3.4 Methods of Data Collection

The author used three different complementary research methods in order to triangulate data. First a detailed literature search was made concerning provision for pupils with special needs in developing countries as well as in the UK. The findings led to the development of specific items in the questionnaire and interview schedules.

3.4.1 Questionnaires 

A brief questionnaire was developed to gather some basic statistics relating to SEN from each of the seven Karen refugee camps. A smaller set of questions was drawn up directed towards teachers of SEN and children assessed as having some form of SEN (see Appendix 3). Given that the children would have difficulties filling in the questionnaire responses themselves, this part of the study was done by enlisting the aid of one SEN programme coordinator to relay the questions orally to the children in Karen and to transpose their responses. Only questionnaires from six camps were successfully returned completed. The questionnaire from Mae La Oon was never returned, perhaps due to the fact that the camp had only recently been moved to this location and was still not functioning fully. All teacher and student responses were returned completed.

For the purpose of data compatibility the types of SEN referred to in the

questionnaires were kept the same as those previously used in NGO surveys carried out in some of the camps. A simpler categorisation would have been the use of just four broad areas: cognitive and learning needs; behaviour, emotional and social needs; communication and interaction needs; and sensory and physical needs.

3.4.2 Interviews

Interviews with seven key respondents at the Thai-Myanmar border, all involved in special needs education, were conducted by email. Interviewees were selected purposively, that is, selected for their role in SEN provision or their research background in relation to the refugees. Names were kept anonymous throughout. Of the seven interview schedules sent out, only six were returned; one interviewee having resigned his position before the interview could be done. The method worked well as substantive replies were obtained giving detailed insights into provision for children with SEN. 

In each case the questions asked of the respondents were designed to probe the special knowledge and experience of that person. Of the seven respondents, two were chosen for the role as NGO policy makers, two were graduates having studied education in the west and recently returned to the Thai-Myanmar border, and a further three were selected on the basis of being field workers in programmes concerning children with special educational needs (see Appendix 4).

3.5 Methodological Issues

There are three main indicators to be applied to all research: validity, reliability and whether the findings can be generalised. Validity is defined as being a measure of whether the methods and approach of the research relate to, or measure, the issues explored. Reliability is a measure of whether, if another researcher carried out the same study, they would come up with similar results. Generalisation is a measure of to what extent the findings of the research can be applied to other communities or groups (Cohen et al. 2000 and Blaxter et al. 2003).

The validity of qualitative data can be improved by triangulation of methods, time, space or even triangulation of researcher (Denscombe 2003). In the case of this study, data has been collected using a combination of questionnaire, interview, documentary analysis and, where possible, third-party observation in the refugee camps.

The reliability of the data collected was, as much as possible, upheld by purposively selecting the interviewees, as well as avoiding leading questions in both interviews and questionnaires. 

The author chose to collect data from a population of Karen refugees living in camps at the Thai-Myanmar border and extended interpretation of the findings to the Karen population as a whole living in Karen State and Tenasserim Division in the southeast of Myanmar. Due to the conflict ongoing in Myanmar it would not have been possible to travel inside the country to collect data. However, the author contends that the findings can, to some extent, be generalised, in that (i) the education system prevailing in the camps is not far removed from that still being practised in Myanmar as a whole, and (ii) much of the Karen population of southeast Myanmar, while not in refugee camps, are internally displaced, living in situations of social deprivation and uncertainty, and subject to trauma due to the war (Burma Ethnic Research Group 1998).

3.6 Ethical Issues

The ethics of social science research were adhered to throughout the study by (i) respecting the rights and dignity of all participants, (ii) avoiding harm to participants caused by their involvement, and (iii) carrying out the research with honesty (Denscombe 2003). Although unable to ask permission formally from all the respondents to the camp questionnaires in the study, formal permission was sought and gained to carry out the research from the chairman of the Karen Education Department (KED). KED is the representative of the Karen refugees in Thailand for all education related matters. All interview participants were asked by email if they agreed to take part in the study and informed of the precise purpose of the data collection. The identity of all respondents was kept anonymous.

3.7 Timetable

	Date
	Action

	January 2004
	Contact key players for email interview

Prepare draft questionnaire

	February 2004


	Submit research proposal 

Prepare questions for email interview

	March 2004
	Literature review

Send out questionnaires to camps on the Thai-Myanmar border

	April 2004
	Conduct e-mail interviews with key respondents

Literature review

Write up literature review section

	May 2004
	Get back completed questionnaires

Analysis of data collected

Literature review

Write up research design and findings section

	June 2004
	Finish draft dissertation 

Arrange proof reading and comments

Editing of draft

	July 2  2004
	Hand-in draft

	August 2004
	Get back draft

Include comments from the draft

Final proof reading and editing

	September 1 2004
	Hand-in final copy


3.8 Limitations of the study

The major limitation of the study is that questionnaires and interviews all had to be conducted from a distance rather than be done first-hand. However, transfer of the questionnaire forms to all seven camps was facilitated by either UK volunteer teachers travelling to the camps, or, in two cases, through the good offices of the UNHCR. Given the terrain and the distance involved it would, in any case, have been difficult for the author to have entered all seven sites to administer first-hand questionnaires. 

Interviews with key respondents were carried out by email exchange, thus limiting the amount and detail of data obtained. Again, due to the problems of conducting the research from a distance, it was not possible to pilot the questions for interview and questionnaire first. However, an informal pilot (Blaxter et al. 2003, p.42) of the first draft of the questions was sent for comment to two former colleagues with research experience with Karen refugees before preparing the final wording.

Time available for the study meant that only a small number of SEN teachers (6) and students with SEN (10) could be questioned. This, together with the fact that the sample population chosen for the research was refugees, means that extrapolation of findings to a wider Karen population, or indeed the population of Myanmar as a whole, needs careful consideration. The camp population differs from that of its area of origin in Myanmar in that it could possibly contain less adult men (returned to Myanmar or working in Thailand), as well as by having a sub-population of young children who, being born in the camps, have never actually lived in their own country.

Chapter 4: Research Findings

4.1 Introduction

This section describes the findings from questionnaires delivered to seven camps at the Thai Myanmar border. The findings present a broad overview of provision for SEN as reported in each case by a member of the camp education committee. This is followed by presentation of the result of questionnaires returned from a limited sample of SEN teachers and their pupils. The section concludes with a summary of qualitative data derived from six interviews conducted by email, and analysis of unpublished documents collected by the author.

4.2 Findings from questionnaires

4.2.1 Camp questionnaires

Of the questionnaires sent to seven camps only six were returned. Responses returned from members of the respective camp education committees revealed that in all camps a substantial number of children are known not to be in school. The population of school-aged children not in school, based on the respondents own estimates, range from 16% in Mae La to 3.1% in Mae Ra Mu. The average percentage of children not in school, derived from results of five camps, was found to be 8%. 

Only one camp, Don Yang, reported any survey being completed regarding reasons for children being out of school, though no details were provided. In contrast, 5 out of 6 camps returning questionnaires reported positively regarding completion of a survey of causes of SEN in children enrolled in school. Mae Ra Mu was the only camp to report no such survey had been completed.

Three camps, Umphiem, Nu Po and Mae La, reported benefiting from a range of SEN intervention programmes including early intervention, school inclusion and programmes for the deaf and blind. These same three camps identified a wide range of types of SEN in school pupils. Mae Ra Mu, lacking any completed survey, reported only interventions for the blind and deaf. The two southern camps, Tham Hin and Don Yang, reported having no dedicated programmes for SEN, though Tham Hin reported indirect assistance to SEN children in the form of aid to the physically handicapped and an Extremely Vulnerable Individual (EVI) programme. Don Yang camp returned no data in response to this question (see Appendix  5).

The lack of any SEN survey in Mae Ra Mu was confirmed later through interviews with programme administrators and SEN field workers. The programmes for EVI and physically handicapped persons, though only reported by Tham Hin, in fact are common to all camps.

4.2.2  SEN teacher questionnaires

Six SEN teachers responded, five female and one male, all employed by the same international NGO, Consortium-Thailand, working in three camps in Tak Province. Four of the respondents had prior experience of being a school teacher but two had never worked as a teacher before. All six had worked in the SEN programme for periods ranging from 10-12 months to three years. When asked about their SEN teacher training, all replied that they had received one brief full-time course followed by in-service training once a week.

Five out of six teachers reported being responsible for a relatively small group of students (<10 students), however, one teacher working in Nu Po camp reported having 34 students under his care. All respondents verified that every SEN student has a written individual education plan (IEP) and, furthermore, that the teachers themselves were responsible for writing that IEP. Questions regarding likes and dislikes about the work revealed a high degree of work satisfaction tempered by frustrations over discipline problems in class, lack of parental awareness and, in one case, by frequent turnovers of staff and the small stipend for the job. Despite their minimal training, all the teachers questioned reported having to deal with a wide range of SEN types, often including blind, deaf, physically handicapped, and as well as children with behaviour and intellectual problems (see Appendix 6).
4.2.3  SEN student questionnaires

Ten students classified as SEN (female 4, male 6) with ages ranging from 6 to 45 years returned questionnaires. The students were all living in the three camps of Tak province, and were all students of an SEN intervention programme of Consortium-Thailand. Only two students reported that they had never previously enrolled in school, and all had been enrolled in special classes for SEN for a period ranging from 13 to 15 months up to 4 years.  All the students reported that they were happy attending their special class and were learning a variety of subjects according to their respective abilities. Three out of ten students were learning Karen Sign Language (KSL), a further two students were learning vocational skills and one student (eight years old with very low learning ability) learning only colours, shapes, singing and basic literacy. Interestingly, their ambitions in life included being a SEN teacher, footballer, nurse, teacher and craft worker (see Appendix 7).
4.3 Results from email interviews

For the purposes of anonymity the interviewees were each assigned a code letter (Table 5 below). The results of the interviews are summarised below in relation to the three research questions. The full text of responses received from interviewee A to F are attached as appendices (see Appendix 8).

Table 5. The codes for interviewees

	Interviewee A
	Director of US-based international NGO with SEN programme for Karen refugees

	Interviewee B
	Experienced western field worker active in the above SEN programme

	Interviewee C
	Coordinator of Thailand-based teacher training NGO

	Interviewee D
	Teacher trainer with the above organisation

	Interviewee E
	Chairman of Karen Education Department

	Interviewee F
	Administrator of Thai-based NGO with involvement in nursery and pre-school programmes for refugees


4.3.1 Current provision for children with SEN

For many years, persons with physical handicap have received assistance from Handicap International, dedicated to providing prostheses and mobility equipment. However, other types of special needs have not been served in the camps and, furthermore, little attention has been given to provision of education for children with special needs.

Interviewee A noted that there are currently a number of interventions, such as Early Intervention, Karen Sign Language and Karen Braille teaching, being made for children with special needs in the Karen refugee camps. However, not all camps have access to these programmes. Activities for SEN are relatively new in the camps having only been started since 1999 when Consortium-Thailand carried out a survey to identify children with special needs. This survey had followed up an earlier survey done by UNHCR to identify EVI.

This initial survey showed a number of blind and deaf children in the camps not receiving education and so in 2000 when the programme was established, assistance for blind and deaf children was prioritised. Over the next few years effort was made to develop a Karen Sign Language and Karen Braille. This was done with active cooperation from the Institute for the Blind and Deaf in Yangon. Video documentation was made to demonstrate Karen Sign Language (Consortium-Thailand 2002). 

An experienced volunteer later gave expert assistance in working on the establishment of services for special needs other than hearing and visual impairment. Children with cerebral palsy, Down's syndrome and multiple disabilities began to be identified in the camps and a more thorough documentation was made. 

NGOs at the Thai-Myanmar border have authorisation from the Royal Thai Government to operate programmes in specific camps only, hence, initially, services for SEN were restricted to three camps - Mae La, Umphiem and Nu Po. An expansion of SEN services to Mae Ra Mu camp in 2003 was put on hold due to budget cuts imposed on Consortium-Thailand.  An alternative option was then to support the Karen Women's Organisation in Mae Ra Mu to instigate an Early Intervention programme for children with SEN seen at nursery and kindergarten.

An important intervention has been to create awareness among teachers and the community in general about the needs of children with SEN. Teacher trainees of Consortium-Thailand now receive modules of work dealing with special needs. Community awareness is also carried out among the parents of affected children and the community at large. At least one focus group meeting has been held to bring together representatives of NGOs involved in medical, educational and social welfare programmes to identify roles and responsibilities towards assisting children with SEN.

Despite this provision in the camps of Tak Province, the interviews, backed up by data from questionnaires, revealed that little or no services exist in three of the Karen camps, namely Mae La Oon, Don Yang and Tham Hin (population, April 2004:  

27, 466).

Provision for children with SEN however cannot be limited to direct SEN intervention programmes, an important part of this provision is teacher training in the needs of children with disabilities. Interviewee C, coordinator of a Thailand-based teacher training NGO, provided extensive documentation showing how special educational needs had been incorporated into training courses for mainstream school teachers. Another component of the training was that of multicultural education, touching on principles of inclusion and inclusive societies. Interviewee D, a teacher trainer with the same organisation, forwarded to the author sections relevant to SEN from the teacher training manual as below...

· Inclusive education

· Basic needs of children

· Self-esteem

· Circle time

· Behaviour management

· Children with emotional and behaviour difficulties

· Punishment

· Infant classroom behaviour

· Brain integration and learning

· The special needs teacher as an agent of change

Such theoretical knowledge is very important if children with SEN are ever to be included in mainstream schools and/or provided with support out of the school system. However, this teacher training largely does not affect camp-based schools since the NGO concerned does not have a mandate to operate within camps.

Interviewee B was able to provide details of the training given to a core of SEN teachers by Consortium-Thailand. These SEN teachers generally had had prior experience of school teaching and were taught normal child development, developmental delay and disabilities, the early intervention concept, observation techniques, parental support, integrated education, assessment and education planning, play and toy making etcetera. Although 37 SEN teachers have now been trained, they are as yet still only employed in three out of seven Karen refugee camps. To facilitate this training of SEN teachers, three video CDs were produced illustrating normal milestones of child development, some common impairments and early intervention (Consortium-Thailand 2003, Consortium-Thailand 2004).

4.3.2  Scale of the special educational needs problem in the Karen camps

Interview results made clear that there is as yet no comprehensive collection of data to cover all camps and, therefore, it was difficult to make any estimate of the exact scale of the problem. Interview with one western field worker (interviewee B) in the SEN programme operating in Tak province, revealed that a visit to nurseries in Umphiem camp in June 2002 showed up 27 children with problems ranging from club foot, Down's Syndrome, speech delay, visual impairment and hearing problems. The total nursery population was not given, so it is difficult to quantify this as a percentage of the school population of the camp. 

Another short survey of children up to nine years old, done by home visiting in Mae La camp in 2002, revealed the presence of 8 cases of cerebral palsy among a total of 23 children with a range of disabilities hindering their access to the school curriculum. A sample of data provided to the author collected in Mae Ra Mu camp during 2003-2004 lists 31 young children of pre-school age with complaints ranging from cerebral palsy (9), Down's syndrome (4), epilepsy (3), visual, hearing and speech impairments, as well as other medical and congenital disorders.

Interview with the administrator of WEAVE, an indigenous NGO, working in the field of nursery school provision (interviewee F), revealed that all their nursery teachers had identified children with various disabilities such as hearing, visual, speech and intellectual impairment in their nursery classes. As a result of this, in 2002, WEAVE had arranged one training session for teachers dealing with SEN awareness. The same organisation works closely with parent groups to help them understand the normal milestones of child development and, hence, to enable early recognition of any disability or impairment in their children.  

Other data provided by interviewee B showed that, as of beginning 2003, the SEN programme of Consortium-Thailand was catering in total for over 200 children in three camps. These 200 children are clearly only the tip of the iceberg and, hence, there is a need for a more comprehensive data collection to identify children with SEN in all the camps to be undertaken by one lead agency.

4.3.3  Further provision possible for children with Special Educational Needs

Interviewee E, chairman of KED, replied in interview that at present there was no policy regarding SEN that might guide the foreign NGOs now providing education to Karen refugees. This was confirmed by examination of the KED policy document. This lack of awareness and policy about SEN is common also to the Karenni Education Department according to Susan Castle, SEN project worker (personal communication, 3 June 2004).

Interviewee A, a programme director, pointed out the need for SEN to be incorporated into KED policy, in order for Special Education teachers to receive due recognition in their community. Concerned more with field implementation, interviewee B remarked that the priority for further provision for SEN in the camps was community awareness about disabilities and SEN. Policy giving clear guidance on provision for children with SEN and a move towards more inclusive schooling needs to be drawn up by both international NGOs and representatives of the refugees, remarked interviewee B. The same respondent suggested the need to incorporate inclusive education practice into all current Karen refugee teachers' training. With extensive experience of the Early Intervention programme (EI), interviewee B also remarked that further provision for SEN at this stage should be directed toward extending the range and reach of EI at nursery and kindergarten levels. Examples of some successful interventions enabling a small number of children to be promoted into mainstream primary school were provided to the author.

Interestingly, both interviewees C and D made similar remarks when asked about further provision for SEN, that is, the need for clear policy and more input on SEN/inclusion into current teacher training. This author strongly agrees with the need for clear policy on SEN, as well as teacher training incorporating introduction to SEN. In order to make such radical changes in the orientation of the refugee school system there should be closer collaboration between implementing NGOs and KED. KED consists of only a small group of Karen educationalists with limited resources and, hence, prioritisation of the many things required to upgrade the outdated educational system of the refugees must be problematic.

4.4 Documentary analysis

During the course of the study a number of unpublished documents were received providing valuable insights into provision of education for the Karen children with special needs. The most important of these are described below.

A number of unpublished documents were received from interviewee B relating to training of teachers and special needs teachers. Data from a teacher preparation course run by Consortium-Thailand, the NGO employing interviewee B, documents 37 SEN teachers having being trained to work in the three camps in Tak province. The participants of that training learnt about cerebral palsy, autism and developmental delay, and Down's syndrome. 

In addition, the author received from interviewee B a teachers' training module on inclusion in Karen language. This illustrated document uses simple language easily understandable by all Karen teachers and covers topics such as the meaning of disability, types of disablement, behavioural problems in children and how to deal with such children in class. The document is intended to help teachers identify children with SEN and direct them towards early intervention. 

Other unpublished documents from the same source received by the author include results of an initial survey of SEN in one camp; a training outline for early intervention workers; an assessment checklist for SEN (divided into communication needs, cognitive needs and social development needs); an IEP template for use in the camp; and, documentation of early interventions made for 31 pre-school children in Mae Ra Mu camp under a programme run by Karen Women's Organisation.

Interviewee D provided the full text of the SEN component of the teachers' training manual used by her own organisation. The text was in English but extremely well written, reflecting a more academic, rather than field-based, approach to training teachers in SEN. The module gives a thorough grounding in the theoretical underpinning of special needs.

The education policy document of the KED, obtained by the author, confirmed the statement of interviewee E regarding the lack of policy relating to SEN. As noted by interviewee A, the KED policy reflects more concern about higher education and promotion of scholarships for the academically able, rather than promotion of education for the more vulnerable members of the community.

Chapter 5: Discussion and Analysis of Findings

5.1 Introduction

The review of literature demonstrates that provision of education for children with SEN enabling access to regular classrooms and curricula, rather than set them apart from their peers, can be a reality. However, if such SEN provision is to be effective then a number of factors have to be carefully considered. Analysis of the findings of this small, limited study reveal that much has been achieved in terms of providing for children with special needs, though there remains much to be done. How things will move forward is not clear, and it is uncertain whether the provision for children with SEN can survive if, and when, the refugees are repatriated to Myanmar.

5.2 Implications of inclusive education and special educational needs provision in the Karen refugee camps

UNESCO (2001b) lists a number of factors that may inhibit development of inclusive education. Some of these factors (below) are illustrated clearly in the findings of this study and need careful consideration, such as... 

(i). A pedagogy of failure dominates the whole education system...

The Karen education system is based on an academic curriculum and a pass/fail assessment system. There is little or no regard for children who are not academically motivated, and hence there still exists a huge drop-out between primary and middle school levels. Serious consideration of special educational needs requires consideration of the value of differences between children; a child with Down's syndrome or serious physical handicap may not graduate fluent in English language but may still learn life skills from his/her time at school. The policy document, intended as a guide to foreign NGOs working with the Karen refugees, shows clearly that priorities as yet are very much with secondary education and scholarships for the academically able. SCF (n.d.(b)) identify what they call a 'climate of change' as being necessary within the education system in order for new innovations such as inclusive education of children with SEN to be successful.

(ii). For reasons of cultural or social differences or economic activity some groups reject formal schooling or are unable to 'take up the offer'...

Much foundation work remains to be done regarding awareness building among the general refugee population. Unless this is done, even if effective programmes for SEN are in place, then uptake may be small. Whilst not completely illiterate, many of the adults in the Karen refugee camps have had minimal schooling themselves and, in addition, hold many cultural beliefs surrounding disability and birth defects that need to be overcome. 

The dominant Buddhist belief system in Myanmar tends to imply that errors in a person's past life can be responsible for disablement in the present. The Karen in camps in Thailand, though mostly Christian, still retain beliefs stemming from animism concerning 'charming' and black magic. As an example, epilepsy is commonly referred to in Karen as 'mad disease'. Psychological disorders are often seen as the result of having been the object of 'charming' and, hence, not amenable to any form of relief except that the spell be reversed. Interviews with one field worker central to the current SEN programme, backed up by comments from one of the SEN teachers in questionnaire responses, emphasised the need for more community awareness to be done. Wallis (2002, p. 52) emphasised the need to empower parents to present ideas and voice opinions in her recommendations. Some important work has been done to build awareness among parent groups by one indigenous NGO, namely WEAVE; however, this small organisation has limited funds to extend its work beyond the single Karen camp where it works at present.

(iii). Government and/or donor failure or unwillingness to accept the case for increases in finance to accommodate greater diversity and school the excluded...

SEN programmes do not have to carry high programme costs, as illustrated by the excellent work done already in the refugee camps through simple early intervention at the level of nursery and kindergarten. However, extension of SEN programmes to other camps, training of SEN teachers and production of appropriate learning aids all require funding. The findings of this study show that an excellent programme was prevented from expansion to a fourth camp through cuts made to overall programme funds. 

The programme for SEN, of course, needs to be handed over to local staff in time, though in the opinion of this author, there is still a role for at least one foreign SEN specialist to guide the programme's development. An appraisal of factors leading to success of SCF's project in Laos reveals that one such factor was input of funds from UNESCO (Save the Children Fund, n.d.(b)). Given that Special Needs Education and Education for All is a cornerstone of UNESCO's programmes, financial support for provision of education to the excluded should be possible through the international community. As demonstrated by the course of events for Consortium-Thailand documented here, changes in the funding situation can severely restrict promising programmes.

5.3  Scale of special needs requirement in the Karen refugee camps and the scope of current provision

The results of questionnaires to camp education officials clearly shows that there are still many undocumented children out of school and, furthermore, that many of these children may be out of school due to reasons of disability (and hence have special educational needs). Figures sourced from ZOA Refugee Care (2000) agree well with estimates provided by the questionnaire respondents. ZOA's figures may well present an under-estimate, a fact acknowledged by ZOA in its follow-up survey (ZOA Refugee Care 2002).

Table 6. Population of children not in school as estimated by NGO survey and camp education committee estimates

	
	NGO survey1
	Camp estimates2

	Mae La
	15.7%
	16.0%

	Umphiem
	19.0%
	6.0%

	Tham Hin
	6.9%
	5.7%


1 Figures derived from enrolment rates for primary and secondary school children quoted in ZOA (2000)

2 Figures as returned from camp education committee respondents of questionnaires sent by author, 

April 2004

ZOA's only assessment of causes of children being out of school is from a small sample of 180 families. From this limited sample there were 7 children who were out of school; five out of the seven (71.4%) were not in school due to disablement (not stated). Extrapolation of this finding would suggest that there may have been a large number of children in camps at that time with special needs that were not being addressed. The follow-up survey (ZOA Refugee Care 2002) in fact states the need to address the issue of special education, since most disabled children either drop out early or do not access the curriculum at all (ibid. p. 17). This survey, however, makes no further mention of children with SEN.

A more exact estimate of the scale of the SEN problem in the Karen refugee camps is hampered by the lack of any comprehensive data collection. This author was unable to access any database showing the number and type of special educational need in each camp. In order for policy to be implemented and programmes planned and budgeted, this would seem to be a critical starting point. A customised database of disabled individuals in Cambodia has been set up enabling service providers to access reliable and consistent data. The development of the database also promoted the adoption of a standard typology of difficulties in line with international usage (Disability Action Council 2002, p. 10-11). 

Such a lack of standardised data, disaggregated according to type of disablement or need, was reinforced during the study by interviewee B. Commenting on her efforts to create lists of children with special needs, she mentioned that she had consulted records from medical NGOs but that the data recorded was not entirely helpful since they categorised children according to illness. Children with epilepsy were sometimes inappropriately recorded in Karen as suffering from 'ta plu ta sah', meaning 'mad disease'.

It is imperative that a border-wide survey be done to identify all school-aged children with SEN and for this to be recorded in a database disaggregated according to need. The typology can be quite simple - such as seeing difficulty, hearing difficulty, moving difficulty, learning difficulty, etcetera. 

Results of this study show that the types of special need seen in the camps cover the whole spectrum including autism, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, learning difficulties, physical handicap, sensory impairments and behavioural problems. Four out of five camps returning questionnaires noted intellectual impairment as being one of the most common problems seen. Intellectual impairment is defined in the camps at the moment as being children with short memories and who show processing of information difficulties - those who would often be referred to by their teacher as being 'slow learners'. This is an important group in the context of the Karen camps since it is precisely this kind of child that often drops out of school early, not finding a place in the academic, exam-centred environment still prevalent. The observation that this is the largest group of SEN in the camps was also expressed by interviewee B, the interviewee closest to field implementation of any SEN programme. 

In one camp, Nu Po, behaviour problems were noted as being the most commonly encountered. Interviewee B remarked that the group labelled as behavioural problems were the most problematic group to define. Such children are often disruptive in class, though rarely violent. With respect to the traumatic circumstances of some of the children - displacement, poverty, crowding, lack of traditional village elders - this was found, by those attempting to classify the area of need, to be very difficult. Reasons why this one camp should show a different spread of special needs are not entirely clear but could be related to the fact that it is very isolated and has a more multi-ethnic and multi-language mix of population. The one SEN teacher from this camp participating in the study remarked that he had 34 children in his care. With only minimal training, 34 children exhibiting the whole range of special needs must surely be difficult to cope with.

Children with behaviour, emotional and social development needs (BESD) include a wide range of abilities and degree of needs. In England the issue of how to support pupils with BESD in primary schools has been problematic for many years. More than half of the school population with SEN in England do not suffer from physical disability or impairment, but rather are slow learners and those with behaviour difficulties (Vlachou 2004). It is difficult to identify a definition of BESD that is agreeable to all. The number of children identified by their teachers as presenting behaviour or attitude problems to be 3 to 7.4% of the school population (Frederickson and Cline 2003, p.384). Furthermore, definition of the problem in England, in common with the definition of the problem in the Karen refugee camps, relies upon assessment by teachers. Some teachers may label more students as being troublesome than others. Before labelling children as having behaviour problems there must be careful assessment of the family background and the child's past history. With so many children being identified as having BESD, Kuorelahti (2001) poses the question, 'Is the problem the child's or the school's?'  Frederickson and Cline (2003, p.384) claim that a child's perceived difficult behaviour in class may not be seen to be so by the parents at home, and hence, information from both school and home are necessary before applying labels to a child.

5.4 Current provision for children with SEN in the refugee camps

This study shows that provision for children with SEN is largely restricted to the three camps from Tak province: namely Mae La, Umphiem and Nu Po, and on the whole are implemented by one agency, Consortium-Thailand. An extension to the SEN programme was intended for Mae Ra Mu camp but due to budget cuts was curtailed. The SEN programme was then continued by the Karen Women's Organisation with support from Consortium-Thailand. Provision currently in the four camps mentioned above consists of a deaf school for children with hearing impairment and a blind school for the visually impaired. The reason why deaf and blind schools were set up first, according to Interviewee A, was because the deaf and blind were the largest population identified as having special needs at that time. Later, Consortium-Thailand developed Karen Sign Language. In the third year of the SEN project, with the help of one VSO volunteer, this programme was to include an Early Intervention (EI) component. EI entails working with parents and teachers to assess children with learning difficulties and identify some simple interventions to assist them. Wallis (2002) documented that EI was a successful component of the overall SEN programme.

Interviewee A clearly stated that inclusion would be a focus of his organisation's SEN programme. Interviewee B provided evidence that children with SEN identified at nursery level were already being included in mainstream kindergarten classes after suitable early interventions to improve their condition. Unlike SCF's programme in Laos which benefited from policy direction from government, the SEN programme set up for Karen refugees has been implemented in the absence of any clear policy guidelines.

5.5  Further provision for children with SEN in the Karen refugee camps

This author agrees with the opinions of both Interviewee A and B, as well as comments expressed by Wallis (2002), regarding priorities for further expansion of the current provision for children with SEN. The key issues remain raising awareness about SEN and the wider issue of inclusion among the community as well as with the KED. Such work among the community is crucial to the success of any further expansion of the programmes for children with special needs. Linked to this is policy change by the KED. 

Funding needs to be put in place to further extend the excellent EI programme now established in just four camps. A database needs to be set up to record standardised information about the individuals affected, in order to inform and guide future inputs into education for SEN. 

Finally, modules relating to SEN and to inclusion in general need to be established as core aspects of all teacher training going on at the border. The groundwork for this has already been set by the NGO 'Teacher Training for Burmese Teachers'. Teachers need to be introduced to differentiation in order to be able to teach mixed ability classes more effectively. A close look at the curriculum available to children with SEN is necessary so that children with certain impairments may be provided with the opportunity to gain vocational skills, whereas others may follow regular subjects with due recognition of their particular learning abilities.

Chapter 6: Conclusions and Recommendations

The research problem addressed in this study focuses on provision of education for children having special educational needs in the context of the Karen community located near the eastern border area of Myanmar. Three main strands were identified under this main problem statement: the scope of current provision, the scale of the problem, and further provision possible to improve services to children with SEN. In contrast to the findings of Nan Lung (2003), this study revealed a number of well-planned and documented interventions for Karen children with SEN. This may be explained by the fact that Nan Lung concentrated upon a very limited area of the border - one remote Karenni camp. 

Due to the limitations of this study, namely that data had to be obtained from a distance, coupled with the fact that no border-wide database of SEN exists, it was not possible to make a precise quantitative analysis of the scale of the problem; in other words to know how many children with SEN exist in the Karen refugee camps. 

In the absence of clear statistics from the refugee camps, an estimate of the scale of the problem can be made by reference to data from the UK. The UK Department of Education and Skills conclude that some 3% of the whole school population in England were statemented as SEN in 2003 (DfES 2003b), however, this 3% constitutes just a small fraction of the total population of children with SEN. Hence, it would not be unreasonable to assume that the number of children with identifiable SEN in the Karen refugee camps would be at that level or indeed much higher. This estimate can be triangulated with initial survey results amongst the Karenni refugees in which 5% of kindergarten students in one camp were identified as having some form of SEN, Susan Castle, SEN project worker, (personal communication, 21 May 2004). 3-5% of the Karen refugee school population in 2003 (36,282) would give a working estimate of between 1,088 - 1,814 children having special educational needs. 

The findings of this study revealed that current programmes for SEN cater only for an estimated 200 children at present. On this basis this author concludes that current provision is only provided for a minority of students with SEN; and that there is urgent need to collect accurate statistics of SEN and hold them in a database regularly updated. For any extension to the current services to reach all camps, funds need to be made available, and funds are often made available on the basis of accurate assessments of the scale of the problem.

In a survey of relevant documents made available to the author, one particular successful model of provision for SEN, the programme of SCF in Laos (Save the Children Fund. n.d (b)), is highlighted as a useful model for SEN programme development at the Thai-Myanmar border.

Some excellent programmes to provide for children with special needs have been developed, or at least are being developed, within the Karen refugee camps at the Thai-Myanmar border. However, this study has shown that development of such programmes has been very recent considering that Karen refugees have been arriving in Thailand since 1984. 

Provision for children assessed as having SEN is still not evenly spread between the various camps for Karen. This is due to the fragmented provision of education programmes per se, with more than one NGO often operating in the same camp. This has particularly affected teacher training - now split between different agencies taking either in-service training or pre-service training of fresh entrants - but not both. This fragmentation of services, combined with lack of firm policy guidelines on SEN, is perhaps the main factor hindering further synchronised development of services for children with SEN. 

Provision for children with SEN has been shown to be possible within mainstream school settings, even in resource-poor environments such as Laos. However, review of the literature shows that inclusion must be thought of as a development for the betterment of the whole school, and not a separate programme catering to a small minority of slow learners or children with disablements. Without a mind-set change on behalf of both KED and service providers toward Education for All, and a proactive programme to upgrade teaching methodology in primary schools, then inclusion of and/or provision for refugee children with SEN may be in danger of becoming simply rhetoric. Children with impairments sitting in over-crowded classrooms, with under-trained teachers and an over-filled curriculum do not represent proper provision for children with SEN. Carro (1996) lists seven points necessary for ensuring good inclusive education practice, two of which are very pertinent to this study - a commitment to the principle of inclusion, and putting inclusive education on a human rights platform.

SCF's well-documented programme in Laos was developed as an integral part of its primary school upgrading initiative. Introduction of child-centred teaching methods into primary schools then made integration of children with special needs less of a threat to teachers and planners. The adoption of UNESCO's Teacher Education Resource Pack for Special Needs in the Classroom (UNESCO 1993) was also seen as important. This material is directed to the class teacher rather than to SEN teachers, thus putting primary responsibility for educating children of all grades and abilities firmly and squarely with ordinary class teachers. These materials have been used all over the world, so saving reinvention of the wheel in an environment where teacher trainers and material developers are rare. SCF mentioned also that use of such UNESCO materials gave some status to a programme attempting to introduce radical changes into how primary children are taught (Save the Children Fund. n.d (b)). 

In the opinion of the author, both the overhaul of the primary school pedagogy and adoption of well-used manuals, such as that of UNESCO, directed as they are towards creation of effective schools for all, are the critical underpinning of any further SEN provision for the Karen.

An enormous amount of work has gone into development of services for the blind and deaf, and both Karen Braille and Karen Sign Language have been developed. This is a remarkable and note-worthy achievement. Karen Sign Language as now used in the refugee camps could be made available to all the deaf Karen population in Myanmar after repatriation. It is now necessary that the blind and deaf population in all seven Karen camps have equal access to this provision. Full-scale inclusion of children with SEN into mainstream primary classes may, for the present, best be dealt with by bringing blind and deaf children's classes into the camp school rather than being located in a separate 'special' building. In this way, the school builds up an inclusive environment and allows the blind and deaf to interact with their peers.

The survey did reveal that attention had been turned to teaching of some vocational subjects to the blind and deaf; this is rewarding, though much could be learnt through a short study tour for Karen SEN programme staff to see other kinds of curricula on offer to the blind and deaf in Thailand, or elsewhere in the region.

The decision to concentrate heavily on Early Intervention strategies is well based and is in line with the thinking of SCF. 38% of Karen school children are of kindergarten age (ZOA Refugee Care 2002, p.54), and, hence, concentration of resources here will give maximum impact to the EI strategy.

Without commitment from KED in the form of policy to entrench Education for All into the school system, and recognition that high numbers of pupils failing or dropping-out may be an indicator that the system does not work effectively (fault lies with the schools and not necessarily with the children), this author doubts that the current programme for children with SEN will survive when the refugees repatriate to Myanmar. With ceasefire talks taking place between the KNU and the government of Myanmar there is no time to lose: some observers talk of repatriation within the next two years. Given the rhetoric of UNHCR (see below) and the high-profile UNESCO has given to Education for All, it should be incumbent on UNHCR or UNESCO to grasp this urgent issue and fund training of Karen teachers, exposure trips and printing of SEN teaching materials in Karen.

Children with special needs --- must also be catered for within the context of basic education. Special provision must be made for materials such as hearing aids and spectacles. If necessary, community awareness as well as specialised teacher training should be provided.

Where possible there should be special classes for children and adults with severe disabilities in each major camp or settlement.

Persons with disabilities should have priority access to vocational training in suitable skills. 

(UNHCR 2003).

As a starting point the Teacher Resource Guide of UNESCO could easily be translated into Karen utilising existing expertise at the Thai-Myanmar border. However, without extra funds to print this translation and make it widely available, it is unlikely to be done.

A comprehensive database of all school-aged children with SEN urgently needs to be developed. As Nan Lung comments ...

We do not even know how many children are suffering from learning difficulties. I suggest that we need a survey on SEN in Burma in the ethnic minority areas and the refugee camps (Nan Lung 2003. p.71).

Without demographic statistics programmes can not be wisely planned. UNHCR have camp data updated monthly for purposes of registration in addition to statistics of EVI in all camps. It should be possible to extend this data collection, or extract from it, the population of school-aged children designated as having a pre-determined range of special needs. Whilst many authors avoid labelling children according to disability, in this case it is suggested that adequate planning and, more importantly, funding of SEN programmes for the refugees can not be done in the absence of border-wide disaggregated data. Creation and maintenance of such a database of children with special needs is unlikely to happen without assistance from the international community. 

This study set out to answer three main research questions regarding provision for children with SEN in Karen refugee camps at the Thai-Myanmar border. The first question concerned the scale of the problem. Detailed border-wide statistics were unable to be collected due to the lack of any coordinated collection of figures. However, any data gathered during the study was triangulated with statistics regarding SEN of Karenni refugees, a close relative of the Karen. In this way a working estimate of the numbers of children with SEN in the Karen camps was arrived at.

The second research question concerned the nature of current provision for children with SEN. A variety of programmes were found to be in operation and, though limited in terms of outreach, were seen to be well planned and documented. Both budget constraints and the fragmentation of NGO services to the refugees were seen to contribute to the problem of unequal distribution of SEN services.

The third problem researched was that of future extension to services in order to improve on present SEN provision in the camps. Interviews and questionnaires both suggested that awareness building among parents and the community at large, as well as consistent policy regarding SEN being put in place by both service providers and refugee organisations were priorities for the future. It is suggested that maintenance of a border-wide database on children with SEN is needed to facilitate planning of future programmes, and that extension of the current services to the blind and deaf are essential for the next phase of planning for Karen refugee children with SEN.

Further research is needed into provision of special educational needs for Karen refugees as well as into perceptions held about SEN by teachers, parents and the community at large. SEN modules and concepts need to be incorporated into all

 teacher training on-going at the Thai-Myanmar border in order to make education for the refugees truly inclusive and accessible to all, this may entail a radical review of what kind of education is being offered, to whom, and to what purpose.
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