
INDIAN JOURNAL OF
LEGAL REVIEW

VOLUME 6 AND ISSUE 8 OF 2026

INSTITUTE OF LEGAL EDUCATION



 
 
 

 

INDIAN JOURNAL OF LEGAL REVIEW  

APIS – 3920 – 0001 | ISSN - 2583-2344 

(Open Access Journal) 

Journal’s Home Page – https://ijlr.iledu.in/ 

Journal’s Editorial Page - https://ijlr.iledu.in/editorial-board/  

Volume 6 and Issue 8 of 2026 (Access Full Issue on - https://ijlr.iledu.in/volume-6-
and-issue-8-of-2026/) 

Publisher 

Prasanna S, 

Chairman of Institute of Legal Education  

No. 08, Arul Nagar, Seera Thoppu, 

Maudhanda Kurichi, Srirangam, 

Tiruchirappalli – 620102 

Phone : +91 73059 14348 - info@iledu.in / Chairman@iledu.in  

 

© Institute of Legal Education 

Copyright Disclaimer: All rights are reserve with Institute of Legal Education. No part of the 
material published on this website (Articles or Research Papers including those published 
in this journal) may be reproduced, distributed, or transmitted in any form or by any means, 
including photocopying, recording, or other electronic or mechanical methods, without the 
prior written permission of the publisher. For more details refer https://ijlr.iledu.in/terms-
and-condition/  

https://ijlr.iledu.in/
https://ijlr.iledu.in/editorial-board/
https://ijlr.iledu.in/volume-6-and-issue-8-of-2026/
https://ijlr.iledu.in/volume-6-and-issue-8-of-2026/
mailto:info@iledu.in
mailto:Chairman@iledu.in
https://ijlr.iledu.in/terms-and-condition/
https://ijlr.iledu.in/terms-and-condition/


 

 

481 | P a g e             J o u r n a l  H o m e  P a g e  –  h t t p s : / / i j l r . i l e d u . i n /     

INDIAN JOURNAL OF LEGAL REVIEW [IJLR – IF SCORE – 7.58] 

VOLUME 6 AND ISSUE 8 OF 2026  

APIS – 3920 - 0001 (and)   ISSN - 2583-2344 

Published by 

Institute of Legal Education 

https://iledu.in 

 

EVALUATING OUTCOMES: COMPARATIVE METRICS FOR MEASURING 
EDUCATIONAL INCLUSION AND QUALITY FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 

AUTHORS - HARSHVARDHAN VERMA* & ANUJ SETHI** 

* STUDENT AT LAW COLLEGE DEHRADUN, UTTARANCHAL UNIVERSITY 

** ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT LAW COLLEGE DEHRADUN, UTTARANCHAL UNIVERSITY 

BEST CITATION – HARSHVARDHAN VERMA & ANUJ SETHI, EVALUATING OUTCOMES: COMPARATIVE METRICS 
FOR MEASURING EDUCATIONAL INCLUSION AND QUALITY FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES, INDIAN 

JOURNAL OF LEGAL REVIEW (IJLR), 6 (8) OF 2026, PG. 481-487, APIS – 3920 – 0001 & ISSN - 2583-2344. DOI 
- https://doi.org/10.65393/IJLRV6I848  

 

Abstract 

It is evident that the issue of special educational rights of children with disabilities is becoming more 
dependent on the ability of education systems to determine the quality and inclusion of the case, rather 
than the legal acknowledgment of the right. Although countries like United Kingdom, the United States, 
Finland and India have embraced different statutory and policy systems to govern special education, 
there is still no consensus on standard measures to assess outcomes of learning by students with 
disabilities. This paper aims at comparing two measurement systems, outcome-based and 
rightsbased measurement system, that are used to evaluate educational inclusion and quality in these 
four jurisdictions. It looks at the quantitative measures, such as enrollment, retention, completion, and 
transition measures and qualitative (a classroom participation, an individualized support effectiveness, 
and a social integration). The paper also examines institutional assessment instruments like 
individualized education plans and inspection regimes, accountability models, and education 
databases to determine systemic weakness, limitations on data, and situational issues, especially in 
emerging jurisdictions. It is the responsibility of the article therefore to emphasize the need to have 
harmonized, inclusive as well as disability-sensitive evaluation measures that are in accordance with 
international human rights standards. It adds to the comparative education law literature by 
suggesting a multidimensional approach to measuring educational outcomes harmonizing legal 
compliance and good pedagogy and lived educational experiences of children with disabilities.  

Keywords: special education; children with disabilities; educational inclusion; quality of education; 
comparative education law; outcome-based evaluation; disability rights.   

 

1. Introduction  

The actualization of the right to education of 
disabled children has existed through multiple 
levels of understanding other than just access to 
schooling and taken on a more noteworthy level 
of understanding the actual results in terms of 
integration and the educational standard itself. 
In jurisdictions, governments have provided 
constitutional provisions, legislative, and policy 
provisions that are aimed at making sure that 

children with disabilities are not sidelined in the 
mainstream education. However, the success 
and efficiency of these legal undertakings are 
largely determined in the way in which the 
educational inclusion and quality should be 
measured, tracked, and rated. Without effective 
and similar measures, rights risks will be nominal 
and not transformative.  

Comparing the educational performance of 
students with disabilities is complicated by 
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nature. In contrast to other standard measures 
of education, including enrollment rates or test 
scores, outcomes of inclusive education have to 
consider a broad range of learning 
requirements, personalized assistance, social 
engagement, and benefits over the lifetime of 
the learner. As a result, the states embrace 
different quantitative and qualitative measures 
and include enrollment and retention rates 
and/or and individualized education plans, 
classroom involvement, and post-school 
transition results. These disparities bring up key 
issues of comparability, accountability and 
equity in special education systems between 
countries.  

Comparative analysis of United Kingdom, United 
States, Finland, and India can provide some 
insight into the ways that different legal 
traditions and welfare models would favor the 
evaluation of outcomes. Although sophisticated 
systems of data collection and individualized 
assessment mechanisms are commonly used in 
developed jurisdictions, developing systems are 
still struggling with the issues concerning 
resource limitations, data gaps, and 
implementation discrepancies. A comparison of 
these systems reveals the conflict between the 
rights of approaches and outcome-based 
governance in special education.  

This paper aims to compare and contrast the 
measures that are used to gauge educational 
inclusion and quality among the students with 
disabilities and evaluate how well they are 
adequate in reflecting actual educational 
experiences and results. The research will aim to 
add into the policy debate through the 
identification of good practices, gaps, and 
constraints in the development of harmonized, 
rightssensitive, and outcome-based evaluation 
models that can truly enable inclusive education 
to be promoted among children with disabilities.  

2. Comparison of Metrics and Evaluation Tools 
across Jurisdictions.  

Testing the aspects of inclusion and quality of 
education of students with disabilities requires a 
complex array of metrics that cannot be 

compared to the enrollment numbers only. In 
many jurisdictions including the UK, USA, Finland 
and India, the evaluation instruments are a 
combination of the quantitative data and 
qualitative testing, which represents divergent 
legal philosophy, administrative resources and 
socio-economic backgrounds. Despite the fact 
that inclusive education is officially identified as 
a objective in all four countries, the measures 
that are used to understand its achievement 
vary significantly in terms of scope and rigor.  

The quantitative indicators form the base of 
assessment in all jurisdictions. These are the 
enrollment of children with disabilities in non-
special schools, retention and dropout rates, 
completion rates, student to teacher ratios in the 
special schools and post school transition 
outcome like higher education enrolment or 
employment. In the USA and the UK, the 
disaggregated data on disability are gathered in 
a structured way using national databases, 
providing the opportunity to track the progress of 
students on a longitudinal basis. Finland also 
focuses on statistical surveillance but deems it 
with welfare and social development indicators. 
India, on the contrary, struggles with the routine 
data collection, and measures are usually 
limited to the access and the enrollment as 
opposed to learning process outcomes or 
retention.  

Qualitative indicators are gaining more and 
more importance as a quality of inclusion 
measuring tool. These include classroom 
contributions, interaction with peers socially, 
parental satisfaction, and student welfare. 
School inspections, classroom observations, 
structured interviews, and mechanisms of 
learner feedback are all tools that are commonly 
used within the UK and Finland to complement 
the statistical information. Due process hearings, 
compliance review, and an individual review are 
also used in USA to determine whether 
educational programs have meaningful benefit 
to students with disabilities. Qualitative 
assessment is also relatively immature in India 
and is frequently reliant on studies conducted by 
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the NGOs or pilot projects conducted by the 
governments.  

One of the evaluation tools that have been 
common to UK, USA, and Finland is the 
individualized education planning mechanism 
that sets measurable learning goals based on 
the individual needs of the child. The local 
advancement towards such objectives can be 
used as a micro-level indicator of the quality and 
effectiveness of education. India has established 
individualised support frameworks although 
their application and tracking are still 
inconsistent inter state.  

Notwithstanding these tools, comparative 
evaluation does not have a methodological flaw. 
Variations in definitions of Disability, assessment 
standards and validity of data limits 
Comparability across countries. Furthermore, 
the excessive focus on the numerical signs may 
lead to the failure to consider lived experiences 
and social inclusion. Hence, a moderated place 
of standardized quantitative measurements 
alongside context-specific qualitative 
instruments is core to achievable comparative 
evaluation of educational inclusion and quality 
of students with disabilities.  

3. Comparative Metrics and Evaluation Tools 
Across Jurisdictions  

Comparative analysis of educational inclusion 
and educational quality towards the students 
with disabilities would require synthesis of 
quantitative metrics, qualitative indicators and 
process based assessment tools. Government 
agencies in the United Kingdom, the United 
States, Finland, and India have different but 
similar frameworks of measuring inclusion, as 
they reflect the statutory requirements and 
administrative capabilities of the nations, as well 
as their educational underlying philosophies.  

Under the quantitative level, the customary 
indicators include the enrolment rates of 
children with disabilities in conventional schools, 
the rate of retention and dropout, attendance, 
completion of compulsory schooling and 
transition achievement including progression 

into higher education, vocational training or 
employment. The American people heavily 
depend on the disaggregated data that is 
coordinated with the federal reporting systems 
that are aligned with individualized education 
programs (IEPs), thus helping to monitor 
outcomes at the level of student. In the United 
Kingdom, the participation and achievement is 
also tracked by the national group of pupils 
databases, whilst Finland also focuses on 
system-wide outcomes, like low segregation 
rates and near universal enrolment in 
mainstream. In India, enrolment data is 
accessible, but the inability to disaggregate 
according to disability does not help to 
guarantee the reliability of cross-sectional 
outcomes analysis.  

Qualitative metrics are also a crucial aspect of 
inclusion measurement in addition to access in 
the form of numbers. These include the 
involvement in classrooms and interaction 
among peers, well-being of students, parental 
satisfaction, and the feeling of dignity and 
autonomy. The jurisdictions like Finland, 
incorporate qualitative assessments by school 
inspection, and pedagogical review, and focus 
on supportive learning conditions as opposed to 
competitive performance indicators. On the 
other hand, the United States and United 
Kingdom integrate qualitative feedback with 
legal compliance assessments, especially in the 
cases when there is a conflict on the support 
services adequacy.  

The special means to be considered is the 
system of personalized evaluation, which is used 
in the United States, the individualized 
Assessment-IEPs-system, in the United Kingdom, 
the Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) 
system as a support tool and an accountability 
system. These plans also stipulate short- and 
long-term goals that are measurable and as 
such, they make it easy to do evaluations based 
on the outcomes. Less dependent on the formal 
individualized legal documents, Finland uses the 
ongoing teacher-directed testing to follow the 
progress of the students. India has implemented 
the individual based tools as part of the inclusive 
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education; however, the implementation is not 
even spread and the efforts face limitations to 
resources and training.  

In short, given the fact that all four jurisdictions 
join hands to acknowledge the role of outcome 
measurement, differences are still present in 
data accuracy, standardisation and 
enforceability. This relates to the fact that 
comparative evaluation is hardened due to the 
lack of harmonised indicators and the need to 
formulate a unified rights-based metrics 
framework, which averages the areas of access, 
quality, and the lived educational experience.  

4. Mechanisms of Measurement at the 
institutional and Policy Level.  

The institutional and policy-level measurement 
mechanisms are determinant in converting the 
legal right of inclusive education among children 
with disabilities into measurable results of 
education. These mechanisms work under the 
statutory authorities, regulatory rules and 
systems, monitoring organs and data systems 
that evaluate the accessibility and quality both 
within the jurisdictions.  

In the United Kingdom, improvements in 
educational provision among children with 
special educational needs and disabilities 
(SEND) are tracked as a result of a mixture of 
legal obligations with the Children and Families 
Act 2014 and those related to inspection-based 
accountability. Schools are assessed by 
regulatory oversight bodies on inclusivity, 
learning support and reasonable 
accommodations. Education, Health and Care 
Plans (EHCPs) are a customized measurement 
system, which connects policy objectives and 
student level achievements and allows periodic 
evaluation of progress, adequacy of support and 
adherence to the institution.  

In the United States, there is a strong 
institutionalisation of outcome measurement in 
the andragogy through Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The 
standardised performance indicators used by 
the federal and state education departments 

include the graduation rates, least restrictive 
environment (LRE) placement data, and post-
school transition outcomes. Individualised 
Education Programs (IEPs) are policy tools that 
are enforceable, and annual reviews are 
quantifiable in their benchmarks. Federal 
reporting requirements facilitate transparency 
and allow inter-state comparison yet 
inequalities exist because of decentralised 
implementation.  

Finland uses the model of preventive self-
assessment based on the trust, as opposed to 
the fixed standardised indicators. Quality of 
education to students with disabilities is 
evaluated using the following forms: early 
intervention outcomes, multi-level support 
system, and school self-evaluation system. 
Instead of intensive scrutiny, longitudinal data of 
student well-being, educator evaluations, and 
inclusion of classroom participation are the 
sources that national education authorities use. 
This practice emphasizes integrated growth over 
the exclusive performance indicators that 
portrays the philosophy of equality in education 
in Finland.  

The institutional measurement mechanisms in 
India are on a developmental state and continue 
to lopes. These policies determine inclusion like 
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act 2016 
and enrollment programs require monitoring but 
outcome measures are usually based on 
enrolment, uptake of scholarships and 
infrastructure audits as opposed to measures of 
learning quality. Disjointed and divided 
governance between central and state-based 
authorities and lack of data on disability 
disaggregates undermines policy-level 
consideration. There is also hindrance by 
institutional capacity constraints to systematic 
monitoring of individualised learning outcomes.  

Relative to this, whereby developed jurisdictions 
incorporate individualised planning and 
centralised reporting mechanisms, the 
developing systems experience difficulties in the 
standardisation and enforcement of data. In all 
jurisdictions, what determines whether 
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measurement is effective or not is the integration 
of the institutions, open reporting and the 
alignment of policy goals with outcome 
measures. It is necessary to reinforce rights-
based, harmonised systems of evaluation to 
make sure inclusive education is not just a given 
right in the legislation but a practice.  

5. Challenges, Gaps, and the Way Forward  

Even within the policy engagements and legal 
structures that have been progressive such as 
the United Kingdom, United States, Finland and 
India, it is important to note that there are still 
much challenges within the accurate 
assessment of educational inclusion and quality 
to students with disabilities.    

One of the key problems is the lack of consistent 
and similar measures. Every nation has its 
specific idea of disability and inclusion and 
educational success based on domestic law, 
society, and administrative culture and practice. 
This type of deviation hinders effective cross-
country comparison, as well as, limiting the 
creation of universal standards in inclusive 
education.  

The second important gap is an over-
dependence on quantitative indicators. Even 
though some measures like enrollment, retention 
and completion rates are useful, these measures 
are often inadequate to provide insights into the 
lived experiences of inclusion, classroom 
involvement and social integration among 
students with disabilities. Qualitative aspects, 
such as student welfare, felt belongingness, and 
personalized learning development are under-
measured or not constantly recorded.   

This minimistic assessment tool is dangerous 
because it will turn inclusion into only a physical 
access or attendance, thus making it obscure 
the quality of education.    

Thirdly, gaps in data and systemic under-
reporting play a primary role in eroding 
evaluation initiatives and assessments 
especially in developing environments. In some 
nations like India, poor data collection and 
inconsistency in disability certification practices 

as well as stigma of disability in the society 
created under-identification of children with 
special needs.  The disaggregation of data types 
in terms of disability, gender, or social status is 
still sparse even in developed systems and 
obscures the intersectionally disadvantaged 
and inequality within disability groups. The 
problem of institutional capacity is also an issue. 
The lack of teacher training, the poor observation 
systems, and the poor accountability systems 
create a lack of connection between the policy 
goals and the reality of the classroom. Also, the 
enforcement mechanisms such as grievance 
redressal systems as well as parental remedies 
are not equally available and this serves to dilute 
outcome-based gauging.    

This suggested policy pattern necessitates a 
transition to an integrated and rights-based 
system of evaluation oriented to global norms 
such as the United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of Persons with Disabilities. The nations 
ought to come up with composite indicators 
which are balanced in quantitative and 
qualitative measurements, consisting not only of 
learner feedback but also independent 
assessments. Increasing the data infrastructure, 
enhancing disability detection procedures, and 
regular and open reporting are key measures.    

Moreover, the investment in the institutional 
capacity and in particular teacher training and 
inclusive pedagogies should be accompanied 
by the presence of the strong accountability and 
monitoring. Similar outreach and best practice 
partnerships can also lead to convergence in 
standards of evaluation. In the end, 
quantification of success in inclusive education 
ought to go beyond access to in order to 
determine whether education systems are 
actually empowering students with disabilities to 
realize fair learning outcomes and inclusive 
social engagements.    

6. Conclusion    

Comparative analysis of various aspects of 
educational inclusion and quality to students 
with disabilities in the United Kingdom, the United 
States, Finland, and India demonstrate’s that 
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though legislation of inclusiveness education 
has reached high standards the outcome 
measurement method is still skewed and 
scattered.    

In conclusion,  education is an obligation that is 
based on human rights and is signed by all four 
jurisdictions, and to a large degree, they are 
guided by international treaties, including the 
United Nations Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD).    

However, the shift of legal guarantees to 
educational outcomes, which can be empirically 
proved, is a severe issue. The advanced 
jurisdictions such as the United Kingdom, the 
United States, and Finland have a comparatively 
developed outcome-measurement systems 
whereby they employ indication of individualized 
learning plans, standardized tracking, transition 
outcomes, and additional independent 
oversight systems. Finland scores more on equity 
based indicators and early intervention as it has 
a  

holistic view of inclusion compared to the United 
States which scores higher on procedural 
protection and metrics that are accountability-
driven.    

Conversely, the outcome-measurement 
systems in India are still very much input-based, 
mainly focusing on access and enrolment, but 
not on the outcome of the system in terms of 
classroom participation, learning attainment 
and post-school transitions. One of the key 
constraints determined in each and every 
jurisdiction is the lack of any harmonized, child- 
and disability-sensitive and evaluative 
frameworks that are able to depict the lived 
experiences, dignity and long-term social 
inclusion. The excessive use of quantitative 
measures tends to cover qualitative aspects of 
inclusion including learner autonomy, peer 
integration and satisfaction.    

Moreover, lack of data, inconsistent disabilities 
and lack of disaggregation do not make it easy 
to make meaningful cross-country 
comparisons. The paper highlights the 

importance of having a new, rightsbased, 
outcome measurement framework that 
harmonizes the legal requirements with the 
realities of education. To make sure that inclusive 
education is not a mere symbolism and a 
transformation, enhancement of data 
transparency, the introduction of qualitative 
indicators and accountability structures is 
critical.    

Finally, an assessment of outcomes should go 
beyond presence in classrooms to determine 
whether education systems are actually 
empowering children with disabilities in order to 
realize substantive equality.     
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