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Abstract 

Inclusion has become a taken for granted practice of schooling in the UK and 
it is presented as a fundamental good within a progressive narrative. This 

study draws on poststructuralist theories and uses discourse analysis as a 

research approach to interrogate and critique inclusion, to find out what the 

assumptions are behind it. A main aim was to consider how the contemporary 
discourse(s) of inclusion, as a body of knowledge, is constructed and 

constituted in education, and to critically explore its potential effects. This 

study addresses the question: whose interests are served by the way 
inclusion is talked about and represented in education in the present context? 

A range of practitioners who work in education were invited to provide their 
interpretation of inclusion, either via a drawing and discussion of the drawing, 

or through an online discussion forum. Their responses formed inter-textual 

data sets that were then analysed and the discourses that emerged are 

presented in a reading. 

Inclusion is read as a contemporary discourse and practice that is 

characterised by sub-discourses that are constructed within a powerful 
'othering' framework. The grids of specification (Foucault, 1972) within its 

discourse, that are related to re-iterations of special educational needs and a 
focus on self-esteem, potentially 'other' and exclude. It is suggested that 
inclusion in the present context is aligned with neo-liberalism, with a focus on 
the self, self-government and the development of entrepreneurial identities 
Masschelein and Simons (2002). In this respect, inclusion, as a discourse and 
practice, appears to serve the neo-liberal interests of the state. 



CHAPTER 1: FRAMING THE RESEARCH 

Introduction 

This discourse-based research takes inclusion as its primary object of study. 
It is concerned with how the discourse of inclusion presents its version to the 

social world. In terms of paradigm, it is difficult to neatly compartmentalise this 

study, but it may be considered to be critical research that draws on ideas 

within poststructuralist theory. In this opening chapter, the rationale, purpose 

and structure of the study are presented and some of the main themes and 

theoretical ideas that informed it are introduced. 

Official versions of inclusion 

Inclusion is now an accepted part of schooling in the UK. It may be seen as a 

concept that infers, that nobody is excluded. It is frequently construed and 

presented as a fundamental good within a progressive narrative. Who could 
be opposed to or argue with it? 

Inclusion officially emerged as a 'recognisable' concept and social practice in 

the 1990s. Following the Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994), that 

pressed for international moves towards inclusion based on rights and 

entitlement for all children, the UK Labour government appeared to commit 
itself to inclusive schooling through a stream of policies and official reform 
(e. g. DfEE, 1997; DfES, 2001; DfES, 2003a; DfES, 2005; DfES, 2007). 
Inclusive reform has a history and remains predominant in the present UK 

government's educational policy agenda, and it is worth briefly considering the 

regularity and pace of these reforms. 

In 1997, the newly elected UK Labour government set up the Social Exclusion 
Unit (SEU) as an inter-governmental organising body to advise on policy. 
According to the SEU website, this organisation's brief is 'preventing social 
exclusion, making sure mainstream services deliver for everyone and 
reintegrating people who have fallen through the net'. What 'the net' might be 
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remains open to question. The main concern in my study is with discourses 

that circulate in schools and not political organisations; but it is worth noting 
the SEU language and discourse. The way inclusion / exclusion is framed and 

presented within this official body is worthy of a study in itself. 

The first significant UK policies that emphasised inclusion in education were 
New Labour's Green Paper Excellence for All Children: Meeting Special 

Educational Needs (DfEE, 1997) and the subsequent Programme of Action 

(DfEE, 1998), marking the first time any British government had seemingly 

committed itself to creating an inclusive education system. A revised 

curriculum, Curriculum 2000 (DfEE, 1999) was subsequently formulated upon 
three core inclusion-oriented principles: setting suitable learning challenges, 

responding to pupils' diverse needs and overcoming potential barriers to 

learning and assessment for individuals and groups of children. 

The beginning of the twenty-first century saw a further thrust towards inclusion 

with a raft of governmental policies, initiatives and legislation. For example, 
the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act (HMSO, 2001); the Every 
Child Matters agenda, (DfES, 2003a); and the Strategy for SEN: Removing 
Barriers to Achievement, (DfES, 2004), all placed inclusion on the political 
agenda and embedded -various understandings of it in public consciousness 
(Armstrong, 2005). Sheehy et al., (2004, p. 137) suggest that, at first glance, it 

may appear on the surface that the 'battle' for inclusive policy has been won. 

More recently, Inclusion Development Programme (DfES, 2007) materials 
were disseminated to schools. The 'key aims' are to improve the outcomes for 

pupils and to narrow the gaps between the lowest and highest achievers; to 

promote early recognition and intervention; to increase the confidence of all 
practitioners and to support schools and settings to be more effective at 
strategic approaches to support and intervention. Within this remit, inclusion is 

presented as a strategy that is linked to achievement, confidence' and 
intervention. 
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Researchers in the field, (e. g. Armstrong, 2005; Lawson et al., 2006), have 

observed that, despite its predominance and the propagated notion of 
inclusion as a fundamental good, the ideas and messages within inclusive 

policy appear to remain quite nebulous and vague. For example: 

Touchstones for effective inclusion include key ideas about the 
presence, participation and achievement of children with diverse needs, 
within mainstream schools and settings (DfES, 2005, p. 9). 

Perhaps as a consequence of vagueness in policy, inclusion remains a 

generalised, disputable concept that is wide open to interpretation. Slee 

(2001b, p. 169) observes that educators and researchers engage in 

conversations about it 'irrespective of the fact they may be talking across 
deep epistemological ravines' and the term appears to mean different things 

to different people who have various investments, or vested interests, in how 

it is constructed and interpreted. There are various 'competing discourses' 

through which meaning and understandings differ (Graham and Slee, 2008, 

p. 277). 

Within the research field there is a spectrum of opinion on what inclusion 

ought to mean. The Centre for Studies in Inclusive Education (CSIE), for 

example, argues for the abolition of segregated schooling and regards full 

inclusion as a human right. Informed by some of the arguments put forward by 

the CSIE, The Index for Inclusion (Booth et al., 2000) is, according to its co- 
author, arguably the most detailed explanation available about what an 
inclusive school 'looks like' (Ainscow, 2007). Researchers have talked about 
'different inclusions' (Dyson, 2001) and others argue that, within a rights- 
based framework, there is still a place for special school systems. The 
inclusion debate goes on. 

*** 
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Aims and research questions 

This study does not seek essential truths about inclusion nor is it concerned 

with debating or analysing definitions or meanings. It does not focus on 

practicalities or aim to advance 'best practice' in the classroom environment, 

nor does it ask whether inclusion 'works'. It is unlikely to add to a substantial 
body of work that looks at how present educational practices may 

progressively strive to become more inclusive or 'effective'. Research that 

sets out to do these things, aside from possibly confirming and privileging 

policy-makers' realities, potentially reinforces a certain way of thinking and 

practice in education; preserves a certainty in advancement and maintains the 

status quo. Instead, this study set out to problematise and to critique the 

popularised notion of inclusion and its discourses. 

Graham and Slee (2008) suggest that originally inclusion was offered as a 

protest and a call for radical change to the fabric of schooling. Throughout the 
last decade or so, inclusion, once seen as a new orthodoxy (Allan, 1999) or a 
buzzword in education, has arguably become a gradual part of the taken for 

granted, self-evident and normative practices of schooling. Although it is a 
social construction that has given rise to strong debates that contest its 

meaning, it has nevertheless become a kind of truth in the present context, 
and is sometimes presented as some 'thing' that can be enacted and that is 

natural or inevitable. There is also a tendency for research and researchers to 
take inclusion for granted, to present it as if it has always been; without 
consideration that it is contingent upon the socio-political processes that 

constructed it. 

Slee (2003, p. 210) laments that inclusive education has become 'generalized 

and diffused, domesticated and tamed' and that, because the 'language of 
inclusive schooling has been generalised as an organizing theory across a 
number of different constituencies', its conceptual clarity and rights-based 
political intent has lost acuity and force. There have been similar suggestions 
that inclusion has been evacuated of meaning (Benjamin, 2002a) and become 

reduced to a slogan, or cliche (Thomas and Loxley, 2001) that is merely 
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'obligatory in the discourse of right thinking people' (Thomas and O'Hanlon, 

2003, p. vii). 

Common sense, taken for granted, self-evident values and practices can 

become readily absorbed and remain unquestioned. One of the aims and 

purposes of this study was to take the seemingly self-evident, 

`commonsensical' object of inclusion and to tentatively interrogate it; to un- 

pack and critique it; to find out what the assumptions were behind it and, 

moreover, to question it as both a potentially normalizing, hegemonic 

discourse and as a universalizing concept. In order to do this, the most 

appropriate research approach appeared to be a discourse-based one. 

Discourse research has a commitment to challenging common sense 
knowledge and 'disrupting easy assumptions about the organisation of social 
life and social meanings' (Tonkiss, 1998, p. 245). In my study, discourse is not 
just synonymous with spoken or written speech. Whilst discourses are 

realised through texts, they are much broader than texts and include the 

broader social and cultural structure and practices that surround them. They 

have a character and are evocative of certain meanings and understandings. 
Discourse or discourses are viewed in this study as practices that embody 

meaning and social relationships, they constitute individuality, or subjectivity, 

and power relations and they have effects. Power and knowledge are actively 
(re)produced in discourse (Billington, 2006). An aim of this study was to 

consider how the contemporary (common sense) discourse(s) of inclusion, as 

a body of knowledge, is constructed and constituted in education, and to 

critically explore its potential effects. In addressing this aim, attention was 

given to the production of knowledge, for example, in terms of the kinds of 
knowledge(s) that are privileged in discourses that circulate around inclusion, 

and also to the kind of knowledge that research in the field of inclusion and 
special needs produces and has produced in the past. 

According to Edley (2001), one of the main aims of a critical form of 
discourse-based research 'is to analyse processes of normalisation and to 

enquire about whose interests are best served by different discursive 
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formulations. With this in mind, a key question that drove my enquiry was: 

whose interests are served by the way inclusion is talked about and 

represented in education in the present context? Other particular sub- 

questions that fed into this main question were: 

V How is the contemporary discourse of inclusion constructed or 
configured? (What are its characteristics? ) 

V What do discursive configurations evoke? 
V What might be the potential discursive effects? 

I aimed to interrogate 'discursive formations', that I understand as a frame for 

the different and potentially conflicting discourses that operate in the same 
terrain, as they relate to the social construction of inclusion. This research 
focuses in particular, on the operation and effects of discourse; it is concerned 

with how meanings of inclusion, or truth-effects, come about and how they are 

created, acquired, legitimised and re-produced. 

I attempted to address my research questions by capturing, in various ways, 
discourses and meanings circulating around inclusion and by looking for 

characteristics, regularities and patterns, within it. The above questions have 
been re-worked and re-worded numerous times as this study evolved and 

changed direction. The process of data analysis and reading fed back into 

the way the original research questions were framed and they were 

significantly modified as the area of interest widened and changed. These 

changes occurred in tandem with my own shifting and morphing 
epistemological and ontological positioning. These shifts have had a 
significant influence on the writing of this study and they are accounted for 

and described in further detail in Chapter 2 and Chapter 6. 

Structure of the thesis 

This introductory chapter aims to frame this study and to set the scene by 
introducing the main themes, research questions and area of interest. The 

opening of the next chapter presents an account of my shifting perspective 
and some brief personal history to show how and why this research came 
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about. This enquiry and research questions emerged partially through my 

personal and professional experiences in the field of inclusive education and a 

short auto-ethnographic account presents these experiences against an 

emerging inclusion policy context. 

Chapter 2 presents an account of my changing understandings and 

ontological positioning and the conflict and dilemmas that this created. As 

stated earlier, these changes influenced the subsequent design, purpose and 
intent of this study. In brief, my present positioning may be regarded as 

aligned with research that tends to challenge understandings of education as 

a form of science and that disrupts or refutes 'truth', or truth effects. Such a 

positioning cannot offer definitive accounts and offers, instead, a version or 
interpretation that is inevitably partial. If there is no truth, we cannot ask if 

something is true or false, nor can we look for 'real' or definitive meanings. 
We cannot say, for example, that inclusion or discourses of inclusion 

definitively mean 'this' or 'that'. Instead, in adopting an approach that 

questions notions of truth and cause /effect, the focus is on contingencies and 

on how the effects of truth are created through language, discourse and 

practice (Alvesson, 2002). A brief critique of postmodernism and 

poststructuralism as a method of political enquiry is presented in Chapter 2 

and some of the tensions surrounding it are discussed. 

I work as a lecturer on professional development programmes in inclusive 

education at a university in the northwest of England. In my interactions with 
teachers and support staff, I have found that the word 'inclusion' is often used 
synonymously with 'integration' and with the phrase 'special educational 
needs' (Dunne, 2008). Special educational needs appears to be a long range 
cultural practice that has continuity. In the past, researchers in the field (e. g. 
Slee, 2001a; Thomas and Loxley, 2001) have argued that inclusion and 
`special educational needs' are different. In the final section of Chapter 2, 
expand upon this argument and present a brief critique of special educational 
needs discourse and practice before examining the potential effects of 
'traditional' special educational knowledge(s) that emerge from research. It 

was hoped that my study would add to a growing body of work that might be 
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seen as research that counteracts or challenges traditionalist or 
foundationalist understandings of inclusion. 

This study may be termed critical research in its overall approach, but it also 
draws tentatively on and applies some of the ideas in poststructuralist theories 

and, in particular, on aspects of the work of Michel Foucault, to explore 
theoretical aspects of 'discourse as practice' (Foucault, 1972, p. 46). It adopts 

a model of oppression as discursive effect (Youdell, 2006a) and takes a 

poststructuralist approach to language and discourse to gain understanding of 

the discursive, *cultural and structural processes that we are subjected to. 

Researchers (e. g. Slee and Allan, 2001; Graham and Slee, 2005) have urged 

educational researchers and those who work in the area of inclusion to reflect 
upon the discourses in which we operate and to explicate the discourses of 
inclusion, and this is what I set out to do through this study. 

The notion of discourse and theories surrounding it are discussed at length in 

Chapter 3. Language is frequently treated as a mirror-like reflection upon 
reality, as a way of making sense of the world and as a transparent medium 
for the transport of meaning: often without concern for its effects (Alvesson, 
2000, p. 66). In a conventional sense, language is seen to represent reality. 
Postmodernism and post-structuralism would dispute this. Instead of 
language being used to illuminate 'something', language itself is illuminated 

and deconstructed. The 'discourses', as bodies of knowledge, that are 
referred to, and that I aimed to locate, may be pinned down but they may also 
be interrogated and opened up. According to MacLure (2003, p. 9), a 
discourse-based educational research project sets itself the work of taking 
that which offers itself as commonsensical, obvious, natural, given or 
unquestionable (such as the notion of inclusion), and tries to 'unravel it a bit - 
to open it up'. 

The process of opening up a discourse may be seen as a form of 
deconstruction. Deconstruction allows us to make sense of, or to recognise, 
the ways in which human beings are shaped and moulded, via the power of 
discourse, in given social and cultural backgrounds (Goodley, 2004). The 
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concern is with the relationship of language to other social processes and with 

how language works within power relations (Taylor, 2004). Tonkiss (1998, 

p. 247) observes that there is a growing social awareness of the way language 

works 'to divide up, stereotype and categorise groups and individuals' and 

that there is a greater sensitivity to the power of discourse to shape peoples 

attitudes and identities. 

Aspects of Michel Foucault's work that are relevant to my study, for example, 
his notion of discourse as practice and forms of disciplinary power, are 

presented in Chapter 3. Foucault's analysis helps to recognise how the 

meanings and practices in which we 'come to be' are highly regulated by 

systems of norms, as discourse, 'which precedes social subjects and whose 
intelligibility they permit' (De Lissovoy, 2008, p. 92). In my study, the term 

discourse is used in a Foucauldian sense as a practice that is produced 
historically in a specific socio-cultural context. It is structured by assumptions 

and knowledge(s) and produces power. According to Ball (1900, p. 3), every 

education system is 'a political means of maintaining or modifying the 

appropriateness of discourse with the knowledge and power they bring with 
them'. In the latter part of Chapter 3, I consider the contemporary socio- 

political context in which the discourses of inclusion operate. The context of 

my study is interpreted as a neo-liberal one. Neo-liberal forms of government 

place greater responsibility on the individual, individual enterprise and 

personal freedom rather than on the state or the collective (Rose, 1999a), and 
it is suggested that such a context is not necessarily conducive to inclusion. 

Other work and literature that has taken a theoretically driven research 

approach to consider discourse and inclusion and that has influenced and 
helped frame this study, is considered throughout the course of this thesis. I 

have not included a discreet 'Literature Review' chapter because literature 

and previous work is embedded throughout the thesis. Studies that have 

taken a Foucauldian or poststructuralist approach to critique the notion of 
inclusion, or facets of it, are of particular interest (e. g. Allan, 1999,2004; 
Graham, 2006; Youdell, 2006) and are selected to show that, despite it being 

9 



embraced as a social 'good' within a progressive narrative, 'inclusion' may 

create and construct invisible hierarchies and insidious exclusions. 

Chapter 4 presents the methods used to address my research questions. 
Discourse analysis is more of an approach than a prescribed method 
(Wetherell, 2001). It is used in a fairly loose way in my study to challenge 

common sense knowledge and disrupt easy assumptions about the 

organisation of social life and social meanings. Goodley (2004), suggests that 

researchers interested in discourse may turn to their own practices, 

assemblages of knowledge, documents and experiences of given social and 

cultural locations in which subjectivities or identities are constructed. I turned 

to my own practice, as it seemed fertile ground for enquiry into discourse and 
inclusion. 

The method focus for this study was on visual, textual and discursive 

representations. Through various means, I attempted to 'locate' contemporary 
discourses to find out what characterized them. The data collection methods 
may be regarded as formal and informal. The formalised (more 'empirical') 
data collection involved three different data 'sets' of varied textual genre: 
visual, spoken and written. In summary, people working in education were 
invited to provide their views on what inclusion meant to them and how they 
interpreted it. They did this either via a drawing, through discussion, or via an 
online (virtual) discussion forum. This blend of research methods generated a 
wealth of inter-textual data that I regarded as representative of contemporary 
discourse in action. The less formal data collection involved note-taking 
reflections upon language use through daily social encounters with educators 
that occurred 'outside' the research situation. The limitations and challenges 
presented by the methods and other issues relating to methodology are 
discussed in Chapter 4. 

The latter part of Chapter 4 describes how the data was analysed. I aimed to 
explore why, at a given time, out of all the possible things that could be said 
(about inclusion), only certain things were said (Ball, 1990). In analysing the 
data, I paid attention to what and how things were said about inclusion. I 
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aimed to locate the discourses that circulate around inclusion and to 

deconstruct the constitutive and regulatory effects of them. Analysis was 

approached with an understanding that statements within discourses do not 

so much describe as produce understandings, knowledge(s) and subject 

positions. 

It is important to stress from the outset that it was the discourse(s) of inclusion 

that were under scrutiny in this study and not the agents of the discourse or 
the character of the persons who engaged in it. My understanding of 
discourse is that it precedes individuals and we are caught up in it. My 

concern was with the invisible forces of domination that are inherent in 

institutions and with the discourses and practice that shape our lives and not 

with individual opinion. The intention was not to scrutinise particular 'voices'. I 

was not interested in an individual's attitude or opinion of inclusion, or in how 

and why these may have come about. I was interested in the discourse of 
inclusion itself and in the social and discursive construction of it. 

Shifts and changes in societal trends may become visible in new discursive 
formations. Without revealing too much at this stage, both 'recognisable' and 
newly emergent discourses of inclusion appeared to emerge from the data 

and these are presented in an interpretation, or reading, in Chapter 5. My 

reading of. the data forms the bulk or backbone of this thesis. Chapter 5 is a 
three-part chapter and I present particular discourses, exemplified through 

exerts taken from my data, and consider their knowledge(s), potential 
implications and effects. 

There was a connection between emergent discourses and particular rhetoric 
found in inclusive policy. Discourse appeared to accord with aspects of policy 
inherent in Every Child Matters (DfES, 2003). My reading also, to some 
extent, confirms the fear that 'rather than resolving the special education 
problems of the late twentieth century, the inclusion debate will reproduce 
them in the twenty-first century' (Skrtic, 1995, p. 234). Indeed, my study 
suggests that perceived difference continues to be marked out and that the 
'included child' has become a common term that is synonymous with the 'SEN 
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child'. Newly emergent, potentially hegemonic or dominant discourses, for 

example those relating to 'self, that are presented in my reading suggest that 

they may be rupturing and transforming existing inclusive discourses and 

practices and may also potentially be creating and constructing new and 

subtle forms of exclusion. 

Chapter 6 opens with some reflections. I reflect upon the limitations of my 

study; on the research process itself and on what I think that engaging in this 

research may have taught me. I show how this research has had an effect on 

my practice, my views on teaching and on my interaction with students. 

This study may appear to be overly critical, bleak and pessimistic, but there 

are possibilities to think otherwise. It concludes with some tentative 

suggestions about how we may reflect upon the discourses in which we 
operate and how we might help to construct counter-hegemonic discourses 

that disturb and disrupt accepted ways of being and acting. It ends on a more 

optimistic, philosophical and potentially evangelical note, by urging the reader 
and critical observer to conceive of other ways of being together 'in a world', 
rather than 'an environment' (Masschelein and Simons, 2002). 

0 
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CHAPTER 2: REALIST ONTOLOGY AND RESEARCH 

Introduction 

As indicated in the previous chapter, the process of change has been a 

significant feature of my study, so much so that it seemed the project would 

never reach completion. My original intention was to research narratives and 
to explore or delve into meanings and experiences around inclusion. There 

are still some elements of my original proposal within my study; for example, it 

involves, to some extent, the views and interpretations of educators who are, 
in the main, teachers and teaching assistants; but the overall approach is 

quite different. Over time, I came to view my research from a different angle or 

perspective. 

Influenced by ideas within poststructuralist theory, my research changed 
significantly. Research questions became 'how' and 'why' as opposed to 
'what' questions. The most significant overall shifts have been from the 

subject to the object of inclusion; from a focus on meanings and what they 
'are' to discourse and how it works, and from seeing meaning as relatively 
fixed to understanding it as fluid, disputable and open to wide interpretation. 

In the first part of this chapter, I provide a brief personal and professional 
history as my experiences have helped to shape my study. I then go on to 
describe some of the changes and transformations that have occurred; 
account for my ontological and epistemological positioning and explain how 

and why this research came about. In the second half of this chapter, I 

consider the term 'special educational needs' and provide a brief critique of 
'special educational needs' itself, and of the kinds of knowledge that research 
in this area has previously tended to produce and that inevitably informed my 
own practice in the past. 
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Brief selective personal history 

How did I come to write a research project about discourses of inclusion? A 

brief personal and professional biography may help to address this question 

and to situate my perspective. In doing so, I am aware that discourse-based 

research is primarily concerned with reflexivity and 'is not much, concerned 

with autobiographical reflexivity' (Rose, 2001, p. 141). In The Archaeology of 

Knowledge Foucault stated: 

Do not ask me who I am and do not ask me to remain the same: leave it 
to our bureaucrats and our police to see that our papers are in order. 
(Foucault, 1972, p. 17). 

It may seem inappropriate to include biographical information in a study that 

draws on poststructuralist theorising and uses discourse analysis as a 

research approach, because the focus is on discourse itself and not on, for 

example, personal attitudes, viewpoints or experience. However, this enquiry 

emerged partially through my personal experiences, interest and professional 
immersion in the field of inclusive education and it is as much an enquiry into, 

and reflection upon, my own values, practice and shifting view of knowledge 

and the world as it is about the discourses and practice of inclusion. 

Both my professional and personal life experiences have influenced and 
nurtured my interest, ever-evolving perspective and interpretation of what has 

come to be known as 'inclusion', along with theoretical insights gained 
through research and study in this area. In presenting a partial and selective 
biography, I am aware that my personal history has been shaped by, and 
subjected to, the invisible workings of power and discourse and that events 
and happenings are contingent upon them. 

*** 
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My initiation into the field of special education (sometimes seen as a pre- 

curser to 'inclusion') began in 1981 when, in order to qualify to teach as a 

secondary school English teacher, I wrote a dissertation entitled 'The 

Integration of Handicapped Children into Ordinary Schools'. My personal 
interest in this area arose from the experiences of a family member, my uncle, 

who at the age of five, on attending his first day at a local newly built special 

school in 1950, was deemed to be `in-educable' by the school authorities due 

to the perceived severity of his physical and cognitive impairments and was 

sent home. Consequently, he did not experience any formal education, apart 
from his first day. 

In the present educational context, the terms 'integration', 'handicapped' and 
'ordinary school' might be regarded as pejorative and demeaning, but in 1981 

such terminology was acceptable. This is perhaps illustrative of how language 

and terminology may change over time but the meanings embedded in 

language can stay the same. I wrote my dissertation at a time when special 

needs education was at the cusp of policy change. The Warnock Report 
Special Educational Needs (DES, 1978) had recommended that the existing 
eleven categories of learning needs 'defined in the 1944 Education Act, which 
included 'handicapped' and 'educationally sub-normal', be replaced by the 
term 'special educational needs', with an accompanying emphasis on 
provision, rather than 'treatment', of need (Fulcher, 1989). The subsequent 
1981 Education Act signified a policy shift in relation to children's learning and 
entitlement, embodied some of the major recommendations laid out in the 
Warnock Report, and focused on integration, access and the practicalities of 
mainstream placements for pupils categorised as special educational needs. 
The 1981 Act defined educational provision in terms of resources, rather than 
other provision, such as pedagogy or curriculum, and, according to Corbett 
(1996), this deflected attention away from any need to change attitudes or 
school practices. Fulcher (1989, p. 156) suggests that, through the 1981 Act, 
'the actual procedures which constitute educational practices surrounding 
disability became highly regulated', and bureaucratisation became a policy 
solution that remains in evidence today. 
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From 1981 onwards, I worked as an English Co-ordinator in the mainstream 

and then in the special school sector for some years before becoming a 
lecturer at a university in the north west of England where I teach on 
'professional development' programmes in the area of inclusive education. 
Given this professional background, I trust that I am not a teacher trainer who 
has simply 're-branded' herself by transferring discourses and practices 

surrounding 'special educational needs' across to the field of inclusion (Slee, 
2001a)l 

Throughout my earlier teaching experiences in the special school sector I 

experienced a sense of unease and found myself questioning the existence of 
the special school system. The schools in which I taught provided for children 
labelled as having 'moderate learning difficulties'. This term did not appear to 
have any clear meaning. Having had experience in both mainstream and 
special schools, I could not perceive why segregation was necessary. I could, 
to some extent, concord with Barton's (1997) observation that segregated 
schooling can breed fear, suspicion and alienation. Engaging in a masters 
degree in Inclusive Education in 1998 subsequently provided some theoretical 
and historical frames of reference and insight into how and why special 
schools existed. 

Over time, I became politically aligned with advocates of full inclusion and 
found full inclusionists' arguments, based on issues relating to entitlement and 
human rights, persuasive and convincing. I came to understand inclusion as 
an ethical and political project (Allan, 1999; 2005) that was about identity and 
difference. I may at one time have regarded it as a politically determined 
'emancipatory' project. I have since come to see that the seemingly altruistic 
term 'emancipation' is problematic and this is more fully explained later in this 
chapter. 

Until quite recently, I have taken what may be considered a more humanistic 
or pragmatic approach to research and have tended towards critical and 
political theorizing that may be termed realist. However, wider reading in the 
area of discourse and philosophy, (e. g. Allan, 2004; Graham, 2005a and b, 
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2006,2007; Maclure, 2003; Masschelein, 2001; Tremain, 2005) and critical 

engagement with quite complex ideas in some of Foucault's major works 

(1972; 1977), led me to reflect upon and question my views, philosophical 

orientation and positioning, so that at times I felt like a Deleuzian foreigner in 

my own language. 

Realist ontology 

Realists do not fear the results of their study. 
(Anon. ) 

I have worked on professional development programmes for teaching 

assistants and teachers, in the area of inclusive education, for the past seven 

years or so. In the more recent past, I experienced an increasing frustration in 

both my own thinking (or what seemed like a confident authority) about 
inclusion, and in my approach to research and practice. I began to question 

my own realist feelings of 'certainty' about what inclusion was or what it ought 
to be. 

I had taught for some time within a social model of disability framework 

(Oliver, 1996) that has tended to dominate much recent political theorising in 

inclusive education and / or disability research, and is seen as a challenge 
and an alternative to medical models. The social model attempts to counter a 
medical model of disability that infers deficit or lack. It has been predominant 
in the UK since the late 1970s and it distinguishes between disability and 
impairment, arguing that while impairment is a physical state; disability is 
imposed on top of the impairment. In effect, people are disabled by society 
(Oliver, 1996). Within my teaching, I encouraged a questioning of medical 
models of disability and a critique of the notion of special educational needs. 
As stated earlier, I saw inclusion as an emancipatory project, associated with 
particular values such as voice, rights, recognition and respect. 

Over time, I felt an increasing unease and discomfort with my approach to 
teaching. In attempting to address this unease, I regularly reviewed the 
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courses on which I taught and made some considerable adjustments to 

modules. For example, I reviewed inclusive education module aims and 

content and critically examined reading lists and student- recommended texts. 
Written texts and inscriptions expose particular ideas and certain ways of 
looking at those ideas; at the same time, alternative views are omitted. Rice 

(2005) contends that: 

The rhetoric, the exclusions, the confusing representations, the authority 
of 'science' presented by 'experts' in a professional field, carried through 
the cultural authority of textbooks, are likely to go unchallenged by 
newcomers to education. (Rice, 2005, p. 425). 

When reviewing texts I looked for both the ideological groundings of the texts 

as well as for content that was included and excluded. I was confounded by 
the language in contemporary texts and struck by the surprisingly high 

number of newly published titles that continued to talk in terms of 'diagnosis' 

and 'identifying' needs (e. g. Lewis and Norwich, 2004; Norwich and Narcie, 
2005). The use of 'treatment' language that is carried over from medical 
discourse is, according to Tomlinson (1996, p. 179), a 'powerful tool for 
professionals'. I withdrew texts that constructed inclusion within a traditional 
special educational needs framework* or privileged the language of special 
needs; those that potentially reinforced conventional special educational 
needs knowledge(s), thinking and practice and those that offered instrumental 
'how-to' guides (e. g. Brown, 1998; Birkett and Barnes, 2004; Westwood, 
2003). Reading material was supplemented to provide alternative and 
contrasting perspectives that I believed might help to develop students' 
'critical consciousness' (Rice, 2005, p. 426). I prioritised texts that focused on 
the notion of difference and how difference is socially constructed (e. g. Allan, 
1999; Thomas and Loxley, 2001). 

Despite making changes, my approach to practice felt increasingly limited and 
overly simplistic. I felt a desire to move away from the sometimes seemingly 
polarised medical/social models that influenced and to some extent 
characterised my teaching and binary thinking. There was an accompanying 
sense of being locked into assumptions and meanings and lodged into `how- 
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to' practicalities. Perhaps this frustration and sense of closure was 

compounded by a perceived expectation that accredited teacher professional 

development courses ought to provide inclusive 'solutions' and 'effective 

strategies' that could be neatly packaged, taken away and 'applied' in the 

classroom. 

Despite experiencing a perceived increase in autonomy in my practice over 

the years, I reflected upon my approaches to teaching and learning and 

recognised that although I was continually making changes and seemingly 

progressing or'moving forward', I was caught within a progressive narrative in 

my understanding of inclusion. I was at times perhaps becoming stale and 

sometimes taking the easy option of unquestioningly delivering official scripts 
in my teaching, and this was unsettling. By official scripts, I mean those 

propagated by messages in governmental policies, edits and initiatives about 

what inclusion is, or what it ought to be (e. g. DfEE, 1997; DfES, 2001; 

OFSTED, 2001: DfES, 2005). I was also perhaps fearful of questioning or 
deviating from official scripts as this might in some way jeopardise students' 

chances of academic success. Lecturers, under institutionalised forms of 

surveillance, are not usually advised to diversify from a set structure or from 

pre-defined fixed learning outcomes as this might risk learner achievement 

and performance. 

I also felt an accompanying sense of unease by what I was hearing in 

discourses around inclusion in schools and in the higher education classes in 

which I taught. Some of the ways in which children were talked about and 

represented, in the name of inclusion, created, for me, a silent concern. 
Something was 'not quite right' but I did not quite know what it was or how to 
begin to address these concerns. 

*** 

It transpired that what was needed were tools, theoretical tools, for 

understanding and changing practice (Todd, 2006). Social constructivism, and 
poststructuralist thinking in particular, provided plausible theoretical tools from 
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which to frame further analysis and interpretation of inclusive education issues 

and events and helped me to move beyond the literal in my thinking and 

practice. 

The shifts and changes that I experienced appeared to be contingent on, 

amongst other things, the research process itself and on engagement with 
ideas encountered in reading and discussion. The aforementioned wider 
reading (e. g. Tremain, 2005) and engagement with ideas outside the confines 

of the discipline of education had an effect upon my way of thinking and 

seeing, and initiated a gradual shift from a realist to a more poststructuralist 

-understanding of the world. 

During the research process, there have been what I came to regard as 
critical points or epiphany moments that occurred in minor events that 
fractured my humanist or realist perspective. One such moment occurred 
when, as part of my early doctorate studies, I attended a session about 
philosophy; an area that was relatively new to me. Following the session, I 
had a discussion with the tutor about a proposed assignment that I intended 
to do, with the brief 'lifelong learning and participation'. The tutor asked if I 
thought that participation was a 'good thing' and my realist self replied with a 
degree of haste and certainty that it was a good thing. The tutor handed me a 
list of readings (that included Masschelein and Quaghebeur, 2005) and 
suggested that I may possibly change my mind, or perhaps would not be so 
certain, once I had read them. (Masschelein and Quaghebeur refer to 
Foucault's notion of governmentality, or the conduct of conduct, to graphically 
illustrate how participation, when viewed as a mode of government and form 
of power, may govern individuals in particular ways). 

The brief discussion with the tutor was a little unsettling and disturbing. 
Realist-type questions swarmed around my head: How could wider 
participation in learning, within the lifelong learning agenda, be a 'bad thing'? 
Why would we wish to 'criticise' it? Was I 'wrong' or mistaken to think that it 
was a good thing? 
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There is a crack in everything: that is how the' light gets in 

(Leonard Cohen) 

The reading led to other readings and my subsequent seemingly obsessive 

engagement with poststructuralist ideas and theories initiated something that 
is difficult to articulate or put into words, but it seemed to have a fracturing 

effect on my perspective and the way I viewed the world. Through reading, I 

began to question my own understandings and to see things differently. I 

became immersed in what I regarded as new and exciting ideas. I became 

more sceptical, cautious and less secure or comfortable about my own 

perceived values and assumptions. I began to question the simplistic notion of 
'values' itself. I felt that I had been disrupted, or shaken out of my 

epistemological tree (Slee, 1997) as cracks began to appear in my realist 
ontology. 

This changing perspective was reflected in my subsequent assignment on 

participation and lifelong learning. Prior to the encounter' with the tutor and 
engagement with the readings, my assignment would have been a 
'celebratory' piece of work; possibly 'evidenced' by narratives of experience of 
success. With a different eye and critical, theoretical understanding, I 

attempted to grapple with, and tentatively unravel, some of the hidden power 
mechanisms that surround simplistic notions of 'participation'. My subsequent 
assignment differed significantly from its original intent; it was not particularly 
'better' or 'worse' (see Masschelein and Quaghebeur, 2005), it was just 
different. 

I became more aware of what I regarded as my realist or modernist thinking 
and began to question it and my approaches to research and practice. 
Tremain (2002, p. 32) describes realist ontology as 'where real objects exist in 
nature apart from any contingent signifying practice'. MacLure (2003, p. 171) 
suggests there is a need to abandon the purported clarity and assurance of 
'plain view' that underpins a realist ontology, for what it obscures; that is, 'the 
ambivalence, irony, simulation and trickery that are part of self-hood and 
social life'. The political point behind this is that the transparent virtues of 
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clarity righteousness, visibility and simplicity are not necessarily in the 

interests of those on the margins of power and prestige, and 'seemingly 

simple, self-evident values have sustained the political and linguistic 

subordination of marginalized groups and peoples' (ibid. ). 

Signifying practices and ideas within poststructuralist theories began to 

enliven and interest me and to shake me out of what had seemingly become 

an ideological slumber (MacLure, 2003) in my thinking about inclusion. 

Viewing the world differently, from a poststructuralist perspective, enabled a 

certain inexplicable release or liberation and greater recognition of my own 

sometimes polarised, linear and essentialist ways of thinking and practice that 

carried its own dangers. Ball (1995, p. 267) claims that the point about theory 

is not that it is simply critical; theory in educational research ought 'to engage 
in struggle, to reveal and undermine what is most invisible and insidious in 

prevailing practices'. 

My curiosity and interest in everyday language use and discourse, along with 
the personal unease with both my own practice and contemporary cultural 
representations of the notion of inclusion, as described above, sowed the 

seeds for my study. As indicated earlier, the nature of my study has evolved 
and changed. My initial research questions were something like 'what is 
inclusion? How can schools become more inclusive? What are people's 
experiences of inclusion? ' These have since been re-worked and re-framed, 
with my changing understandings and have become quite different questions, 
with a shift from the 'what' to the 'how', and to a focus on discourse. I began 
to ask how is inclusion produced and how is the discourse of inclusion 

constituted? Whose interests are served by it? In the next section of this 
chapter I attempt to more fully explain and possibly justify why a 
postmodernist or poststructuralist approach was adopted in my study. 
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Modernity and post-modernity 

Poststructuralist work forms a critique of ontology and epistemology in 

empirical or more scientific approaches to social science (Alvesson, 2002). It 

has the potential to challenge or destabilise dominant paradigms and theories. 

Prevailing models of educational research and practice potentially comprise of 

what Lyotard (1984) has called grand narratives; that is, stories about human 

progress and scientific development that both describe and prescribe what will 

count as individual and institutional development. 

At the heart of modernity is the culture of the enlightenment, founded on 
foundationalist ideas and assumptions such as the centred, rational individual, 

science as 'truth' and a belief in linear social progress and mastery. Grand, 
totalising or meta-narratives that subscribe to a particular 'logic' are 
characteristic of modernism. Derrida refers to 'logo-centrism' to describe the 
totalising impulse which 'reduces heterogeneity to homogeneity, difference to 

an economy of the same, the contingent to the determinate, and the flux to 
the stable and the given' (Usher, 2000, p. 163). 

Corbett (1996, p. 15) contends that the voice of enlightened modernity with 
which we celebrate progress, is a voice of 'power, status and a confident 
authority' that restricts thinking. Corker and Shakespeare maintain that: 

in spite of the ideology of scientific enlightenment and progress, and the 
public celebration of a culture of self-redemption and emancipatory 
hope, large numbers of people remain oppressed within modernism, 
particularly those who are perceived not to meet the modernist ideal of 
the rational independent subject. (Corker and Shakespeare, 2002, p. 2). 

Earlier, I signified that I have, in the past, aligned myself with research that 
may be termed emancipatory. I came to recognize that there are hidden 
power dynamics in such an approach and a theory or research paradigm that 
has an emancipatory desire to be 'right' can contain a will to power and 
therefore a will to a particular truth. An emancipatory discourse, as it becomes 
established as mainstream, can itself become a 'totalizing' or imperialist one. 
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According to Youdell (2006a, p. 41), poststructuralist theory is not a rejection 

of critical theory `it is an additional set of conceptual analytical and political 

tools that might be taken up in order to generate particular types of 

understanding and pursue particular avenues for change'. It retains but re- 

situates what may be termed rights-based 'emancipatory' work, it does not 

necessarily discredit or destroy it. 

Within a poststructuralist understanding of power, the social model of 

disability that I had taught to, is de-stabilized and questioned. The social 

model is, according to Tremain (2005, p. 9) 'a paradigmatic example of a 

juridical conception of power' that fails to take into account other notions of 

power. Corker (1999, p. 627) suggests that the social model of disability is 

'hampered by a modernist conceptual framework'. I suspect that this is what 

was constraining my understandings and troubling my approach to pedagogy 

and practice. There remains a sense in which this emancipatory paradigm 

reinforces existing political and social standpoints and knowledge(s) and 

recreates the relationship between elitist discourses of theory making and 
disability as a form of social oppression (Corker, 1999). 

Poststructuralist and postmodernist approaches to research may be regarded 

as an antidote to the potential totalising dangers within modernism. They call 
into question the foundationalist assumptions of modernistic thought and 
challenge meta-narratives, universals and essentialist ways of thinking that 

can create certain truths about the world. Aspects of poststructuralist 
theorizing can provide useful guidance on ethics and on how we engage with 
others (Allan, 2004), and insight that takes us beyond the literal. It can draw 

attention to the social nature of the world 'out there' that is generally taken for 

granted and challenge what is presented as commonsense. Ball (1995, p. 266) 

observes that such theorizing can help to de-familiarize present practices and 
categories to 'make them seem less self-evident and necessary'. 

A poststructuralist approach can teach us to remain open and to question or 
refuse the certainty that certain contemporary educational theories and their 
epistemic foundations appear to promise. It allows us to recognise that what 
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looks to be `natural', true or unquestionable; what appears to be right and 

moral and beyond reproach, and what seems to be inevitable, can be seen 

and experienced differently. According to St. Pierre (2004) poststructuralism 
demands that we examine our own complicity in the maintenance of social 
injustice. 

An approach that rejects notions of fixed particular truths urges us to think, to 

opt for questions rather than answers, and to critique and seek possibilities 

and experiment, rather than crave control. As McWhorter (2005, p. xvi) 

observes, whatever presses for closure and absolute assurance 'presses for 

an end to vitality... or a kind of death' and 'if we leave things unexamined and 

undisturbed, we diminish our lives and the life around us'. 

Poststructuralist theory can encourage practitioners to see professional 
practice, as all social life, as constructed, and to deconstruct it in order to 

reflect on how to develop more enabling practices (Todd, 2006). As Todd 

(2006) suggests, we can think of society as a text that can be read like a 
book, and, what we look for in order to read society, are the constructed 
ideas-the themes, discourses and narratives-that are all around us that 

come to be given the status of truths. These truths construct norms around 
which people are incited to shape or constitute their lives-they specify 
people's lives. My study may be seen as an exploration of how knowledge 

about inclusion acquires authority or a sense of embodying the 'truth' about it, 
through discourse. 

Rather than arguing for universal 'truths', or meta-narratives, that work to 
explain the way the world 'is' for everyone, the concept of discourse is more 
widely utilized in postmodernist and poststructuralist theories. From a 
poststructuralist perspective, foundational and developmental theories that 
have been used to study the child, education, the curriculum and so on, may 
be viewed as discourses or as taken-for-granted 'truths' that 'systematically 
form the objects about which they speak' (Foucault, 1972, p. 49). 
Poststructuralist theories and approaches encourage a critique of dominant 
discourses and theories of human development, social agency and structure 
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that have been used in the past to seemingly " develop and 'advance' 

educational practice. 

In order for me to unmask pervading 'truths' behind discourses, they needed 

to be located. As indicated in the previous chapter, the process of identifying 

discourses and of reading life as texts may be seen as a form of 

deconstruction. Although I was not attempting to 'formally' or procedurally 
deconstruct texts in my study, I drew upon the poststructurälist notion of 

deconstruction as an approach and as a way of critically reading and 

interpreting texts (life). For me, this was an ethical undertaking. According to 

Parker (1999, cited in Todd, 2006) deconstruction is a process of critical 

reading and an unravelling of terms, loaded terms and tensions between 

terms that construct how we read our place in culture and in our families, and 
in our relationships, and how we think about who we are and what it might be 

possible for us to be. 

Tensions 

Poststructuralist research is tentative and wary of assumptions. It does not 

make claims to truth and may be seen to be incomplete, nihilistic and 

speculative. Graham (2005), a poststructuralist, highlights the problem of how 

a researcher might remain open to poststructuralist undecidability without 
being accused of un-systematised speculation. In addressing this, Graham 
(2005) suggests that a researcher can take caution to be explicit about what 
they are doing and why they are doing it, without trying to dictate what is to be 

done. 

In the field of disability studies, versions of the social model of disability theory 

stress the agency of disabled people in achieving liberation, but within 
poststructuralism, human 'agency' and 'liberation' are questioned. There are 
concerns that poststructuralist thinking may fracture or weaken the political 
struggle behind inclusion as a political project. Oliver (1999, p. 190), for 

example, is highly sceptical and views such an approach as a 'sociological 
drift to irrelevance'. Yet, as Slee and. Allan (2001, p. 176) signify, devoid of 
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deconstruction, 'inclusive education postures as an element within the 

modernist project of schooling' and it 'stands as little more than an epithet for 

assimilation'; an assimilation that is `a form of cultural genocide that denies 

the legitimacy of difference and which also falls on its own academic sword' 

(Slee and Allan, 2001, p. 186). 

There are other tensions in using poststructuralist-oriented research 

approaches, particularly in the current climate that appears to privilege 

'scientific', evidence-based paradigms that measure and produce facts and 

figures. As one UK Government minister once put it at the turn of this century: 

`we are not interested in worthless correlations based on small samples from 

which it is impossible to draw generalisable conclusions' (Blunkett, 2000, 

p. 20). Educational research that tends to be favoured is of the kind that offers 

generalisations and wider application (Nillage et al.; 1998) and 

poststructuralist research does not necessarily aim to do this. It does not talk 

in terms of samples, correlations and generalisations. 

The research emphasis in the UK at present appears to be on a particular 
kind of instrumentalism, with a narrowly conceived accent on improvement in 

pupil attainment which is defined in rigid terms and 'driven by an imperative 

for unproblematic measurement of outcomes' (Prosser and Loxley, 2007, 

p. 56). A postmodernist approach can enable an 'opening up' and an 

embracement of uncertainty or the incomplete, and can provide a welcome 

antidote to this present climate that is seemingly driven by certainty and . 
closure, where everything is taken as given and reduced to a competency or 

standard (Allan, 2004). 

I have so far attempted to show how and why this study came about and to 
illustrate how and why the original focus changed. In the latter part of this 

chapter, I present a brief critique of the discourse and practice of special 
educational needs. As indicated, in the past I have been very much part of 
these discourses and practices and found them to be potentially damaging 

and exclusionary in their effects. 
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Special educational needs discourse and practice: a brief critique 

As stated in Chapter 1, within my own practice, I have found that 'inclusion' 

and 'special educational needs' frequently appear as if they are synonymous 

and are used inter-changeably in talk and text. There appears to be a 

continued, often competing and uneasy alliance between discourses of 

inclusion and traditional, embedded discourses and practices of 'special 

educational needs' (Slee, 2001a and b). Despite ongoing efforts to 

disassociate it from special educational needs, inclusion is still very much 

presented as a special needs issue across educational institutions and 

remains the language of much recent educational policy in England (e. g. 

DfES, 2004;, DfES, 2007). This continued association has been an ongoing 

concern for researchers (e. g. Slee, 2001 a and b; Thomas and Loxley, 2001). 

Vlachou (2004, p. 9) stresses the need to break the 'ghettoization' of inclusion 

as a special education issue. Slee (2001a, p. 116) suggests that inclusive 

education is about all students and it 'asks direct questions, such as Who's 

in? and Who's out? '. Slee and Allan (2001, p. 177) argue that 'inclusive 

education represents a 'fundamental paradigm shift', meaning that traditional 

special education knowledge(s) cannot be reconciled with inclusion. I return to 

the issue of special education and knowledge(s) at the end of this chapter. 

Why might special educational needs - its languages and practices - be seen 

so negatively? Why might a system that has expanded throughout the past 
three decades and is seemingly thriving, be subject to so much criticism? The 

discourses and practice of special educational needs has become pervasive 
in education. It seems to remain a relatively unquestioned notion that has 
become a taken-for-granted signifier. However, the special educational needs 
system, or 'industry' (Tomlinson, 1996), as it operates in either special or 
mainstream schools is, according to its creator, one that is 'beset with 
confusion' (Warnock, 2005, p. 20). 

There is a substantial body of work that questions discourses and practices of 
special educational needs. Thomas and Loxley's, (2001) theoretical 

exploration and Jenny Corbett's (1996) book Bad Mouthing present 
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persuasive arguments about the power of language and the potentially 

damaging effects of special education. Thomas and Loxley (2001) claim that 

special educational needs discourse constructs difference and that special 

education generates a particular reality that has to be lived up to. They 

suggest that practitioners, however unwittingly, seek ways of conforming to it 

and confirming it. I recognise that I have done this within my own practice in 

the past. 

Gillian Fulcher (1989) was one of the earliest writers to apply a theory of 
discourse to the language of special needs and her work has had some 
influence on the construction of my study. Fulcher (1989) enabled me to 

recognise that the way in which children are spoken about in schools has 

effects. Fulcher (1989) signifies that discourses have uses rather than 
inherent meanings and they serve particular interests. She locates several 
discourses; medical; charity; rights; lay and corporate, that she suggests 
construct identities and experiences and it is worth briefly considering them. 

A medical discourse defines individuals by their perceived deficits, rather than 
by external factors. Medical discourse, through its diagnostic language of 
`body, patient, help, need, cure, rehabilitation, and its politics that the doctor 
knows best' (Fulcher, 1989, p. 27), has been seen to dominate special 
educational practices in the past. Within a charity discourse, people become 
tragic figures in need of help. Individuals become defined either as objects of 
pity or sources of inspiration. A rights discourse is characterized by 'self 

reliance, independence, and consumer wants rather than needs' (Fulcher, 
1989, p. 30). A lay discourse is informed by medical and charity discourses, as 
well as fear and prejudice. Corporate discourse is concerned with 'managing 
disability' (ibid. p. 26). These discourses, although distinct in some ways, 
interact with one another and, although Fulcher was writing in the 1980's, they 
remain recognizable in the current context. 

Corbett (1996) suggests that the notion of being 'special' and having 'needs' 
can nurture special identities and distort or deny a sense of self. The 
discourses and practices of special educational needs can signify a deep 
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epistemological attachment to the view that needs are the result of a child's 

individual deficit or impaired pathology (e. g. Brantlinger, 1997). Individuals 

who are pathologized are not only confronted by their own difference, but are 

simultaneously oppressed by a particular knowledge of their difference 

(Billington, 2000). 

Research and knowledge 

According to Slee (2001b, p. 168), special educational needs remains the 

`official knowledge of difference' in schools, partly as a result of science- 

oriented, psycho-medical research paradigms and the particular kinds of 
knowledge produced by them. Thomas and Glenny (2002) argue that the 

result of positivist research into the field of special education is that we have 

too much of the wrong kind of knowledge, a pathologised or essentialist 
knowledge, and too little understanding. 

Research ethics involves an examination of the kind of knowledge(s) that 

research creates and reproduces and a concern for the ways in which closure 
in thinking may be harmful (Allan, 1999). Medicalised and within-child deficit- 

oriented research, as well as firmly fixing the diagnostic and objectifying gaze 

upon the researched, can be reductionist and promote singular meanings and 

closure in thinking. At the very least, it can focus on the inside and fail to 

engage with the wider social, cultural and political processes at work in 

society that shape identities and create and reproduce conceptualisations of 
otherness. Research 'on' children and on their 'needs' may help to sustain the 
`myth of progress' and reinforce the notion that disability is intrinsic to the child 
(Allan, 1999). 

According to Allan (1999, p. 14), research on inclusion requires 'significant 
epistemological shifts in order to challenge the foundationalist basis of special 
education knowledge'. Allan (2008, p. 46) also suggests that the continuing 
domination of research in inclusion by the special education paradigm 
appears 'impossible to shake off. For tunately, there are now more research 
paradigms and different approaches to the study of inclusion that shake the 

30 



epistemological tree of traditional knowledge production (Slee, 1997) and 

research in the area of inclusive education is now multidimensional and is 

challenging the status quo (Barton, 2004). It was hoped that my study would 
in some small way add to this growing body of work. 

*** 

In this chapter, I aimed to provide a brief personal history to show how my 
experiences, changing ontology and unease with my own practice have 
helped to shape and inform my study. I described just some of the powerful 
changes and transformations that have occurred in. relation to ways of seeing 
and understanding the world and I later return to reflect upon these changes 
in the final chapter. 

In helping to situate my study, I provided a brief critique of discourses relating 
to 'special educational needs' and suggested that traditional special 
educational needs research can produce a particular kind of knowledge that, 

rather than assist the project of inclusion as a political project, potentially 
reproduces forms of exclusion. 

The focus of my study is on inclusion and its discourses. To re-cap, I aimed to 

explore how contemporary discourses are constructed to help address the 
research question: whose interests are served by the way inclusion is talked 
about and represented in education in the present context? I was not 
anticipating that there would be a fast and easy answer to this question. I was 
anticipating and assuming that the discourse of inclusion might in some way 
be connected or related to long-standing discourses and practices of special 
educational needs and the potential (ethical) dilemma that this assumption 
presented is discussed in further detail in Chapter 4. 

It was anticipated that by explicating its discourses, my study might contribute 
to the growing body of work that takes a poststructuralist approach to 
inclusion (e. g. Allan, 2008; Graham, 2007; Graham and Slee, 2008) and that 
counteracts traditionalist or scientific-oriented approaches, in the struggle for 
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social justices. In the next chapter, I present the notion of discourse as I 

understand it. I select aspects of the work of Foucault that have helped to 

construct a theoretical framework for my study and then go on to consider the 

context in which contemporary discourses of inclusion operate. 
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CHAPTER 3: DISCOURSE AND PRACTICE 

Introduction 

This chapter, as the title suggests, is about discourse and practice. It is 

organised into three sections that come under the headings of 'Discourse', 

'Discipline' and 'Context'. The first section, 'Discourse', opens with a 

consideration of some of the many different ways in which the term can be 

used, and I present the notion of discourse as it is understood in my study. 

Aspects of Foucault's work that have helped in the construction of a 

theoretical and methodological framework for my study are then presented. I 

consider the relationship between discourse, power and knowledge and in the 

second section, 'Discipline', I highlight Foucault's notion of power as a form of 
discipline and discuss its relevance to education and schooling. I relate 
disciplinary techniques to the school context to show how Foucault's ideas on 

disciplinary power, normalisation and surveillance have relevance to practices 

relating to schooling, particularly in the domain of special educational needs. I 

then consider the relationship between discourse, as power-knowledge, and 
identity. In the final section of this chapter, I consider the context that is 

characterised as a neo-liberal one. 

Discourse 

Discourse and discourse analysis is a multi-faceted and diverse area and it is 
difficult to speak of discourse or discourse analysis as a single unitary entity of 
study (Ainsworth and Hardy, 2004). The term 'discourse' is used in different 

ways for different purposes in diverse fields of social enquiry, including socio- 
linguistics, anthropology, sociology, philosophy, cultural studies and social 
and cognitive psychology. There are differences in emphasis, between and 
within the fields of enquiry, in how discourse is used and understood; just as 
there are some similarities between them. There is also the emergent 
discipline of 'discourse studies' itself; a relatively new field which is 
interdisciplinary in its approach. 

33 



Mills (1997) suggests that within the complex disciplinary and theoretical 

range of meaning, it is difficult to track down the meanings of discourse and 
that the disciplinary context in which the term occurs is more important in 

trying to determine which meanings are being brought into play. It is the 

constraints that bind disciplinary structures that determine the meaning of the 

term. Bacchi (2005) suggests that although the term has become ubiquitous, 

with considerable confusion about intended meanings, it is inconsistent to 

search for a 'correct' definition of discourse because the whole idea of 
discourse is that definitions play an important part in delineating knowledge. 

Wetherell et al. 's (2001) volume of work on discourse is diverse and 
demonstrates just a part of the range of uses, understandings and enquiry to 

which discourse has given rise. They present studies that exemplify styles of 
discourse research or discourse analytics that are most relevant to the social 
sciences. Their volume distinguishes between and illustrates the various (and 

by no means inexhaustible) forms and aspects of discourse research, such as 

conversation analysis and ethno-methodology; interactional socio-linguistics; 
ethnography; discursive psychology; critical linguistics; critical discourse 

analysis, and Bakhtinian and Foucauldian research. Wetherell (2001) signifies 
that these selected domains and other 'traditions' or approaches to discourse 

within the social sciences include epistemological claims, concepts and 
clearly marked out theoretical domains, as well as distinctive understandings 
and uses of 'discourse'. Each domain of enquiry has its preferred research 
topic and sphere of operation and some are easier to separate than others. 
The distinction between, for example, critical work in socio-linguistics, 
interactional socio-linguistics and the ethnography of communication are 
'difficult to disentangle'; whereas the differences between conversation 
analysis and Foucauldian research are 'more obvious' (Wetherell, 2001, p. 6). 
Wetherell (2001) suggests that the commonality or starting point of reference 
that underlies the use of discourse in various disciplines, and in and across 
fields of study, is that the study of discourse (at a fundamental level) is the 
study of language in use and meaning making. 
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Mills (1997) signifies that the term discourse originated in the 1960's from the 

field of language studies and linguistics and initially referred to whole units of 

speech (conversations) and the speech community in which these units were 

communicated. Within linguistics, discourse is usually used to refer to 

language and linguistic structures above the level of the sentence and 

describes language in use (both textual and spoken). The interest of socio- 

linguistic analysts is language in use, discourse structures and meanings, and 

indicates a sensitivity to interpretive and conceptual schemas (Bacchi, 2005). 

Examples of this kind of social and interpretive understanding and. use of 

'discourse' would be Potter and Wetherell's (1987) explorations that aimed to 

unearth inconsistency, variability and contradiction in talk or Billig's (1996) 

study that illuminated the argumentative qualities of rhetoric. 

Gee (2005) distinguishes between 'big d' and 'little D' discourses. 'Little d' 

discourses are those that are socio-linguistic or 'language-in-use' discourses 

and are used, for example, in conversation analysis. Gee (2005) explains that: 

When "little d" discourse (language-in-use) is melded integrally with 
nonlanguage "stuff" to enact specific identities and activities, then, I say 
that "big D" Discourses are involved. We are all members of many, a 
great many, different Discourses, Discourses which often influence each 
other in positive and negative ways, and which sometimes breed with 
each other to create new hybrids. (Gee, 2005, p. 7) 

Gee (2005) regards 'big D' discourse as social practices, mental entities, 

material realities and as a 'form of life'. Zeeman (2002) also suggests that 

constructionist researchers study discourses as if they were living entities. 
Those interested in discourse from a' critical and political perspective (e. g. 
Fairclough, 1989; Van Dijk, 1997) would also agree that discourse is different 
to, or extends beyond, 'little d' discourse or technical descriptions of textual 

analysis and language in use. Fairclough (1989, p. 22), for example, clearly 
defines his terms as a critical discourse analyst and regards discourse as 
language use that is 'a social practice that is socially determined'. The term 
'discourse' is used here to refer to the whole process of social interaction of 
which language and text is just a part. For critical discourse analysts, 
discourses are political as much as social phenomena: 'whenever people 
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speak, listen, write, read or act, they do so in ways that are determined 

socially and have social impacts' (Fairclough, 1989, p. 23). Discourse, beyond 

linguistics and language in use, becomes 'language use relative to social, 

political and cultural formations. It is language reflecting the social order and 

shaping individual's interaction with society' (Jaworski and Coupland, 1999, 

p. 7). 

Critical discourse analysis is, according to Johnstone (2002), rooted in neo- 

Marxist and critical cultural theory. It tends to consider language and 

discourse as a social practice in relation to power and ideology, and power is 

largely presented as a juridical force of domination. It also, according to 

Wetherell (2001), tends to separate, and look at the relations between, 

discursive and material practices, and takes a materialist or realist position. In 

critical discourse analysis, (a broad 'field' within itself), subjects (or 

individuals) are represented as discourse users or as agents of discourse 

(Bacchi, 2005). Potter and Wetherell (1990) suggest that discourse is a 

situated practice and in analysing discourse the task is to study both how 

people use discourse and how discourse uses people. 
f 

Despite the association of critical discourse analysis with poststructuralist 
influences, there are some differences between a critical approach to 
discourse and what may be termed a more Foucauldian understanding of 
discourse. To borrow Potter and Wetherell's (1990) terms, the latter would be 

more likely to consider how discourse uses people rather than how people 
use discourse. From within a Foucauldian conception of discourse, as 
discussed in the next section of this chapter, power is not necessarily a 
juridical force of domination and is presented differently. Rather than thinking 
of individuals as oppressed by power relations, they are 'the prime effects of 
power' (Foucault, 1980, p. 98). A researcher who takes a Foucauldian 
approach to discourse is also more likely to view reality as discursively 
constructed and discourses as systems of thought that are contingent upon, 
as well as informing, material practices. It is this understanding of discourse, 
and of language and discourse as being constitutive as opposed to being 
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referential, that I draw upon and it is the version or approach that broadly 

features in my study. 

*** 

We don't speak the discourse, the discourse speaks us. 
Ball (1990) 

Although discourse is largely invisible it is powerful. Luke (1995) suggests that 

we are imprinted by, or watermarked, by discourse from an early age. 

Discourses carry particular rationalities. They map out what can be said and 

understood and inform our thinking about how we should be and how we 

should act in the world. We are open to a range of discourses and draw upon 
'recognisable' discourses that allow the opportunity for making sense of our 
selves and the world. Once a discourse becomes 'normal' and 'natural', it is 
difficult to think and act outside it (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 485). Different 
discourses present their particular versions of the social world and may be 

seen as practices that fit particular societies needs (Goödley, 2004). Alluding 
to Foucault's notion of discourse, Hall (1997) writes that: 

discourses are ways of referring to or constructing knowledge about a 
particular topic of practice: a cluster (or formation) of ideas, images and 
practices, which provide ways of talking about, forms of knowledge and 
conduct associated with, a particular topic, social activity or institutional 
site in society. (Hall, 1997, p. 6). 

In addition to the above, I found Youdell's (2006a) description of discourses to 
be particularly apt in relation to my exploration of inclusion as a 
commonsense practice. Informed by Foucault's notion of discourse, Youdell 

(2006a, p. 36) suggests that they are bodies of ideas that produce and 

regulate the world in their own terms, 'rendering some things common sense 

and other things nonsensical'. They operate laterally across local institutional 

sites and, as I discuss later in this chapter, they have a constructive function 

in forming and shaping human identities and actions. Within Foucauldian 

theorising, discourse is presented as a realm in which institutions, norms, 
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forms of subjectivity or individuality and social practices are constituted and 
'made to appear natural' (Tonkiss, 1998, p. 247) or commonsensical. 
Fairclough (1989) alludes to the similarities between Foucault's work on 
'discourse' and the Gramscian concept of hegemony. 

Luke (1995) suggests that Foucault's theorization of the constitutive and 
disciplinary properties of discursive practices within relations of power is a 
demonstration of the postmodern concern with how language works to not 
only produce meaning, but also to produce particular kinds of objects and 
subjects, upon whom, and through which, particular relations of power are 
realized. I am working from the understanding that neither language, nor 
power relations that operate in school, are transparent or benign; they have 
hidden (disciplinary) effects. 

I regarded drawing upon Foucault and his ideas as a risk. Why 'risk' referring 
to Foucault? As Allan (1999) points out, Foucault has been seen as a fast and 
loose historian, and a pessimist. However, his 'box of tools', or books, lectures, 
interviews and ideas therein, can help to understand invisible forces of control 
and restraint that are part of the taken for granted discourses and practices 
that are all around us. Foucault writes that: 

The real political task... is to criticise the working of institutions which 
appear to be both neutral and independent; to criticise them in such a 
manner that the political violence which has always exercised itself 
obscurely through them will be unmasked. (Foucault, in Rabinow, 1991, 
p. 6). 

A Foucauldian approach can represent a welcome and refreshing departure 
from technicist-empiricist accounts of inclusion that have 'tended to dominate 
the research field' (Allan, 1999, p. 28) and have created their own forms of 
political violence. Allan (2008, p. 86) suggests that Foucault's work overturned 
understandings of modern phenomena: 'driving home the realization that 

where we might think we have greater freedom, we are, in reality, more tightly 

constrained than ever before'. Progressive narratives surrounding inclusion 

may suggest that things are moving forward and are better or freer than 
before, but Foucault allows us to see that this is not necessarily so. I agree 
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with Cannella (1999, p. 37) who suggests that Foucault's work has provided 

'multiple sights' from which to view the impersonal and invisible forces that 

play roles in the construction of who we are and how our life alternatives are 
defined. 

Scheurich and Bell McKenzie (2005, p. 842) are 'somewhat grumpy, surly and 

dissatisfied' about how Foucault 'has most frequently been read' and, more 

particularly, 'used' in education. They suggest that: 

Probably the most popular use, or abuse, is to cherry pick one concept 
such as 'panapticon' or 'disciplinary society' and then use that one 
concept within a more traditional critical framework, even though there 
are epistemological contradictions. (Scheurich and Bell McKenzie, 2005, 
p. 859). 

By referring to Foucault I am not in any way making a claim that I am a 
'Foucauldian scholar' or 'expert', and in this respect my contribution may fuel 

Scheurich and Bell-McKenzie's ire. Rather, I have chosen to select (or cherry 

pick? ) and present some of his ideas that helped in the construction of a 
theoretical framework for my study. 

In the. next section of this chapter I present some aspects of Foucault's work 
that have influenced, but not determined, the way that I approached discourse 

and practice. Concepts such as discursive formations, enunciations, 

statements, and discursive practices that feature in his earlier archaeological 

work (Scheurich and Bell McKenzie, 2005) are particularly relevant to my 

study. 

In his archaeological work, Foucault focused on the limits of discourse 

(Bingham, 2002) and referred to them as 'practices that systematically form 

the objects of which they speak' (Foucault, 1972, p. 49). In his later 

genealogies, Foucault focused on an analysis of power relations and their 
(disciplinary) technologies. He was concerned with the way that certain forms 

of discourse 'become invested by power' (Bingham, 2002, p. 360). 

Genealogical analysis considers the ways that discursive practices become 
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employed by various 'regimes' of power, and how established discourses get 

subjected to investment and control (ibid. p. 361). Again, some of the ideas 

within this phase of Foucault's work can offer 'multiple' and helpful sights (sic) 

from which to view discourses and practices of inclusion. 

The statement and discursive formations 

I am interested in language and how it is used and the relationship of 

language to other social processes and to practice. In my study, I focus on 

things said about inclusion and, in particular, on statements made about it. 

Groups of statements provide a language for talking about something, but 

they also provide a way of producing a particular kind of knowledge about 

something. Foucault describes 'the statement' not as a linguistic unit but as 'a 

function' (1972, p. 98) that is recognisable and secures power relations. The 

statement as function can be theorised as a discursive junction box in which 

words and things intersect and become invested with particular relations of 

power (Graham, 2005). The statement 'enables rules or forms to become 

manifest' (Foucault, 1972, p. 99). In his archaeological work and in'theorising 

the tactics related to the production of psychiatric 'truth' and the development 

of a power-knowledge specific to the human sciences (Graham, 2005), 

Foucault looks to describe statements and to: 

describe the enunciative function of which they are bearers, to analyse 
the conditions in which this function operates, to cover the different 
domains that this function presupposes and the way in which those 
domains are articulated. (Foucault, 1972, p. 86-87). 

In so doing, Foucault notes that `psychiatric discourse finds a way of limiting 
its domain, of defining what it is talking about, of giving it the status of an 
object - and therefore of making it manifest, nameable and describable' (ibid. 

p. 46). The statement is a function of dividing practices and may be 

understood as a thing that is said that privileges a particular way of seeing 
and that codifies certain practices (Graham, 2005). 
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Although there are an infinite number of ways to formulate statements, the 

statements that are produced within a specific area or domain of. discourse 

although they may be worded differently can be similar and repetitive. Some 

statements are never uttered and would never be accepted or recognized as 

meaningful. The historical 'rules' of the particular domain of discourse restrict 

or delimit what is possible to say. 

For Foucault, discourses inhabit a realm or discursive formation. A discursive 

formation is the way meanings are connected together in a particular 
discourse. Discursive formations are described as systems of dispersion, in 

that they consist of the relations between parts of a discourse: 

... whenever one can define a regularity (an order, correlations, positions 
and functions, transformation) we will. say for the sake of convenience 
that we are dealing with a discursive formation. (Foucault, 1972, p. 38). 

The rules of formation are conditions of existence in a given discursive 
division (ibid. p. 38). The regularity of statements both in general form and in 
dispersion, come to represent the discursive field. This discursive field can be 
traced or linked to a field of power-knowledge and to practice. In my study, I 

aimed to 'map the surface of emergence' (Foucault, 1972, p. 41) of discourse 

and locate statements, discursive regularities and fields of formation (around 
inclusion) and to explore the knowledge(s) that are privileged through these 
fields or formations and how they can speak things into existence (Graham, 
2005). 

Discourses are not necessarily fixed but are more fluid or mobile and 
opportunistic. They draw upon existing discourses about an issue, whilst 
utilizing, interacting with, and being mediated by other dominant discourses, 
'to produce potent and new ways of conceptualising an issue' (Carabine, 
2001, p. 269). Discontinuities and dis junctures can occur that can re-frame a 
discourse and rupture a knowledge system. Rupture is possible only on the 
basis of the discourse rules that are already in operation and is a 
rearrangement of the epsiteme, where new rules of discursive . formations co- 
exist with existing ones. In my study, I sought to locate discourses that I felt 
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represented dis-junctures or ruptures in existing 'recognisable' discourses that 

surround inclusion and to relate any perceived dis junctures to the 

contemporary context. I now turn to consider Foucault's notion of disciplinary 

power to show how this has relevance to my study. 

Power 

As indicated earlier, from a Foucauldian perspective, discourse is connected 
to power. I have so far alluded to discourse in relation to knowledge(s) and to 

power, but the notion of power that is presented is quite distinct and perhaps 
requires further explanation. Foucault makes a distinction between a 
sovereign type of power, which is held and exercised, and a power that is 

circulatory and functions like a piece of machinery. Foucault states that: 

power is not something that is acquired, seized or shared... power is 
exercised from innumerable points, in the interplay of non-egalitarian 
and mobile relations. (Foucault, 1978, p. 94). 

The power that is described is the kind that produces; ̀ it produces domains of 
objects and rituals of truth' (Foucault, 1977, p. 194). Foucault's reconfiguration 
or reformation of power also entails a reformulation of the way in which the 

subject (or individual) is understood (Youdell, 2006a and b) and this is further 
discussed later in this section of this chapter. For Foucault, power and 
knowledge are inextricably linked and bound together: 

Power and knowledge directly imply one another... there is no power 
relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor 
any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same 
time power relations. (Foucault, 1977, p. 27). 

The joinings of power-knowledge are called 'technologies' (Rabinow, 1991, 
17). Knowledge in this respect becomes a matter of how particular things 
come to be seen as 'true'. The effects of the power-knowledge complex are 
relayed through different discourses: 'it is in discourse that power and 
knowledge are joined together' (Foucault, 1978, p. 100). Discourse is, in a 
sense, a vehicle for power-knowledge: 
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in a society... there are manifold relations of power which permeate, 
characterise and constitute the social body, and these relations of power 
cannot themselves be established, consolidated nor implemented 
without the production, accumulation, circulation and functioning of a 
discourse. (Foucault, 1980a, p. 93). 

As stated earlier, discourses can be understood as an amalgam of material 
practices and forms of (power) knowledge that are linked together and this is 

how I interpreted them in my study. They carry, create or configure 
knowledge(s), or a knowledge system, that is related to a particular historical 

period in time (Foucault, 1972). Just as power and knowledge are discursive, 

so is truth. Truth is bound up with power and with struggle: 

Truth is a thing of the world: it is produced only by virtue of multiple 
forms of constraint. And it induces regular effects of power. Each society 
has its regime of truth, its general politics of truth: that is, the types of 
discourse which it accepts and makes function as true. 
(Foucault, 1980, p. 131). 

Truth, connected to power-knowledge, Is produced according to the 
prevailing discursive regimes of different societies' (MacLure, 2003, p. 178). 
Foucault was interested in ways in which social and cultural locations fed 

upon discourses that masquerade as 'truths' (Goodley, 2004, p. 114) and this 
is of particular interest in my study as I attempted to locate the discursive 
commonsense 'truths' of inclusion. 

Discipline 

In Discipline and Punish (1977) Foucault traces how modern forms of 
punishment and correction subtly focus on the reform of the soul as opposed 
to the physical punishment of the body. The focus switches from judgements 
on behaviour to judgements on very being; from what people do to what they 
are. The penal system and punishment became a 'strange scientifico-juridical 
complex' (Foucault, 1977, p. 19) that is not just a judgement of guilt but an 
'assessment of normality and a technical prescription for a possible 
normalisation' (ibid. p. 20-21) which applies throughout society, not just to 
criminals. 
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One effect of the new penal regime was not to punish criminals but rather'to 
normalise the larger population in terms of correct behaviour (Sheurich and 
McKenzie, 2005, p. 845). Foucault's Discipline and Punish: 

is intended as a correlative history of the modern soul and of a new 
power to judge; a genealogy of the present scientifico-legal complex 
from which the power to punish derives its bases, justifications and rules. 
(Foucault, 1977, p. 23). 

One of the primary objects of discipline 'is to fix; it is an anti-nomadic 
technique' (ibid. p. 218). It is worth noting that in his analysis of discipline, 
Foucault was referring to discipline in both senses of the word: as a form of 
correction and as an area of study or as a body of knowledge. He claimed that 
`The Enlightenment, which discovered the liberties, also invented the 
disciplines' (Foucault, 1977, p. 222). Disciplines: 

... characterise, classify, specialise; they distribute along a scale, around 
a norm, hierarchise individuals in relation to one another and, if 
necessary, disqualify and invalidate. (Foucault, 1997, p. 223). 

According to Foucault, scientific 'disciplines' govern our thinking and: 

... are defined by groups of objects, methods... the interplay of rules and 
definitions, of techniques and tools: all these constitute a sort of 
anonymous system... without there being any question of their meaning 
or their validity being derived from whoever happened to invent them. 
(Foucault, 1972, p. 222). 

The disciplines are a form of rationality or way we make meaning of the social 
world and every day lives. Disciplines (as rationalities) and their techniques 
exert their effects ̀ by making us objects to know, control and regulate' (Millei, 
2005, p. 132). As I later show in my reading of my data, the discipline that 
appears to be privileged in relation to inclusion, and that makes us objects to 
know, control and regulate, is psychology. 

*** 

44 



Is it surprising that prisons resemble factories, schools, barracks, 
hospitals, which all resemble prisons? 
(Foucault, 1977, p. 228) 

Foucault offers the concept of 'disciplinary power': 'the chief function of which 
is to train' (Foucault, 1977. p. 170). Disciplinary technologies and techniques, 

linked to power-knowledge, are understood to constitute and circulate through 

discourses and discursive practices that constitute social life (Youdell, 2006b) 

and they are developed in institutional regimes, such as the school. Schools 

can be understood as disciplinary institutions 'in which the discursive 

practices that constitute social life are permeated by the localised effects of 

disciplinary power' (ibid. ). Foucault (1977, p. 176) suggested, 'a relation of 

surveillance, defined and regulated, is at the heart of the practice of teaching 

and is inherent to it'. 

Disciplinary power needs particular mechanisms to enable it to function 

effectively. According to Foucault: 

the success of disciplinary power derives no doubt from the use of 
simple instruments; hierarchical observation, normalising judgement and 
their combination in a procedure that is specific to it, the examination 
(Foucault, 1977, p. 170). 

I now turn to briefly consider how hierarchical observation, normalising 
judgement and the examination, as mechanisms of surveillance, relate to 

education and schooling. 

Hierarchical observation is a form of surveillance that distributes individuals in 
a continuous field and is a means of making it possible for a single gaze to 
see everything constantly' (Foucault, 1977, p. 173). On surveillance, Foucault 
writes: 

A relation of surveillance, defined and regulated, is inscribed at the heart 
of the practice of teaching, not as an additional or adjacent part, but as a 
mechanism that is inherent to it and which increases its efficiency. (Foucault, 1977, p. 176). 
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