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Abstract

In Australia there are a significant proportion of young people existing in debilitating
lives, who, for a range of reasons, are no longer attending school. In this thesis | ask,
what work is required of schools to reconcile these young people with education
following their, often, incapacitating engagements with educational and social

disadvantage and exclusion.

This thesis comes from an eighteen month ethnographic study conducted across the
four school sites of one Australian organisation, Youth Off The Streets (YOTS).
Fieldwork involved the use of two ethnographic techniques: in-depth interviews with
20 young people and 18 staff, and observations of over 100 staff, young people,
volunteers, parents and community members. The use of ethnographic techniques has
been combined with a document analysis that argues for an understanding of these

young people as educationally ‘displaced’.

| have drawn predominantly on the work of Foucault and his understandings of power
relations as the vehicle of analysis. In particular his work on states of domination,
sovereign power, silence and freedom have been useful in developing an understanding
of young people’s lives as embedded in complexity and chaos through a range of
debilitating relationships. This has been combined with the work of Goffman, Lyng and
Hope to frame these young people as skilled ‘edgeworkers’. | argue that through
YOTS’s construction of a number of conditions that involve the production of
alternative knowledges, the realisation of relations of care and practices of care, and an
innovative use of power relations that create freedom, the staff at the YOTS schools
have been able to begin a process of reconciliation between these young people and

their education.
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Conventions and Abbreviations

| have applied a number of conventions throughout this thesis. In general, the

following conventions apply to quotes taken from the interview transcripts.

Interview Transcript Conventions:

All people and place names throughout this thesis are pseudonyms except for Youth

Off the Streets (YOTS), who have been named with permission (see Appendix ).

.... Dots indicate a pause by the speaker that | considered longer than might be

indicated by a comma. The more dots the longer the pause.

[...] Square brackets indicate transcript data that has been removed as it does not
contribute, add or detract from the discussion. This also applies to quotes from

referenced sources.

(--.) Round brackets have been used to indicate interview data that could not be

transcribed from audio recordings.

Italicised speech in transcriptions — | have used italics to identify my words, questions and
statements from interviews as the interviewer. These have generally been removed

but were sometimes needed to set the context of participant responses.

Other Conventions:

‘disengaged’ — Inverted commas have been used as a way of indicating contested

notions throughout the thesis.

Abbreviations/Acronyms

YOTS Youth Off The Streets

NSW New South Wales

DEC/DET Department of Education and Communities — formerly Department of
Education and Training

DoCS/FACS Family and Community Services and Department of Community
Services

JJ)’s/Juvie Juvenile Justice
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Section | — Setting the Scene

Section | — Setting the Scene

This section presents the background to the study and an overview of the rest of the

thesis.

Chapter | provides an outline of the thesis, motivation for the study, the research
questions, a brief overview of my methodological choices and theoretical
conceptualisations, the literature review, and a definition of terms that form the basis

of the thesis.

Chapter 2 explores the research questions, discusses my methodological approach to
this research, and explains how | generated, analysed and presented the data. The
chapter explores the elements that | needed to consider in terms of ethics and
sensitivity, outlines my theoretical response which focuses on Foucaultian
understandings of power, and explores issues that arose in the presentation of the

data.
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Chapter | — Introduction

Chapter | — Introduction

Identifying the Challenge

| remember my first school. | went to the kindy there and the school. Um,
walking up through the gate. Kids are in the sand pit and some others playing
on the swings down there and you got a big green gate that goes all the way
around the kindy separating it from the, the little kids school to the big kids
school. And you walk through the gate and you got all these little tables and
these little chairs and you got kids standing up there painting on boards. And
other kids building with blocks, making things out of old boxes and stuff. [...] |

want to get into something. Give me something to do! (Claire)

What were you thinking that made you walk out of class?

The teacher’s a fucking idiot. Most of the one’s | knew, | always thought they
were all idiots and | couldn’t get along with none of them. [...] | was fourteen
when | left school. [...] | just got the shits with the principal and | ended up
just chucking stuff at the principal. And then he sort of didn’t want me there
anymore. And | vandalised his car and he didn’t like that. [...] Umm, break
and enter, stealing, evading police. Ahh, assaulting a police officer after | broke
into my high school and trashed it, that was the place | broke into. [...]
Breach of bail and AVO orders and all that. (Claire)

| couldn’t see nothing that could change my mind when | was back then ‘cause |
was still just young and wild and wanting to rebel. But now I'm older its like . .
if | got now . . . | could take it back with me then . . . finish my schooling and

yeah, no worries. (Claire)

These extracts were taken from interviews for a postgraduate course | was doing,
conducted just prior to commencing this research. The extracts paint three very
different pictures of school experience. Such vivid contrasts become even more
striking when it is understood that the extracts are stories from the same young life.
They start with memories Claire has of being a little girl on her first day of school — so
obviously entranced with the idea of learning and the place where it is all encountered.

When this is contrasted with the violence and anger that ended Claire’s school life, it



Section | — Setting the Scene

raises the question as to what happened in the intervening years to cause such a brutal
change. How could a young girl go from showing such delight in learning to such
rebellion? Four years later, Claire had gone back to learning — just not at a school. In
the interview Claire told me she would now love to work with disabled children and
was completing literacy and numeracy courses run through a local programme which
was helping her finish her NSW School Certificate by distance education. She also
expressed sincere regret at having ‘wasted’ the learning time she had when she was at
school. Somehow, she had come to a place in her life where she wanted to learn.
Given her previous experiences, | wondered what had tipped the balance and allowed

her to come back to learning?

Claire’s final experiences of education expose the possibility that a young person,
operating at the extremes of ‘disengagement’ can reclaim a desire to learn. Her
circumstances illustrated for me that, despite her debilitating experiences and violent
response to education at one time, it was possible to reconcile with education. In
general, most of these ‘types’ of young people end up out of school and go on to live
lives that remain just as disadvantaged and ‘disengaged’ as when they either left or, like
Claire, were removed from school. Claire’s return to some form of education after
her destructive schooling experiences is not the norm. However, it does happen and

can be successful.

Given that Claire was 18 at the time of this interview, her changed circumstances
could be attributed to her ‘maturity’. However, for me, she had inspired another set
of questions. What | wanted to understand was whether it was possible for this
reconciliation to happen beyond Claire’s experience? And, if it were, how was it
possible for other young people to become able and willing to learn when they had
previously found it impossible? What now made it possible for them to ‘be educated’?

This thesis aims to address these types of questions.

In this thesis | am not concerned with the success or failure of a particular set of
strategies and pedagogies. This has been covered extensively by researchers in the
Australian context, such as McGregor and Mills (2012), Davies et al (201 1), Polidano et
al (2012), Smyth (2006, 2010), te Riele (2007, 2008b, 201 I) and Francis and Mills

(2012). Instead my aim is to explore how a set of conditions, established by one



Chapter | — Introduction

organisation, functioned to promote reconciliation. My study explores how young
people’s educational connections with learning might be reconciled through an
interrogation of the types of conditions that allow ‘disengaged’ young people to make
re-connections with education. | have identified the more significant conditions that
contribute to the construction of young people’s educational ‘disengagement’ leading
to their severed educational relationships, and also those conditions that contribute to
young people’s reconciliation with education. An exploration of these conditions

exposes how they work to both prevent and permit educational reconciliation.

My starting assumption for this research was that such reconciliations are very difficult
within the constraints of mainstream schooling. This assumption is supported by
Australian researchers such as Smyth (see for example 2002, 2010, 201 1), and te Riele
(20064, 2006b, 2008a, 201 I), and, | would suggest, by the study described in this thesis.
| therefore looked to the ways educational reconciliation might be enabled and
supported in contexts outside of mainstream schooling. The Youth Off The Streets
(YOTS) organisation, the site for this project, has provided that context. YOTS is an
organisation that has a strong reputation for succeeding in making these types of
reconnections with and for ‘disengaged’ young people. YOTS was established in 1991
by Father Chris Riley. His aim was to target the needs of “hardcore” young people
who were homeless and “crisis affected” (YOTS 2012b: 8). Funding for the
organisation came from government, from private donations and fundraising activities,
and was used to support a range of programmes for the young people which included
the four school sites included in this study. As | have identified YOTS as the site of
this research (with YOTS approval), | have included limited information other than
what is already publically available about the organisation. Briefly, the YOTS Mission
Statement (YOTS 2012c) states “Youth Off The Streets is helping disconnected young
people to discover greatness within, by engaging, supporting and providing
opportunities to encourage and facilitate positive life choices.” The YOTS schools
therefore provided a space in which young people were able to reconnect both with
their education and from there, with life in general. YOTS also provided a space
where | could interrogate the ‘conditions’ that enabled the YOTS young people to re-

establish a relationship with their education.

This research seeks to both challenge significant and educationally dominant
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understandings and practices about ‘deficit’ discourses, and to extend on a smaller but
growing area of sociocultural research concerning ‘disengaged’ young people by
addressing the question:

What work is required of educators to create educational contexts and conditions that

reconcile educationally displaced young people with their education?

This will be further explored through the following sub questions:

I. What discourses are drawn on in mainstream education to describe
‘disengaged’ young people and how do these discourses impact on the
education of ‘disengaged’ young people?

2. What educational discourses and practices are deployed at YOTS, as an
atypical educational setting?

3. How do these discourses and practices work to build reconciliation between

young people and their learning?

Young People, Educational Exclusion and ‘Disengagement’

Concern for the education of particular ‘types’ of young people — disengaged,
disaffected, disadvantaged, disenfranchised, marginalised, ‘at risk’ are just some of the
many terms drawn on — is an issue in Australia and internationally. The prominence of
this concern is typified in a UNESCO report, Focus — Educating Teenagers (Muller and
Murtagh 2003: 4), which begins,

Classes have swollen and are increasingly filled with youngsters from more
diverse social and cultural backgrounds. Teachers are hard put to deal with the

problem of these teenagers at the most delicate period of their lives.

The report portrays classrooms as being places that exhibit a distinct lack of learning
and where teachers appear powerless to “impose discipline in their classes. Peace and
quiet seems to be especially elusive” (Muller and Murtagh 2003: 5). The realistic
provision of education seems to provide significant difficulties for educators when
applied to segments of the youth population, especially those young people

‘disengaged’ from formal schooling.

Existing statistics conservatively estimate that currently, between 20-27% of young
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people in Australia experience difficulties with education. Most of the statistical data |
have drawn on equates educational ‘disengagement’ with the numbers of young people
who are no longer involved in any form of education. | have used this data while still
recognising that ‘disengagement’ requires a far greater contextual understanding than
just young people ‘not attending school’. The literature draws on a range of terms to
establish the set of statistical data. These include: young people considered to be ‘at
risk’ of not completing education; educationally marginalised young people; and
disadvantaged young people. Despite my aversion to these types of terminology in
general, the statistics cited around this terminology do give some idea as to the
numbers of young people considered to be ‘disengaged’ from education in Australia.
When looking at proportions of Australian young people ‘at risk’ of not completing
their education, Campbell (2004) and Smyth (2005) suggest 25%; Mosen-Lowe et al
(2009) in 2 more recent study in Western Australia suggests 27%; McGregor and Mills
(2011) suggest around 26% based on an OECD report on Australia; and the ABS
(2012) states that 20% of young people did not complete Year 12 in 201 1. Recent
government media releases in April 2011 (Karvelas 201 1) and November 2012 (Curtis,
2012) report that over 40,000 young people aged 15-17 and 27.5% of young people
aged 18-24 years are considered disengaged from education, a number that continues
to increase even with the reported $120 million worth of funding allocated to a
number of educational programmes. These statistics do, however, need to be read
with a certain amount of caution. The ABS (2012), for example, suggests that the
amount of young people ‘at risk’ of not finishing their education is reducing. The ABS
(2005) reported 33% of young people ‘at risk’ of not completing their education in
2004 compared with only 20% in 201 1. However, this is in direct contradiction to
other government reports. Reductions, based on levels of Year |2 completion, could
perhaps be attributed to such changes as the recent increase of the school leaving age
rather than to any real reduction in ‘at riskness’ or ‘disengagement’. | would also
suggest that despite these possible reductions, these statistics still represent far too
many young lives. The majority of studies present statistics of between 25-27%,

representing approximately 7—-8 young people in every class of 30.

It also needs to be recognised that specific groups of young people make up a greater
proportion of these numbers. ‘Risk of not completing education’ increases in Australia

if you are male, Indigenous, from a low socioeconomic status background, or are from
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a migrant background. Studies such as that of McGregor and Mills (201 1) report that
the 26% of ‘at risk’ (of leaving school early) young people in their study included these
groups of young people. While Buddelmeyer et al (201 |) estimate that of the 29% of
|9 year olds who had not completed their school education, 55% were from
disadvantaged backgrounds. On a more positive note, Polidano et al (2012) report
from the Longitudinal Study of Australian Youth, that 82% of early leavers in 2003 did
return to education within five years. However, of these only 1% returned to

mainstream schools.

All these statistics relate specifically to young people who are visibly out of education.
But, as McGregor and Mills (201 I: 2) argue, they do not take into consideration “other
young people in mainstream schools who are disengaged from the learning process but
who simply endure their situations until they graduate”. The implication of this is that

the reported 25-27% as an estimate of ‘disengagement’ is, at best, conservative.

The consequences of this level of ‘disengagement’ for young people are dire. While
the above statistics indicate that a large number of young people are no longer located
in school settings, they also suggest that the young people’s ‘disengagement’ begins
much earlier. This translates into real people with real responses in classrooms across
Australia. As Muller and Murtagh (2003) argue, in classrooms, ‘disengagement’ is
linked to a diminishing “sense of direction” (2003:5). They describe students as
therefore “tak[ing] out their frustration on the school as a symbol of authority” (2003:
5), and continue by naming a long list of classroom behaviours, including “rudeness,
swearing at the teachers, attacks, extortion.” They argue that “[s]chools concentrate
every kind of social violence” (2003: 5-6). These views are supported by a
proliferation of literature that depicts educational interactions with ‘disengaged’ young

people as, at best, “disturbing” (Kelly 2001a: 24).

The importance of addressing these types of understandings of ‘disengagement’ and
exclusion from schooling is essential and is underscored by the implication that young
people’s ‘disengagement’ not only impacts their long term educational exclusion, but
has implications for their on going social exclusion and disadvantage in life. A lack of
education is linked to extreme levels of disadvantage. Although it would be simplistic

to set up a cause/effect relationship, it is suggested in a range of research (Thomas
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2007; Jahnukainen and Jarvinen 2005; Habibis and Walter 2009; White and Wyn 2005;
Connell et al 2010; Youdell 2006c) that the educational exclusion that arises from
‘disengagement’ is linked to long term social exclusion and social disadvantage. These
studies indicate that some social exclusion happens as a direct result of a lack of
education, such as reduced life choices, high unemployment and/or highly unstable
employment. Other social exclusions that have links with educational exclusion but
are not a direct result of it include: reduced life expectancy; a lack of access to medical
and other support services; a higher likelihood of going to prison; and the generational
experience of disadvantage (see for example Habibis and Walter 2009). People rarely
experience just one of these factors, but usually exist in disadvantaged circumstances
created by a combination of such factors. Addressing exclusion from schooling and
the accompanying ‘disengagement’ that occurs, should therefore become a priority in

education.

There are a number of explanations as to how ‘disengagement’ might occur.
Explanations come from particular stances within areas such as education, psychology
and sociology. These stances either support a ‘deficit’ understanding of young people,
framing young people as the cause of their own ‘disengagement’, or critique these
understandings and challenge educators, psychologist and sociologist, and the

institutions they exist in, concerning their part in the formation of ‘disengagement’.

Much of the general educational literature shows that young people’s disengagement
and subsequent exclusion stems from factors external to educational institutions. For
example, a UK literature review conducted by Welsh (2003) on the causes of
educational disengagement, identified factors including substance misuse, teenage
pregnancy and motherhood (and fatherhood), young carers, young people in state care
or incarceration, young people with learning and/or physical disabilities, criminal
offenders, homeless young people, truancy or exclusion, poverty and ethnicity. These
factors are well supported by other studies (see for example Shaw and Woolhead
2006; Hoggart 2006; Powell 2006; Barnes 1999; Race et al 2005; Connor and Ferri
2007; Haller et al 2007; Reid and Knight 2009; Tadema et al 2005; Copeland 1997;
Taylor 2005; Hosie and Selman 2002). However, in this educational literature, the
cause of these issues and the accompanying blame for ‘disengagement’ is sited outside

education, either with the ‘disengaged’ young person, or their families, communities
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and other environments.

Similar blame can be seen in research from the area of psychology. Such research has
been exposed as giving rise to a number of deficit ways in which ‘disengaged’ young
people are understood. Psychological and educational practices contribute to
educational ‘disengagement’ by identifying problems and then characterising
‘disengaged’ young people through these problems. One significant example can be
seen in the psychopathologisation and medicalisation of ‘problems’ in young people.
Criticisms of the application of these psychological practices, which identify young
people as ‘psychological disordered’, have also contributed to young people’s
‘disengagement’. These practices congregate around ‘behavioural and emotional
disorders’ with an increasing pathology being attached to such diagnoses as: ADHD;
Aspergers’ and other autistic spectrum disorders; and mental health diagnoses —
particularly those of bipolar disorder, anxiety, and depression (see for example Crowe
2000; Baker 2002; Harwood 2006; O’Keeffe 2009; Graham 2006b, 2009; Tait 2005;
Laws and Davies 2000; Thomas and Glenny 2000; Denny et al 2004) — all of which are
noted to contribute to educational ‘disengagement’. What this literature identifies is
that these psychological and educational practices appear to identify young people’s
educational, medical and psychological problems as the cause of their ‘disengagement’

and then implement strategies that further establish educational ‘disengagement’.

The contribution of mainstream schooling practices to the ‘disengagement’ of young
people is also prominent throughout the literature. In the following two quotes, te
Riele (201 1) and Francis and Mills (2012) argue that mainstream practice works to
increase the already burdened lives of young people, and promotes in schools the use

of such strategies as punitive discipline, a lack of support, ranking and streaming.

[M]ainstream education is inappropriate to the needs of at least some young
people (Holdswork 2004) and [...] schooling may play a direct or intermediary
role in ‘activating or enabling the risk of some young people’ (Strategic Partners

2001, p.16). (te Riele 2007: 56)
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Arguably, while social inequality begins with the family, it is schooling that
formalises it, certifies it, structures and entrenches it. (Francis and Mills 2012:
257)

Both te Riele and Francis and Mills reject the use of the deficit understandings that are
so often taken up in mainstream schooling, arguing that deficit knowledges contribute
significantly to the ‘disengagement’ of young people from schooling and can manifest in

exclusionary practices that damage young people.

Another commonality amongst critiques of mainstream schooling is a concerted attack
on the use of neoliberal policy (McGregor and Mills 201 |, 2012; Smyth 2010; te Riele
2007). Such research exposes neoliberal practice as a controlling mechanism that is
embedded in policy and consequently entrenched in mainstream schools. These
critiques argue that neoliberal policy acts to exclude by supporting and maintaining
exclusionary practices in mainstream schools. For example, te Riele (2007, 2011)
argues that neoliberal policy targets certain young people as ‘problematic’. When
mainstream schools deploy exclusionary practices such as identifying and measuring
behaviour and providing interventions, engagement becomes difficult for these young
people. However, as te Riele identifies, policy simultaneously enforces attendance until
|7 years of age, removes unemployment benefits for those young people under 17 and
restricts welfare benefits for those under 21, forcing those young people who cannot
find work to remain in a ‘disengaged’ state in schools. This set of policies has set up
conditions ripe for creating failure; the failure of young people to gain an education in

their ‘disengaged’ state, and the failure of schools to educate them.

Researchers critiquing mainstream schooling’s use of deficit understandings, give
different explanations for ‘disengagement’. Critical stances within both psychology and
sociology contest the understanding that blame for ‘disengagement’ should be placed
either partially or solely with young people. Sociological research that is critical of
‘deficit’ understandings identifies, for example, that mainstream schools operate in a
middle class mode, acting to exclude working class young people from participation
(Willis 2003; Connell et al 1983; Ball et al 2000; White and Wyn 2005; Habibis and
Walter 2009). Sociologists also raise concerns around gender and sexual orientation

(MacGillivray 2001; Rasmussen 2004, 2006; Rasmussen and Harwood 2003; Vicars
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2006); race, Indigeneity and the institutionalisation of racism in education (Noble 2005;
McLeod and Yates 2003; Cole 2004), as contributing to the social exclusion and
‘disengagement’ experienced by these young people (Vincent and Ball 2007; Black
2007a, 2007b; Ceci and Papierno 2005; Whitty 2001). From this perspective, social
structures are again seen as encouraging young people’s alienation and are identified as

being embedded in the very institution that is proposing to educate them.

This area of critical research also points to ‘disengagement’ being constructed through
the use of particular types of discourses. They explain, for example, that discourses
that promote ‘at risk’ young people (Kelly 20003; te Riele 2006b), labelling theory
(Bernberg and Krohn 2003), ‘zero tolerance’ (Giroux 2003) and educational triage
(Hess and Greer 1986; Gillborn and Youdell 2000; Saltmarsh and Youdell 2004); all
point to the educational use of understandings that young people cause their own

‘disengagement’.

These criticisms of ‘deficit’ discourses draw out the negative impacts of such tactics as
labelling on the young people they are applied to. Words such as ‘at risk’ (Kelly
2000b, 20014, 2001b, 2003a; Schissel and Wotherspoon 2001) ‘deviant’, ‘delinquent’,
(Kelly 2000a; Schissel and Wotherspoon 2001); ‘emotionally disordered’, ‘conduct
disordered’ or ‘behaviourally disordered’ (Harwood 2000; Thomas and Glenny 2000;
Laws and Davies 2000); and ‘deficit’ (Thomas and Glenny 2000) are all heavily critiqued
terms in their application to ‘disengaged’ young people. A commonly raised issue by
these researchers is the problematic theme within the psychological discourse of
‘disengagement’ being due to deficiencies found in young people. Such an approach,
the critics argue, establishes permission for the use of deficit discourses and associated
techniques. Mainstream schooling operates with deficit knowledges of young people
and consequently work to fix’ them (te Riele, 2007, 2008b, Smyth et al 2013; Smyth
and Mclnerney 2012; Kim 2006). These understandings work to construct young
people as problematic rather than “seeing the complexities and associated

understandings from the vantage point of young people.” (Smyth et al, 2013: 195)

While the above types of critiques are extensive, deficit understandings appear to
remain entrenched in educational practice. In particular, deficit understandings alter

perceptions of young people in ways that are damaging to them both personally and
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educationally and work to exclude them from gaining an education and consequently,
participation in the broader society, reducing life chances and life expectancy (Artiles
1998; Lawrence 2002; Hattam and Prosser 2008; Mills in Mills and Gale 2010; Zyngier
2008). These researchers agree that it is the responsibility of educators to firstly,
recognising and secondly, actively disrupt deficit discourses (Barton 2003; Mills in Mills

and Gale 2010).

Recent critical studies highlight a promising shift in understandings of educational
‘disengagement’ from a moral and medical model to a social constructivist position that
proposes schooling needs to change, rather than young people (Rix 201 1; te Riele
2007). Grenier (2010) suggests that both positions are currently influential. The
medical model, as discussed above, is based on medical and psychological deficit, where
individual “dispositions fall outside established norms, differences translate into deficits
(Davis 1997)” (Grenier 2010: 389); whereas the social construction model focuses on
the critique of the structures, processes, and attitudes and assumptions that create
disadvantage and social justice issues and push to change schooling rather than the
individual (Graham 2006b; Raffo et al. 2009; Araujo 2005; Macfarlane 2010; Ashton

201 1; Goodley and Runswick-Cole 201 I; Rix 201 1). My study is located with those
researchers whose understandings draw on the notion that ‘disengagement’ is a
socially constructed concept in mainstream schooling, and whose critiques of

educational institutions move to challenge schooling rather than the individual.

‘Alternative Education’ Research and Directions

In this section, | include a brief discussion of the research associated with ‘alternative
education’, not because | have used the term but because of my deliberate decision
not to deploy it. McGregor and Mills (201 1: ) identify the ‘alternative’ label as “a
slippery one [that] is currently used to denote a multitude of practices and sites”,
depicting everything from democratic schooling and home schooling to behaviour
management units and schools in detention centres. | would suggest that this
depiction came about due to the extensive range of programmes and ideas that could
be seen publically as ‘schools’ that do not conform to mainstream convention. The
breadth of programmes included under the banner of ‘alternative education’ makes me
reluctant to use the term in relation to the YOTS schools. Although it might be

argued that YOTS is an ‘alternative school’ | have purposefully avoided drawing on this

13
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term as | see the YOTS schools as something other than what might be contained in

these preconceived notions.

Despite my decision not to label YOTS as an ‘alternative education’ site, the research
in this area is still valuable in establishing examples of the ways in which concepts such
‘disengagement’ might be questioned. Te Riele (2007:55), drawing on the work of
Raywid, suggests that ‘alternative education’ can be classified into two types, the
division of which is “based on the focus of change [...]: changing the school, [or]
changing the students.” | would argue, along with te Riele (2007; 2008b), that those
schools/programmes, whose focus is on changing young people, act in similar ways to
mainstream schooling and are drawing on deficit knowledges. These programmes may
seem advantageous if one is to take account of their reported success rates, but
generally they are considered to have only short term impacts (te Riele 2007), and are
unable to address the endemic exclusion that leads to ‘disengagement’. These
programmes tend to have either a behavioural/disciplinary focus, or a therapeutic
intent (te Riele, 2007; 2008b). Many appear to be just another, often more intense
version of fixing’ young people. In the US these types of schools/programmes are
described by Kim (2006) as operating on a school/prison continuum where
‘problematic’ young people are seen as ‘criminal’ upon entering the programme, and

strategies are then applied to fix their ‘criminal’ tendencies.

However, there is also significant current Australian literature in the area of alternative
education that helps to locate my own research. This literature concerns those
schools whose focus is concerned with changing the school rather than the young
person in an attempt to redress the impact of deficit understandings and disadvantage.
In particular this includes the research of McGregor and Mills (20011, 2012), te Riele
(2000, 20062, 2006b, 2007, 20082, 2008b, 201 1, 2012a, 2012b), Smyth and colleagues
(Smyth et al, 2000; Smyth and Hattam, 2002; Smyth and Mclnerney, 2012, 2013; and
Smyth, Mclnerney and Fish, 2013) among others. In combination, these researchers
have conducted studies across four states in Australia — New South Wales, South
Australia, Victoria and Queensland, and across an impressive range of
schools/programmes. This research has been based on similar understandings of the
purpose, outcomes, practices and understandings of alternative education that align

with my own stance.
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This perspective offers the understanding that alternatives to mainstream schooling are
both possible and desirable, not just for ‘disengaged’ young people but for all young
people (see for example, te Riele 2007, 2008b, 201 1). Francis and Mills (2012) in
particular identify current mainstream school practice as damaging to young people
and advocate an approach that invests in social justice while also challenging
researchers and educators to find alternatives. Te Riele, (2007) supports this, arguing

for an approach that moves from one of ‘uniformity’ to an understanding of ‘diversity’.

Te Riele (2008a: 20) also recognises that research is more helpful when it points out
what is “engaging and inclusive” and focusing on the pedagogy within a positive culture.
Smyth and Mclnerney (2013) also propose that it is necessary to go beyond typical
understandings of young people being problematic. They argue that approaches
addressing disadvantage in terms of low literacy, low aspirations, motivation issues and
behaviour problems, are less helpful. Instead, they argue that a “focus on the larger
social and institutional conditions that have to be put in place if such programmes are
to make a substantive and sustainable difference in the lives of these young people”

(Smyth et al, 2013: 195) is required.

McGregor and Mills (2011, 2012), te Riele (2007), Smyth (2006, 2010), Smyth and
Mclnerney (2012, 2013), and Smyth et al (2013) all argue that educational practice
needs to be different if the disadvantage created by ‘disengagement’ is to be addressed.
What they suggest is that many ‘alternative education’ settings that focus on changing
themselves to suit the young people they serve, already have in place many of these
strategies. They argue strongly that mainstream schools can learn from these
alternative sites and in fact are sites in which innovation can and has been trialled
successfully. For example, from their study, McGregor and Mills (2012) found that in
alternative school sites, previously ‘disengaged’ young people do want an education.
They explored the factors that alternative sites have provided to overcome
‘disengagement’, listing factors such as: building a sense of purpose and community,
providing academic learning and an environment where positive relationships, care for
individuals, acceptance, support systems, celebration and a chance to start fresh in
education, all work to re-engage young people. They argue that relationships are
central to engagement and can be developed by simple strategies, such as the use of

first names for young people and staff alike, respect, acting as family, matching
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curriculum to real life and constantly asking ‘why’ young people respond in particular

ways to particular situations.

However, Smyth et al (2013) also argue for caution and the need to be aware of the
narrowness of the opportunities that can come from alternative settings. Their
research raises questions concerning the outcomes of re-engagement, arguing that
alternative schools can end up as a dumping ground for those young people that
mainstream schools can’t cope with. These educational spaces can then become
places that are chronically underfunded (te Riele 2008b) with little hope of providing
young people with anything more than limited access to ‘low skill work’ (Smyth and
Mclnerney 2013). Such spaces continue to reinforce an already disadvantaged and

disengaged position.

My research sits comfortably amongst this research, extending on the work of these
researchers. In similar ways | have drawn on the assumptions that mainstream
schooling can be instrumental in creating exclusion; that the deficit understandings and
approaches accessed in mainstream schooling would seem to be detrimental to young
people; that there is a need to work on changing the educational setting rather than
forcing young people fit; and that mainstream education requires an approach of

‘diversity’.

My study also takes up Grenier’s (2010) challenge to go beyond traditional
understandings and te Riele’s (2007) encouragement to look for what is working.
However, even with the research of this Australian group of researchers, there is only
still only limited research that seeks to look at how educational ‘disengagement’ might
be addressed. As te Riele (2012b: 40) in her report to the Dusseldorp Skills Forum
states “[flurther research on the key elements of school culture that impact positively
on student engagement in education” is required. My research takes up this challenge
to look for key elements, in this case those conditions of the YOTS schools’ culture
that have had a positive impact on the young people attending them. In accessing a
Foucaultian approach and focusing on the use of power and social constructs within
the YOTS school sites | also extend such an exploration to expose how such

conditions work to facilitate ‘disengaged’ young people’s reconciliation with learning.
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Using a Foucaultian Analytical Framework

| have drawn principally on ethnographic principles and techniques as the vehicle for
data generation. This approach has been embedded in a range of Foucaultian based
research and was initially inspired by the article Special Sport for Misfits and Losers
authored by Saltmarsh and Youdell (2004). This article critiqued the responses of a
mainstream school to students who were considered to be marginalised. In this work
Saltmarsh and Youdell explored how the school’s executive had relegated this group of
young people to a position where they were considered to deserve less resources, less
aesthetic and practical spaces, less experienced teachers, and to be due less
consideration of their circumstances. The paper argues this simply yet powerfully

through a Foucaultian discourse analysis.

Saltmarsh and Youdell (2004) also take up the use of a discourse analysis. There are a
number of different approaches to discourse analysis (Taylor in Wetherell, Taylor and
Yates 2001) — of which Saltmarsh and Youdell’s (2004) paper is one. A Foucaultian
approach to discourse analysis is applied regularly (see for example the work of Ball
2009, Harwood 2006, Kelly 201 1, Youdell 2006c) in tackling similar research to the
one proposed here. This approach provides the means to target and question the
construction of knowledge and is able to provide valuable and powerful insights into
social contexts. In the following quote, Kendall and Wickham (2000), provide an apt
description of the questioning, sceptical and arguably ‘irreverent’ manner in which a
Foucaultian discourse analysis interrogates many of the social ‘constructions’ that
society accepts and/or values as truth, often without question or consideration of the

consequences.

It is a methodological device with the same effect as a precocious child at a
dinner party: [it] makes the older guests at the table of intellectual analysis feel
decidedly uncomfortable by pointing out things about their origins and
functions that they would rather remain hidden. (Kendall and Wickham

2000:29)

The work of Foucault has provided a persuasive, potent and often surprising pathway
through a range of research studies. This theoretical stance resides within a critical

tradition, which allows the social to be questioned, explored and probed on multiple
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levels. From Foucault (1980, 1991, 1994,1996, 2000a, 2000b), | have primarily drawn
on the notion of power relations to explore: how young people were constituted in
the social contexts of both their mainstream schools and the YOTS context; the
practices embedded in these contexts; and how these influenced truth, knowledge, and

acts of resistance and freedom.

| have also drawn theoretically on a range of theorists from the Foucaultian tradition.
Each of these theorists has taken Foucaultian thought and extended it, enabling an even
deeper probing. Massey (2004a), for example, provided the mechanism to explore the
space and place in which education occurs. Her theoretical understandings allowed
me to conceptualise ‘educational displacement’, through a theoretical conceptualisation
of a ‘geography of belonging’. | have also drawn on Goffman (1968, 1972), who,
although not Foucaultian, shares complementary notions, which co-exist well with
Foucaultian thought and which open up paths allowing an exploration of the actions of
individuals to their contexts (Hacking 2004). From Goffman (1972) | drew on such
conceptualisations as boundary performances, cynical and sincere performances, and

sign vehicles.

Foucaultian based studies are part of a growing area of critique, yet can be accused of
being destructive in their deconstructions of social situations. Typically, the
mechanisms of a Foucaultian critique are used to problematise the social situations
they are applied to, and reveal the negative impacts that they may have. However, like
Laws and Davies (2000), | contend that poststructual approaches can also be used to
create, and the primary intent of my research is to use the same mechanisms of
deconstruction to open up the positives and the possibilities, thereby exposing
different forms of and spaces for education. | am particularly interested in exploring
how educational spaces may operate to encourage the reconciliation of young people
with learning and the reconceptualisations of young people required to do this (see

Chapter 2 for further discussion).

To realise this purpose for my study, | drew on the ethnographic techniques of
observations and interviews and the ethnographic principles of immersion, rapport and
flexibility in similar ways to such researchers as Harwood (2000), Carabine (2001),

Vaughan (2004), Saltmarsh and Youdell (2004), Youdell (2006c), and Hill (2009). These
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techniques and principles generated the type of data from which | could interrogate
the conditions and practices used by the four YOTS schools. As the range of

researchers above indicates, the use of an ethnographic approach has an established
and successful tradition of being combined effectively with a Foucaultian theoretical
framework. Tamboukou and Ball (2003: 2) argue that the use of ethnographic tools
readily “co-exist” with a Foucaultian framework and researchers are able to take up

Foucault’s ‘toolkit’ (Hill 2009: 309), or parts thereof, to explore any context.

The joining of these two methodologies (ethnography and Foucaultian discourse
analysis), although not without issues, plays to Foucault’s encouragement to “think
differently” (Hill 2009: 310). Hill suggests that the merge of ethnography and Foucault
can be a powerful tool with which to question those things that are accepted as
normal — such as thinking differently about deficit notions of young people. It allows
the researcher to question, to trouble, to problematise the everyday, familiar world
around us, helping to “identify those discourses, be they prevailing, marginalized or
otherwise, that circulate within a particular discursive context and to deconstruct the
constitutive and regulatory effects of these” (Harwood 2000: 359). Poststructual
ethnographies are powerful because they go “beyond the true and false [...] We can
understand ethnographic writing to be an effect of a contest of discourses;
ethnography is thus a regulating fiction” (Vaughan 2004: 400). In this study, taking up
this critical stance enables the challenging of deficit discourses and practices through

the theoretical lens of power relations.

The Importance of Terminology

In framing my research questions | have accessed a number of contested terms. The
following conceptualisations are representative of where | stand in relation to the
multiple meanings surrounding these terms. In accepting one understanding over
another | do not just allocate a meaning in this context, but also position myself in
relation to the research. These understandings signify my position in relation to young
people, their education and its influence in their lives. The conceptualisations | have
adopted for my research are also heavily influenced by my stance within a Foucaultian
framework. The terms education, schooling, mainstream schooling, and reconciliation

are considered below.
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Education and Schooling: The two terms, education and schooling, are closely related
although they are often differentiated within sociological contexts. This distinction
became particularly important as my analysis progressed because the staff in my study
saw each term as being different from the other. | am taking ‘education’ to denote the
learning and knowledge that occurs over a life span. It applies to all areas of life and
refers to both formal and informal settings (Bennett deMarrais and LeCompte 1999).
As Moore (2006) explains, education is the method adults use to socialise younger
generations into particular “physical, intellectual and moral states” (2006: 746), which
are politically and socially motivated. It is “not restricted to what happens within
modern education systems or schools [but] mediates between society and the self.
[Education] is the process whereby [...] the social becomes inscribed within the

I)!

individual” (2006: 746). Education is not so much about content as it is about

understanding.

In contrast, | am referring to schooling as one of the more formalised methods
(although a dominant and more static one) adopted by various social and cultural
groups (particularly in western cultures) for passing on knowledge that has been
deemed important within a society for mass education. It tends to take on a one size
fits all approach to passing on knowledge (Groundwater-Smith et al, 2007). Torrance
(2006) adds that in different societies, different knowledge will be valued, often relating
to the economic value it represents politically. Schooling then, tends to take on the
role of instilling in young people the current understandings of social civic and

economic responsibility within society (Groundwater-Smith et al, 2007).

Like Groundwater-Smith et al (2007), | argue that education is a far more valuable

approach to learning than schooling for ‘disengaged’ young people.

For education to transcend mere schooling it requires that students be
recognised as full participants in the learning process, as they come to explore
and question the many and varied experiences that they encounter in the

classroom and beyond. (Groundwater- Smith et al 2007: 4)

What was obvious as my research progressed was that the YOTS schools were

drawing far more heavily on understandings of ‘education’, whereas both the staff and
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young people understood their mainstream experiences as based in efforts of
‘schooling’ young people (see Chapters 3-6). The YOTS context was centred on the
young people and education was being done with them rather than to them.
Mainstream Schooling: ‘Mainstream schooling’ implies, then, the typical ‘western’
approach adopted for schooling large numbers of young people. It has certain
structures, follows a curriculum, contains welfare and discipline elements and
currently, in Australia and internationally, has embraced a neoliberal political agenda
(McGregor and Mills 2012). Its purpose is to shape a child/young person as efficiently
and as cost effectively as possible so that they might contribute economically and
socially to society. Smyth (2005) condemns this ‘modernisation’ of Australian
schooling. He describes it as having “gouged the heart out of teaching and learning”
(2005: 223), with half of school aged young people no longer completing high school

and with widening gaps in inequality.

A long and very public shadow is being cast over Australian schools by the neo-
liberal reform project of modernization, particularly the escalating number of
schools and students being swept up in the increasing gradient of poverty, and
the construction of the public high school as a residual place of last resort for
those unable to exercise choice (or flight!) to private schooling. (Smyth 2005:
225)

Due to YOTS’s explicit rejection of much of what neoliberalism represents, | see the
YOTS schools as sitting outside of mainstream schooling, despite some of their

structures and curriculum being recognisably derived from mainstream contexts.

Reconciliation: 1 was initially concerned about using the term reconciliation as a way of
describing the changed relationships that young people might experience with their
education. My concern arose from the significance ‘reconciliation’ has held within
Australian culture and | did not want to diminish or disrespect this significance for
Indigenous people. However, closer examination of Indigenous understandings of the
term ‘reconciliation’ confirmed that this was the term | needed. To frame my use of
the term, | have drawn on what | perceive as some of the core understandings within a
much broader framework of my understanding of what Indigenous ‘reconciliation’

means to Indigenous people.
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The Indigenous peoples of Australia use the term reconciliation to describe a process
of rectifying or putting right damage that has been done to an established relationship.
However, in Australia’s colonisation, with the colonisers’ declaration of terra nullius
(Short 2003) there was not an established relationship, meaning this form of
reconciliation could not exist. As Max Dulumunmun Harrison (in McConchie 2003: |)
states, “There can be no reconciliation between Indigenous and non-indigenous people
of this land because there has never been a partnership in the first place to reconcile
about. So how can this word reconciliation come about and bring people together.” In
similar ways there was never a ‘partnership’ between schools and young people.

Schools are as they are, and young people must fit them.

Indigenous understandings of reconciliation therefore concern other things. The first
is that it is not about one group of people accepting the unchanged circumstances that
initially caused damage. From an Indigenous standpoint the notion of ‘becoming one
nation’ does not recognise an Indigenous position (Short 2003), “it presumes the
persistence of colonial domination” (Moses 201 |: 146). Similarly for disengaged young
people, reconciliation with education is not about going back and accepting the same
form of schooling that was initially damaging (McGregor and Mills 201 1). For many of
these young people, in their present circumstances, a return to the mainstream
education system would only create further damage. Reconciling with education is
therefore about gaining an education that is conducted in such a way that it is suitable,
sensitive and relevant for these young people. It cannot be about forcing an

acceptance of a mainstream form of education.

For Indigenous people reconciliation is about both groups reconciling from a common
place outside the existing relationship. For Indigenous people this begins with Mother
Earth as this establishes a commonality or a shared bond that could allow a place to

build relationship based on an equal footing. As Max Dulumunmun Harrison explains,

So | take this word reconciliation and | use it to reconcile people back to Mother
Earth, so that they can walk this land together and heal one another because
she’s the one that gives birth to everything we see around us, everything we
need to survive [...] Every part of this land is sacred: this teaching is the most

important part of our survival. It’s our home, we live here together. This is
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reconciliation, to look each other in the eye and know this equally. (Harrison

in McConochie 2003: 2)

In the case of ‘disengaged’ young people this commonality is education. It becomes the
shared bond from which new relationships can be established, new forms of learning

can begin and where the young people are respected and valued on more equal terms.

Reconciliation is also about justice concerning past wrongs. A previous Minister for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs (1990-1996), Robert Tickner, stated that,
“there can be no reconciliation without justice,” (Short 2003: 495). Reconciliation
requires the recognition of injustice and an effort to redress it. The YOTS young
people all spoke of the importance for them of gaining an education (see Chapter 3).
The injustice felt by being denied this was considerable and YOTS staff worked
towards redressing this injustice by providing access to education, albeit in a different

form.

Finally, Max Dulumunmun Harrison (2009) explains that reconciliation begins with

forgiveness on one side and true regret on the other.

It’s a pretty big call to forgive ... Forgiveness is for your healing. It’s your self
healing, it’s got nothing to do with the person that has probably done wrong.
(Harrison 2009:151)

It’s the heart sorry and not the head-sorry that would mean a lot and heal

people. (Harrison in McConchie 2003:3)

Whether disengaged young people forgive (or not), and whether mainstream schools
will ever work towards such change is not clear as my research did not ask this, but
from the changes that the young people brought about in their lives | would suggest
that it is possible that they have begun to move towards forgiveness for their previous
experiences, despite never receiving either a ‘heart’ or ‘head-sorry’ from mainstream
education for its part in the breakdown of the young people’s relationship with their

education.
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The complexity of a term like ‘reconciliation’ means this explanation only touches the
surface of such a discussion. However, recognising that ‘becoming one’ based in the
dominant culture of a particular context is not reconciliation but further domination,
understanding the notions of forgiveness and regret, justice, putting right past damage,
and establishing common ground; all serve to give a basis to the way in which | have
used reconciliation to describe the renewed relationship ‘disengaged’ young people

experience when they returned to education at the YOTS schools.

Reading this Thesis

My research explores how YOTS works to alter the debilitating educational and life
outcomes of a particular group of young people experiencing the extremes of
disadvantage. In the process it discusses some of the problems within traditional
mainstream education but primarily explores how education might be approached
differently to overcome some of these problems by focusing on the conditions of
education at YOTS. To accomplish this the thesis is organised into nine chapters. In
Chapter 2, | speak to the methodological techniques | have drawn on within this study
and the broad theoretical basis of Foucaultian power relations that underpin the entire

thesis.

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 speak to the conditions that create what | have termed
‘educational displacement’. In Chapter 3, | discuss the dominant and detrimental
establishment and use of deficit knowledges to understand young people within
Australian mainstream education and examine how these knowledges can be
questioned via an understanding of young people as being ‘educationally displaced’. In
Chapters 4 and 5, | draw on a combination of Foucault’s use of sovereign power and
Goffman’s ‘boundary performances’ to explore the three main relationships contained
within the YOTS young people’s lives (family, the law, and mainstream schools). | look
at the impact these relationships have had on the young people’s education, and the

‘edgework’ practices the young people draw on in response.

Chapters 6,7 and 8 speak to those conditions that create ‘educational reconciliation’.
In Chapter 6, | continue the exploration of power relations using Foucault’s concepts
of ‘truth’ and silence to explicate the impact of the YOTS staff’s different way of

framing the YOTS young people. In Chapters 7 and 8, | discuss how the YOTS staff's
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different ways of speaking about these particular young people enables the deployment
of different educational relationships and practices, exploring firstly how power
relations were used to create freedom’ via ‘relations of care’ and ‘practices of care’
and secondly how these relations and practices were realised in the YOTS classrooms.
In Chapter 9, | draw the arguments from this thesis together to argue for a different
way of speaking and working with educationally displaced young people and the
implications this could have for educators and other professionals working with young

people who exist in such extremes of disadvantage.

Beyond this general description it should also be noted that relevant literature and
theoretical conceptualisations are located throughout the remaining chapters. For
example, alongside the general literature discussed in this chapter, Chapter 3 contains
a historical literature review of deficit understandings, and Chapters 4 and 5 contain
literature reviews relevant to understandings of the young people’s relationships with
family and the law. Also, while Chapter 2 contains a broad theoretical understanding
of Foucaultian power relations, this is expanded in Chapter 4 and 5 to include a deeper
discussion and application of sovereign power and domination; again in Chapter 6 to
address the power of silence; and finally in Chapter 7 to focus on how power relations

can be used to establish freedom.
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Chapter 2 — Methodology

Introduction

| have approached this chapter as a chronological story of how this research took
place. Interspersed throughout this narrative is the methodological and theoretical
reasoning behind the unfolding story, making particular note of the significant events or

issues that arose during the planning, conduct and analysis of the research.

| begin the narrative by re-establishing the necessity for this research in methodological
terms, discussing my reasoning for an epistemological stance in critical sociology,
drawing on Foucaultian and poststructural understandings, and explain how this links

to the development of my research questions.

The narrative continues in a recount concerning the accessing of relevant sites and the
process of data collection. Along with site requirements and broad descriptions, |
justify the choice of an ethnographic approach to data collection. | then discuss the
process of data collection with a description of the ethnographic principles of
immersion and rapport, both required in developing trust in a context where trust
held significant currency. | also discuss the ethnographic techniques of interviews and
observations that | utilised to gather data. This parallels with a discussion of issues of
flexibility, gaining consent, power and vulnerability, in data collection, and my reflexivity

as a participant observer.

Data analysis is where | move away from the narrative into a discussion of how | have
theoretically addressed the data. Here | account for my use of data analysis tools —
i.e., Foucaultian notions of power relations and the knowledge/truth nexus and to a
lesser extent Goffman’s use of symbolic interactionism, as tools for data analysis — and
justify my use of Goffman within a Foucaultian inspired research. Along with this is a

discussion of the decisions made for presenting the results of the data analysis.

What is the Problem?

The purpose of my study, as explained in Chapter |, was to provoke an alternative
understanding of the possible ways in which young people’s learning can be beneficially
influenced by an atypical/unconventional education context and to simultaneously
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problematise current mainstream practice. The available literature taken up within
mainstream contexts has focused on young people as deficit and as requiring expert
‘fixing’. However, despite (or maybe because of) these understandings and approaches
there are still significant numbers of young people not engaged in education. This is
not a critique of the setting, but a specific and targeted exploration of the
understandings and practices that create a specific set of conditions that work to
reconcile a particular group of young people with their education, in a particular

educational setting.

Having established this direction for my research | needed an appropriate set of
questions and a recognised and rigorous approach to engage with these questions.
Framing a question that encompassed this task was difficult as the question needed to
frame options for an understanding of the established discourses in mainstream
education, the material environment that existed, the way relationships were
established and maintained, and the knowledges drawn on by the people involved in an
atypical education context. To encompass these needs my research question became:
What work is required of educators to create educational contexts and conditions that

reconcile educationally displaced young people with their education?

This is a necessarily broad question but it allows a far more nuanced inquiry into what
might be involved within an educational context and goes beyond more traditional
approaches concerning ‘what strategies might fix what problems’. This is particularly
important as these traditional types of understandings are supported by contested
understandings of young people, which need to be troubled. This question is further
explored through the following sub questions which aimed to address the nuances
embedded in the different types of discourses and the uses of power that might also
have been influential in educational reconciliation. In addition, these questions also
needed to allow for the questioning of educational contexts that were both
detrimental and beneficial to the young people of the study.

I. What discourses are drawn on in mainstream education to describe
‘disengaged’ young people and how do these discourses impact on the
education of ‘disengaged’ young people?

2. What educational discourses and practices are deployed at YOTS, as an

example of an atypical educational setting?

28



Chapter 2 — Methodology

3. How do these discourses and practices work to build reconciliation between

young people and their learning?

Addressing these questions required certain methodological choices for the research,
and hinged on a number of factors. A researcher’s epistemological stance and
preferences, the questions being addressed by the research, and practicalities such as
opportunities, circumstances and location, all impact to a certain extent on the
methodology taken up for a given project. Certain topics will lend themselves to
certain types of research and in some cases the method is obvious — a medical
question ascertaining the chemical processes of the pancreas will be most suitably
addressed by a scientific/experimental research method (even if the epistemological
stance may still be debated). However, questions of a social nature, such as those
regularly proposed in educational research, are not so clear-cut. Certain aspects of
these questions could well be addressed through a variety of scientific/positivist
approaches, however, other avenues of questioning can far more effectively approach

this research.

Consideration of the best choices for the most effective exploration of the above
questions was required. In a broad sense, the approach | chose needed to allow a
critical exploration of the nature of educational spaces whilst still aligning with my own
epistemological stance. Specifically the approach | chose needed to allow three,

sometimes opposing, explorations.

The first exploration required the questioning of the existing practices of traditional
education. The approach | adopted needed to dissect and display the disadvantage and
disengagement of young people (as suggested by the literature); and needed to expose
the deficit understandings and practices created within those school spaces for certain
groups of young people. The chosen approach therefore required a tool, which, in a
political sense, and in line with my own agenda, would agitate the educational thinking,
policy and practice already in existence to produce a political statement concerning the

problems embodied in these areas.

Secondly, the approach chosen would also need to draw out the aspects of what was

‘working’ in atypical forms of education and how these aspects functioned to reconcile
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young people with education. It needed to explore the alternate understandings and

practices presented within these non-traditional forms of education.

Finally, an approach was required that would allow the exploration of the impacts of
educational approaches on ‘disengaged’ young people, providing a research space in
which these young people could be heard and respected; and the stories that they

have both endured and enjoyed could be told.

Taking a Stance

The whole notion that a choice concerning a methodological stance is required is not
new. However, Denzin (2008) suggests that research has moved into a third
‘methodological moment’ (2008: 315) where a new and superior space is opening up
for qualitative researchers, allowing “moral and epistemological discourses ... [to] go
on, side-by side” (2008: 319) in ways that have not previously been available.

Researchers operating in this ‘moment’, Denzin argues,

seldom trouble terms like validity or reliability [...] A disruptive politics of
representation is the focus, crafting works which move persons and
communities to action [...] They are emphasising the political and moral
consequences of the narrow views of science [and] are asking questions about
the politics of evidence, about how work can be done for social justice

purposes. (Denzin, 2008: 318-319)

However, he warns that although all research needs to be subject to rigorous
standards, this ‘different space’ cannot be judged by the criteria set to judge scientific
research — they are innately different and no compromise should be made. My
methodological stance places me epistemologically in this ‘new’ research space. It
provides the means to engage in questioning the political and moral spaces embedded
in the educational contexts that have created notions of ‘disengagement’ and ‘deficit’
and which take this understanding beyond the scientific understandings which have
previously defined these terms. This space allows for a disruptive interpretation of

educational contexts without endangering the rigor of what is presented.
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Research conducted in this ‘new space’ also points to a range of methodologies that
have been drawn on successfully to expose problematic contexts and understandings
(see for example, Smyth and Hattam 2002; Noble and Poynting 2003; Noble 2005;
McLeod and Yates 2003; Cole 2004). Critical understandings move beyond more
scientifically based methodologies whose purpose is to identify such things as
educational strategies. Instead they expose the aspects of specific contexts that work
together to construct unique political, moral and social outcomes. Foucaultian

discourse analysis has been especially valuable in this endeavour.

My choice of approach was to take up an epistemological stance in critical sociology as
espoused by researchers such as Ball (2006a, 2006b), Youdell (2006a), and Angus and
Smyth (2006). A critical sociology speaks to the methodological concerns of this
study, providing a number of valuable possibilities which not only allowed the probing
of my research questions, but which had also been used successfully within educational
research to address similar areas to my research interests and epistemological
position. A critical sociology corresponds to my epistemological understandings and
allows the opportunity for alternative perspectives to be illuminated and probed and

for reified notions to be questioned — all vital explorations of this research.

Examples of research with similar intents shows the depth and effectiveness to which
all of the above requirements can be achieved. For example, a limited selection of this
type of research includes: Saltmarsh and Youdell’s (2004) exploration of educational
triage; Kelly’s (2000a, 2001a, 2003a) problematising of school surveillance and at risk
young people; Krisjansen and Lapins’s (2001) problematizing of the idealised student;
Lee and Burkam’s (2003) exploration of the relationships between dropping out of
school and school structures and organisation; Levinson and Sparkes’ (2005) take on
the use and effects of school spaces; Monk’s (2000) focus on young people and
educational law; and lastly Munn and Lloyd’s (2005) understanding of the voice of the
excluded student. Critical sociology has evolved through interpretive research but
allows the troubling of both the ‘reality’ of positivist/empirical research and the
‘perspectives’ of relativists/interpretivists. It provides not only the mechanisms with
which to analyse data but also allows the questioning of the social processes and

structures within educational settings (Ball, 2006a). As Ball states,
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Sometimes it is [...] violent and destructive; it challenges cherished
orthodoxies and taken-for-granted practices and methods [It] can be both
exciting and appropriately dangerous [...] unsettling and necessary; it
invigorates, it makes a fundamental contribution to the liveliness and life-blood

of social disciplines. (Ball, 2006a: 1)

A critical sociological approach critiques what is ‘there’ whilst responding reflexively to
the context being troubled. However, Ball, like Denzin (2008) above, warns of the
necessity for rigor to be maintained within this approach to preserve the value it holds

for educational research.

Even more appropriately for my study, Angus and Smyth (2006) have identified a
critical sociology approach as being able to trouble the discourse around young people
who have “been historically placed in situations of disadvantage” (2006: 2). Youdell’s
(2006a) work also supports this notion, identifying a critical sociology as being
particularly helpful in troubling educational settings for the purpose of probing young
people’s disadvantage. She also stresses that this approach is effective in
deconstructing and questioning long held assumptions surrounding education and the

inequities found there in relation to ‘certain’ young people.

Ciritical sociology has been criticised for its unnecessarily destructive nature, which
also fails to ‘give’ anything of value in return. Youdell (2006a) states that this
unfounded criticism views poststructural research as being “apolitical; [...]
inappropriately positioned; and/or as irrelevant to educational practice” (Youdell
2006a: 40). Ball (2006a and 2006b), Laws and Davies (2000), Youdell (2006a), also
refute this criticism. In addressing the criticism that “relativists were immoral because
they were incapable of action or commitment” (Youdell 2006a: 205), Laws and Davies
(2000) argue that in making visible those discourses which are educationally disabling,
it is possible to work with young people in schools, in new and different ways. They
suggest that left unchallenged, the power of discourses would remain uncritiqued,
preventing disengaged young people from claiming alternate subjectivities such as that

of ‘student’ and leaving disengaged young people in an oppressed and disabled state.

32



Chapter 2 — Methodology

Ball (2006b) takes this argument one step further, suggesting that the possibility of
overcoming the perceived destructiveness of critical research exists because a critical
sociological stance goes beyond the limitations of “discursively constructed boxes,
categories, and divisions of modernist thinking held within scientific studies ...
struggling against complacencies and comforts ... [and] orthodoxy for its own sake”
(2006b: 5). It creates an open, unbounded space that is often not safe or easy to
conduct research within and a space that allows the researcher not only to
deconstruct and question, but also to creatively question and think new things in new
ways whilst still maintaining a necessary rigor. Youdell (2006a) also claims critical
sociology as a political practice, a point which, she argues, its critics fail to recognise,
forgetting that politics is “embedded in normative educational thinking and practice”
(2006a: 40), and therefore any deconstruction will also necessarily be political. She

argues that a poststructural politics, in educational contexts,

does not set itself above, or in contest with, other modes of political
engagement [...] it is an additional set of conceptual, analytical, and political
tools that might be taken up in order to generate particular types of
understandings and pursue particular avenues for change [...] to understand
and unsettle the relationships between the subject, the institution, power, and
meaning, they are critical [and] to politically engaged scholarship and action in

education” (Youdell 2006a: 40-41)

Not only can social situations be drawn out by a critical sociological approach in
“violent” and “dangerous” ways (Ball, 2006b: 2) but, paraphrasing Youdell (2006a), this
approach can be used in the same way to draw out what is good, and positive and
uplifting. It can bring to light those things not needing to be contested exposing
avenues for constancy within institutional practice and identifying uses of power and
meaning which might be supported. Although this approach to critical sociology is not
often used, the possibility exists for research that is both “dangerous, violent and
destructive but also exciting, lively and invigorating” (Ball, 2006b: 2). My research
intends to take full advantage of this dual understanding of a critical sociology by using
it to firstly, critically expose the detrimental elements of mainstream practice, but
secondly to show how new and different ways can and have been constructed in non-

traditional contexts.
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In order to take up the tenets of a critical sociology, like Ball (2006a, 2006b) and
Youdell (20062), | drew on a poststructural, Foucaultian framework. Poststructuralists
reject the notion of “universal truths and objective knowledge” embracing instead the
notion “that truths are always partial and knowledge is situated — that is, produced by
and for particular interests, in particular circumstances, at particular times” (MaclLure,
2003: 175). From a poststructural point of view, language is used to construct systems

of knowledge and truth. However,

One problem with the model of language as a system is, of course, that the

system is not static but is constantly changing [...] over time [...] and within a
single interaction [...] Because these new meanings are being created, and also
because the language is being used to do things [...] language is constitutive: it
is the site where meanings are created and changed (Taylor in Wetherell et al,

2001: 6)

In a poststructural framework no one fixed reality is possible. Questions then also
arise as to: how the researcher can possibly interpret someone else’s reality; or, just
how far any shared reality can be trusted; or where the divide between reality and
perception lies? Taylor (in Wetherell et al 2000:6) argues that research can only ever
be “a biased ‘subjective’ account”. Foucaultian understandings of discourse sit within
these notions of partial truths and situated knowledge. In The Archaeology of
Knowledge, he states that discourses are “practices that systematically form the objects
of which they speak” (Foucault|972: 49). He adds to this understanding of discourse
in his later work, The Birth of Biopolitics, where he explains that particular historical

moments are,

marked by the articulation of a particular type of discourse, and a set of
practices, a discourse that, on the one hand, constitutes these practices as a set
bound together by an intelligible connection and, on the other hand, legislates

and can legislate on these practices in terms of true and false. (Foucault 2008:

18)

In History of Madness, Foucault (2006: xxxviii) explains that discourses act as “battle

and weapon, strategy and shock, struggle and trophy or wound, conjuncture and
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vestige, strange meeting and repeatable scene” and are produced by “a whole
constellation of convictions and images" (2006: 234) that act on each other. Discourse
then becomes all these things, i.e., articulation, practices, weapons, connections,
legislator and legislation, strategy, convictions, images — all of which interact to create
discourse. Foucault explains that these aspects of discourse operate on one level but,

in a discussion of delirium, he states that on an even deeper plane,

there is also to be found a rigorous organisation that follows the faultless
structure of a discourse. The logic of that discourse calls up a set of extremely
solid beliefs, and progresses by a chain of judgements and reasoning, and is a
sort of reason in act [...] But at a deeper level still, that delirious language is
the ultimate truth of madness in that it is its organizing form, the determining
principle in all its manifestations, whether it be those of the body or those of

the mind. (Foucault 2006: 234-235)

Discourse then is not just text, but text which has embedded in it the practices,
beliefs, connections, convictions, images and structures that, in their totality,
systematically act to create what determines true and false, what can be said and what
remains unsaid and what can be known and what remains unknown. When this
Foucaultian notion of discourse is taken up in the context of education, Morgan (2005:
330) suggests that what can be expected is “an alternative vision of the world of

education”. This type of discourse analysis provides the means to explore,

those more dominant discourses which, through their maintenance, result in
the continued marginalization and social exclusion of groups of individuals
through the perpetuations of inequalities within social power relationships

(Hall, 1997). (Morgan 2005: 330)

Morgan argues that “taken-for-granted assumptions [can] be deconstructed; at the
very least to engender a critical perspective of such practices” (2005: 330). When
combined with specific questions around both ‘disengagement’ and reconciliation in
education and my own sceptical questioning of the status quo in mainstream schools,
‘discourse analysis’ provides a way to explore the multiple aspects of both traditional

and atypical educational sites, thereby offering an avenue to expose both the
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problematic and beneficial aspects concerning what might allow and disallow young
people’s reconciliation with education. This approach also allows me to address
prevailing deficit notions of the young people in the study through an understanding of

the discourses used to create this knowledge.

In taking on a Foucaultian approach a discursive context can be exposed and explored.
Foucaultian notions of discourse invite an exploration of such factors as the
understandings, the practices, the relationships involved in particular contexts, and a
teasing out of how these factors might come together to produce the broader
contexts and subjectivities that allow for educational reconciliation. A Foucaultian
analysis does this through an understanding that discourse is also about power
(MacLure 2003: 176), contained in a power/knowledge/truth nexus (Kendall and
Wickham 2000).

Using a Discourse Analysis

Morgan (2005), Carabine (2001) and Harwood (2000) all suggest that Foucaultian
researchers draw on a wide range of methods, creating an uncomfortable
circumstance for some in that there is no fixed’ method. The three researchers
above interpret Foucault as rejecting the idea of having a series of identifying but
confining steps for methodology. They argue instead for a focus on the topic or
research question, allowing researchers to determine the methodological techniques
that best suit the purpose of the study rather than matching the study to a prescribed

methodology. A number of methods could therefore be viable.

For the purposes of this study | drew on a Foucaultian discourse analysis. The study
was conducted in two phases of analysis that ‘mobilised text’ (Thomson et al, 2010) in
three different ways: through documents, interviews and fieldnotes. The first phase
involved the collection and survey of a range of documents. These documents
provided the ‘data’ that carried the current discourses utilised in education (and
elsewhere) in relation to young people who have severed relationships with
mainstream schooling. This enabled me to address Sub Question | and exposed an
alternative understanding of young people, which | have used to address the remaining

questions in the second phase. The second phase drew on ethnographic principles and
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techniques applied within an atypical school. The data from this phase also spoke to

Sub Question 2 but was primarily aimed at exploring Sub Question 3.

Phase |: A Document Analysis of the Discourses Framing Disengaged Young
People.

My purpose in conducting a document analysis was to provide some understanding of
the discourses that were at play around ‘disengaged’ young people in mainstream
education. Document analysis has been used in combination with ethnographic
techniques, in similar ways, particularly in policy analysis (see for example Morgan
2005, Lingard 2009; Thomson et al 2010). However, in this instance, policy only made
up a small proportion of the documents used. The documents included in this study
were selected because they had embedded in them clear examples of the historically
placed language that constitutes certain ways of knowing young people and were

examples of how certain practices and implications were mobilised.

My search for relevant documents deliberately targeted NSW Australia and spanned a
time period of over 140 years from 1870 to 2012. Kendall and Wickham (2000)
identify an issue in limiting time in this way as Foucault, they argue, sees history as
having no beginning and no end. By placing an artificial start and end point on the
literature to be analysed, history is effectively stopped. Foucault (2002) argues that
these moments can only be attached fleetingly to the chronology of history at “two
pinpoints: the moment at which they are born and the moment at which they
disappear” (Foucault 2002: 183-4). Otherwise, in a Foucaultian analysis “time is
avoided, and with it the possibility of a historical description disappears” (2002: 184).
To overcome this, like Kendall and Wickham (2000), | acknowledge that my document
analysis had no beginning and will go on changing past the end point of the research. It

is effectively a snapshot in time of an eternal event.

Foucault (2003: xi-xii) explains that it is possible to take a snapshot by determining
“the moment at which [a] mutation in discourse [takes] place.” My reasoning for this
particular ‘snapshot’ was the identification of, and | paraphrase Foucault (2002: 183-4),
‘a moment of birth’ and a ‘moment of disappearance’. The ‘moment of birth’ was the
legal introduction of compulsory education in Australia in 1872. Prior to this historical

moment young people could not be characterised as being ‘disengaged’ from school as
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there was no requirement for them to participate (see Chapter 3). However, after the
advent of compulsory education, young people could be classified as not attending and
therefore could be identified as ‘disengaged’. This “rupture” (Foucault 2002: |84)
indicated a ‘moment of birth’ in the educational discourse and is where | began my
search. | established my own ‘moment of disappearance’ in 2012. This was a
pragmatic decision to end the search for data, as, at the time of writing, any further
moments were future moments rather than an indication of another rupture in the

discourse.

Carabine (2001) argues that limiting the data to what is publicly available helps to
legitimise the research. [f issues can be identified relating to the research through
material available for public scrutiny, then these issues will probably be so overtly
obvious that they will not need additional ‘oppositional’ documentation to expose their
dominance. What | looked for initially were documents from educational literature.
These were interrogated for the nature of the discourses used around ‘disengaged’
young people by those in mainstream education and the possible power mechanisms
deployed in constituting these discourses. The patterns and themes | drew from these
early historical searches were then used to direct searches until 2012. As | followed
these patterns both historically and thematically, the types of documents expanded
from purely educational research to included the current Australian Education Act
(2004) and relevant educational policy documents, web sites, media articles and
releases, and a range of research literature from educational, criminal, psychiatric,
political and medical origins that both supported and critiqued understandings of young

people.

To collect the documents | described above, | first conducted a range of Google and
Google Scholar searches followed by more general internet and library searches. In
the Google and Google Scholar searches | initially used the search terms such as
‘youth’, ‘adolescent’, ‘juvenile’, ‘teenager’ to identify young people, combined with
‘education’ and ‘school’ to narrow this research to educational documents. | then
added such terms as ‘disengaged’, ‘disaffected’, ‘marginalised’ to narrow the searches
further by identifying the ‘type’ of young people | was targeting. These initial searches
revealed further terms, for example, during the 1870s-1930s terms such as

‘delinquent’, ‘criminal’, ‘deviant’ and ‘truant’ were attributed to young people not
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engaged in schooling. After the 1950s-60s my searches were extended to include

terms such as ‘at risk’ and ‘disadvantaged’.

| combined these terms with a search by decade, e.g. 1870-1879, 2000-2009 etc.
However, | found there was much less research during earlier historical periods and, in
general, from the 1870s to the 1930’s, there was little change in the language and
intent of these documents. Therefore, for analysis | grouped these earlier time frames
into a larger timeframe of 60 years comprising 1870s to 1930s. One obvious pattern
that arose in the documents of this time clustered around a combination of
educational and legal notions of young people. | used this point in time to begin a new
time period of 20 years, from 1930 to 1950. This was followed by another timeframe
of 20 years covering the 1950s and 1960s where patterns appeared to be drawn from
the amalgamation of psychology and education. In the 1950s there was also a
significant increase in the quantity of research around education, young people and
‘disengagement’. This quantity of literature grew exponentially in the following
decades (and appears to be continuing to increase). | therefore left the searches after
the 1960s in ten year timeframes from the 1970s to 2000, however, this was
predominantly a pragmatic move to cope with the quantity of data generated by these

searches.

Although the document search was conducted in these set time frames the analysis
focused on the themes and patterns that arose in the documents. From this analysis
four points of time appeared to signify significant “rupture[s], in that white,
paradoxically atemporal crack in which one sudden formulation replaces another”
(Foucault 2002: 184). These ruptures occurred most obviously: in 872 — coinciding
with the introduction of compulsory education; in the 1950s and 1960s — which
showed a substantial shift in the patterns of ‘knowing’ disengaged young people
through the most intense uptake of psychology in education; in the 1980s — when
neoliberal practices were introduced into education; and in the 1990s — as a diverse
range of discourses were identified such as ‘at risk’ and ‘risky’ young people, the

‘commodified’ young person, and the ‘child as waste’.

With the identification of these four moments, | moved away from Google searching

and included library searches for books and other internet searches for websites such
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as government sites for law and education, sites for educational institutions such as the
NSW Department of Education and Training (DET/DEC) and the NSW Board of
Studies, as well as literature searches using terms arising in the original searches.
Deficit understandings of young people and the prominent acceptance of adult
expertise to inform practice were the dominant thematic patterns that | tracked
throughout the document analysis. These searches and document analysis established

the basis of a more comprehensive ethnographic study of the YOTS schools.

Phase 2: Using Ethnographic Principles and Techniques in Atypical Schools

For the second stage of data collection | drew on a range of ethnographic techniques.
My aim was to recognise what Carabine (2001: 272) calls the “ordinary” and
“everyday” experience of 'disengaged’ young people and the educational environment
they have appeared to connect with. When an approach primarily concerns drawing
on expertise to alter the perceived deficits of young people and ordinary and everyday
experience can be ignored. However, as | am addressing the problematic nature of
some educational settings, these so called ordinary and everyday experiences, become
vital as they expose the ‘resistance’ in discourses of power (Carabine 2001).
Otherwise the research can become the by product of those who dominate power

relations.

Finding a Site
The site chosen for this study had to meet the specific needs of this research. The

chosen site had to provide access to young people who had been ‘disengaged’ from
learning. These young people would be able to speak to their experiences of
‘disengagement’ from traditional school settings, allowing mainstream practices to be
problematised. But more importantly such a site would need to allow a more positive
exploration of ‘disengaged’ young people’s educational reconciliation. A site that
provided for this dual purpose would also help to address the criticisms of a critical
sociology being only destructive and also allowed a political stance with beneficial

outcomes.

Following an extensive search of organisations that worked with disengaged young
people, Youth Off The Streets (YOTS) was the context that appeared to provide the
most promising research site. | was initially attracted to YOTS as it was an

organisation that had a good reputation across many fields and with the support of
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many reputable people for being able to succeed in making reconnections with young
people. The leader of YOTS, Father Riley, also had an established reputation as a no
nonsense educator who demanded ‘greatness’ from the young people he cared for
(YOTS 2012a), and for demanding fairness from the institutions that were supposed to
be supporting these young people (Williams 2004, 2007). YOTS’s reputation was
supported by: information and other documentation on the YOTS website (YOTS
2012a); the publically acknowledged success of YOTS external programmes (for
example The Brumby programme); and was anecdotally supported by my own
educational contacts, particularly by educators | knew who worked closely with
‘disengaged’ young people and who had recommended YOTS for some of the young
people | had taught in mainstream schools. For further background | also accessed
documentation such as the YOTS schools annual reports (YOTS 2012d). What this
background research indicated was that the YOTS schools provided a space in which
young people were able to reconnect both with their education and with life in general

and could therefore provide a rich site for my intended study.

Running concurrently with this investigation, Ethics Approval from the Human
Research Ethics Committee at the University of Wollongong was sought for a non-
specific site, giving instead a range of options that may have been possible at the time.
The Ethics Committee gave approval for conducting an ethnographic study with staff
and young people over the age of fourteen in a school for which specific approval

would then be sought.

Entry to the YOTS site ultimately came through a colleague who was able to provide
contact with staff involved directly with the YOTS schools. These people were very
open to research being conducted in the YOTS schools. The subsequent completion
of paperwork saw approval given for research to begin in all four of their schools.
This process took almost eighteen months and included a full Police Check under the
Child Protection requirements of the YOTS organisation. The Police Check alone
took over three months to be approved and although | was able to be in schools | had
to wait for this clearance to be able to interview young people. | was therefore able
to commence fieldwork observations and staff interviews during this time but was

required to be in the presence of a staff member when young people were present.
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Youth Off The Streets

The YOTS organisation operated more than just the four schools (five schools are

now in operation since the beginning of 2013 (YOTS 2012a)). Historically, YOTS was

established in 1991 by Father Chris Riley and is described by the organisation as a,

non-denominational community organisation working for young people aged 12
to 2| who are facing challenges of homelessness, drug dependency,

disadvantage, exclusion from school, neglect and abuse. (YOTS, 2012b: I)

The most recent information available at the time of writing states that YOTS provides
over twenty five different services aimed at helping young people in a range of city and
regional areas which currently include: crisis accommodation; early intervention and
outreach through community engagement in metropolitan and remote communities;
drug and alcohol counselling and rehabilitation; a Street Walk Program — providing a
night time presence and making contact with young people on the streets; a Food Van;
and residential treatment programs (YOTS 2012b: I). Other services operate on a
needs basis, for example, a crisis response team is set up whenever a crisis occurs
involving young people in Australia. Responses had previously included a programme
for children affected by the Victorian Bushfires in 2009 and a number of overseas
programmes such as the establishment of the two orphanages in East Timor and Banda

Aceh (Williams, 2007).

While the young people often accessed or were involved in helping in these
programmes, the four schools were the focus of my research. The schools both
contributed to these other programmes and drew on them in their school
programmes. For example, young people from the YOTS schools were invited to go
to East Timor to help set up the orphanage and service learning was done by young
people in aged care facilities, pre schools, hospitals, disability camps and assisting on
crisis teams. But, the young people were also assisted by these programmes, such as
the integration programme which provides young people with independent living skills,
further education and work opportunities and general support to help establish them

once they leave YOTS.

The YOTS Schools

In order to maintain confidentiality and anonymity, the four YOTS schools will not be
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named or described specifically and none of the data will be linked to any specific
school. The overall organisation of the four schools is discussed but details that could

be used to identify staff and young people has not been included.

Each of the four school sites had a different purpose and focus: some addressed
different educational needs, such as Year || and 12 programmes, some targeted
homeless young people; some were deliberately located in areas of extreme
disadvantage that addressed relevant community issues. All operated in very different
ways while still drawing on similar practices and sharing resources and personnel. As
well as connections to the programmes mentioned above, the schools also
incorporated a multitude of ‘outside’ services and people in their provision of their
education programmes. These were very much based on the individual requirements

of each young person in YOTS care at any given time.

In terms of management structures, the four school sites come under the umbrella of
the Director of Education, who was also the principal of the four schools. Each school
had a School Manager, who was responsible to the Principal for the day to day running
of their particular school. The numbers and needs of the young people attending each
school determined the number and type of staff. The teacher/student ratio was
approximately one teacher for every 8-12 young people, with the four schools having
‘elastic’ enrolments of between 8 and 8. Some of the schools also drew on other
support staff such as administrative support, cooks and youth workers in various
numbers and in various methods of employment ranging from voluntary to fulltime
paid positions. External sources of support tended to be specific to each school and

included volunteer teachers, cleaners, administration staff, and fundraisers.

There were also a number of programmes that had been set up to run across the four
schools. For example, Service Learning, Aboriginal “Respect” Programmes,
psychologist support, the Integration Programme and Youth Workers all functioned
across each of the schools — although their depth of involvement in each school varied.
Each of the schools also had connections with the police, especially the school liaison
officers from local police stations. Many of the young people were well known to
police and therefore police contact with YOTS aimed at finding more positive

relationships through this connection. For example at one of the schools the Police
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Liaison Officer had organised excursions for the young people with the Water Police.

Vehicles were provided for the use of each of the schools and were usually the
responsibility of one of the members of staff. These were used regularly for such
things as transport to service learning, work experience and excursions. Access to
these vehicles allowed a great deal of freedom for the schools by offering the ability to
be responsive to the changing nature of the school on a moment-by-moment basis.
For example, on very hot days at one of the schools it was possible to change ‘sport’
day and take young people to the local pool which could not have been accessed
without the school’s minibus. Another of the schools rang young people each morning
if they had not made it to school and would then pick up (and also drop off) young

people, if there was a need.

The physical spaces of each school were very different but again due to confidentiality
and anonymity | have not included a description here. Despite the differences in
physical spaces, all the schools ran on a structure and curriculum similar to mainstream
high schools with six periods a day, recess and lunch and addressed the required range

and duration of subjects to met NSW Board of Studies (NSWBOS) requirements.

Choosing a Research Approach

One of the most significant strategies employed in critical sociology is critical
ethnography. The techniques of traditional ethnography are generally used to immerse
the researcher within particular contexts. Critical ethnography has been used by
researchers from a variety of epistemological backgrounds and has well established
connections with a Foucaultian discourse analysis as a research mechanism
(Tamboukou and Ball, 2003). Its use in such ethnographic studies based in education,
as Youdell’s Impossible Bodies, Impossible selves: exclusions and student subjectivities
(2006c) show how an exploration of power manipulations enforce such social
phenomenon as class, disadvantage and inequality in education and provide justification

for its use here.

An approach was needed whereby a depth of rich data could be generated from young
people and the staff working with them. It had to address the needs and sensitivities

of the particular populations and the organisation chosen. It needed to allow an
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understanding of the educational context that surrounded these people. As a
poststructural study it also needed to provide data as text with enough depth to
determine the limitations of the language accessed. As a study drawing on a
Foucaultian discourse analysis, there was also a requirement for generating data that
would provide an understanding of the discourse being accessed and the ways power
was operating within these discourses. This then determined that the process needed
to include such aspects of discourse as descriptions of context, practices, systems,
artefacts, which could be used to analyse the power mechanisms embedded in these
while being general and open enough in its approach to allow for the disclosure of
possibilities not considered. These requirements pointed to the need for an

ethnographic approach.

Ethnography “entails the extended involvement of the researcher in the social life of
those he or she studies” (Bryman, 2004: 291). My approach drew on the ethnographic
principles of immersion, rapport, and flexibility; and the ethnographic techniques of
interviewing and observation with the aim of being as closely aligned to a ‘true’

ethnographic study as possible within the constraints of the study.

Immersion in the daily life of the schools provided a depth of understanding of the
context. Building rapport was essential for establishing relationships with the YOTS
young people who had experienced significant issues around trust. A flexible approach
to research was required to take account of the specific context of YOTS and the
young people’s often disrupted lives. While staff were constantly responding to the
immediacy of the young people’s circumstances, | needed to constantly adapt my
research plans to fit the immediacy of these circumstances. For example, interviews
were conducted in a range of spaces and at times had to be rescheduled to be

responsive to what was happening in the schools.

Observations were used to look for such data as practices, procedures and

interactions between people. The field notes of these observations formed one set of
textual data. In terms of generating other textual data a combination of, indepth, one
on one, semi/unstructured interviews and ‘ethnographic’ interviews (talking to people

in informal ways within the day to day interactions of each school) was used.
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Ethnographic Data Generation

’

Following Youdell (2006c: 69), | have adopted the term “ethnographic data generation’
to identify what might otherwise be called data collection. What | want to convey in
using this term is the impact of all that goes into the acquisition of data and the
deliberate and purposeful nature in which the data of this study was accumulated.
Ethnographic data generation is not just the questioning, speaking, and recording of
words in oral and written forms. As Youdell explains, by the time data has become a
page of transcription ready for analysis, it has been subject to much more. For
example, ethnographic data generation speaks to: the purpose of choosing particular
techniques of generation; what actions/events | choose to write in fieldnotes; who |
interviewed and where that might take place; my own reflexive positioning; all while
acknowledging an understanding of the power such choices hold. This understanding
became particularly important, as | discuss below, in my position as a ‘participant

observer’.

Participants and Gaining Consent

Data generation (Youdell 2006c) began with a formal meeting with the YOTS Director
of Education and another YOTS staff member and was followed by a presentation to
all the staff of the YOTS schools at a staff development day to explain and answer
questions about the research. On this day | also arranged visits with each of the four
schools and for consent to be obtained from the staff and young people prior to these
visits through each of the schools Managers. This appeared to be an easy process until

| arrived in schools.

On each of my first visits to the four YOTS schools | was reintroduced to staff and
was given the opportunity to speak to the staff and the young people to explain the
research and ask if they would participate. | also spoke about informed consent,
confidentiality and anonymity, and their right to withdraw without penalty — which |
explained again at the beginning of each interview. All the staff agreed to participate in
interviews. In total, across the four schools | was able to interview |8 staff, 16 in
recorded interviews, two in interviews where | took notes. Of these, there were
eight males and ten females. The staff who were interviewed were those who spent
the most time in the schools in direct contact with the young people. They were

predominantly teaching staff (12), but also included three support staff (administrative
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staff, cooks), and three other programme organisers who worked in the schools. Only
two prominent staff members were not interviewed formally, however, | was able to
talk to them informally at other times. In addition to this, an estimated 22 other staff
across the schools were included in observational fieldwork. These staff were in
regular contact with the young people and included a psychologist, a number of youth
workers, and a range of volunteers including university professors, industry experts,
university students who mentored, music and theatre professionals and builders.
These people volunteered in a number of capacities, for example, the builders were
helping with school renovations, an administrative assistant came in and did typing and
other computer work. The remainder of the volunteers predominantly worked with
the young people within the school environment, assisting young people with their
education either one on one or in class situations. The presence of these regular

volunteers tended to be on a weekly basis.

Data generation with the young people at the YOTS schools, had to take into account
their circumstances, their attitudes to power relations and their vulnerability. As
discussed in the introduction, the YOTS young people seemed to have encountered
and embodied many exclusionary practices embedded in mainstream school
structures. They were typically (although not exclusively) from working class
backgrounds and had attended working class schools in working class neighbourhoods
so issues around poverty and social exclusion where prominent. Many of them had
experienced homelessness and incarceration or other dealings with the law. They
were subject to limited understandings of gender, particularly those around hegemonic
masculinities, and many of the young people were Indigenous and were also exposed
to issues around race. They epitomised the young people constantly criticised by the
media. They were involved to various extents in drug use and violence. Their family
backgrounds were typically characterised by abuse. They were diagnosed with a range
of psychopathologies including learning disabilities, ADHD, Aspergers, depression and
other mental health disorders. They were young mothers and fathers. They had
truanted regularly and had been suspended and usually permanently excluded from
mainstream schools. These young people seemed to embody everything that invited
the application of exclusionary practices, particularly in schools, but also within other
parts of their lives. They had therefore become labelled and diagnosed in a variety of

ways and were considered to be both ‘at risk’ and ‘risky’.
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However, there were very few of these young people who did not want to participate
in interviews. Lack of participation was a problem because of the ethical requirements
of consent rather than a lack of willingness on the part of the young people. On my
first round of visits to the schools, one of the schools had managed to collect all the
consent forms from their young people and their parents/carers before | had arrived.
In another two schools other factors meant this was difficult. At one school,
DoCS/FACS had initially denied consent for young people who were wards of the
state despite the young people wanting to be involved. The reason given was the
protection of these young people. At a following visit this decision had been reversed
and these young people were able to participate and consent had been given. Another
school had a focus on education for homeless young people. In this case
parental/carer consent was not possible, as the young people did not have contact with
either family or carers. To overcome this | reapplied for ethics approval to interview
these young people without parental consent. Approval was given for young people
over the age of 14 to give their own consent. Some young people still wanted to
participate, however, as they were only |3, | was unable to include them. Across the
four schools | was able to interview a total of 20 young people, nine girls and eleven

boys. Another 30 young people (approximately) were observed during fieldwork.

Immersion

In total, | spent a period of 18 months either in one of the four schools or attending
other events such as excursions, staff development days, presentation days and
evenings and open days. The majority of data was collected in schools over three
terms, amounting to approximately 20 weeks in total at the end of 2008 and beginning
of 2009. | spent 3-4 days a week during this time in the schools and a total of
approximately 3 weeks in each school — this varied slightly between schools. Other
activities occurred both in and out of school hours. This level of immersion allowed
access to the YOTS site and the range of people inhabiting the site for the observation

of and participation in the day-to-day activities of the people (Creswell 2007).

Relationships and trust was established through participation in the day-to-day
activities of each of the schools (every thing from cooking breakfast to helping in
classes as an extra teacher). Despite this, | could still be considered an ‘outsider’,

having taken to this field for purposes that stood outside those of the organisation.
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However, Griffiths explains that no one “is a complete insider or outsider” (1998:
137). The difference between emic (inside) and etic (outside) positions, according to
Pole and Morrison (2003) is blurred: “People don’t clump into mutually exclusive
worlds. Ethnographers and others swim in the same interconnected global group.
They know things about each other even before they meet” (Pole and Morrison
2003:157). The position of both insider and outsider, combined with an open and
unapologetic bias, allowed me to become both part of the field and remain separate
from it. By doing such things as supporting teachers in the classroom and helping by
packing away desks and chairs, | was insider. Yet | could also stand away from these

roles and write about these same experiences as an outsider.

Immersion was initiated by my becoming a volunteer of the YOTS organisation. This
was required for both insurance and Child Protection reasons. In practice, my
volunteer status allowed me to be another staff member and this was typically taken
up as my being an additional ‘body’ at each of the schools. | was introduced to the
young people as a researcher and a teacher. Initially | would observe and write notes.
This allowed contact to be less threatening but also set up a barrier between myself
(as a researcher) and the staff and young people. | found | was not privy to the
nuanced conversations that took place. This approach did initially give me insight into
the macro aspects of how each school ran. However, once | had gained this broad
understanding it was the more nuanced aspects that | required. My active participation
in the events of the school allowed access to the micro relationships that operated in

each school and between the actors at each site.

Bryman describes this type of immersion as “participant-as-observer” (2004: 301) as |
was engaged in the context as both part of the setting but with the full knowledge of
all participants that | was also a researcher. Viewed from the outside my immersion
would have looked as if | was another staff member. | arrived at school at the time the
other staff did. | helped set up classrooms, did photocopying for teachers, helped with
food preparation for breakfast and lunches, sat in class and assisted with lessons, went
on excursions, attended open days, presentation nights and staff development days. |
was included in parent teacher interviews, shopping trips and service learning
opportunities. However, | did not take on any more than a basic level of

responsibility. For example, | did not interfere with disciplining — other than to let staff
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know if there was something | thought was of concern. | did not feel it was my place
to do this except on a very surface level or if something seemed dangerous. For
example, on one excursion where the young people from all schools went on board a
Navy ship. They had been given instructions not to smoke as it was a supply ship
carrying ‘fuel’ and smoking was therefore dangerous. The group | was with were being
shown a fire fighting demonstration and one of the young people lit his cigarette lighter
and giggled with his friends while this was happening. In this circumstance | asked him
to put it out — which he did. As this young person’s actions became increasingly
provocative, the YOTS staff then addressed them. Despite my purposeful decision not
to ‘interfere’, it was made clear by the majority of staff that | was considered one of
them and was allowed to deal with these circumstances if | chose and would be
supported in doing this. This positioning had two impacts. Firstly, it established me
with some measure of authority (although | was careful not to abuse this privilege
particularly with the young people). Secondly, it placed me in a position to listen to

the ‘disqualified’ and those who worked with them.

The Problem of the ‘Participant Observer’

My position as ‘participant observer’ in the YOTS setting gained me access to an
unqualified depth of data that | was totally unprepared to deal with. Developing
relationships and trust, particularly with the young people, opened up pathways that
allowed the sharing of a significant depth of life experience. This was extremely
beneficial in generating the richness of data | had been looking for. However, it also
meant that | had developed a personal relationship with these young people and |
cared about them — great for data generation, not so great for leaving the field. During
interviews and other discussions that | had with and about the young people of YOTS |
was told numerous horror stories. The young people explained that their stories
were compounded by the utter disregard that the institutions and people from their
schools, families, counsellors and police had for them and their experiences. My
personal role as a mother (or maybe just as a fellow human being) meant that the
experience of hearing these stories exposed a range of emotions that | have found

difficult to separate from the research.

Sexual and physical abuse was common, as was drug addiction, assaults, and death.

Even murder was mentioned. When a young person describes how their drug
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addicted step father sexually abused them, or how they watched their mother stab
their alcoholic father and they were the one who had to call the ambulance, or how a
I3 year old’s mother was grooming her for ‘street work’, or how family was supplying
drugs for them or forcing them to sell drugs, or of their experiences of being beaten
up while trying to survive on the streets, of being kicked out of home as a |12 year old
and having to find food and money; or of offering themselves to paedophiles so they
could afford to eat, | responded emotionally. Although | knew that these types of
things happened to young people, | had rarely had to put faces to those stories with
such regularity. In my life these experiences were rare rather than commonplace. |
was horrified that young people | knew and came to care about had been forced into
enduring these experiences. | cried with some of them, | felt rage at the injustice of
some of the responses of the people in schools, homes and in law enforcement and |
often felt physically ill while listening to these young people tell their stories. This was
probably not ‘professional’ but it did serve to firmly cement my political position in
relation to this research as being an advocate for these young people. | wanted this
research to reflect a very staunch position of support for these young people and |
wanted the research to influence change and develop support for them in more

extensive ways.

Taylor (2001:12) argues that it is not possible to offer objective knowledge. She,
Scheurich (1997) and Harwood, (2004) all suggest that to overcome this, we should
take on an openly biased stance, identifying as much of our ‘baggage’ as is possible
within the research and deliberately factoring this into the research account. As
Bryman suggests, research cannot be conducted without a researcher’s bias and a
‘side’ having been taken, particularly where there is a “hierarchical relationship”
(Bryman 2004: 815) such as that of student and teacher. Further, Bryman argues that
when taking the side of those who are typically considered problematic, a label of bias

is more likely to be applied to the researcher, reducing the credibility of the research.

Members of the higher group are widely seen as having an exclusive right to
define the way things are in their sphere and because they are regarded as
having a more complete picture. In other words credibility is differentially

distributed in society. (Bryman 2004: 518)
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However, in taking up a position in Denzin’s ‘new research space’ my ‘bias’ is both
acknowledged and acceptable as it recognises and supports a range of perspectives and

political objectives.

Nonetheless my emotional response, however justified, did not allow me to separate
my personal response from my research response. Being able to place a theoretical
framework around these personal responses and the data that produced them, helped
to move the response into a more academic frame. While not taking away from the
experience or the purpose that arose from these experiences, a Foucaultian
framework based in a textual analysis was compelling for this purpose. Textual analysis

in an education setting, as put forward by Giroux and McLaren (1987), acts to draw,

attention to the ideologies out of which texts are produced, it also allows
educators to distance themselves from the text so as to uncover the layers of
meanings, contradictions and differences [...] this form of analysis inheres in its
potential to open the text to a form of deconstruction that interrogates it as
part of a wider process of cultural production; in addition, by making the text

an object of intellectual inquiry’ (Giroux and McLaren 1987: 287-288)

Building Relationships and Trust

Gaining trust is essential to an interviewer’s success, and even once it is gained
trust can be very fragile indeed; any faux pas by the researcher may destroy
days, weeks, or months of painstakingly gained trust (Denzin and Lincholn,

1998:59-60)

Working with young people who have a distrust (even a healthy one), of adults can be
difficult. Young people (and staff) ‘tested the waters’ before they were willing to trust
me with even general details about themselves. Some of the things the young people
initially told me were said in a way that almost dared me to be upset or angry, or in an
attempt to make me respond in what they would probably considered a ‘typically adult
fashion’ — proving my untrustworthiness. Establishing rapport and trust therefore
became vital before interviews were possible. Being open and honest at the start

helped. Accepting everything that staff and young people said without judgment was
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also important. A few times | could hear the ‘mother’ in me making comments to the
young people that | probably shouldn’t have, although, for whatever reason, this

seemed to have the effect of gaining rather than inhibiting trust.

Trust was established to varying degrees with each person, i.e., some staff were not as
trusting as others and this was displayed in the depth of what they shared with me and
was particularly obvious in interview situations. However, | was very open about what
| intended for the research. A few staff started with scepticism but did eventually
display trust. One, initially, more sceptical staff member said after an interview, that it
had been “cathartic” to open up to such a level. However, the majority of staff were
very willing to openly share their experiences and thoughts. Like the young people,
they also did not hesitate in letting me know if | misinterpreted or said something they
considered ‘stupid’ or ‘inappropriate’. | took the attitude that they could teach me
their way of ‘being’ at YOTS and this often led to a vastly more ‘honest’ conversation
than | would have gained had | already had some understanding. In some ways my

ignorance was therefore more of a help than a hindrance.

The young people responded similarly. With the majority of young people | developed
rapport and they reciprocated with a level of trust that enabled them to share their
lives, giving details | had not expected and had not asked for. This was not achieved
with all young people and with two or three of the young people | failed spectacularly;
gaining no trust, little in the way of disclosure about their lives, and definitely no

interview.

My efforts at building relationships and trust had not been deliberately planned. In fact,
| believe in this setting it would have been counterproductive to approach ‘rapport
building’ with a deliberate tactic in mind. This approach would have been considered
to be ‘fake’ and therefore untrustworthy, particularly in the eyes of the young people.
However, on reflection, some of the attitudes and practices | drew on intuitively to

build relationships and trust included such things as:

Demonstrating Care — this ranged from simple things such as asking young people how
their day had been, to helping them do their work in class. It was usually a very

individualised approach and could not have been predicated with prior planning. What
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one young person responded to was very different to another. For example, one
young man, who described himself as an ‘armed robber’, ‘drug dealer’, ‘homeless’, as
‘causing trouble’ and ‘liking to hit on people’, allowed me to connect with him the
morning | cooked him breakfast. He received his bacon and egg roll with astonishment
and once finished, he thanked me and said it had been the best one he had ever eaten.
Although | am under no illusions as to the exaggeration of this comment, from this
point he talked openly to me rather than exhibiting a careful avoidance. | could never

have deliberately planned for this action to make a connection.

Respecting young people’s ‘rules of engagement’ — most of the young people seemed to
want me to understand their lives and were very willing to speak to me. Sometimes
this had to be on their terms. In a number of instances | needed to assure the young
people that if there were things they did not want to discuss then they could say ‘|
can’t speak about that’ and we would move on. | was also very careful to look for any
signs of discomfort and offered during interviews to stop or talk about a different
question. One young person’s ‘rules of engagement’ was a time limit on his interview.
He gave me fifteen minutes for the length of the interview and during the interview |
was given ‘warning bells’ at 5 minutes, 10 minutes and every minute thereafter until my
fifteen minutes was up, at which point he ended the interview. Another young person
very aggressively told me | was not to write about him, or speak to him as he had not
given his permission for me to have anything to do with him in my research, which,
besides this statement, | did not. Respecting these rules allowed the young people to
participate in the interviews on their own terms, giving them a sense of control over

the process and the option to participate or not.

Understanding staff and young people as the experts — | approached everyone |
encountered in the YOTS setting as holding knowledge that | did not have. The staff
knew these young people and their education in ways | had never known and the
young people had experienced life and education in ways | had never experienced. As
a researcher | therefore entered the field with a definite sense of being a novice whose
role it was to learn. This attitude seemed to help with the typical power imbalance
between researcher and participant, particularly when it also involved accepting their
criticism of me. From the young people this criticism was usually very obvious; eye’s

rolled at things | asked or said, groans at my incapacity to understand what they were
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expressing, and use of very definitive tones of ‘No, that isn’t what | said/meant’ and
another explanation given. Staff were usually more subtle (raised eyebrows) but no

less obvious.

Being sensitive to circumstances — The young people in particular were very wary of
anyone ‘invading their world’. | initially spent time just being in their vicinity without
pushing for interaction. During interactions, | would follow their cues, stopping or
progressing when they signalled they were uncomfortable/comfortable. For example,
when | handed the microphone to two of the young people at the beginning of their

interviews, they said it reminded them of police interviews.

Mia: It’s like being at the police station doing a report. When | got arrested at

Bondi | had to have a microphone and that. Do | keep going?

| offered to write notes instead but they both assured me that the microphone didn’t
bother them. My initial separateness of taking notes at the back of classrooms (while
waiting on child protection clearance) allowed young people to see me as less of a
threat. They would talk to me about what | was writing. Ask if they could see it, to
check what | was saying about them. | always said yes, but said that it must be at a
time that wasn’t interrupting their learning and they could only see the notes about
them. The offer was never taken up but | suggest that this openness allowed for a
certain amount of trust, as | was obviously not trying to hide anything from them (or

perhaps they were just using the opportunity to avoid their school work).

Shared Personal Experience — This involved my participation in activities such as a class
introduction where both staff and young people introduced themselves to each other
at the beginning of a new school year. It also involved answering questions about my

family and my life when anyone asked.

Flexibility

Despite the notion of the researcher being flexible as a way of not ‘contaminating’ the
field (Bryman, 2004), in the case of the YOTS setting, flexibility was taken up as a
necessity rather than a deliberate plan. Carabine (2001) explains that this type of

unstructured approach allows the researcher to be surprised by what they find. Being
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flexible allowed the experience of a range of unplanned activities with staff and young
people. For example one day | was in a school doing typical ‘school’ activities, the next
on a boat with a range of young people and elderly people on a service learning trip.
Another time | planned for an interview only to find the teacher was at the police
station with one of the young people. Sometimes interviews were done at a number
of different times as the day permitted. Another interview was interrupted as the
builders arrived and started the circular saw in the courtyard where the interview was
taking place. My first interview was done without my recorder or question sheet as
the staff member was available ‘right then’. This flexibility was about judging the
circumstances, taking advantage of opportunities as they arose and being willing to
change direction immediately if that was what was required. It was about being part of
the life of YOTS rather than fitting YOTS into my research, which would have in any

case been impossible.

Interviews and Fieldnotes

The use of the three ethnographic principles discussed above allowed the ethnographic
techniques of observations and interviews to generate an extremely rich and relevant

data set.

Interviews were naturalistic, taking a form more closely aligned to a conversation than
an interview schedule of questions to be asked and answered. | had planned for a
series of questions that were open-ended which | used more as a guide than a
controlling set of questions. The interviews with staff and young people ran for
between 20 to 50 minutes. | found that the first two questions (“Tell me about your
background.” and “How did you come to be at YOTS?”) and some prompts usually
gained me most of the data | needed. Through our conversations, the staff and young
people covered most of the questions | would have asked without my asking them. As
| also mentioned above, the interviews required a great deal of flexibility. However,
one point of note was the desire of the young people to speak of their experiences.
When | asked what pseudonym that would like me to use for them their usual
responses were things like ‘just use my name’ or ‘why do | need a fake name?’ They
expressed no doubt that they wanted their stories told. One of the young people was

very upset that she was not able to be interviewed as she wanted to have her say and
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tell her story like the others had been able to. However, as she was a ward of the

state and only |3, | did not have approval to do an interview.

Fieldnotes were done in one of three ways. Initially | sat and described what | was
seeing as it happened in the YOTS setting. As | became more involved in the day to
day activities of the schools this changed to taking notes at certain points during the
day such as lunch time and at the end of the day. At the end of the day | would also
note my impressions and any ideas about what | thought might be happening. These
usually came from intuitive moments of surprise or unease or things that seemed to
‘sit well’ (or not). Other field notes came from anecdotes that | hadn’t written down

that became relevant during analysis.

Data Analysis

A Foucaultian discourse analysis as a methodology is a way of generating samples of
‘discourse’ based in theoretically informed decision-making. There are many ways to
approach this task, which can appear very loose in terms of guiding what to analyse
(Bryman 2004). Immersion allows this looseness to tighten around specific themes
that were then exposed through scrutiny and the application of a Foucaultian
theoretical framework. My analysis began with a sense of entering chaos that slowly
resolved into broad themes and discourses that became firmer as the themes were
subject to the theoretical boundaries | had chosen. In doing this, the issue of reality as

it relates to data analysis arose.

Poststructural research immediately places the researcher in a tight spot since it claims
that there is no ‘reality’, only individual perceptions of reality shaped by language. If
this notion is carried to its full conclusion, then questions arise as to how discourse
analysis can be anything but the intersection of two (or more) perceptions of
something that may not even exist. Scheurich (1997), Taylor (2001), and Burck (2005)
all believe that it is important to recognise that in most qualitative research multiple
realities are recognised. Therefore the ‘reality’ of the researcher and the ‘reality’ of
the participants will be different, requiring an acknowledgement of these differences
and their effects on the resulting research. Vaughan (2004: 399) proposes that all
research inevitably appeals to truth and knowledge foundations which are “inventions

of the present, [which] effectively undoes our present; going back a step and making it
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seem strange and unfamiliar, so that what is now cannot be taken as the result of some
unambiguous path set by previous events.” By accepting multiple ‘realities’, | am also
recognising that my thesis was the product of my perspectives and my interpretation

of the ‘reality’ of the participants’ lives.

When it came time to begin analysing data the task seemed overwhelming. The
looseness of data generated (Bryman 2004) had given me such a large quantity of data
that was extremely rich in its content that it was difficult to see where to begin. My
tactic was to read the data a number of times and begin to look for common patterns
and themes from the data that | could use as a way of starting to make sense of what
had been generated. | put together a list of ideas that were spoken of regularly in the
data, such as the young people’s hatred of their mainstream schooling experiences. |
noted incidents or conversations that seemed to grate against me such as the
descriptions the young people gave of the ways in which they were dealt with in their
mainstream schools. Conversely, | also noted anything that appeared to be very
insightful or surprised me with its unexpectedness, such as watching a class of young
people that | had assumed would be out of control, sit quietly and conscientiously do a
test. Initially | used ideas that had arisen during my time in the four schools. While
reading the data | was then able to either extend on these ideas or discard them
altogether if the data did not support my first impressions. As | became familiar with
the data | was also able to build this list of ideas and ended with a proliferation of

themes.

Having identified a long list of ideas, | then mapped how these might interrelate to
produce a coherent argument. The enactment of this process was not quite as refined
and certainly not as easy as this statement suggests. An erratic progression through
trial and error, arranging and rearranging ideas, exploring theoretical understandings
and accepting or discarding them, extreme frustration and overwhelming relief, and
moments of total incomprehension and emerging clarity all occurred as chaos began to
form into some sort of sensibility. This process was as valuable to the analysis as the

end product itself.

At this point in the analysis | had mapped a very broad and basic way of pulling

together these ideas. At this time these connections were still more fluid than fixed.
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To firm up arguments, | began pulling apart elements of the text. | transferred all the
data that spoke to each idea from documents, transcripts and fieldnotes into one
document. | then differentiated the range of ways the data described the broader
concepts, themes and patterns. | looked for such things as: the ways in which the text
was used to speak about the thematic areas; patterns of speech; common
understandings that appeared to support themes; the assumptions that were
embedded in particular types of statements; the types of emotional responses that
appeared when certain topics were discussed; the differences between the responses |
expected and the responses | heard or read; how this data might both contribute to
the overall arguments of the thesis; and, again, what surprised me. | then repeated this
process to a point where | could no longer take anything further from the data. Again,
this was not a linear process, nor was it as straightforward as it might sound, and |
often jumped between strategies depending on what was drawn out of the data, how it
influenced the overall picture of the thesis and the opportunities that emerged to track

new ideas as they presented themselves.

Theorising the Analysis

| had come to a point where | had a range of themes and patterns but only a vague
sense of how they might provide an understanding of the lives of the young people,
their experiences of their mainstream schools, and the very different experience of
being in a YOTS school. As | read through a variety of theoretical understandings, two
approaches resonated with my thinking and the data: Foucault’s use of power and

Goffman’s understandings of how the individual presents themselves.

As | have discussed previously, my personal connection to the research meant that |
was taking a political stance in relation to the thesis. This stance also applied to the
data analysis. My position was clearly expressed through the choices | made in relation
to the particular types of patterns and themes | chose to follow from the data and also
in the way | had come to organise and present my arguments that were highly critical

of some educational contexts yet supportive of others. As Foucault states,

[T]he real political task in a society such as ours 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
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obscurely through them will be unmasked, so that one can fight fear. (Foucault

in Chomsky and Foucault 1971)

The critiques Foucault is suggesting here are important for my study as mainstream
education has come to be understood as ‘neutral and independent’. As | suggest in the
previous chapter, to expose ‘the political violence’ that institutions such as mainstream
schooling perpetuate is vital. Foucault’s conceptualisations of power are central to his
critiques of institutions such as the penal system and schools in Discipline and Punish
(1991) and the work of asylums in Birth of the Clinic (2003). Power therefore was a
theoretical tool that was important in exposing my political understandings of how
both mainstream schools and the YOTS schools functioned. To do this | had to
understand power in ways that were not necessarily ‘common’. Foucault provided the
difference | needed to do this. Because Foucault does not see power as an entity but
as a relationship | was able to draw on his theorisations to look at power in two very
different ways. One exposed the dominating forces constructed in mainstream
schooling contexts, the other looked at the productive manner in which power was
being drawn on it the YOTS context. To this end, the next section will provide an
introduction to my understandings and use of Foucaultian power, and an introduction

to, and legitimation of, my use of Goffman.

Power Relations

| aim to discuss my use of power in more detail in Chapters 4 and 6 as it applies
directly to the analysis of these chapters. However, | describe here what | consider to
be the base understandings of a Foucaultian notion of power. | have identified the
more significant aspects as they informed the way | have drawn on power throughout
the rest of the thesis. It was important to understand how schools were relating to
young people and how young people were relating to schools. The theoretical
understandings of Foucault (and to a lesser extent, Goffman) prompted important
analytical questions (such as ‘How is power working to produce this relationship? and
‘What responses are being elicited when power is applied in this way?’). This
theoretical understanding of power also recognised the relationships that existed

between the young people and both their mainstream and YOTS relationships.
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Power is a Relationship That Exists Between People

What is fundamental to an understanding of power is the Foucaultian notion that
power is inherent in all relationships as a relational process. When asked what he

referred to when speaking about power, Foucault answered,

| mean that in human relationships [...] power is always present: | mean a
relationship in which one person tries to control the conduct of the other. So
| am speaking of relations that exist at different levels, in different forms; these
power relations are mobile, they can be modified, they are not fixed once and
for all. These power relations are thus mobile, reversible, and unstable.

(Foucault 2000a: 292)

Power requires the meeting of people (individuals or groups) in order to come into
existence. And on the reverse of this, without people there is no power. It becomes
a process that arises when interaction occurs. There is no avoiding power’s centrality
in the relationships the YOTS young people had experienced in all areas of their lives.
Power is described in terms of a sovereign and disciplinary power where the process
appears more like a weapon being wielded by some or taken up in resistance by
others. It may seem logical then to assume that if all relationships are influenced by
power then the relationship between the YOTS staff and their young people will also
be established in power relations that dominate and rebel in the same ways. This
approach to power raises questions about how power is being accessed so that
domination and rebellion are not the predominant forms of resistance used by young

people like those they identified in their YOTS experiences.

Foucault (1980: 59) suggests that,

power would be a fragile thing if its only function were to repress [...]
exercising itself only in a negative way [...] the notion of repression which
mechanisms of power are generally reduced to strikes me as very inadequate

and possibly dangerous.

He did not stop his examination of power at this level of explanation. Instead,

Foucault draws on a notion of power as relational (2000a), where power is not a
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possibility — cannot come into existence — without people in relationship. He explains
that power does not exist in its own right, as something which can simply be accessed
by one person or group to dominate another, as Marxist theorists have proposed
(1980), and as he suggests of Nietzsche’s use of ‘power as relational’ that, “The only
valid tribute to thought such as Nietzsche’s is precisely to use it, to deform it, to make
it groan and protest” (Foucault 1980: 53-54). Nor, he suggests, can power be seen as
a broad societal conceptualisation to be applied at will across all circumstances of
power. Instead it must be viewed as a contextual relationship within specific locations.
Power “designates relationship between partners” (2000a: 337), and becomes “an
ensemble of actions that induce others and follow from one to another” (2000a: 337).

But Foucault warns that,

The exercise of power is not simply a relationship between ‘partners’ individual
or collective; it is a way in which some act on others. Which is to say, of
course, that there is no such entity as power, with or without a capital letter
[...] Power exists only as exercised by some on others, only when it is put into
action, even though, of course, it is inscribed in a field of sparse available

possibilities underpinned by permanent structures. (Foucault 2000a: 340)

Foucault does not see power as purely repressive with limited responses. When it
exists in relationship it allows the people of that relationship to respond in unlimited

ways producing relationships where power can, in one sense, become extremely fluid.

Power, after investing itself in the body, finds itself exposed to a counterattack
in the same body [...] But the impression that power weakens and vacillates
here is in fact mistaken; power can retreat here, re-organise its forces, invest

itself elsewhere [...] and so the battle continues. (Foucault 1980: 56)

This also means that power is not a matter of consent [...] but it is by nature

the manifestation of a consensus. (Foucault 2000a: 340)

Power Relations are Productive

There seems to be some incongruence contained in the notion of power relations
producing freedom. This is particularly obvious in Foucaultian terms where research

aims are often to pull apart, critique and be highly critical of the hidden effects of
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power. As will be seen throughout Chapters 3,4 and 5, | have very deliberately drawn
on this critical work, and used it myself, as a vital way of addressing the dominating
effects so readily produced and sustained in many educational relationships through
power relations. But, as Ambrosio (2010: 728) discusses, Foucault’s purpose in his
work was never to do just this. It was to more broadly question the impacts of what
we do and say. It is a method that allows the questioning of how power relations are
being used and the effects that they have. The outcome of this questioning may well
be the to tear down and expose a destructive and harmful process of power relations.
However, Foucault’s approach also allows for the possibility of beneficence — what is

exposed may well be a power relation that is favourable, advantageous and/or helpful.

As Foucault (1980: 119) suggests, these power relations produce a relationship which
does not simply “weigh on us” but which “traverses and produces things”. When
power relations are engaged, the choice of processes to produce domination can just
as easily be choices that produce freedom. In the case of YOTS, power ‘traverses and
produces’ a relationship where learning becomes a possibility. The young people’s
experiences with the power relations within YOTS had moved the young people from
a position where they had only experienced power as dominating to experiences of
power relations that freed them from the constraints of these processes of
domination. Concomitantly the young people were given access to techniques that
opened up freedom for the young people — yet these were still taking place within

power relations.

Power Relations are a Process of ‘Action on Action’

| have drawn on the notion of the processes of power relations as ‘action on action’
throughout my thesis (in particular see Chapter 4). Power “acts upon their actions; an
action upon an action, on possible or actual future or present actions” (Foucault
2000a: 340). It is an act by one individual/group, in a relationship, which engages a
corresponding act by another individual/group in that relationship (Hofmeyr 2006). If
power is described as ‘action on action’, multiple possibilities unfold. Foucault explains

that this is because,

the ‘other’ (the one over who power is exercised) is recognized and

maintained to the very end as a subject who acts; and that, faced with a
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relationship of power, a whole field of responses, reactions, results and

possible inventions may open up. (Foucault 2000a: 340)

Strategies working to produce freedom can become possible when power is seen as a
continuing cycle of ‘action on action’. Options of ‘responses, reactions, and inventions’
within the exercise of power become unlimited. But in doing this, we can only act
ethically while we have the freedom to do so. Once forced, via domination, a purely
ethical response becomes problematic. Actions based in right and wrong become
entwined with the necessity to enter a game. “We cannot move beyond relations of
power, but we can struggle to achieve arrangements that ‘allow us to play these games
of power with as little domination as possible’ (Foucault, 1984c p. 298, 1989)”
(Kosmala and McKernon, 2010: 384).

Throughout this thesis | have termed this process of power a cycle of ‘action on
action’ in order to explore the ways in which the power relations between the young
people and those they interact with are able to produce domination. | am ‘artifically’
slowing down this complex set of processes in order to do the task of analysing how

the ‘action on action’ cycle works with the YOTS young people.

Sovereigsh Power

Accessing ‘sovereign power’ as an analytical tool could be seen as problematic

P
particularly when it comes as a consequences of seeing sovereign power as a
genealogical progression in the story of power, as opposed to a technique of analysis in

itself.

It wasn’t until the 1990’s when Foucault’s use of power started to be taken up within
education in a prominent way. A large portion of the educational literature around
Foucaultian power in school settings draws on the notion of disciplinary power and
governmentality. Many of these studies use the genealogy of Discipline and Punish
(Foucault 1991) to show the historical progression of forms of government from the
top down, highly visible form of sovereign power to the more subtle, often hidden, and
usually intricate workings of disciplinary power. In these discussions of power,
sovereign power is usually shown as having evolved into governmentality.

Governmentality is then used as the basis for exploring the power relations
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educational institutions deploy in their governance of students. Examples of this can

be seen in Ford’s (2003) article exploring technologies of power in the classroom.

Foucault offers the story of a productive model of power that comes into effect
with the organization of modern societies. Modern power is neither possessed
nor sovereign: [...] It is not held by certain individuals to be deployed against
others, but circulates, which is to say, it is put into effect by particular folks

situated in local contexts in response to local demands and strategies. (Ford
2003: 8)

Gore’s (1995: 167) study of power relations in pedagogy is another example.

Foucault’s concept of disciplinary power explicitly shifts analyses of power from
the ‘macro’ realm of structures and ideologies to the ‘micro level of bodies.
He argued that unlike the sovereign power of earlier periods, disciplinary

power functions at the level of the body

This approach can be seen from early Foucaultian studies such as that by Gore (1995),
through to more recent studies such as those of Levitt (2008) and Simons and
Masschelein (2006). This is not to say that these studies are in any way deficient.
Gore’s study (1995) concerning the identification of micro techniques of power
utilised in schools in order to improve school experiences showed great insight into
the subtleties of disciplinary techniques of power in action in the classroom. However,
in my work with the YOTS young people, this approach did not adequately explain

parts of what was happening for these young people in their mainstream schools.

While remaining significantly in the background analytically, sovereign power has not
remained unused. More recent work has drawn on the notion of sovereign power
beyond purely genealogical recognition by acknowledging sovereign-like strategies at
work within contemporary educational settings. Deacon (2002: 445) explains that this
is possible as disciplinary power ‘displaced’ rather than ‘replaced’ sovereign power,
leaving open the notion and opportunity for the analytical use of sovereign power and
its techniques. Raby (2005) extends on this idea, making educational comparisons
between sovereign and disciplinary power in an exploration of high school rules and

behaviour. He suggests that drawing on both sovereign and disciplinary power in
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combination is important in the exploration of institutions, especially schools.

Governance does not replace sovereign, top-down and disciplinary power, but
rather these forms of power work in combination (Hannah-Moffat, 2000).
Within various institutions, including schools, young people’s selves are
constituted through techniques that foster self-governance. However, schools
also punish, through more sovereign and disciplinary means, those who fail to
self-govern, dividing the “good” citizens from the “bad” (Hannah-Moffat, 2000:
528). (Raby 2005: 73)

Educational researchers such as Tikly state that even “liberal governmentality retains
and utilizes the techniques, rationalities and institutions characteristic of sovereignty
and discipline but repositions them” (2003:163). Alternately, Covaleskie (1993)
suggests that although in the modern era disciplinary power is far more effective in
exploring current social direction, within education, “it is significant to note that the
power that they [schools] consciously exercise is sovereign, not disciplinary, in form;
the power they wield is more susceptible to effective resistance than the power to

which they are subject” (Covaleskie 1993: 4).

The combination of both sovereign and governing forms of power relations therefore
provides a much more effective mechanism for analysing power. In particular, if an
exploration is based solely on governmentality some things remain unexplained. For
example, strategies such as surveillance or normalising strategies can suggest how
students might be governed. What remains unexplained is how students might elude
the effects of such strategies/techniques, or how they might resist becoming the self-
governing student. However, possibilities arise to explore how this might occur by

including sovereign power relations as another mechanism of exploration.
Foucault and Goffman

As | have implied, it is my intention that the specific theoretical stance that | will apply
comes from Michel Foucault. However, in Chapter 3 | have supported this stance with
the work of Erving Goffman. Katz’s (2008: 10) statement that the purpose of her
article is to “mark a path from the social to the individual to the social” is relevant
here despite her comments being about discourses of childhood. My purpose in

drawing on Erving Goffman in a Foucaultian frame is to do the same. Goffman’s
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theoretical frame adds to a Foucaultian analysis by taking analysis from an analysis of
power at an institutional level to look a the impacts of this power on the individual and
their return response to institutional power. Hacking (2004: 277), suggests that there
is great value in “[standing] between the two men in order to take advantage of both”.
He explains that where Foucault approaches discourse as a way of describing “entire
‘systems of thought’ (2004: 277278), Goffman’s work focuses on individual’s
responses within and to these systems. Combined, they allow an exploration of both
the system and its outplaying in the lives of the individuals. Even more applicable is
that much of the work of both these theorists has revolved around institutions.
Menand (2009: 296) describes Goffman as “a crossover writer” as his work has been
applied in many fields. Foucault called Goffman the author of discourse. Menand
(2009) explains that by being a ‘crossover writer’ Goffman could be drawn on across a

range of contexts.

In this study the combination of institutional insights with system understandings and
an exploration of individual responses, translates into a valuable analytical tool. The
aim of this study is to explore how an educational organisation, such as YOTS, was
able to reconcile young people with education when these young people had rejected,
and been rejected by, mainstream forms of schooling. This demanded a way to
explore both the YOTS organisation and mainstream schooling. But it also required a
way to explore the social relations of the staff and young people within these
organisations that might lead to both young people’s rejection of reconciliation with
education. As a consequence, throughout the analysis specific theoretical points from
both Foucault and Goffman will be called upon. These will include Foucault’s use of
power (Foucault, 1980; 1991; 1994; 1996; 2000a; 2000b) and Goffman’s notions of
face-to-face interactions, focusing on cynical and sincere performances, audience

segregation, and boundary performances (Goffman|971; 1968).

However, a significant criticism of Goffman’s work relates to the explanation of the
‘performance’ of social interactions as never being honest or truthful but as ‘put on’
performances that deny the self. It arises from a belief in the personal essence of each
person and therefore Goffman’s ‘self is seen as “faked”, “contrived”, “dishonest”,
“cons” (Tseelon 1992:123) and can therefore be judged as moral or immoral. “What

is common to all the above criticisms is that they are set in a dualistic ontology which
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contrasts appearing with being” (Tseelon 1992:123). Goffman’s focus was on the
process of interaction rather than knowing the internal reality of it. The “autonomous
selves with inner essence and outward expression” is changed to “a surface (screen)
model of an interconnected self, constituted in a network of relations [...] Itis a
transient self which is situationally and interactively defined; a social product which
does not have existence outside an interaction” (Tseelon, 1992: 121). Our sense of

self is therefore established or constructed by the interaction.

As Bisset and Edgley note, “People’s doings establish their meanings and beings”
(p- 6). That is, behaviour is expressive and the other people read identities,

intentions, and motives from them. (Chan 2000:272)

What we as the audience see of another’s actions is just that, what we see (or hear).
From a poststructural point of view whether something lies beyond that (i.e. some,
essence or form of inner self) is irrelevant. We can only guess if the interaction we
are having goes beyond the actions that appear on that surface level of the interaction.
So this is where we must stop, thereby working with what is perceived rather than

with the knowable.

Presenting the Research

Two issues arose around decisions concerning how to present data in the following
chapters. The first was about maintaining anonymity and confidentiality given the very
public nature of the YOTS organisation. The second was about capturing and

representing young people’s voices.

Naming YOTS

In beginning to describe the YOTS organisation it became clear that it was going to be
hard to maintain anonymity at an organisational level. | needed to acknowledge the
YOTS website and the biographical books concerning Father Riley. Referencing of
these publically available resources could be used to identify schools and the principal,
making it difficult to maintain anonymity. Anyone even remotely familiar with the
YOTS schools would recognise even the most basic descriptions of the organisation
and schools and only minimal research efforts would identify leading staff. In addition

to this, Father Riley is a very public figure, using his name as a brand for the
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organisation despite being a very private person. All of these things meant that he and
the principal of the schools became vulnerable to identification. Fortunately the focus
of this research is on how the YOTS schools work rather than an evaluation that
might be detrimental. My study held beneficence for YOTS as an organisation and as a
group of people, as well as having benefits for others who might want to contact
YOTS for advice. | therefore made the decision to ask YOTS if | could identify them
as the organisation in the first few weeks of research. Permission was given in
principle. It would mean that the organisation would be named and that it would be
possible for Father Riley, the YOTS Director of Education, to be identified, although
what they contributed to the research would remain anonymous. | was careful not to
identify the positions/roles held by the staff within the YOTS organisation and | did not
identify the schools they were attached to. Readers of the research would know these
staff were involved in the research however, no one would be able to identify which

data was attributable to which staff member.

However, | still needed formal consent to do this. | waited for my thesis to be in draft
form so that gaining YOTS consent would be with their full knowledge of how the
organisation and staff had been portrayed. Permission was subsequently given and in
allowing YOTS to read a draft there was also the opportunity for them to comment
on the thesis. Their letter approving my identification of the YOTS organisation is

included as Appendix |.

In asking for permission to use YOTS name | made the consequences clear and was
explicit about the strategies | used to maintain the confidentiality and anonymity. The
confidentiality and anonymity of the remaining staff and young people was not an issue.
None were identified by name (despite the young people’s desire to have this happen),
their school’s name was not attached to any comments, nor were the dates of their
attendance at the YOTS schools. Additionally, at the time of publication all the young
people involved in the study were no longer attending the YOTS schools and many of
the staff and school managers had changed positions within the organisation. Typical
strategies | used to maintain anonymity were the use of pseudonyms, and analysis that
was focused on the themes and discourses within the data rather than on the people
involved. As a result of ensuring anonymity and confidentiality, methodological

descriptions may look thin. The research site and participant descriptions are generic
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and publically available and minimally descriptive statistics have been included.

Captured Voices

As discussed earlier, there is some contention as to the ability of a researcher to fully
represent the ‘truth’ of another person. If it is impossible to know the reality of a
situation it must be even more impossible to know the reality of the person. Mertens
(2005) argues that this is especially applicable when a dominant group tries to
represent an oppressed group. She warns that significant care needs to be taken not
to perpetuate the oppression. In line with this, choosing what to say about interview
and fieldwork data is difficult, particularly when deciding how | would describe the
young people and their lives and given that | believe | had only just started to touch the
surface with their interviews and my observations. The portrayal of the young people
could also have taken any number of forms by including/excluding a range of different
‘facts’, or by taking different stances around the events they described. For example,
my description may have been very different had | been reporting on the impact of
disengaged young people on teaching staff or on the police who had contact with them
in everyday life. The tremendous responsibility of portraying data appropriately and as
accurately as possible, and in maintaining its integrity was daunting. It would be very
easy to manipulate the data to say anything | wanted rather than using it the way it may
have been intended when it was given to me by the YOTS staff and young people.
Given notions of poststructural ‘reality’, determining what it was that the staff and
young people meant was not just impossible but almost not applicable. However,
researchers still have a responsibility on behalf of both those being researched and to
the research project they are working on to use data in an ethical way. By taking up a
Foucaultian framework this is possible. As Foucault (2003: xvii) explains in The Birth of

the Clinic,

To speak about the thought of others, to try to say what they have said has, by
tradition, been to analyse the signified. But must the things said, elsewhere and
by others, be treated exclusively in accordance with the play of signifier and
signified, as a series of themes present more or less implicitly to one another?
Is it not possible to make a structural analysis of discourses that would evade
the fate of commentary by supposing no remainder, nothing in excess of what

has been said, but only the fact of its historical appearance! The facts of
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discourse would then have to be treated not as autonomous nuclei of multiple
significations, but as events and functional segments gradually coming together
to form a system. The meaning of a statement would be defined not by the
treasure of intentions that it might contain, revealing and concealing it at the
same time, but by the difference that articulates it upon the other real or
possible statements, which are contemporary to it or to which it is opposed in
the linear series of time. A systematic history of discourses would then

become possible.

Ultimately, any use of data for research will be a manipulation and will therefore loose
integrity, so it was vital to me to maintain as much integrity on behalf of the young
people and staff as was possible by maintaining this framework. Bryman (2004: 500)

explains that,

The reflexive attitude [...] is highly critical of the notion that the researcher is
someone who extracts knowledge from observations and conversations [...] The
researcher is viewed as implicated in the construction of knowledge through the
stance that he or she assumes [...] and through the ways in which an account is
transmitted in the form of text [...] This understanding entails an
acknowledgement of the implications and significance of the researcher’s choices as

both observer and writer.

My personal/political stance of support for these young people and the YOTS staff was

and remains clear and is supported by a Foucaultian stance.

Conclusion

With these methodological and theoretical supports in place | was able to form the
data into this thesis. Some elements of the data were clear from the beginning, others
evolved as | became more familiar with what data had been generated and yet more
was uncovered as | applied the theoretical framework. From this evolved some

discrete areas of exploration that | have shaped into the following six chapters.

Chapter 3 is predominantly the result of the documents analysis, presenting a historical

survey of the construction and refinement of deficit understandings of young people in

71



Section | — Setting the Scene

Australia. It draws primarily on the Foucaultian understandings of discourse, genealogy

and offers a critique of current discourses and presents a counter discourse.

Chapters 4 and 5 establish young people as the focus. In these chapters | identify and
explore the complexity of young people’s lives and the impact three significant
relationships (family and the law in Chapter 4, and mainstream schooling in Chapter 5)
have had on their education. It is based predominantly on the data of the young
people and is written from their perspectives of their lives and education. | used the
theoretical frame of sovereign power, and Goffman’s boundary performances to
explore the young people’s responses to the sovereign power inherent in the principal

relationships in their lives.

Chapter 6 turns the focus of the study to an exploration of the discourses the staff of
the YOTS schools applied to their young people. It stands as a challenge to the deficit
understandings typically applied to these young people and interrogates how this is
done and what YOTS has used that replaces deficit notions. This chapter has been
drawn from the data generated by the YOTS staff’s interviews and the application of a

Foucaultian understanding of ‘silence’.

Chapters 7 and 8 are an investigation of the relations and practices that have arisen as
a result of the application of YOTS alternative understandings of the young people
explored in Chapter 6. It theorises the use of power in producing freedom for these
young people and suggests that this is the core of the practices drawn on by staff that
allows young people to reconcile with education. These chapters draw on data from
YOTS policy documents, fieldwork notes and the interviews conducts with staff and

the young people.
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Section 2 — The Conditions of ‘Educational Displacement’

This section looks at the current conditions embedded in education that | argue have
worked to establish young people’s ‘displacement’ from education. | have emphasised
the perspectives of the young people and access the young people’s interview in order

to explore educational displacement from the point of view of the young people.

Chapter 3 explores the establishment and use of ‘deficit’ understandings in education
settings since the inception of education in Australia in 1872. | look at four significant
points of time where discourse has been ruptured (altered and/or impacted in some

significant way). | then present an alternative understanding of young people as being

‘displaced’ from education.

Chapter 4 brings the young people’s lives into focus as something that has been
‘corrupted’ by the relationships and environments the young people exist in. This
chapter recognises the complexities and damage presented in the young people’s lives
in two significant relationships — families and the law — and conceptualises young

people’s responses to their lives in terms of their ‘edgeworking’ practices.

Chapter 5 focuses on the damaged and damaging relationship young people have had
with their mainstream schooling. Here again, | look at the young people’s
‘edgeworking’ practices as a form of resistance, and power young people have come to

hold in mainstream schools.
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Chapter 3 — The ‘Educational Displacement’ of Young People

Introduction

This chapter marks the beginning of an exploration of key conditions that combine to
produce educational displacement via a range of exclusionary tactics. In Chapter |, |
raised concerns for what is happening in mainstream school settings. | suggested,
supported by the research of others, that the ‘troubling’ situation presented in
mainstream schools needs to be addressed. Here | continue this exploration,
questioning some of the most significant discourses employed in mainstream education
— in particular a lens that marks certain young people as ‘deficit’. According to this
discourse, the overriding explanation for young people’s detachment from learning is
primarily due to faults identified within them. Rather than addressing the contexts in
which these young people exist, the predominant but limited response seems to be
that young people’s faults need to be fixed; a responsibility readily taken up by the
‘experts’ identifying these faults. In this chapter | begin to contest/resist this notion. |
argue instead that young people do not become ‘disengaged’ from education because
of their faults, as a ‘deficit’ understanding might infer, but rather, they become
‘displaced’ from education as a consequence of the reified ‘deficit’ knowledges that are

applied to them, predominantly, within mainstream schooling contexts.

To make this argument | do two things. The first is to trouble the discourses drawn
on by education that work to reify notions of young people, such as ‘deficit’. | explore
how these discourses have evolved historically in Australian educational settings by
focusing on four moments of time. At each of these moments ‘deficit’ and other
damaging discourses have influenced and been influenced by the understandings of the
young people of the time. These moments are: the introduction of compulsory
education in 1872; an intensified uptake of psychology by education in the 1950s; the
introduction of neoliberalism in the 1980s; and the influence of discourses of fear, risk
and waste in the 1990s-2000s. | argue that at each of these moments deficit
understandings of young people have been extended and consolidated in education. |
identify where deficit discourses are still in evidence within contemporary educational
research and practice, and illustrate how these discourses continue to act to separate

certain young people from education. | suggest that ultimately, the consequence of the
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entrenched ‘truth’ of such discourses in mainstream schools is the ‘displacement’ of

young people from education.

This leads to my second task — conceptualising young people as ‘educationally
displaced’. This conceptualisation is important as it acts not just to demonstrate the
consequences of the acceptance of deficit knowledges, but additionally provides an

alternative avenue for ‘knowing’ these young people.

Moments in the Construction of ‘Disengaged’ Young People in Australian

Education

| begin this section by tracing one historical evolution of damaging knowledges of
young people. | give a brief overview of how these notions of young people thread
through current mainstream research and practice and how they have created a space
where the consequence of these knowledges is the ‘displacement’ of certain young
people from school. This is not to say that this discussion is a comprehensive
coverage of the outgrowth of this type of discourse, or that there have not been other
influences during this time frame. My aim is to identify what | consider to be some of
the more significant moments in the educational uptake of a long-standing, but
constantly evolving, way of understanding young people in Australian education,
highlighting the subtlety of these understandings and their impact on the lives of certain

young people.

Foucault, Discourse and Initial Connections Between Deficit Understandings and
Education

Foucault refers to the development of discourse as having no beginning and no end
(Kendall and Wickham 2000). The implications of this for my task being that at some
point in its discursive evolution, the notion of young people disengaging from
education became sayable. On one side of this moment, young people were spoken of
as either being at school or being elsewhere. On the other side, the discourse had
evolved to a point where it was now possible for young people to be seen as
deliberately, disobediently and illegally, NOT attending school. This prompts questions
as to how this might have happened; how were young people suddenly found to be
‘disengaged’? This ‘moment’ in Australia could arguably be marked by the introduction

and legalisation of ‘free, compulsory and secular’ public education in all Australian
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states between 1872 and 1893, following similar legislation in the UK in the 1850s
(Meadmore 2001; Portus 1937).

The notion that discourse has no beginning and no end could be taken to imply that
discourse is also static and unchanging as it appears that understandings remain
constant over time, rather than being influenced by the things that go on around it.

However, Foucault is not suggesting that this is the case.

Discourse is the path from one contradiction to another: if it gives rise to
those that can be seen, it is because it obeys that which it hides. To analyse
discourse is to hide and reveal contradictions; it is to show the play that they
set up within it; it is to manifest how it can express them, embody them, or

give them temporary appearance. (Foucault 1972: |51)

Discourse responds in waves of influence to the contexts and other discourses that
weigh on it. This can be seen in the way discourses of deficit understandings of young
people were applied to education. When compulsory education was linked to young
people’s educational disconnections, deficit and other discourses used to similar effect,
were also drawn on. For example understandings of the moral deficiencies of the
poor were evident long before the introduction of compulsory education and were
used to particular effect concerning the convict population in Australia (Barcan |1988).
These understandings were taken up in education and used to question the morality of
young people not attending school, and applied by creating a new way to identify
‘criminal’ or ‘deviant’ behaviours (Meadmore 2001; Austin 1961). It was only when
education was named ‘compulsory’, and when ‘the law’ was assigned the power to
enforce young people’s school attendance, that it became possible for young people to
be seen as disengaged from education. Prior to this young people not attending
schools was not a concern. In fact, education to this point in time, was considered a
privilege reserved for the elite and was used as a power mechanism of the ruling class
to govern the under class (Groundwater-Smith et al 2007; Foucault 1991). These
types of understandings have been developed and honed throughout the historical
literature of compulsory education and are strongly linked to both educational

disengagement and underclass status.
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The introduction of compulsory education in the late 1800s and the resulting
discussions of attendance and truancy, combined with the new legal obligations of the
state to enforce the law, now made it possible to say that young people (particularly
the poor) were being disobedient at best, but usually, criminal and delinquent when
they did not attend school. These knowledges and their accompanying processes of
exclusion have been formed and reformed over 130 years of schooling and can still be

seen at work in today’s schools.

‘Free, compulsory and secular’ Education and the Legalisation of a ‘Criminal’,
‘Deviant’ and ‘Delinquent’ Student.
Australia, the UK and the US introduced similar education Acts for compulsory
education at similar times. These Acts were the result of the belief that “ignorance
and crime were closely related” (Meadmore 2001: | 14). The Australian Education Act
1872 (taken up by states between 1872 and 1893) was designed to specifically target
the underclass and those not ‘benefiting’ from any kind of schooling, to produce
citizens who were obedient, respectful, moral and able to contribute to the prosperity
of a new nation. It came with the assumption that the provision of education would
decrease criminal acts. This thinking was maintained into the 1950s where its influence

can be clearly identified in the following statement from Wall (1955: 413).

The very fact that schooling is not universal or compulsory leaves many
children open to harmful influences or in relatively unsupervised idleness [...]
one symptom of which is an increase in delinquencies of all kinds [...] Thus in
itself an extension of compulsory schooling, coupled with wise social measures,
may be expected to do something to diminish delinquency, especially if the
accent is put, not solely upon preventative measures, but also upon a
constructive attempt to help children and adolescents to adjust themselves to

the new conditions under which they are growing up. (Wall 1955: 413)

In making compulsory education a legal issue, it quickly became possible for non-
attendance to be seen as a crime. “Truancy’ was a legal issue with enforcement coming
through the legal system. Young ‘truants’ at the time were seen as “juvenile criminals”
(Barrett 1900: 183), and the possibilities of being labelled with this perception

increased with the extension of the age for compulsory attendance in the early 1900s
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(Turney 1975). As a crime, ‘truancy’ was equated with other criminal acts of, what
might now be considered, a more serious nature. Gray, in describing his investigations
of the courts dealings of delinquency in 1927, demonstrates this link. He speaks of
delinquency as, “stealing in its more serious manifestations, truancy and general

uncontrollableness, malicious damage, assault etc” (Gray 1927: 265-266).

This type of thinking was still in existence in the 1950s as can be seen in Wall (1955:

416) where understandings of ‘delinquency’ had only shifted slightly,

difficulties of emotional development and behaviour — difficulties in learning
perhaps, or petty thefts, violent outbursts of anger or aggression, lack of social
contacts, truancy, undue silence or withdrawal, marked aberrations in sexual

development and the like — all of them signs that something is amiss.

These types of statements suggest that a lack of school attendance was a serious
deviant behaviour to be dealt with by juvenile courts, truancy officers employed by

education departments, and police (Jones 1974).

‘Free, compulsory and secular’ education was made even more complex in some
Australian states as the ‘compulsory’ and ‘free’ components of the law arrived at
differing times making compulsory education for the poor a difficult option prior to the
legal introduction of ‘free’ education. In Australia, the concept of free education was
not a reality as a daily fee, although small, was charged to assist with extra costs (Gray
1927). However, this understanding of ‘free’, had some serious consequences for the
poor. Children from the underclass couldn’t attend school because they couldn’t
afford to; but their lack of attendance positioned them as criminal (or had the

potentiality of such).

During the later part of the 19" century and early 20" century, educators had taken on
this language, speaking about those who didn’t attend school as ‘criminal’, ‘delinquent’
and ‘immoral’, and were seen as not deserving an education. Talk turned to a concern
that these ‘types’ of young people should not be allowed to taint others and should
instead be segregated and excluded from mainstream schools. In Victoria, for

example,
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Dr C.H. Pearson declared that “the practice of the Department has been to
abstain from sweeping these children into our schools, lest they impair their
tone,” and he went on to assert that the Department had actually established
“ragged schools” for these children in the slums of Melbourne [...] his truancy
officers gave evidence that the ragged schools were flourishing and that the
Department was not exerting itself to get these children into the ordinary

schools. (Austin 1961: 228-229)

Such ‘negative influences’ meant education authorities did not fully embrace
compulsory education and therefore enforcement was limited in its early days
(Meadmore 2001). Each state chose to enforce the legislation in diverse ways, some
more forcibly than others (Jones 1974). State enactment of the national Act, set the
legal requirement for attendance at only 50% and these requirements excluded the
necessity for ‘gutter children’ to attend at all. The negative attitude towards
compulsory education for the poor was also spoken of in terms of economics as can
be seen in this statement by D. Ewart the General Inspector, in his Annual Report to

the Secretary for Public Instruction in Queensland for 1887.

No Minister for Public Instruction has yet seen fit to put in operation the
compulsory clauses of the Education Act, and | am not yet satisfied, from all
that has come under my observation, that by so doing a public good would
result which would adequately compensate for the cumbrous and costly

machinery required to do the work. (Turney 1975:70)

The timeframe of 1870s-1950s suggests that the notion of non school attendance
equating to the criminal, immoral and deviant behaviour of the underclass was
maintained as a primary discourse in education for some 80 years, despite a lack of
enforcement by some states. During this time, research opposing this stance was also
evident. Schools such as ‘Summerhill’, set up by AS Neill in 1921, were established on
democratic principles in response to what some educators at the time saw as
restrictive educational practices. They endorsed practices such as freedom of choice,

student governance and placement. Neill, for example, stated,

The function of the child is to live his own life — not the life that his anxious
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parents think he should live, nor a life according to the purpose of the educator

who thinks he knows best. (Summerhill School 2004)

Summerhill stood in opposition to mainstream thinking about education at the time

and was not received well by government authorities.

The Contributions of Developmental and Educational Psychology to ‘Deficit’
Understandings

During the 1950s research about young people and education appeared to make
another significant shift. Educational research aligned with research from psychology,

added a new level of complexity to a comparatively straightforward deficit discourse.

Psychology, as a discipline, had been in existence in education prior to the 1950s,
particularly in the areas of intelligence and the diagnosis of problems, however, it was
during the time from the 1950s to the late 1970s that the impacts in terms of deficit
seemed to gain momentum. Outside of education the impact of understanding young
people through a psychological lens can be seen in research such as the identification
of young people’s medical and psychological deficits (Lasswell 1957), in diagnoses of
drug dependency (Ma 1969); and in the identification of eating disorders (Bruch 1962;
Lilienfeld 1968). Researchers from a psychoanalytic background combined the notion
of a criminal and delinquent young people, with that of disordered young people who
could now exhibit a growing list of problematic traits (Blinder et al 1978). Researchers
drew on such terms as mental (Geil et al 1978), personality (Woodside 1976),
behavioural (McLaughlin 1970), and social (Suchman 1970) disorders to describe young
people. Suicide for example, was identified as a major issue, with socially unacceptable
drug use being identified as a significant factor in the suicides of young people (Oliver

and Hertzel 1973; Albert and Beck 1975; Harper and Collins 1975).

In an attempt to fix ‘deficits’ in and around young people, research from the UK, US
and Australia was focused on service provision (e.g. Wall 1955) such as psychiatric and
allied services and Child Guidance Clinics. These services were located in lower class
areas, targeting the ‘emotionally disturbed’ (e.g. O’Brien and Duffin 1951) and included
such things as gymnasiums, youth and sports clubs (e.g. Hall 1968) and programmes

that could lead to fulfilling employment (e.g. Mushkin 1965). In some areas of
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psychiatry, young people were seen as being no worse or better than previous
generations (Daseinsanalytik 1957) but in most other psychological research it was
believed that young people required more discipline (e.g. Lasswell 1957). The promise
that psychology could be used to address youth issues did not quite eventuate, with

psychology instead advocating a deficit view of young people.

Educators became particularly enamoured with educational psychology and
developmental psychology during this time. Debus and Sinclair (in Fenley 1970) argued
that educational psychology would make significant contributions to the direction
education was to take in the decades ahead. Behavioural, social and cognitive
psychologists were prominent in education. Personality theory and its influence on
mental health remained in the background but Debus and Sinclair foresaw its rise to
popularity in the 1980s, suggesting it would be influenced by “an increase in the
concern about the likely threat to human values and adjustment by social, economic
and political forces in the years ahead” (in Fenley 1970: 86). Educators’ continued use
of psychoanalysis promoted a deeper entrenchment of the use of deficit through the
identification of disorders and treatment options for ‘disordered’ young people. This
was demonstrated in education through the application of IQ tests that spoke of young
people in terms of a deficit of ability (e.g. Harrington and Grumpet 1972). Links were
made by psychologists and educators between these deficits and disadvantage.
However, the link was focused on the notion that young people were disadvantaged
because they were ‘lacking’. Once again, the blame for deficit was sited with the
individual rather than the social structures and institutions located around the
individual. This understanding has since paved the way for the establishment of
psychopathologies and a medicalisation of psychologically identified disorders (see
critique by Harwood 2006), which has a significant impact on young people in our
current educational settings (Graham 2006a; 2006b) due to its fundamental reliance on

finding and fixing ‘deficit’.

During the 1950s and 1960s a deficit perspective was also supported by many
researchers within sociology. Deficit here was used to explain the criminal intent and
deficit of delinquency and criminality (see for example Nye et al 1958; Heidensohn
1968; Shoor and Speed 1969; Krislov 1968). In the literature a range of terms were

employed to do this. Young people were spoken of as an alienated, criminal,
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disordered, resistive, bored, rejecting, indifferent, defiant, inattentive, delinquent and
rebellious group of hooligans and drop outs in revolt (consecutively Lipset 1959; Wall
1955; Montgomery 1955; Daseinsanalytik 1957; Lasswell 1957; Sherrill et al 1956;
Kaufman et al 1963; Gault 1968; Henry 1960; Dunphy 1963; Montgomery 1955;
Nancarrow 1950; Maccoby et al 1954; Shimbori 1964). The literature at this point in
time connected young people’s criminality and delinquency with forces such as drugs
(heroin, alcohol, marijuana, sedatives and inhalants) and addiction, (Hawks 1970; Silver
1977; Douglass et al 1979); aggression (Dembo 1973); and unemployment (Phillips et al
1972; Institute of Criminology 1978; Biles 1979) — all believed to exacerbate pre-
existing criminal tendencies. Political activism was labelled a criminal activity framing
young people who questioned government ideology and decisions as political criminals
(see for example Tygart et al 1972; Moran 1977). The response by ‘experts’ to these
notions about young people was an even stronger move towards the establishment of
services to assist and fix the disordered and disadvantaged (Gemignani 1972; Slem and
Cotler 1973; Anderson [975) with strong links being made between social class and
behaviour. This picture of the young people wasn’t pretty and added to the
increasingly complex ways in which young people were able to be known and

therefore dealt.

However, these were not the only way young people were being understood
sociologically. Alongside these deficit explanations of young people’s behaviour were
counter discourses that questioned notions such as the ‘educational eugenics’ (Wall
1955; Austin 1961) that had run from the late 1800s to this point in time. As van
Krieken (1986: 401) states, there was an “explosion of critical social science literature”
occurring around the ‘underprivileged’ at the time. Social theorists coming from what
might be considered Marxist and neo Marxist perspectives were heavily critical of a
deficit approach and focused on processes of oppression and empowerment. These
discourses recognised these supposed “menaces” (Heidensohn 1968) and their poor,

marginalised and economically disadvantaged backgrounds (Rice 1950; Mushkin 1965).

These alternate explanations spoke of positions of disadvantage and deprivation as the
cause of an alienated young people with researchers such as Stern and Searing (1976:
I78) taking the stance that it was more important “to absolve rather than accuse the

disadvantaged”. Language applied to young people included the use of terms such as
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marginalised, stigmatised, alienated, disenfranchised and experiencing financial and
social exclusion (Coleman 1972; Slem and Cotler 1973; Farmer and Harvey 1974;
Robbins et al 1975; Morris 1976; Liazos 1978). Discourses of “child saving” and “social
control” (van Krieken 1986: 402) were both identified and questioned within this
literature, with van Krieken critiquing the impact of psychology and other sociological

research. For example, he states that

the family had been undermined and taken over by the professional experts,
with its socializing functions transferred to outside agencies like the school, the
juvenile court, the child-guidance clinic [...] psychoanalysis and social science

served largely to reinforce the power of experts. (van Krieken 1986: 404)

The structures and processes of power, which allowed and supported defcit
knowledges were also strongly critiqued. Research emphasised the power embedded
in adult expertise, despite experts speaking of concern for young people. The
beginnings of critical sociology and its troubling of education can be seen through the
publication of influential ethnographic works such as that of Willis’s (1977/2003)
Learning to Labour and Bowles and Gintis’ (1976) Schooling in Capitalist America, in the
1970s and in the 1980s, Connell et al’s (1983) Making the Difference in Australia. These
addressed notions of deficit by critiquing the social environment of young people in

relation to schooling.

By the 1990s two lines of enquiry in education can be argued to have emerged, with
each having coalesced into a distinctive and separate area of research, with opposing
intents. One line of educational enquiry remained entrenched in discourses of young
people’s deficit, with deficit remaining an unquestioned way of understanding young
people. The other line of exploration critiqued these discourses while simultaneously
providing alternatives to the ‘accepted’ stance of deficit. However, this critical
understanding of the dominant research remained without significant influence on the
status quo of mainstream schooling. When the two positions were applied to young
people during the 1980s, research took on two very different forms: one maintaining

its direction in deficit, the other critiquing it heavily for doing so.
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The Consequences of Neoliberalism for Education

During the 1980s, in Australia, the Hawke government (a Labor government)
introduced neoliberal principles which have had far reaching effects in maintaining
deficit notions in education (Habibis and Walter 2009). Neoliberal philosophy
supported the concept of individual success through economics. Neoliberalism
proposed that the economic market, if left to itself, would support any individual to
‘succeed’ if they wanted to and that this success, in financial terms, would then trickle
down to those not as successful — thereby allowing the economic market to support
the individual, rather than the government via welfare (Habibis and Walter 2009; Katz
2008). Earlier established deficit discourses were soon complemented by these

neoliberal ideologies.

The implications for education of neoliberal practice were significant, and profoundly

influenced education in the 1990s and 2000s.

The last 15 years of neo-liberal political reform have seen the application of
competitive principles drawn form the private sector to public services,
including state education [...] across English speaking nations, the
entrenchment of neo-liberal forms of government has underpinned broad
moves to establish quasi-markets (Whitty et al. 1998) of schools. (Saltmarsh
and Youdell, 2004: 354)

This neoliberal position has been heavily critiqued. Smyth (2005: 223), for instance,
argues that these approaches to education are “grotesque distortions that are
masquerading as so-called ‘educational modernisation” and that we need to “expose
the corrosive manner in which the modernization project is literally gouging the heart
out of teaching and learning” (Smyth 2005: 223). These implications began to take
effect in the late 1980s with devolution of school management from centralised regions
to individual schools (Whitty et al 1998). The intent was that schools could better
manage their needs if they had control of their own finances. However, with
devolution, considerable power was also lost to individual school sites. State and
federal governments recouped this loss through such avenues as policy and
accountability. The accountability procedures introduced brought a significant burden
of paper work (Smyth 2002; Thomson 2008), and policy moved from being guiding
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principles to becoming enacted in law, giving it extraordinary privilege. Political
decisions tended to be responses to political motivations rather than educational
research. An example of this was the implementation in 2006 of the A-E reporting
system, one of the many forms of reporting the high stakes testing and assessment
required to classify young people enforced by the Australian Federal government. A

news release from the NSV DET/DEC in support of Federal requirements stated that,

Almost four out of five (78%) of NSWV public schools have adopted the Sate
Governments new five-point grading scale as part of their end of year student
reports, NSW Education Minister Carmel Tebutt announced today. “This
figure was obtained from an exhaustive survey of all NSWV public schools.” Ms

Tebett said. (NSW Department of Education and Training 2006)

What the NSW DET/DEC had omitted from this statement was that if the reporting
system had not been implemented by all states, Federal funding of State education
would be withheld. This had been written into the Education Act 2004 (Australian
Legal Information Institute 2012), making it a legal consideration. A monetary
incentive for obedience was on offer and a withdrawal of monetary incentive acted as
a sanction for disobedience. Very few schools had the economic stability to decline to
participate. The actions of the Federal government in changing the Education Act 2004
enabled them to threaten funding in order to ensure compliance, exemplifying the

power they exerted.

Another significant neoliberal strategy that has maintained deficit understandings in
mainstream schooling has been the eruption of ‘death by testing’. The testing regime
has been extended considerably. These imperatives were based on the compulsory
introduction of national high stakes testing through standard assessments such as
NAPLAN (National Assessment Program Literacy and Numeracy) and the
development of the My Schools website, both of which have been critiqued (see for
example, Redden and Low 2012 and Smyth 2010). These strategies have extended the
identification of deficit young people, to also include deficit schools and through this
deficit teachers. It has been suggested repeatedly by the government, that poor
teaching won’t be rewarded by pay increases if NAPLAN results are judged unworthy

(see media release from ABC (Thompson 2011)). These moves by the government
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have received significant condemnation from educators (see above, especially Smyth
2010) due to links to the promotion of continued exclusion of the most disadvantaged
schools and young people in the country. This ‘performative culture’ impacts
detrimentally on both young people and teachers (Thomson 2008; Redden and Low
2012; Smyth 2010). A literature review of the impact of high stakes testing conducted
across the US, the UK and, to a lesser extent, Australia by Polesel et al (2012) reveals
that it is generally accepted that not only are standardised tests considered unreliable
but that they are placing significant emotional and educational burdens on the
wellbeing of all stakeholders — children and young people, parents and teachers — with

little to no discernable advantage.

If we do not take into account the emotionally complex and culturally diverse
aspects of education such as are inherent in testing, then ‘we are not only

wasting our time as a community of scholars and practioners; we may also be
in danger of unwittingly unleashing a Frankenstein’s monster. Indeed, we may

already have done so’ (Broadfoot 2002, p.288). (Meadmore 2005: 36)

This attempt to ‘know’ young people, via testing, only serves to further highlight their
‘deficiencies’ which can then be used to fix’ them, making them educable. It further
moves educational and developmental psychology into the forefront of educational
strategy resulting in the types of psychopathologising/medical discourses used to define

deficits and the ‘fix it’ strategies embedded in neoliberal school cultures.

In Australia, the political influences of neoliberalism had promoted discourses of young
people that firmly established the identification of psychopathologies and medicalisation
of disorders such as ADHD (Braswell and Bloomquist 1991). Researchers not only
showed how ADHD could be dealt with in education but also developed ways in
which ADHD could be predicted, providing an avenue to treat young people and
children, as a preventative measure for only having the possibility of ADHD (St Sauver
et al 2004). Although the medicalisation of ADHD has been challenged by researchers
such as Tait (2005), Harwood (2006), and Graham (2006a, 2006b), these types of
deficit discourses had established patterns for similar processes to be applied to other
diagnoses such as the labelling of Aspergers and Autistic Spectrum Disorder (Attwood

1998; Jordan 2005; Stichter et al 2012) beginning in the 1990s, and classification and
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identification of mental health disorders such as depression, anxiety and bi polar
disorder (Guetzloe 1988; Hankin et al 1998; Lee et al 2009; Robinson et al 2010) early
this century. Such discourses are drawn on within education and have profoundly
influenced the structures and processes taken on by mainstream education. Deficit
understandings have helped to maintain mainstream pedagogies which still

predominantly insist on blaming and fixing young people.

Deficit Discourses of the 1990°s-2000s

A variety of deficit discourses that have been internalised in neoliberal understandings
became prominent during the 1990s and 2000s. Common across all these discourses
is the blame they attach to young people. Discourses such as the ‘at risk’ and ‘risky’
young person; the commodified young person; and the young person as ‘waste, have all

worked to frame young people as deficit over the previous twenty years.

The ‘At risk’ and the ‘Risky’ Young Person

‘Risk’ discourses seemed to appear around the 1960s, corresponding with the take up
of developmental and educational psychology in education. Talk of ‘risk’, gave rise to
such discourses as young people ‘in crisis’ (Kelly 1998). By the 1990s two distinctive
views of young people had developed — fear of and fear for young people. Both of

which established the need for the control of young people. As Giroux argues,

In a society deeply troubled by their presence, youth prompt in the public

imagination a rhetoric of fear, control, and surveillance (Giroux 2003: 554)

Understandings of young people as problematic has produced a picture of young
people as something to be feared and “a threat to be contained” (Giroux 2010: 2).
Young people as ‘criminal’ and ‘deviant’, begins to make a strong reappearance through
these types of discourses. The fear of ‘risky’ young people “criminalizes their behavior,
subjects increasing aspects of their lives to harsh disciplinary practices, and treats them
as both dangerous and disposable” (Giroux 2010: 2). Fear promotes “moral panic”
(Giroux 2003: 553; Katz 2008: 7), forcing the deployment of discourses such as ‘zero
tolerance’ and the mobilisation of policy that aims at curbing young people’s
unacceptable behaviour (Giroux 2003). Katz argues that these understandings explain

that young people are,
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imperiled, impaired, and “at risk,” whether from all manner of social problems
that children are routinely seen as incapable of handling, or from the nature of

youth itself. (Katz 2008: 7)

Previously established disciplinary practices and punishment can then be drawn on in
response to these fears, producing the need for young people to be “appropriately
managed and contained” (Hill 2000: 382). Consequently, argument for surveillance and
suppression is increasingly engaged (Kelly 1998, 2000a, 2003a). Both Giroux (2010) in
the US and Kelly (1998, 2000a, 2003a) in Australia argue that the surveillance
measures put in place to curb the mistrust and fear of young people are aimed at

certain categories of young people and are generally based on race, class and gender.

Other literature focusing on social exclusion/social justice also suggests that strategies
for ‘early intervention’ label young people’s behaviour, and therefore the young people
themselves, as deviant and delinquent — drawing again on deficit notions of young
people. Such labelling increases the likelihood rather than prevents young people’s
involvement in crime (Bernberg and Krohn 2003). Discussions of criminology suggests
that young people, particularly those who are considered ‘risky’ and ‘at risk’ (Kelly
1998; 20003a; 2001a; 2001b), are more likely to be found criminal due to the increased
surveillance they are subjected to. Those young people being ‘risky’ and/or ‘at risk’
bring about governing techniques which create a highly scrutinised/surveilled young
people, to the point where it is likely that problems will be discovered, not necessarily
because they are more prevalent but because they are being looked for. Hill (2000:
369) warns that care is needed in intensifying such scrutiny as it can trap young people
in escalating cycles of punishment, control and surveillance. He explains that many of
these deficit discourses, “despite their liberal intentions [...] dovetail neatly into
various other deterministic discourses that call for greater discipline and control of
problem populations” (Hill 2000: 382). Muncie (2006) argues that ‘control and
regulation’ operate through the neoliberal principles of: the responsiblisation of young
people; managerialism and efficiency; risk management; and remoralisation and
conditional inclusion via ‘tough love’, zero tolerance and incarceration. These deficit

understandings are legitimated due to fear and enable,
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a diverse and expanding array of strategies [which have] now been made
available to achieve the governance of young people. It is an array that is
capable of drawing in the criminal and the non-criminal, the deprived and the

depraved, the neglected and dangerousness. (Muncie 2006: 787-788)

What appears to be missing from these discussions, as Muncie is suggesting, is the
recognition that due to exclusionary practices, young people are placed in
circumstances for which they are then blamed regardless of whether they are at fault.
This leads to intervention, increased governance, punishment and a requirement for
young people to ‘make up’ for deficiencies, for which they were not necessarily
responsible for in the first place. This cycle of blame traps young people into ways of

being that often have little to do with them.

Discourses of risk and fear work to demonise young people and are particularly
obvious in the media. Slater (2012), explains that this demonisation of young people is
established when young people choose to act outside a ‘menu’ of adult determined
‘appropriate’ activity. Zyngier (2008) adds that engagement then “becomes equated
with compliance with adult-determined rules and participation in adult-determined and
led activities” (Zyngier 2008: 1771), and young people are seen as deficit if this
compliance is not demonstrated. These discourses become dangerous as they work
to initially create new forms of risk and then apply solutions to fit these creations in an

attempt to control the uncontrollable (Kelly 2000a).

The reverse of discourses of ‘fear of young people are discourses of ‘fear for’ young
people (see Katz 2008), where young people become valorised and overprotected.
Although these discourses are not negative in nature, they create other problems.
Neither approach is seen as helpful. For example, Berman and Mellon (2012: 56) argue
that in an attempt at undoing the negative image portrayed of young people a

“positivity imperative” is engaged that acts to,

further exclude the experience of acutely disadvantaged groups and in turn
deliver an unfair expectation that all young people should have the capacity to
effectively participate in social change (see Wyness 2009). (Berman and Mellon

2012: 56)
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The Commodification of Young People and Becoming ‘Waste’

The notion of the ‘commodified’ child (Katz 2008; Giroux 2003) eclipsed other

discourses used to establish young people as deficit during the 2000s. Giroux argues

that ‘commodification’ is reflected in society when,

children seem absent from any discourse about the future and the
responsibilities this implies for adult society. Rather, children appear as
objects, defined through the debasing language of advertising and consumerism.

(Giroux 2003: 554)

Katz’s (2008: 9) work on the spectacle of the child is particularly alarming. In this
discourse children and young people are seen as always “incomplete” (2008: 7) and are
therefore constantly available for adult intervention. Young people come to exist only
for the purposes of others with no rights of their own. As they are considered
increasingly disposable they enter, as | suggested in Chapter I, a form of exile not just

from education, but from all parts of social participation and ultimately, from humanity.

The effects of imagining childhood in this way “are three interrelated configurations of
the child: as accumulation strategy, as ornament, and as waste” (Katz 2008:9). Of
these three configurations the most concerning is that of understanding children and

young people as ‘waste’. Katz speaks of this imagining as,

The spectacles of “wasted youth” — which of course redound around a huge
field of meanings — and youthful non-innocence (whether sexual, medicated,
jaded, consumerist, criminal, violent, or otherwise) creat[ing] a broad and
open-ended terrain for intervention, both material and spectacular. Through
this intervention the social order is produced, reproduced, maintained, and

given meaning. (2008:14)

Understandings of waste suggest the ultimate in deficit discourses and is particularly
dangerous and alarming as it potentially nullifies young people’s personhood. It frames
young people as objects, thereby denying their humanity and giving permission for a
whole raft of practices that work to both deny their rights (civil and social) and relieve

society of its moral responsibility for the care of its young (Katz 2008).
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Conclusion

This brief survey shows the development of a deficit way of understanding young
people and its relationship to education. My exploration has shown how deficit has
become an entrenched discourse about young people and how it has developed into a
destructive proposition for the many young people. Deficit has become one of the
most pervasive ways of knowing young people in mainstream education. Well over
100 years of educational research demonstrating the consequences of the deployment
of deficit discourses has been virtually ignored by mainstream schooling. Despite the
fact that research based on deficit assumptions has been shown repeatedly to fuel the
disengagement felt by a large percentage of our young people both socially and, in
particular, educationally. Pedagogy, structures, curriculum are set to move young
people into certain forms of success which are judged via ‘normalising’ practices such
as testing. When not met, these expectations and definitive knowledges create a
young people who are seen to be deficient in a multiplicity of ways, leading ultimately
to their exclusion from education (Walkerdine et al 2001; te Riele 2006(b); Smyth
2005; Danforth and Smith 2005; Youdell 2006¢; Benjamin 2002). Suggestions from
critical research calling for change continue to be ignored. Notwithstanding this
negative portrayal, some non traditional schools function on very different
understandings of young people and education, and have been considered successful in
bringing education to those young people whom mainstream education have

determined uneducable.

An Argument for Displacement

| have chosen to use the word ‘displacement’ to refer to the young people of this
study rather than the many other terms used in the literature to describe the ways in
which mainstream schooling acts that cause young people to be out of school. The
use of the term displaced came about after searching for a word that didn’t carry with
it the connotations of the terms already attached to the young people of this study.
Disengaged, disconnected, disenfranchised, disaffected are all terms, which have been
used in educational research to speak about the types of young people in this study.
However, each of these terms brings with it elements of deficit as each term still sites
blame with young people for not being in education, implying it is their actions, choice
and willingness to draw away from education. Such terms as alienated and

marginalised have also been used. te Riele’s (2006b) argument for the use of the term
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marginalised applies to these types of terms. “This concept identifies individuals not
through their personal characteristics, but through their relationship with schooling. It
allows recognition that marginalisation is ‘a product of the institutions, systems and
culture(s) we create and sustain’ (Smyth et al, 2000, p.4)” (te Riele 2006b: 60).
Although terms such as alienation and marginalisation do not draw on deficit and do
point to other ways in which young people may find themselves outside of education,

‘displacement’ carried with it much more than my original intentions.

When knowledge and truths such as those of deficit are seen as a determined, bound,
static reality, it disallows other interpretations. If ‘deficit’ understandings remain
unquestioned then options for other ways of speaking and taking action are closed.
However, when knowledge and truth are seen as dynamic, contextually responsive and
as filtered by language (discourse), it provides opportunities to look at young people in
different ways and accept a range of truths — some of which may be seen as holding
more value than others. It allows the same young people to be spoken of in different
ways. Foucault’s concept of non discursive materiality (Kendall and Wickham 2000)
suggests that ‘the material’, exists outside of discourse — but it is the discourse that is
applied that determines how we come to understand ‘the material’. Multiple ways of
knowing therefore become permissible, allowing young people (as a ‘body’ of non
discursive material) to be seen via multiple perspectives. It does not discount ‘deficit’,
but it does open the door to other potential conceptualisations. Current
understandings of young people, our expectations of them, and such technologies as
current pedagogies, structures and curriculum can then be interrupted in differing and

unusual ways.

From this perspective, the current reified notion of young people as deficit is therefore
neither a singular reality nor the only truth. It becomes one of multiple perspectives. |
see a distinct need to view young people differently and suggest here that an
alternative way of framing young people is possible. | do this in a deliberate effort to
trouble/defy ‘deficit’ understandings as a primary way of knowing young people.
Foucault (1972) argues that having interrupted one discourse it is then possible to
respond in alternate ways via other discourses. | aim to provide this disruption by

drawing on a conceptualisation of ‘displacement’, not only to critique and expose the
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brutality of the current understandings of young people as ‘deficit’, but to provide an

alternative notion of young people. As Giroux (2003: 556) states,

there are more insightful, generous, and ethical understandings of youth that
can be drawn upon to challenge the current pejorative representations of

youth as dangerous, shiftless, and selfish. (Giroux 2003: 556)

Young People ‘Out of Place’

‘Displacement’ suggests that young people are ‘out of place’ by drawing conceptually
on notions of space and place. This in turn allows an exploration of not only a

different way of understanding young people, but also the contexts they exist in.

As a concept, ‘displacement’ has been taken up in numerous areas of research and |
have used a combination of these to theorise my own version as it applies here. An
overview of the research in this area suggests that ‘displacement’ functions on two
levels of understanding, contextual and spatial. In the fields of science, psychology and
political sciences’ ‘displacement’ is simply represented as something not being where it
it should be or where it belongs. For example in science, Archimedes’ displacement of
water from his bath is probably the most well known, but there are numerous other
applications; medicine claims ‘displaced’ in relation to fractured bones, and organs
located in the wrong place in the human body (Westerweel and Hemmer 2004; Kurita
2001). In psychology, amongst other uses, ‘displaced’ emotions are used to describe
atypical emotional states such as; ‘displaced aggression’ (Bushman and Baumeister
1998; Marcus-Newhall et al 2000; Miller et al 2003; Twenge and Campbell 2003).
Without requiring a full understanding of these concepts, what these medical,
psychoanalytic and scientific applications of ‘displacement’ all have in common is the
understanding that the objects or abstractions they are dealing with, have been moved
or pushed from their usual, expected or correct place (Summers and Holmes 2004).
Whether the ‘displaced’ items are emotions and memory, bones and organs, they no
longer appear to be where they are normally considered or assumed to belong. They
are ‘out of place’. | drew from this the notion that young people, when not in school,
are ‘out of place’. They are not where they are considered they should be. They are

not where they belong. This prompts questions about where young people should be,
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what caused them not to be there, and how might this be rectified. This
understanding of ‘displacement’ opened up options of other ways to understand young
people and informed the research by providing an alternative way of being able to

think about young people.

The sense of young people being ‘out of place’ also has parallels with literature from
political science. The attributes of a politically displaced person equally apply to young
people who have been excluded from education. In particular, the outcomes of being
‘out of place’ in a political sense are not unlike the outcomes experienced by young
people being ‘out of school’. In drawing on this context, the notion of the politically
displaced person adds complexity to the descriptions of displacement | gained from
science and psychology. This politically contextualised view allowed me to use
‘displacement’ to suggest a framework which might be helpful in my own theorising of

displacement.

Understandings of political displacement brings to mind such news images and stories
in recent years depicting lraqi people wandering in haphazard lines as they move to
‘safer places’ after their lives have been destroyed by war (Financial Times Information
Limited 2007); or of the refugee camps of Dafur, filled with people trying to escape the
genocide perpetrated by the Sudanese government (Rudd 2006); or the people of
Banda Aceh sifting through the damage following the 2004 Boxing Day tsunami
(Cogdon 2004); or closer to home, people of the tent communities set up following
the 2009 Victorian bushfires and the horror stories they have told of loss of family,
friends and homes (Dodd 2009). According to Kett (2007), in these situations the
displaced person comes into existence due to events beyond their control through
either a natural or manufactured disaster. Exclusion from education can also occur
when young people end up outside of education due to factors beyond their control.
We can see this demonstrated in studies which have identified factors such as
neoliberalism (Smyth 2005; Thomson 2008), medicalisation and psychopathologies of
behaviour (Harwood 2006), class (Whitty 2001), which are outside young people’s
influence, but which still act to exclude them from education. Kett explains that
political displacement can be either internal, where people remain within the borders
of their own country/community, or external, where international borders are crossed

and people become refugees who have “to escape actual or potential persecution”
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(Kett 2007: 98). Similarly young people can end up being excluded from education but
still be located within the physical bounds of educational institutions — being internally
displaced. Young people on suspension, who ‘truant’, or who are ‘underachieving’ are
examples of this. In particular, there is educational research around the notion of the
invisibility of underachievers (Jones 2005), who sit quietly in class but do not achieve,
to support this idea. We can also see the concepts of external displacement and
persecution played out when looking at the literature around the types of young
people who end up with particular diagnoses being segregated from schools (Baker
2002) and through research around place, class, race and gender; all playing a
significant role in who is targeted for exclusion (Alston and Kent 2003; Gaetz 2004;
Hoggart 2006).

The most disturbing parallel however, occurs around the politically displaced person’s
experiences related to security. In political displacement, Kett (2007) explains security
issues relate to loss of income, a lack of physical and economic access to food and a
lack of clean water, air and land. Displaced people are exposed to the dangers of
disease and infection, violence and threats and they experience a loss of cultural
identity and violated human rights. They are described as being vulnerable people who
can easily become socially excluded. Similarly, security issues are reflected in the
literature around the life experiences of young people who do not receive an
education. Habibis and Walter (2009) and White and Wyn (2005) suggest that those
young people excluded from school, early school leavers and young people with low
levels of formal education have lower levels of health and wellbeing and reduced life
expectancies. They are more likely to be exposed to the dangers of disease with a
lack of access to health care, and experience an increased likelihood of diabetes,
asthma, heart disease, and obesity. For many young people, a lack of physical and
economic access to basic necessities is compounded by the inability to gain full time
work, existing instead with unstable incomes, uncertain employment opportunities,
and being limited to casual/part time work and low pay. Unemployment and
underemployment and its subsequent links to poverty and the decreased access to the
resources required for living result in reduced life chances (Habibis and Walter 2009;
and White and Wyn 2005). These same young people have a greater likelihood of
experiencing violence and of being in gaol and being targeted by the law (Habibis and

Walter 2009). Some young people become especially targeted — those young people
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who are not seen as the “ideal student” (Harwood and Humphry 2008), and who are
typically from underclass and Indigenous backgrounds are particularly vulnerable
(Biddle et al 2004; Moses 201 |; Cremin and Thomas 2005). Graham (2009) argues
that human rights are being violated when exclusionary practices are in play around
young people. Young people’s exclusion from education also leads to social exclusion

in many other forms (Habibis and Walter 2009).

Displacement from the Spaces of Schooling

In drawing out the elements identified here by Kett (2007), we can see them reflected
in the consequences of young people being ‘out of place’. The connections between
the consequences of political and other forms of ‘displacement’ and those for excluded
young people, begins to point to the possibility of young people being able to be
understood as ‘displaced’ from education. To this point | have drawn generally on
science and psychoanalysis to describe displacement and political science to
demonstrate the parallels with the types of characteristics inherent in being displaced.
Spatial theories, used within human geography and other areas of political science,
more closely mirror my critical approach and allow me to theorise how young
people’s ‘displacement’ might come to exist. The literature in this area identifies
‘displacement’ as one of multiple spatial terms that resonates closely with theories of
space and place (Cornwall 2002). At this deeper, more nuanced level of
understanding, displacement is automatically exposed as drawing on connections
between people, their identity, their relationships to the spaces they occupy, and the
power held within those spaces and relationships. | found three ideas helpful in
drawing out the corresponding notions of being ‘out of place’ in geography and
political science, and young people being ‘out of place’, some of which have already
been applied to educational spaces. To explore how certain spaces might create
displacement, Massey’s (2004b) notions of ‘space/place as relational’ and her concept
of a ‘geography of rejection’ (Massey 1995: 196) together with Cornwall’s (2002)

notions of ‘invited spaces’ are central.

My take up of the term ‘displaced’ is supported by Massey’s ideas of space and place as
relational, mutually supportive, and co-existing concepts. Reay and Lucey describe the
difference between the two terms: space being “relational” and place being “a location

or a structure of feeling centred on a specific territory” (Reay and Lucey 2000: 412).
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Spaces are defined by the ways in which people interact in them. Places such as
hospitals, shops, schools and the internet only become a ‘place’ when people relate to
them and to each other within them. However, all the people in a space do not
interact in the same way. Each type of place requires certain identities of those who
participate in them. We can see this played out in the ‘place’ of education. A site
made up of buildings and other landscapes is a space. When such a space is named a
‘school’ it becomes relational. The buildings have purpose and set up relational spaces
where certain identities are created, for example that of ‘teacher’ or ‘student’, which
don’t exist in the same form in other spaces. It also needs to be noted that even
within specific spaces identities are not fixed but are political and will shift dynamically
as the space around them shifts (Massey 2004b). Therefore the ways we understand
the identity of ‘student’ or ‘teacher’ is not stable or fixed but constantly evolving as

spatial relations play out in the school space.

Spaces then, can be seen as both relational and able to create certain identities. These
identities however, should not be seen as equal. Other forces determine inequalities
in the relationships conducted within spaces. Broadly speaking, spatial relations are set
by forces of power allowed by the identities created in a space which are constituted
by relations that range between dominating and co-operative (Reay and Lucey 2000).
The interplay of space and power are what determine the identities possible in
particular places. The action of these spatial relations “frame the boundaries for action
through discursive processes of ‘subjectification’, through which particular subject
positions are made available for individuals to take up” (Brock et al 2001: 5). In
schools, for example, teacher identities are not available for the young people who
participate in a school space. Young people are generally only able to take up the
identity of student in this relationship and, through processes carried out within school
spaces, are subject to the power contained in the other identities, for example that of

teachers, in the school space.

Space and power together, act as a sorting mechanism through their links with specific
spatial identities. These identities are used to determine who can belong and who is
rejected within particular spaces. Massey describes this as a geography of belonging

and rejection.
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The social definition of the place involves an active process of exclusion. And
in that process the boundaries of the place, and the imagination and building of
its ‘character’, are part and parcel of the definition of who is an insider and who
is not; of who is a ‘local’ and what that term should mean, and who is to be
excluded. It is a space of bounded identities; a geography of rejection (Massey

1995: 194).

Spaces therefore become somewhere that people can belong or not belong. More
specifically, this notion of space/place brings to life the understanding that space may
be used to reject. School space can then be viewed as a place of power relations,
which can reject young people. The power held within a space is a single, but highly
influential element shaping the ways relations are made possible or impossible. Power
relations allow the determination of the ‘rules’ of a space. Those invested with power
can influence the way in which it is used within the space, along with which identities
are allowed to exist and participate, and to what level, and which are not. The
possible relationships within any space are determined by those in whom the
discretionary power to include and exclude resides. McGregor (2004) identifies the
school as a space where the adult is in a position of domination over young people.
She states that adults in education are therefore able to set rules and routines,

structure movement and access, and control knowledge and expectations.

Disciplinary institutions (such as schools, prisons or hospitals) organise physical
space and time in a particular way, with activities that have been developed
over time to change peoples’ behaviour along a number or parameters: for
example, through organising space, distributing individuals within it and
subjecting them to surveillance and classification of various kinds (Foucault

1997). (McGregor 2004: 14)

In schools, adults are able to determine who can be included in a space and how these
people are chosen, what relationships are eligible and, in the reverse, which people and
relationships are to be excluded and the ways in which these people and relationships
are disallowed within the school space. It is the adults, in setting up the ‘rules’ of the
educational space, who are able to determine the student identities that are permitted

to ‘belong’ and the student identities to be ‘rejected’, along with the strategies for
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doing so (Youdell 2006c). Reay and Lucey (2000) suggest these power relations are

enforced as geographies of either belonging or rejection.

Our society holds the assumption that education has worth for all. This implication is
made clear in such things as the compulsory requirement for all children to attend
school. Such assumptions also infer that young people belong in educational spaces
and that a ‘geography of belonging’ should be accessible for all young people if this
societal belief were in fact, in play. However, we strike a significant problem when we
see the incongruence between society’s value of education, and the literature that
heavily implicates current mainstream schooling in the employment of exclusionary
practices. As | have stated previously, many young people are not in schools and
cannot therefore be seen as ‘being where they belong’. Not only are these young
people no longer where they are normally considered or assumed they should be, but
they have been moved or pushed from their usual, expected or correct place. The
educational space can therefore be seen to be drawing on a significant geography of
rejection, in complete denial of a deeply held societal value. Certain young people are

displaced from school, by school.

A deeper understanding of how this ‘displacement’ has come to be established can be
achieved by considering a spatial structure Cornwall (2002) has identified as an ‘invited
space’, which focuses on how power is established and maintained within certain
spaces. In spatial geography, Cornwall describes ‘displacement’ as speaking “about and
to issues of representation and power” (2002: 2). She also suggests that space and
power “have particular relevance to an exploration of the micro-politics of
participation” (2002: I). The ability of actors to participate within a space is linked
closely to the power to determine the belonging or rejection inherent in the
structuring of that space. To make this link, Cornwall describes a continuum of spatial
structures ranging from closed to open spaces, allowing various degrees of

participation,

contrasting versions of empowerment highlight different kinds of spaces for
participation: ‘sites of radical possibility’ at the margins, those spaces that
people make and shape for themselves, can be thus contrasted with the

domesticated sites of invited, or indeed induced, participation [with]
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mainstream versions, described by some as strategies of incorporation and

means of maintaining hegemony. (Cornwall 2002: 3)

Along this continuum, societal perceptions of schools as a place of belonging for young
people, suggest that the place of school should tend towards being at the open end of
the spectrum as “sites of radical possibility” (Cornwall 2002: 3). These more open
spaces are identified by Cornwall (2002) as ‘popular spaces’. Popular spaces are
formed more organically, being constructed from below by those participating in the
space rather than the space being created on their behalf. They are spaces where the
excluded can be included and heard and in which anyone may participate (Shier 2008).
School spaces align closely to what Cornwall describes as an invited space, s