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Modern Foreign Languages classroom: is inclusion of all exclusion in disguise?

ABSTRACT

The past decade has seen a drive to give all pupils the opportunity to study a Modern
Foreign Language (MFL) in schools in England, making the teaching and learning of foreign
languages part of the primary school curriculum. The Languages for All: Languages for Life
(DfES, 2002) policy was introduced through the National Languages Strategy with an
objective to increase the nation’s language capability. Raising the educational standard for
all pupils is another government initiative with a strong emphasis on inclusion. As the
Languages for All policy stresses the importance and benefits of language learning, and
inclusion suggests equality and provision for all, this study examines the inclusion of all key
stage 2 pupils in foreign language learning and describes perceptions and experiences of
pupils, particularly those identified as having special educational needs (SEN) in their
performances and negotiations in learning French.

As a small scale, qualitative and ethnographically informed, this research is based on
participant observation and semi-structured interviews with pupils, teachers of French,
teaching assistants and parents. This study draws upon Nussbaum’s capabilities approach
and Bourdieu’s concepts as theoretical foundations to analyse the ‘inclusive’ French
classroom. As the capabilities approach takes people as ends not means, and goes beyond
a focus on resources, it lends itself to critical thinking on issues around inclusion in
education. In this context, this researcher investigates the experiences of pupils who
struggle with foreign language learning because of their abilities or disabilities, and frames
the discussion around the capabilities approach. The study also focuses on motivation and
identity in foreign language learning, and draws upon Bourdieu’s concepts of capital, habitus
and field to analyse how the participants make sense of and respond to their own
circumstances in relation to their performances in the language learning process. This
research thus considers Bourdieu’s concepts for a deeper understanding of issues of
inequality in learning French and takes up Nussbaum’s insight that pupils may differ in what
learning French means to them, and it is not how they differ, but the difference between their
capability to choose and achieve what they value that should matter.

The findings indicate that although, initially, the French classroom appears ‘inclusive’ due to
the provision and practices of inclusion, a closer look shows it to be exclusionary. In
addition, responses from the participants on the usefulness and benefits of foreign language
learning are contradictory to the objectives of the Languages for All policy, illustrating the
complexity of the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. This research concludes that structural and
interpersonal practices of inclusion contribute to the disguising of exclusion in a classroom
deemed ‘inclusive’. Implications are that an understanding and consideration of other aspect
of life such as well-being, interests, needs and values should form a necessary part of the
language policy.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE FOR THE RESEARCH

After more than a decade in the modern foreign languages (MFL) classroom teaching
French and German, | decided that the time was right to reflect on the teaching and learning
journey that | had been on over the years and to contemplate the experiences of all my
pupils in their attempt to acquire and communicate in a foreign language in a school setting.
My initial focus was on pupils who were identified as having special educational needs (SEN)
or learning difficulties or disabilities! because this group of pupils appeared to struggle more
with many aspects of modern foreign language learning. The pupils’ struggles seemed to
become intensified when learning had to progress beyond the basics. Moreover, their
struggles seemed to include a whole range of problems such as lack of interest, lack of
motivation and disengagement. As a result, exclusion from meaningful learning processes
(see Benjamin, 2002) is prevalent.

My interest for this research grew, when in 2002 the National Languages Strategy for
England set out the entitlement that every child should have the opportunity throughout key
stage 22 to learn a foreign language by the year 2010. This commitment puts MFL in the
curriculum for this age group and therefore represents a significant step forward for primary
foreign languages. MFL at key stage 2 provides a challenge for pupils and teachers alike
(see McColl, 2000) because the entitlement of all pupils to learn a foreign language requires
teachers to take into account the diverse abilities and needs of all pupils when they plan and
deliver their lessons. This is noteworthy as the National Curriculum?® (NC) places a strong
emphasis on inclusion of all pupils.

When | embarked on this research, | was in charge of French and History at Main
Street School* where | also taught Food Technology. | taught every pupil in the school
because of the Food Technology subject, and have been teaching this for twelve years.
Teaching every pupil in the school enables me to observe them in different learning contexts.
| have been the head of French for fourteen years and head of History for eleven years. Prior
to working at Main Street School, | worked as a teacher of French and German in a
secondary school in London and then in another secondary school in the north of England in
Lancashire. | started teaching MFL in the first years of the introduction of the National

Curriculum in the early nineties and throughout my teaching career | have lived and

! Special educational needs and learning difficulties and learning disabilities are used interchangeably in this

research. The terms are defined in chapter 2.

2 A key stage is a stage in the state education system in England. Key stage 2 is a term used for year 3, year 4,
year 5 and year 6 for pupils aged between 7 and 11.

3 The national curriculum is a study scheme designed by the government to ensure nationwide uniformity of
content and standards in education. This is discussed in chapter 2.

4 Main Street School is a pseudonym. All other names used in this research are pseudonyms.
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experienced the changes that foreign languages teaching and learning in schools in England
have undergone. | strongly believe that it is important to learn a foreign language and this
personal observation has been supported in the studies by many authors who have
examined foreign language learning by all students. McColl (2000) and McKeown (2004) for
example suggest that all pupils can learn and enjoy a foreign language in a school setting.

My own experiences of teaching MFL have influenced my tendency to question the
Languages for All: Languages for Life® (DfES, 2002) policy. This is because the Department
for Education and Skills (2002) states that ‘every child should have the opportunity to study a
language and develop their interest in the culture of other nations’ (DfES, 2002: 15) however,
although all pupils at Main Street School study a foreign language which is French, some do
not show any interests in the language or indeed in the foreign culture. Some pupils display
strong negative attitudes towards both the target language and its culture and appear to be
disengaged. Why does this happen? My experiences thus influenced my belief in giving a
voice to the young people, in order to explore their experiences of foreign language learning
as after all, these young participants are the very people that the Languages for All policy
has been designed to support. Other issues are also involved both directly and indirectly in
the classroom, thus it was also significant to consider these issues which include motivation,
knowledge of the language, views towards the language as well as identity in foreign
language learning. This study is thus an inquiry into the experiences of the pupils and the
teachers as they interpret and take in elements of the language policy in their day-to-day
negotiations in the classroom.

In education, debates regarding the appropriateness of provision for all learners, but
particularly learners who have been identified as having special educational needs are
incessant. Since the election of the then New Labour government in 1997, inclusion has
become conceptualised as education within the same mainstream school of all children
including those identified with special educational needs and/or disabilities (Hodkinson,
2007). The impetus is to eradicate marginalisation and segregation of socially disadvantaged
and ethnic minority groups in schools. This policy development followed the Salamanca
statement (UNESCO, 1994) which pushed for global moves towards inclusion based on
fundamental rights and entitlement for all children. Inclusion refers to all children and young
people being given the opportunity to be fully included, to actively participate with others in
the learning experiences provided, to be valued as learners of the school community, and to
have access to a system that delivers a quality education that is best suited to their unique

competencies, skills and attributes (Ainscow, 2000; Farrell, 2000). Due to a commitment to

5> The National Languages Strategy for England was informed by and built on the Nuffield Languages Inquiry of
2000 (For extensive reading see also Language Learning, DfES, 2002).
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social inclusion, and with it ‘inclusive education’, both of which are central components of
government policy (Florian, 1998), the UK government appears to engage itself to inclusive
schooling through various official reforms and policies (see DfEE, 1997; DfES, 2001; 2003;
2005; 2007) and these continue to attract a number of rigorous debates.

Can modern foreign languages really be for all and can the principles of inclusion be
effectively practised and maintained in the foreign language classroom? The Languages for
All policy (DfES, 2002) seeks to promote the benefits and entitlement for all pupils at key
stage 2 to learn a foreign language at school and, according to a survey by The Gallup
Organization (2010), European employers place value on knowledge of second languages.
In the UK, the Army has also recently announced that officers will not rise through the ranks
without learning a foreign language (Farmer, 2014). Despite all the incentives, many
secondary school students prefer to opt out of foreign language learning as soon as they are
able to (see Coleman et al., 2007; Coleman, 2009). The DfES (2007) also reports a steep
decline in the numbers of students taking national qualifications in foreign languages.
Furthermore, evidence suggests that MFL being compulsory at certain key stages when
students do not want to learn the subject leads to disaffection and ‘poor behaviour in many
languages lessons’ (Macaro, 2008: 105).

The MFL classroom thus presents a ground for many struggles where individuals
choose, perform and persist in various endeavours. Students often complain of anxiety
(Oxford, 2005) or state that they find learning foreign languages boring (Chambers, 1999)
and frequently describe the subject as difficult and irrelevant (Hobson’s Research, 2007/8).
Teachers claim that MFL lessons are ‘the most disruptive subject on the curriculum’ (Macaro,
2008: 105). Parents also voice that MFL is not a core subject therefore their children,
particularly, those identified with special educational needs would be better off concentrating
more on the core subjects (McKeown, 2004). Evidence also suggests that students do not
see the utility of the subject for future purposes (Bartram, 2012). With all of these concerns, it
is therefore difficult to imagine that when all are included, all can flourish and reach the

recognised level of competence (DfES, 2002) that is the objective of the Languages for All

policy.

1.1 Rationale and background of the research

Since the introduction of the Languages for All policy (DfES, 2002), studies (McCaoll,
2000; McKeown, 2004) have demonstrated the importance and benefits of teaching a
modern foreign language to all pupils including those identified with special educational
needs. Specific strategies for managing pupils with different types of difficulties, and

enhancing learning have been highlighted and a number of publications (Morgan and Neil,
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2001; DfES, 2003; McCaoll, 2005; Ramage, 2012) have described ways in which language
teachers can assist in providing for the diverse needs and abilities of students. Although
these strategies offer useful guidance for the teacher and promote enjoyment and benefits
such as personal, cognitive and academic of language learning, they do not necessary align
with pupils’ views and experiences of inclusion of all in the MFL classroom as we will see
later in the data chapters. This research represents an attempt in this direction in that it
investigates the participants (pupils, language teachers, teaching assistants and parents) in
their school setting and reports on their perceptions and experiences of foreign language
learning in the ‘inclusive’ classroom. This research has been carried out in one mainstream
comprehensive school in the south east of England. The school which | have hamed Main
Street School caters for 9 to 13 years old pupils (year 5 to year 8). This research examines
the way in which the school practices inclusion particularly in the MFL classroom. The aim is
to describe the experiences and the views of the participants with regard to learning French.
This study is located within an interpretive framework and has used data from participant
observation, interviews and document analysis over a period of more than two academic
years in the school. This research thus maps the classed experiences of pupils identified as
having special educational needs through examining two connected issues: 1) how SEN
students perceive the learning of French; and why many pupils respond negatively to
learning the subject. 2) The extent to which SEN pupils experience an unfair and/or unjust
‘inclusive’ foreign language classroom.

Literature on inclusion is abundant, as is literature on MFL and the latter mostly offers
guidance on pedagogy, therefore, the purpose of this research is to provide a description of
the daily activities of the school regarding MFL as well as the experiences of the pupils, the
teachers and the parents. | hope to raise awareness of concerns such as the reason some of
the participants dislike the learning and indeed teaching of French although the policy
proclaims languages for all. The work of French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1987; 1990) is
useful in theorising how the participants negotiate the foreign language learning process in
the classroom, and in particular, Bourdieu’s concepts of field, habitus and capital are most
relevant in understanding pupils’ views and pupils’ performances. Nussbaum’s (2006; 2011)
capabilities approach is also useful for understanding the daily practices in the classroom, in
that, the approach considers that society should provide certain basic capabilities for all
individuals. As | will show later, Bourdieu’s concepts coupled with Nussbaum’s capabilities
approach fit together well for this research, as they are both concerned with the processes of
inequality in society.

My interest in this research was informed by my personal experience of teaching
three subjects namely, French, History and Food Technology to mixed ability groups in key

stages 2 and 3. The school is located in a small town in the east of England and is
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predominantly White British, though there are a few pupils from Eastern Europe and Asia as
well. Whilst observing some of my pupils in the various subjects | teach, but particularly in
French, the disjunction that | noticed between policy and practice especially in the ‘inclusive
classroom’ motivated this research. What | encounter on a daily basis is different to what the
policy rhetoric states. This prompted with me many questions concerning the meaning of
education and concerning educational rights of all pupils, particularly those identified with
special educational needs (SEN) in the MFL classroom. Remarking that key stages 2 and 3
pupils, particularly pupils identified with SEN display: reluctance to take part; lack of
motivation; inability to process the learning activities as well as compliance to take part in
learning French just for the sake of it, aroused in me the need to find out more. This is
because what | notice in the classroom appears contrary to what the Languages for All policy
proposes in its statement that every pupil should have the opportunity to study a foreign
language and develop their interests in the target language culture (see DfES, 2002).
Additionally, MFL studies by McColl (2000) and McKeown (2004) affirm that pupils of all
abilities can learn and enjoy a foreign language in a school environment. However, in a field
such as a school, social class plays an important role therefore, this research puts more
emphasis on the experiences of pupils identified with SEN learning French. This research
thus seeks to examine how learning French is perceived by working-class and middle-class
pupils, especially those who are on the school’'s SEN register.

My focus for this research comes in two parts: first of all, as a linguist, | am passionate about
foreign language learning and cultures of other nations thus, | am interested in understanding
the reason some of my pupils respond negatively to learning French and to learning about
the French culture. Secondly, as some pupils seem reluctant to learn the target language,
this could indicate that there is an issue of unfairness or unjustness in the language
classroom. Unjustness in this case would indicate an ethical issue in a classroom where
inclusion is promoted. It often appears that MFL is a subject for middle-class pupils as the
learning process involved functions in such a way that class inequalities are more noticeable
(see Bourdieu, 1977b). French in particular, in British schools has been noted to be a subject
for middle-class female students because students from working-class families are not as
keen on the subject for many reasons including lack of required cultural capital (Bourdieu,
1977b) or literacy skills needed to succeed in studying a foreign language (see Court, 2001,
Williams, Burden and Lanvers, 2002) and much preferred by middle-class parents for their
children. Hence, in a diverse school community, where other foreign languages may be
provided, be it, an eastern European language or Asian language, French could still be
favoured, considered more beneficial and chosen by some parents for their children. As Van
Zanten (2003: 108) asserts, for middle-class parents, ‘schools are expected to contribute to

the cognitive development and intellectual ranking of their children’. For MFL learning, one
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reason would be that with French, middle-class families would be able to maintain
connections to their social backgrounds. Middle-class parents rely on privileges associated
with their social membership (Brown, 1990) and as learning French would provide more
opportunities for future careers than any other language, middle-class parents would prefer
French if given the choice. Vidal Rodeiro concurs that (2009), French continues to be one of
the main languages taught in secondary schools in England and students who go to school
in a deprived area are less likely to study a foreign language. Board and Tinsley (2013) also
assert that despite the recommendations of the Languages for All policy, a small, and yet
growing proportion of schools do not teach a foreign language to all pupils throughout key
stage 3. This practice, they argue, is rare in the independent sector where most students
come from middle-class families.

The term special educational needs (SEN) in general covers a variety of learning
difficulties or disabilities ranging from medical disabilities to emotional and behavioural
issues. The literature on foreign language learning and inclusion identifies little research on
the experiences and perceptions of pupils who have been identified with SEN and indeed of
the experiences of the teachers regarding teaching and learning a foreign language in a
mixed-ability classroom settings. Instead, the literature provides guidance and support on
how to effectively plan and deliver MFL to all learners (Edwards, 1998, McColl, 2000 and
McKeown, 2004; Morgan and Neil, 2001; Ramage, 2012). When | mentioned my concerns
regarding what | perceive to be ‘exclusion’ in the ‘inclusive’ classroom to other MFL teachers,
| realised they also have similar experiences in their own classrooms. | decided then that this
could be a valuable focus for a research project as the school endeavours to meet the
requirements set out by the government for the entitlement of MFL at key stage 2 for all
pupils. The concerns | expressed, which were confirmed by colleagues, coupled with my own

day-to-day experiences guided my decision to find out more on the issue.

1.2 An overview of the school and its setting

Main Street School was founded in the early 1930s and is located in the suburb of a
small town in the south east of England. It is a mainstream comprehensive co-educational
school and when [ joined it in 1994, two foreign languages were on the curriculum: French
and German. Pupils were organised in bands of ability in the MFL department at the time and
French was taught to the top bands only which included pupils who were identified as more
academically able. Pupils who struggled with academic work and pupils who have been
identified with special educational needs by the school were put in the bottom bands and
taught German. These pupils were not allowed to learn French because it was decided by

the school senior management team that they would find German more manageable due to
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the belief in the school community that German sounds more like English. At this time, at
Main Street School, not all year groups were allowed to learn MFL, and French or German
were only taught to pupils in key stage 3, in year 7 and in year 8. Year 5 pupils did not have
MFL at all on their time-table. Although similarly to year 5, year 6 pupils did not routinely
learn MFL either, after the key stage 2 national tests (SATs®) in the summer term, one lesson
of English out of the 8 lessons that year 6 pupils usually have per week was replaced by a
taster course of French lesson. This went on for five weeks and gave the year 6 pupils the
opportunity to have 50 minutes a week of introductory French course to learn the basics such
as greetings, colours and numbers for instance. These lessons were designed to deliver
mostly basic vocabulary and very simple sentences. The taster course was given in French
only, not German and the lessons were one way to enable the languages teachers to select
pupils for the bands of language teaching groups for the following year when the pupils start
in year 7. As mentioned above, pupils did not have the choice in what language they learnt.
Pupils who performed well in the taster course were allowed to learn French and the rest
were taught German.

The band system had been discontinued a few years prior to the start of this study
and pupils are since taught in mixed-ability groups. At Main Street School, pupils do not stay
in one classroom for any of their lessons as it can be the case in primary school setting.
Here, a bell rings to indicate the start or end of lessons and the pupils move on the bell to the
classroom where their lessons are. They form a queue outside the classrooms and are only
allowed in by an adult; a teacher or a teaching assistant. All the staff members at the school
are specialists of their subjects but a few members are required to teach other subjects and
thus undergo training for these as well. In the MFL department, all the teachers teach French
as their main subject and also teach other subjects such as history, English, physical
education and food technology.

My research began at the school in 2011 about ten years after the school had
decided to discontinue teaching German to its pupils on the request of the parents and the
reason given was that it was bringing back painful memories of the Second World War’.
Main Street School lies in a community where there is a military base and several pupils
have one or both parents or at least a relative, distant or close, in the army. Many pupils
aspire to working in the army as their future careers and some display strong sentiments for

the English subject, and express pride in wanting to learn English rather than French. Some

6 SAT stands for Standard Attainment Test and is for the core subjects only, English and Maths.

7 During the WW2, the school was hit by bombs and a large area of the building was damaged. The loss from
this War was still felt and narrated in families and for this reason, there was a strong negative attitude toward
learning German as a school subject. The school had to terminate the subject to avoid division between
families and pupils.
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pupils show reluctance to assimilate with the French subject and its culture as we will see
later in chapter six. At this school, some pupils do not see the benefits of learning French
despite provision and encouragement, and claim that they do not need it for their future
career. French is thus considered a subject for the elite by the pupils and some parents,
making it a class issue. MFL studies revealed that the subjects students choose to study are
closely linked with career aspirations (Stables and Wikeley (1997); Clark (1998); and Bartram
(2012)). Irwin (2009) also found that young people’s orientations and expectations for the
future relate to their family context and socio-economic backgrounds.

At the time of the start of the research the number of pupils on roll was approximately
300 and this has remained fairly steady for the subsequent years during the research. In
2011 only a small number of pupils (3 %) were from ethnic minority groups. These pupils had
English as a second language, but their English acquisition was well advanced. The
percentage of pupils from the Armed Forces families® was 9% and the percentage of pupils
on free school meals® was also 9%. The total number of pupils on the SEN register
represents the proportion of pupils who have been identified as having learning difficulties
and disabilities and was 11%. Out of the 11%, 4% had a statement of SEN. All teaching and
non-teaching members of staff take part three times a year in SEN training as part of the

school development plan usually on professional development days.

Main Street School serves pupils from the local town and the surrounding rural areas
that include a nearby Armed Forces base. Pupils from the Armed Forces families join the
school at any time during the academic year from any part of the country and even from
abroad. Standards on entry in year 5 are broadly average according to the reports by the
Office for Standard Education (Ofsted) in 2010 and 2013. The school has a large and well-
resourced special needs department which serves the diverse needs of the SEN pupils on
the register. The school describes itself as a place where each individual is valued and
encouraged to develop self-knowledge, make appropriate use of their talents and strive to
achieve and to take pride in their achievements and those of others. In its 2011-2012
prospectus'® the school states that it aims to affect positively the lives of everyone with whom
it comes into contact and thus seeks to do this by:

e Fostering a desire for knowledge

8 Armed Forces families include pupils who have one or both parents serving in her Majesty’s Forces (see
O’Neil, 2013). Research by Galton et al. (1999) found that many pupils experience a stall in their performances
after they had been transferred to a new school due to their parents’ deployment.

% Free school meals are a statutory benefit allocated to pupils whose families receive other government
benefits (such as income support or income-based job seekers allowance for example) and who have gone
through the relevant registration process. Pupils on free school meals are classified as vulnerable at Main
Street School.

10 page numbers for the school prospectus and the Ofsted documents referred to are purposely withheld to
further ensure anonymity.
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e Giving every child access to a broad and balanced education which complies with the
national curriculum

e Preparing pupils for the future

e Promoting the identified and shared values of the school.

Ofsted inspections in 2010 and 2013 praised the facilities of the school and the SEN
department and concluded that the care and support offered to pupils in every aspect of the
school and in every subject are the strengths of the school. On the latter inspection, Ofsted
also commented that disabled pupils and those who have SEN have carefully planned and
targeted support from teachers and teaching assistants. The Ofsted inspectors added that in
the majority of lessons, learning activities are well-planned to meet the needs and abilities of
different groups of pupils and this helps them make good progress and the achievement of
pupils is overall good. Ofsted reports for the SEN and MFL departments have always been
generally positive at this school.

1.3 Aims and research questions

In education, although the term inclusion itself seems to attract numerous debates,
there appears to be some general agreement over the term’s main principle which is about
educating all children in mainstream settings. The debates however, intensify over how
‘inclusive’ education is to be realised in practice (Benjamin, 2002; Cole, 2004; Rogers, 2007).
As a topic, ‘inclusive’ education represents a powerful lens through which to critically view
social cultures, values and practices of mainstream education (Scruggs and Mastropieri,
1996). In this research, the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom offers a lens through which to closely
observe the Languages for All policy as it is practised and experienced by the participants.

Teaching French on a day-to-day basis to both key stage 2 and key stage 3 pupils
means almost on a daily basis, | have to deal with a question that pupils feel strongly to ask:
“Why do we have to learn French, Miss?” My response to this question hardly satisfies the
pupils as they continuously demand to know why they have to learn French. The pupils are
always ready to express and enact their thoughts as to why they do not want or need to learn
the language. How this is negotiated in French lessons puts the Languages for All policy to
the test and this guided the formulation of the main research question, “Is inclusion of all

exclusion in disguise?”, and this in turn generated the following questions:

° How is MFL experienced by pupils and teachers in the ‘inclusive’ classroom?
o How is inclusion of all demonstrated or denied in MFL?
o What impact does the Languages for All policy have in the ‘inclusive’ MFL

classroom as well as around the school?
By posing these interrelated questions, | hope to identify a trend from the experiences of

pupils, teachers and parents as to how and why including all pupils in foreign language
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learning appears to be a complex enterprise. As briefly mentioned in this chapter and as we
will see in chapter two, existing research on MFL teaching and learning provide guidance
and strategies to apply in the classroom to ensure all pupils are included in lesson, by
providing for the abilities of all pupils. To my knowledge, these studies have not to date
addressed the complex issues surrounding the processes of the practices of inclusion in the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. This research therefore differs from existing studies as it takes
into account social, cultural and structural factors that could impact the learning and teaching

of a foreign language in a school setting.

1.4 Theoretical framework

The position | adopt in this research stems from the capabilities approach
(Nussbaum, 2000; 2003; 2006; 2011) and from the theoretical work of Bourdieu (1977; 1986;
1987; 1990; 1998) both of which are informed by socially critical and post-structural
understandings of society. Nussbaum’s capabilities approach is characterised by the
assumptions that society should guarantee to every individual a threshold level of central
human capabilities. The approach goes beyond a focus on resources and seeks to capture
other aspects of life such as well-being. The underlying epistemological assumption of this
study is that pupils, teachers, parents with their own frames of reference and perspectives
can drive the teaching and learning of French to reflect their interests, values and needs.
People have different perspectives in constructing meaning which can enrich and contribute
to solutions to human problems (Green, 2001). | therefore acknowledge and consider diverse
reactions toward the practices of inclusion in the French classroom in my interpretations.
Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, field and capital can enable us to ‘make sense of the
relationship between objective structures (institutions, discourse, fields, ideologies) and
everyday practices, what people do and why they do it (Webb et al., 2002: 1). Bourdieu
(1993) uses the rugby game to illustrate the concept of field which he describes as a system
of structured positions like schools for example. Hage (2009), explains that just like
institutions, fields are not irreversible and do change as they reflect and respond to the
games that shape them and to the other fields that they intersect and overlap. Taking part in
the field depends on how each individual feels about the game, their habitus and their
various forms of capital.

The aim of this research which is to explore the views and experiences of the pupils
regarding foreign language learning is premised on the contention that the MFL classroom is
a complex field bound up by structures and micro-politics (Benjamin, 2002). Thus by taking
into consideration factors that could influence these practices in the language classroom, this

study aims to make a worthwhile contribution to the body of literature on MFL learning and
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teaching. My personal aim is the hope that this research will contribute to assisting with
some of the difficulties that all of us, the pupils, the teachers and the parents have to face in
the teaching and learning of foreign languages in a school environment. In this research, |
use a theoretical framework drawn from Bourdieu’s capital, habitus and field, and also from
Nussbaum’s capabilities approach as a lens to investigate and evaluate how pupils with SEN
in particular perceive and experience the processes of learning French in the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom. As we will see later in the data chapters, using the combination of these two
theorists enabled me to highlight the encounters and how these are lived by the working-

class and the middle-class SEN pupils in the language classroom.

1.5 Methodological overview

Ball (2006: 4) states that social research ‘means that | work small. | am interested in
events and specifics and locations, in contingencies, concatenations and contexts, in the odd
as much as the typical. The case is a powerful analytical device’. Similar to Ball's research,
this is a small scale study which examines a single school. It focuses on just one school in
order to produce in-depth qualitative data about the experiences and views of the
participants. Prior to starting this research, | was naive enough and assumed that there were
facts are out there to be discovered and | would discover them when | needed to. | changed
my view soon enough at the early stages of data collection, when, faced with a situation
involving two participants who produced two different views on the same thing. | then
realised that all | could do was present what information | collect from the participants, reflect
on the data and form some meaningful interpretations. My interpretations of the recordings
thus involve a search for thematic patterns which emerged from the accounts themselves.
My intention was that the participants’ narratives and the processes of reflection,
interpretation and discussion of the textual data would inform the conceptual and theoretical
framework. The data collection processes were based within the natural setting of the school
and French lessons were the primary source of observation although various other aspects
of school life were also observed particularly where inclusion policy or equal opportunity is
practised.

The initial themes that emerged from the data were descriptions of ‘inclusive’
classroom negotiations and experiences as discussed in chapter five, and, participants’
views and identities in learning a foreign language as discussed in chapter six. These then
represent the overarching themes from which the subsequent themes derived as | read and
re-read the data. Using Bourdieu’s (1977) concepts of capital, habitus and field as well as
Nussbaum’s (2006; 2011) capabilities approach, | went back and forth between the data and

the theories to find any emerging new patterns. The combination of the two theories is
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purposeful in highlighting the ‘inclusive’ classroom beyond the Languages for All policy

rhetoric, and this is intended to be a contribution to research in the field of MFL.

1.6 Structure of the thesis

This chapter has provided an introduction to the study’s background, focus and
objectives and given a brief description of the methodology. Chapter two provides the review
of the selected literature | considered most relevant to elucidate the research interests
outlined here in this chapter. Chapter two thus gives a brief overview of MFL learning in
England and discusses the Languages for All policy which entitles all key stage 2 pupils to
study a foreign language. The discussion leads to special educational needs and through
this some of the models of disability are briefly explored. Chapter two also looks at motivation
to learn foreign languages and explores views and attitudes to learning French as well as the
role of identity in learning a foreign language, and other factors that influence or contribute to
these in the classroom.

Chapter three explores the theoretical areas the study draws upon which include
Martha Nussbaum’s capabilities approach and Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts of capital, habitus
and field. In chapter three, | outline the two theories and explore the extent to which they are
useful and applicable in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. | also highlight some of the critiques
faced by the two theories. Chapter three thus provides the theoretical and analytic
foundations to the study.

In chapter four, | present the research design and the methodology for the study and
also the position | take in relation to research participants, the research purpose and the data
collected. | discuss the struggles | faced when juggling the roles of a teacher and researcher.
| make it clear that as a researcher | was part of the social phenomena being studied and the
methods for data collection which involve participant observation, interview and documentary
analysis. | also discuss the ethical considerations and the steps taken to ensure validity and
reliability.

Chapters five and six represent the findings of the data collected and the recurrent
themes that emerged from the analysis. These relate to the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom as the
learning environment, the provisions that are available for all pupils and how teaching and
learning are negotiated. In order to consider the challenges of the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom,
chapter five draws on the fieldnotes from observation in classrooms and around the school,
as well as interviews with the pupils, teachers and parents. Bourdieu’s (1977) concepts of
capital, habitus and field are used coupled with Nussbaum’s (2006; 2011) capabilities
approach in attempting to analyse sociologically, the complex procedures involved in the

MFL learning process as well as inclusion practices in the classroom. | discuss the
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challenges regarding learning French and argue that inclusion of all can create exclusion in
the foreign language classroom, thus, the meaning of all in the rhetoric Languages for All is
debatable, and raises concerns about the potential of the policy to positively deliver what it
preaches with regard to pupils’ abilities, interests and needs.

In chapter six, | explore how the participants perceive and experience learning a
foreign language: | discuss motivation and the lack of it as well as other factors that relate to
learning French in a classroom setting. Chapter six also examines how the pupils negotiate
identities in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom, and draws on Bourdieu’s (1977) and Nussbaum’s
(2006; 2011) theories to identify the complex role of difference in social class in reproducing,
perpetuating inequalities and devaluing social justice. Both chapters five and six illustrate
teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of certain pupils’ performances in learning French. Using
a theoretical framework based on the combination of Bourdieu and Nussbaum’s theories, the
analysis in both data chapters suggests that the practices of inclusion in foreign language
learning are grounded in expectations of policy rhetoric in ways that are intricate for pupils,
teachers and parents.

The final chapter seven evaluates the research findings in order to reach some
conclusion regarding the phenomenon studied. Here, | argue that inclusion of all encourages
and perpetuates exclusion in the MFL classroom. | suggest that a focus on Nussbaum’s
capabilities approach could enable a critical investigation of practices of inclusion, and
concerns regarding equality, entitlements and rights of every pupil. Chapter seven also
reiterates how the two theorists used in the research complement each other, and
emphasises a situation where the main objective rests upon enabling every pupil’s

capabilities in order to expand their skills for the development of a valued plan for their future.
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CHAPTER TWO: MFL IN THE CURRICULUM - INSIGHTS INTO THE ‘INCLUSIVFE’
FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOM

2.0 Introduction

The term inclusion is used in various ways to discuss the situation of people with
disabilities and impairments, and to describe educational practices for children and young
people with disabilities. Debates about the meanings of inclusion and inclusive education are
incessant, as, although it is recognised that pupils present a diverse range of strengths and
needs that should be equally valued, the principles of inclusion conflict in practice (see
Thomas and Loxley, 2001). The UNESCO Report (2002) assesses that education is
development and a human right that adds meaning and value to everyone’s lives without
discrimination, therefore at least a basic level of education should be provided for all children
and young people. It is thus a global imperative to include all students including those
identified with special needs in all aspects of mainstream school life. In England, this involves
ensuring all children have access to the full curriculum and this includes modern foreign
languages (MFL) as well.

This chapter explores an overview of MFL and the situation of the subject leading up
to the policy of ‘Languages for All' policy which entitles all key stage 2 pupils to foreign
language learning. In this chapter, | present the concept of inclusion and briefly discuss the
medical and social models of disability. This chapter ends with a discussion on the concepts
of motivation and identity and focuses on the part that language learning plays in shaping

identity and cultural meaning.

2.1 Modern Foreign Languages in England: A brief historical overview

While MFL is a school subject like any other in the curriculum in England, it has a
different history compared to many other school subjects. This is because the situation for
MFL has been irregular over the years patrticularly in the 1970s and early 1980s!!. MFL has

been compulsory for some key stages but it has been optional for some others!2. Unlike

11n September 1986, the first GCSE syllabus was introduced to replace two former national exams: GCE O level
syllabus which placed an emphasis on grammar and translation and the CSE which was designed for the ‘less’
academic students. The new GCSE MFL syllabus was an attempt by the British government to respond to the
growing international consensus that the objective of language learning was to communicate meaning. The
GCSE MFL syllabus was based on the 1970s and 1980s learning programmes.

121992: MFL learning for secondary students aged 11 to 16 is compulsory. 1994: key stage 4 students for the
first time are required to carry on studying MFL at key stage 4. 1996: first GCSE results that can be linked to the
National Curriculum and also to the ‘Languages for All’ policy. 2002: first cohort of year 10 students allowed to
make their own choice as to whether or not to continue to study and take MFL at GCSE. 2004: free choice
regarding MFL for year 11 students taking the GCSE exam.
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other school subjects, MFL learning has only recently started at primary school (see sections
2.11 and 2.12), however, at secondary school level, national exams such as the General
Certificate of Education — Ordinary level (GCE O level) and the Certificate of Secondary
Education (CSE) were taken by the ‘more able’ students and the ‘lower’ achievers
respectively. The first General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) programme was
introduced in 1986 to replace these two exams but it was not until 1988 that students were
assessed in the new GCSE syllabus for the first time. The National Curriculum for MFL was
launched two years later than for many other subjects in 1992 with the recommendation that
all secondary school students must learn a foreign language from the age of eleven until they
reach the age of sixteen (DES, 1992; see also Macaro, 2008). This age range consists of key
stage 3 students in years 7, 8, 9 and key stage 4 students in years 10 and 11. This launch of
the National Curriculum for MFL marked the starting point of the ‘Language for All’ policy.
The inclusion of MFL in the National Curriculum emphasises the belief that all pupils can
learn and benefit from a second language (Moon, 2001). This marked the start to extend
foreign language provision to all pupils including those identified with SEN. The National
Curriculum (1990) stated that all pupils should be given the opportunity to experience a
modern foreign language. From 1992 onward, there have been reforms of MFL policies
aimed at increasing foreign language learning in schools in England in the light of European
directives and global changes (see European Commission, 2008; 2009). The most pertinent
of the MFL policies include the December 2002 document published by the DfES as the
Languages Strategy for England entitled Languages for All: Languages for Life, which stated:

Every child should have the opportunity throughout Key Stage 2 to study a foreign

language and develop their interest in the culture of other nations. They should have

access to high quality teaching and learning opportunities (...) by the age of 11 they

should have the opportunity to reach a recognised level of competence (...) and for

that achievement to be recognised through a national scheme.

(DfES, 2002: 15)

This policy then sets out a scheme for transforming the country’s ability in foreign language
learning, promoting MFL for every pupil at key stage 2, to be implemented in primary schools
by 2010. At the same time when the entitlement to study a foreign language was being
highly recommended for younger pupils, the removal of MFL from the core curriculum for key
stage 4 students was announced. MFL then became optional for students in year 10, having
been a compulsory subject since 1994. By the end of 2002, 30% of schools intended to
make MFL optional and a further 25% were also considering doing the same (CILT, 2003).

The key stage 2 programme recommended at least one of the working languages of
the European Union to be delivered in class times. Primary MFL started with French being
the language offered in many schools, although pupils only received at the most, 20 minutes

a week of the subject (Driscoll, Jones and Macrory, 2004). The objective was for primary
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languages in England to become compulsory by 2010 under the then New Labour
government however, after the general election in 2010 no decisions were made regarding
primary MFL under the new coalition government. The future for this policy thus appeared
uncertain for a moment due to the change of government, and it was not until September
2013 that the new coalition government announced that primary languages are to become
statutory with the implementation of the new MFL curriculum. The objective of the new
programme of study is not dissimilar to that of the National Languages Strategy (DfES, 2002)
for England:

Learning a foreign language is a liberation from insularity and provides an opening to

other cultures. A high-quality languages education should foster pupils’ curiosity and

deepen their understanding of the world. The teaching should enable pupils to

express their ideas and thoughts in another language and to understand and respond

to its speakers, both in speech and in writing.

(DfE, 2013:1)

The two citations above promote the same goal which is learning a foreign language and
learning about other cultures. Pupils are thus entitled to become familiar with the culture of
the target language community as well as become proficient in the foreign language. With
the launch of primary MFL, foreign languages are now part of the curriculum for all pupils
aged 7 to 14. As this study is carried out in a school where MFL is taught to pupils in years 5
and 6, the key focus for this research is the 2002 Languages Strategy which marked the

entitlement for all key stage 2 pupils to study a foreign European language.

2.1.1 Languages for All: A policy of many reforms

The ‘Languages for All’ policy introduced over two decades ago in 1992 brought
about a change in the teaching and learning of MFL in secondary schools in England. This
reform marked the end of the traditional Grammar-Translation (GT) teaching methods and
the birth of the Communicative Language Teaching methods. The Grammar-Translation
method promotes learning vocabulary and grammatical structures, and focuses on the rules
of the grammar of the target language. The important goal of this method is to compare the
target language to one’s mother tongue and to translate one language into the other, thus
mastery of the grammatical rules and vocabulary knowledge is significant. According to
Larsen-Freeman (2000), the main aim of the Grammar-Translation method is to help student
read and understand foreign language literature.

The Communicative Language Teaching methods focus on language use rather than
language structure, emphasising communicative activities such as interactions between
students through pair or group work thus allowing fluency (see Mitchell, 1994). With this
teaching approach, ‘traditional precepts of translation, comprehension and accuracy were

replaced by the four skills [listening, speaking, reading and writing], authenticity of source
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materials and error tolerance (...) in an attempt to ‘get pupils talking” (Grenfell, 2000: 24).
With this method, each learner completes tasks and activities by means of interaction with
other learners and a focus is placed on communication with others rather than on the
accurate use of grammar. It is argued that this method engages the learner in a meaningful
and authentic language use*®.

Both teaching approaches have faced criticisms over the years. The Grammar-
Translation method has been criticised for being too rigid on what is taught to pupils (see for
example Krashen, 1981; 1982). Among other items, Thornbury (2000) classifies the
criticisms of this method under four main headings: knowledge, communication, acquisition,
and learner expectation: Knowledge suggests that language learning is a skill and language
is learned by experimenting with through speaking, however, the GT method prefers written
language to spoken language. Communication suggests that knowing grammar is not
enough and that knowing how to use the grammar to achieve communicative goals is more
significant. The GT thus prefers conscious memorisation of grammar rules. Acquisition
distinguishes between learning and acquisition as learning derives from formal instructions
while acquisition is a more natural process. In the GT method, learners are not exposed
much to the target language as communication between learners in the target language is
not emphasised. Learner expectation suggests that while many learners value studying the
target language grammar, others prefer to communicate in the language, but the GT puts
emphasis on accumulation and accurate use of grammar prior to communication.

In contrast, the Communicative Language Teaching approach has been criticised for
not taking into consideration the context in which language learning takes place. According to
Bax (2003: 281) this approach gives the teacher the message that ‘the Communicative
Approach is the way to do it, no matter where you are, no matter what the context’. Bax
(2003) explains that when the methodology stresses what the teacher needs to do, it
suggests that the solution to pedagogical problems is not to do with the context in which the
teacher happens to be working but a methodological issue. This means that the solution to
classroom problems is in methods used therefore, the discourse of the Communicative
Language Teaching sends out a message that it is paramount to generate communication
and that this method works anywhere no matter what the context.

The Languages for All brought about a significant change to the curriculum in the
early 1990s but despite this, debates about problems encountered in foreign language
learning in schools in England continue to arise. Problems such as lack of motivation in
learning a foreign language and the decrease in the numbers of students taking up MFL at

national exam levels, to name just a few, have been documented (see Fisher, 2001;

13 See Bowen’s articles ‘Teaching Approaches: the Grammar-Translation method’ Macmillan, 2000-2012.
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Graham, 2002; Broady, 2006). Some researchers attribute some of these problems to the
government’s decision to make the subject optional for key stage 4 students in 2004 (see
Coleman et al., 2007; Evans, 2007). Nevertheless, the education policy makers continuously
endeavour to deal with these issues through reports such as the Nuffield Languages
Inquiry*4, and strive to find new ways particularly of assisting learners to communicate in the
target language. Reflecting on the Nuffield Languages Inquiry, Grenfell (2000) comments on
the MFL situation and poses a few questions:

‘all is not well in modern languages in this country. [The Nuffield document’s] tone
and content too shows some doubt as to what we are all about. Where are we going with
languages? Do we still need to teach and learn modern foreign languages as we pass from
one century and one millennium to another?’

Grenfell (2000: 27)

The government’s responses to the issues raised by Grenfell are on-going and
involve more curricular reforms including the launch of the ‘Languages for All, Languages for
Life’ (DfES, 2002). As discussed in section 2.1, the main objective for this strategy is to
transform the country’s capability in languages which confirms Grenfell's (2000) statement
that all is not well in the subject. This new strategy thus sets out the agenda for the coming
decade and its three main goals are summarised as: 1) to improve the teaching and learning
of languages; b) to introduce a recognition system to complement existing qualification

framework; and, c) to increase the number of people studying languages (DfES, 2006).

2.1.2 Locating Modern Foreign Languages in the National Curriculum

The National Curriculum (NC) was revised under the Education Act 1996 to promote
stability in schools and put emphasis on raising standards of pupils’ attainment. The structure
of the NC enables teachers to use the working document to inform the daily planning of
teaching and learning. It contains in the general guidelines, a programme of study defined
as ‘the matters, skills and processes that should be taught to pupils of different abilities and
maturities during the key stage’ (DfES, 2003: 6). It also contains the attainment targets for all
subjects. For MFL, a rationale for the importance of foreign language learning states that
‘enriching the curriculum and releasing children’s and young people’s creative energy
through (...) languages reinforces their understanding of the basics and helps [pupils] enjoy a
broader, more balanced curriculum’ (DfES, 2002: 10). MFL is a statutory subject at key stage
3 and following recent recommendations, it is now a statutory subject at primary school for

children from the age of seven (DfE, 2013), one of the reasons being that:

14 The Nuffield Languages Inquiry is a research body set up in 1998 to review the United Kingdom’s capability in
modern languages. The Inquiry investigates foreign languages policy and practice in institutions and designs
strategies to assist with methodological and teaching approaches issues regarding MFL.
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The ability to understand and communicate in other languages is increasingly

important in our society and in the global economy. Languages contribute to the

cultural and linguistic richness of our society, to personal fulfiiment, mutual

understanding, trade and global citizenship.

(DfES, 2002: 4)

In the National Curriculum, the programme of study for MFL provides the background for
schemes of work and establishes what pupils should be taught. The programme of study
highlights ways to promote pupil motivation and the knowledge, skills and understanding. It
also identifies the strands of MFL in which pupils make progress: acquiring knowledge and
understanding of the target language; developing language skills; developing language-
learning skills; and developing cultural awareness. The focus is on communicating in the
target language in a range of contexts. The attainment targets for each of the four language
skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing) consist of eight level descriptors which identify
the type of performance pupils working at that level should demonstrate. The guidelines
specify the importance of language across the curriculum and provide examples of links with
other subjects such as art and design, mathematics and citizenship. The guidelines also
specify that MFL can promote amongst many things cultural development, key personal
transferable skills and thinking skills.

The NC places a strong emphasis on inclusion and outlines the principles for
providing an inclusive curriculum for MFL to ensure effective learning opportunities for pupils
of diverse learning needs and abilities and from different social and cultural backgrounds. Its
three main goals include: a) setting suitable learning challenges; b) responding to the diverse
needs of pupils; and c) overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment for
individuals and groups of pupils (QCA, 2000: 9). With this recommendation, the MFL
classroom can thus be classified as ‘inclusive’. An inclusive education system is arguably an
ethical, moral, social as well as economic obligation as reflected in the Government’s 14 -19
Green Paper:

More people need to be better educated than ever before if we are to be a successful
high-skills economy. The decline in semi-skilled and unskilled jobs is irreversible. To
make a significant impact on national competitiveness and productivity we need to
focus on the full range of abilities and skills. All, not just some, young people need to
continue their education and training beyond the compulsory years. There will be
rapid changes in the knowledge and skills required for particular jobs, so everybody
needs to be motivated to engage in lifelong learning.

(DfES, 2002: 7)

Literature on education however shows that fewer topics generate more provocation, more
discussion or more confusion than the topic of inclusion, despite the intention to promote
equality and eradicate marginalisation. Many scholars (see Slee, 2001a; Allan, 2005; 2010)

argue that the concept of inclusion and the issues underpinning it continue to remain

indefinite. What does inclusion actually mean and what does it entail for pupils?
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2.2 ‘'S’ is for special educational needs, ‘H’ is for high educational standard

There continues to be an interest in the way in which educational policies have gone
through changes and developments over the years in the struggles for inclusion and
‘inclusive’ education (UNESCO, 1994; DfEE, 1997). These changes and developments guide
and make significant, the struggles particularly for equality and inclusion of people who have
a disability or who have been identified as having special educational needs. Disability is
defined as a physical or mental impairment which has a substantial or long term adverse
effect on a person’s ability to carry out normal day-to-day activities (Disability Discrimination
Act, 1995). This definition is inextricably linked to the definition of special educational needs
provided by the Department for Education and Skills (DES, 2001) which states that a child
has special educational needs if he or she has a learning difficulty which calls for a special
educational provision to be made for him or her.

Although the two definitions overlap, because many children and young people who
have been identified with special educational needs (SEN) will also be defined under the
Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) as being disabled, the difference between the DDA and
SEN is worth noting. This is because not all children who are defined as disabled under the
DDA will be identified as having special educational needs. For example, pupils with physical
disabilities may not have SEN however they will have disabilities rights under the DDA. In
addition, not all pupils with SEN will be defined as having a disability under the DDA. The
provision for special education is supplied by the SEN framework and the SEN Code of
Practice (DfEE, 1994; DfES, 2001). The SEN framework identifies and seeks to meet any
additional educational needs that children and young people might have. The DDA seeks to
promote equality of opportunity between disabled and non-disabled pupils and also ensures
that disabled pupils are not discriminated against (see DfES, 2004b; DfES, 2006).

The amount of empirical evidence suggesting that society’s behaviour towards people
with disability and impairments differs across time and culture (see Hanks and Hanks, 1948;
Lemert, 1951), made no significant difference over the years as until recently, disability and
impairments were viewed negatively as an individual personal medical problem. As a result,
people with disabilities faced prejudice and discrimination (Finkelstein, 1980; Oliver, 1990;
Barnes, 1990), were referred to as ‘useless eaters’ in the 1930s and 1940s and were
massacred in Germany (see Burleigh, 1994). This horror prompted some leniency and more
understanding of disability in the rest of Europe and in the United States of America,
especially towards people who were injured in the Second World War. However, there was
limited support available for disabled people and until the late 1960s, severely disabled
people were either detained in residential homes or left to their own fate in society. This dire
situation spurred the birth of groups and associations set up mostly by disabled people

themselves to make society understand and change its views on disability and impairments
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(see Barnes, 1991; Priestley, 1999). The significance of the changes and developments of
disability is understood through the history of the models of disability. The models are tools
used to define impairment for which strategies are put in place by society to help and support
people with disabilities (Rieser and Mason, 1992; Clark, Dyson and Millward, 1998; Oliver,
1996; 2009).

Over many decades, various models have been introduced to assist people with
disabilities and enable provision for them, but the models have been criticised for the way
they portrayed people with disabilities (Oliver, 1992) and how the provision set up to assist
led to exclusionary practices (Riddell, 2009; Allan, 2010). Despite the criticism, it is
acknowledged that the models of disability provide some insights into the existence of certain
attitudes in society. In educational matters in particular, two descriptive models known as the
medical and the social models are predominant (Rieser and Mason, 1992; Tomlinson, 2005;
Wedell, 2005). People with disabilities informed disability research and disabled academics,
Mike Oliver, (1996; 1999), Carol Thomas (1999; 2007) and Tom Shakespeare (2006), to
name just a few, have contributed to the definition of the social model and provided
significant research which identified barriers faced by disabled people; barriers which are
reinforced by structures and societal negative attitudes. The models are an attempt to
address societal issues and assist people with disabilities to gain the entitlement and rights
to flourish and achieve their potential (see Barnes and Mercer, 2004).

2.2.1 The medical model

Within the medical model, disability is viewed as a defect, a medical condition which
lies within the individual (Oliver, 1992; 1996; 2009; Barton and Armstrong, 2001, Swain and
French, 2000). This model seems to be at the root of most negative attitudes held towards
people with disabilities or impairments (Oliver, 1996a; 1996b). The medical model focuses on
how a disabled individual’s medical condition restricts their ability to access a range of
services. The medical model mainly takes the view that people with disabilities have a
problem that makes them different from abled-bodied people. With this view, there is a
tendency to separate people with disabilities from the rest of society and for many years, this
shaped classifications and social roles, which explains the presence of difference and
negative attitudes that are still encountered in society today (see Kaplan, 1998; Braddock
and Parish, 2001). Additionally, with this model, the disabled person is seen as the problem
and expected to change as well as adapt to circumstances that are presented to them with

no acknowledgement that society needs to change its own view.
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The medical model and issues within education

In the field of education and special education in particular, key concepts are deeply
grounded on the ‘psych-medical’ paradigm or the’ individual gaze’ (Dyson and Millward,
1997: 53), thus traditional models and thinking on learning difficulties were based on the
medical model which tends to view the disabled child as sick, ill or deficient. Dyson and
Millward (2000) state that with the traditional model, educational difficulties are defined in
terms of pupil characteristics. This model also referred to disability as ‘restriction or lack of
ability to perform an activity in the way considered normal for a human being’ (Wood 1981:
27-29). Studies (Barnes and Sheldon, 2007; Wood, 1981) argue that the medical model
shaped and influenced exclusionary practices that have continued for decades in the field of
education. Pupils who have a disability used to be educated in special isolated classrooms
as disability and special educational needs have for many years been thought to be the
individual’s personal tragedy and the blame was often placed on the individual or their
families (Cole, 2004). Criticisms of the medical model (see for example Skidmore, 2004;

Brown, 2005; Slee, 2005) led to the social model developed by disabled people themselves.

2.2.2 The social model

As mentioned in the section above, the social model of disability arose in response to
the critiques of the medical model by academics, theorists and activists many of whom have
some disabilities themselves (see Barton and Oliver, 1992; Oliver, 1996). In Britain, the
disabled people’s movement viewed and redefined disability as a form of oppression on the
same level as other groups experiencing barriers in society such as racism and sexism.
They criticised its assumptions about the existence and nature of ‘normality’ and particularly
its failure to recognise disabled people as the experts of their own situation (Oliver, 1996).
Consequently, the social model of disability has been termed the big idea of the British
disability movement (Hasler, 1993) and is mostly used by the disabled people’s movement to
distinguish between organisations and policies (Shakespeare and Watson, 2002).

The social model defines disability as a social construction which implies that society
creates the problem by imposing hindrances to the full participation of people with different
abilities. This suggests that an individual’s impairment is not the cause of disability, but
disability is the outcome of the way society is structured (Hughes and Patterson, 1997; Swain
and French, 2000). Such hindrances include negative attitudes, physical impediments and
social barriers. According to Booth, Ainscow, Black-Hawkins, Vaughan and Shaw (2000), the
social model suggests that barriers to learning and participation are caused by the interaction
between learners and their contexts. This model proposes that society creates barriers

constructed to serve the interests of the social majority, hence limiting accessibility for people
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with disabilities. McLaughlin and Jordan (2005) suggest that people with impairments and
those who do not conform to the expectations of the social majority’s expectations of
appearance, behaviour and or economic performance still remain disadvantaged. The social
model emphasises the need for society and environments to change in order to support the
individual’s needs (Armstrong et al., 2000; Booth et al., 2000).

Although the social model challenged society’s understandings of disability and was
credited for moving away from considering disability as the problem of the disabled person, it
has also been criticised by some of the activists (see Crow, 1996; Watson, 2004; Thomas,
2007). Bury (1996) and Pinder (1996) both argue that the social model produces an over-
socialised concept of the process involved in disability and accuse the model of introducing a
fragmentary picture of the experiences of disability which is potentially just as damaging as
the process of the medical model. Pinder (1996: 137) explains that the social model
represents only a ‘part of a much more complex multi-layered picture’. Similarly,
Shakespeare and Watson (2002) also argue that the social model’s success is its weakness
as it risks being used to view the world in black and white.

The criticisms of the social model, Oliver (2004) explains come under many
categories and a significant one is that the model either ignores the experiences of
impairments and disability or is unable to deal with realities of disability. This is because the
model tends to be more about personal experience of impairment rather than about collective
experience of disablement. For example, some critics suggest that only certain ‘types’ of men
in wheelchairs are able to ignore their disabilities, however, Oliver (1996b; 2004) argues that,
that is not the case. Another significant criticism involves the issue that society still positions
disabled people as ‘other’. From this viewpoint, put aside the impairment and the physical
barriers that people with disabilities have to face, the main hurdle could be the way society
as a whole deals with the issue of ‘otherness’ (see also Allan, 2010). As a result, many
disabled people continue to experience life threatening material deprivation. Finally,
according to Oliver (2004), not enough effort is put into attempting to apply the social model
in practice as too much time is spent on criticising the model. Disability studies thus refer to
the social model in relation to identifying societal or material barriers or provide better
services (Dowling and Dolan, 2001; Murray, 2002; Townsley et al., 2004). In the education
system, the social model accepts that society has an impact on the abilities of learners to

perform and succeed (Armstrong, Armstrong and Barton, 2000).

Social model and issues within education

The social model is referred to in research about disabled children, usually to indicate
social or resources barriers in order to identify and allocate appropriate provision. A few
studies (Watson et al. (2000); Kelly (2005); Connors and Stalker (2003) stress the
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importance of seeking children’s perceptions and experiences of disability and impairment.
Others (Benjamin, 2002) add the significance of seeking the voices of the students as well.
Kenworthy and Whittaker (2000) explain that students should be consulted about educational
decisions such as their choice of school or what their needs are. This perspective is
concerned with the influence of educational institutions in creating special educational needs,
but also with wider issues, such as the social function of special education and the way in
which segregation may be maintained by professional and political interests, attitudes,
structures and processes (Tomlinson, 1985). The social model thus serves several purposes.
According to Barton (2003), it provides a framework through which disabled people can
express their experiences and can question inequality and discrimination. It also allows
disability to be better understood and viewed more positively in terms of wider socio-
economic conditions.

Mary Warnock contributed to the emerging social model with her report of 1978 on
special educational provision. The Warnock Report (DES, 1978) proposed that pupils with
learning difficulties will be known as having special educational needs and that those pupils
will be integrated as much as possible into mainstream schools where the emphasis will be
on their achievements. The integration of pupils identified as having disabilities into the
mainstream education marked a move away from the medical model of disability which
categorised individuals as defective (Vlachou, 1997). According to Copeland (2002), this
move contributed to the starting point® of the firm rejection of the old medical model which
focused more on pupils’ disabilities rather than their educational needs. The social model
arose thus in response to the critique of the medical model but can the medical model be
totally eradicated from the education system?

Lack of motivation, interest and boredom represent some of the reasons the
education journey for many students appears complex. Some of these reasons lead to some
students being only ‘partly’ included in the learning process in the education system (see
Benjamin, 2002; Gillies and Robinson, 2013). These issues which Rogers (2013: 989) refers
to as ‘exclusionary tactics’ still prevail in schools despite government policies and society’s
changing response to segregation and the rights of children and young people (Kavale and
Forness, 2000). The process of exclusion relates to the micro-cultures of the pupils and
teachers and can be tactically played out in the classroom environment to suit whoever and
whatever is taking place at a certain moment. Benjamin, Nind, Hall, Collins and Sheehy’s
(2003: 547) study report that ‘children’s and teachers’ micro-cultural worlds, and the struggle

for power and prestige within those worlds, were key in producing moments of (...) exclusion

15 The social model started with the publication of The Fundamental Principles of Disability by the Union of the
Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPAIS) in 1976.
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for specific children and groups of children’. As | will argue later in chapter five, these
moments of exclusion could be determined by social, personal, cultural and economic
factors, therefore, to understand these micro-cultures, it is important to look beyond the
classroom setting and explore the broader policy structures. In the context of foreign
language learning, these processes are played out by pupils, teachers as well as parents
and are usually the product of many factors including the pupils’ attitudes and motivation
(see Williams et al., 2001; McQuillan, 2000; Williams et al. 2002), institutional structures,
teachers’ attitudes to the diverse needs and abilities of teaching groups and the micro-politics
of inclusion (see Avramidis and Norwich, 2002; Benjamin, 2002). Additionally, parental
interests and involvement in their children’s schooling (see Harris and Goodall, 2008;

Larocque et al., 2011) also play a part.

2.3 Partly accepted once, nearly fully accepted now

Integration was launched in England by the Warnock Report in 1978 and mainstream
education saw a rise in the integration of pupils with disabilities which acknowledged the
benefits of the social model. However the social model is criticised for this because the term
integration, Vlachou (1997: 13) explains, implies that the individuals to whom it refers was
once perceived as different or inferior and segregated from mainstream practices. This is
echoed by Goggin and Newell (2003) who argue that the term reinforces the dichotomy of
disabled/ non-disabled labelling. Mittler (2000) also states that integration conveys a sense
that pupils must adapt to school, with no assumption that the school will adapt to
accommaodate the greater diversity of pupils. It was on these premises that the reformation of
the school system was launched with an emphasis on a more positive change in pedagogy
(see Ainscow, 1999) to address the diverse needs of learners. Individual differences were
then considered as opportunities for improving learning which allowed for a shift towards
more integrated settings to accommodate and educate pupils with disabilities.

Despite the criticisms of the social model, it should be noted that the Warnock Report
(DES, 1978) did anticipate that although the great majority of special needs learners’ needs
would be met in mainstream some disabled children would always attend or have their
educational needs provided for them in segregated or special schools. This segregation led
to the labelling of the students based on the severity of their disability (Kavale and Forness,
2000), however, following change of attitudes within society, disability was no longer seen to
be intrinsic to the individual (DES, 1978). Integration, it could be argued, had a significant
impact in society more broadly and in education in particular.

In education, integration thus developed into inclusion, a concept introduced by the

Special Educational Needs Green Paper, Excellence for all Children in 1997. Inclusion is
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seen as a reform that welcomes and supports diversity amongst learners of all abilities and
as such aims to eliminate social exclusion (UNESCO, 2001). Inclusion implies that the
teacher plans to cater for the needs of all pupils in order to improve the learning and
participation of all (Florian and Rouse, 2009). As we hear of it today, inclusion has its origins
in special education and is a developing concept (Booth and Ainscow, 2002) which continues
to develop at different rates thus triggers numerous debates (Clough, 2000). As such,
literature relating to SEN suggests that inclusion in general and inclusive education in
particular have become the new orthodoxy of educational thinking (Allan, 1999). The process
of inclusion is believed to reduce the exclusion of pupils from curricula and communities of
their schools. Ainscow (1999: 219) claims that inclusion ‘lays the foundations for an approach
that could lead to the transformation of the system itself’. Dyson (2003: 125) supports this
adding that ‘systemic rather than individual interventions’ would be more appropriate as it is
the learning environment that should change and not the individual.

The government in England promotes the education of students learning together in
the mainstream and declares inclusion as the keystone of its education policy. According to
Slee (2003a), inclusive education is about listening to the voices in a school community and
empowering all members to develop an approach to schooling that is committed to
identifying and dismantling sources of exclusion. The concept is very much concerned with
quality of education for all pupils (Farrell, 2000; Corbett, 2001), therefore, equal
opportunities, human rights and social justice (Armstrong et al., 2000) for all. It has been over
three decades since the Warnock Report (DES, 1978) was published, requesting the
abolition of segregation and encouraging integration, particularly in the educational field and
as a result, the terms ‘inclusion’ and ‘inclusive’ education are persistently used in educational
contexts to refer to the extent to which pupils identified as having ‘special educational needs’
(DES, 1978) are integrated and provided for in mainstream setting and learning
environments. However, the reform continues to face criticisms as there seems to be a
disjunction between its perspectives and its practices (see Barton, 2003; Rogers, 2007;
Allan, 2010). It is argued that inclusion thus appears to be more rhetoric and less reformative
(Evans and Lunt, 2002; Forlin, 2001). Cole (2004: 4) also argues that despite the
development of inclusion, there ‘still remains a real gap between theory and practice’ as far
as ‘inclusive’ education is concerned.

Society presents a rich and diverse range of strengths, differences and needs (both
physical and cognitive) in people and this is acknowledged to a certain extent but differences
and disability are not equally valued in our society, and as a result, disabled people are still
subject to oppression and negative social attitudes (Oliver, 2004; Watson, 2004; Lang,
2007). This reality of social inequality, Bourdieu (1986; 1992) observes, can be exclusionary.

If we consider Bourdieu’s (1986; 1987) work on capital and habitus to be invaluable for
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discourse within social inclusion more broadly and education in particular, then it is important
to take into account Nussbaum’s (2006; 2011) capabilities approach as well, because this
approach respects differences and stresses giving all people dignity. Both Bourdieu and

Nussbaum’s theories are discussed in chapter three.

Inclusive education studies

Studies on inclusion and ‘inclusive’ education abound and examine the tension
between policy and practice where children and young people identified with special needs
or disabilities are concerned. The dispute advanced by such studies emphasises the
difficulties of inclusion policies when put to practice. Studies by Benjamin (2002), Cole
(2004), Rogers (2007; 2013) and Slee (2011) contribute to the underlying assumption of this
research. In her ethnographic research entitled The Micropolitics of Inclusive Education,
findings by Benjamin (2002) revealed that in a secondary school where inclusion is
paramount, students who have been identified as having SEN are all excluded by the
system. Cole (2004), in her Mother-Teachers Insights into inclusion, studied the experiences
of mothers of children identified as having special educational needs, and who themselves
teach children with SEN. She argued that government policies commit to supporting and
raising the achievement of all children in mainstream schools but does not deliver this
commitment in practice. In Experiencing an ‘Inclusive’ Education: Parents and their Children
with ‘Special Educational Needs’, Rogers (2007) explored the effect mainstream education
has on children identified with special needs and their parents when the children cannot
sustain their schooling. She found that aspirations and expectations that parents have for
their children are frequently challenged in the education system. Like Benjamin and Cole,
Rogers argued that many young people, although included in mainstream education, are
intellectually, practically and emotionally excluded as they are often removed from their
classmates to work on their own with a teaching assistant. The reason given is that they
cannot access the learning activities, or cannot engage socially with their peers. Similarly, in
his Irregular School, Slee (2011) argues that although inclusion is incorporated in education,
inclusive education remains contested and continues to provoke vigorous debates among
teachers, parents and researchers. Furthermore, in another work entitled Inclusive Education
and Intellectual Disability: a Sociological Engagement with Martha Nussbaum, Rogers (2013)
found that children with SEN are tactically excluded within mainstream education, due to
their cognitive disability despite promising policy discourses and she notes that the education
system disappoints in matters concerning difference and disability.

All of these studies have in common the investigation of pupils identified with SEN in
‘inclusive’ education. They considered the effects of policy forces that appear to facilitate the

exclusion of the included, and they all highlight that what is experienced in mainstream
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education is somewhat contrary to what is recommended by the policies. These studies
share the same focus with this research as they each attempt to raise concerns regarding
the disjunction between policy and practice where inclusion of pupils in mainstream
schooling is concerned. Each scholar argues for a thorough understanding of policy practices
at micro levels, and similarly, this research argues for awareness of what occurs in the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. The following sections discuss ways in which attempts are made
in education to ensure inclusion and equality with a focus on how these are managed in the
field of MFL.

2.4 Ways to provide for all pupils in the MFL classroom

Differentiation describes a philosophy that attempts to make education more
meaningful for all students, from high achieving gifted and talented students to those who
struggle with academic work (Tomlinson, 1999). This suggests that differentiation enables
the students at the top end of the ability range to be pushed to do even better whereas
students at the lower end attempt suitable work which is still challenging for them (Morgan
and Neil, 2001). According to Ellis (1999), differentiation comprises of three key dimensions:

1. Targeting students’ Zone of Proximal Development,

2. Capitalising on students’ intellectual skills and talents, and

3. Fostering authentic motivations.
The Zone of Proximal Development is the range of instruction within which a student is
appropriately challenged although not yet frustrated. In focusing on this key dimension, the
teacher closely observes the students’ progress and provides additional support when
necessary but still makes the task or activity challenging for the student. To capitalise the
student skills and talents, the teacher is expected to know the abilities of all the students and
plan learning activities that support those areas of strength while at the same time develop
areas of need. In fostering authentic motivations, the teacher assigns tasks and activities that
address a true and meaningful audience. For example, pupils can perform to their peers or
produce written work for an audience.

The National Curriculum Council (1989c) emphasises that within any group of pupils,
there is a wide range of ability and experience which call for a flexible approach allowing for
differentiation to provide success and challenges for them all. Differentiation therefore refers
to a well-planned process of intervention in the inclusive classroom to increase the potential
of individual learners based on their needs. The term comes in various sub-divisions which

include:
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Differentiation by content:

This is achieved when the content of a learning unit or topic is reduced or extended to suit
the abilities of the individuals in the teaching group. Content refers to the knowledge or
information that the students will learn. Planning different activities around the lesson starter,
main activity and the extension work is an example of differentiation in MFL.

Differentiation by task or activity:

This takes place when pupils perform different tasks on the same topic or unit to
accommaodate their particular needs. For example, during listening activities where
responses are needed from the pupils, particularly if these responses are single words, some
pupils could write the responses while others could draw them or tick the correct responses
from a list. Pupils could also be allowed to write the responses in English.

Differentiation by outcome:

This is illustrated by allowing all pupils to perform roughly the same task and then assess
each pupil’s response according to their ability. For example if all pupils are working on the
same activity from a textbook, the outcome is differentiated by allowing for varying degrees
of perfection through each pupil’s response. The teacher can then use the pupils’ responses
to inform future planning.

Differentiation by strategy:

A teaching assistant can be assigned to work with a small group of pupils within the
classroom. Another strategy involves allowing pupils who may need it, extra time to work on
certain tasks or activities. The teacher could also use a cue card as a prompt to help pupils
who struggle. Questioning may be at different levels to allow literal or inferential responses
according to pupils’ differing abilities.

Any of the dimensions of differentiation mentioned above is rarely carried out in
isolation in the classroom. As Tomlinson and Strictland (2005: 6) point out, differentiation is
‘a systematic approach to planning curriculum and instruction for academically diverse
learners. It is a way of thinking about the classroom with the dual goal of honouring each
student’s learning needs and maximising each student’s learning capacity’. For example, if
pupils are working on different activities as a lead feature, the task and the strategy may well
be different also. In the ‘inclusive’ classroom, pupils are grouped and regrouped according to
their interests, needs, readiness and abilities. In these groups pupils work with appropriate
content through the various differentiation processes to produce work that demonstrate the
desired outcomes. It could be argued however that the very act of providing pupils with
different activities when they are in the same classroom can cause segregation. And as we
will see later in chapter five, differentiation of tasks and activities which sets to enable and
ensure every pupil to experience the same in terms of teaching and learning, creates

division within the classroom.
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2.5 MFL Learning and Special Educational Needs

The inclusion of a modern foreign language in the National Curriculum at key stage 2
reinforces the government’s determination to ensuring every pupil is given the opportunity to
learn a foreign language in order to be able to speak the target language with appropriate
pronunciation, express simple ideas with clarity and write phrases and short sentences from
memory. Given that educational policies abound with good intentions and aim to provide the
best for all pupils, it is ambiguous that the principles of ‘inclusive’ education do not always
provide for all pupils (see Benjamin, 2002; Cole, 2004), or in some cases provide the
opposite of what they promote. The foreign language policy set up by the National
Languages Strategy (DfES, 2002: 15) which describes the key stage 2 entitlement to MFL
stating that ‘every child should have the opportunity to study a foreign language and develop
their interest in the culture of other nations’ can be described as contradictory. The
contradiction here lies in the fact that on one hand, the importance of MFL is promoted with
the entitlement for an early stage reinforced, and on the other hand, foreign languages are
no more compulsory at key stage 4 which some scholars (Coleman et al., 2007) believe
causes a significant decline in the take-up of secondary school examinations in the subject.
Coleman, Galaczi and Astruc (2007: 349) argue that ‘making the subject optional damaged
the perceived status of languages (...)’. The language policy is also ambiguous because the
emphasis it places on the term ‘study a foreign language’ as the outcome of the study, which
in this particular case is the development of the ‘recognised level of competence’, Macaro
(2008) also argues is a naive suggestion. He explains that most students are reluctant to
learn and ‘[w]e are not going to be able to increase our national language competence by
forcing reluctant learners to learn a language’ (Macaro, 2008: 106).

The Languages for All policy is set out as a strategy to transform the country’s
capability in languages and ever since integration developed into inclusion, educational
policy makers have been trying to ensure that every child has the opportunity to have access
to the full school curriculum (DfES, 2004a). This includes giving all pupils, including those
identified with special educational needs, access to foreign language learning as well
(McCaoll, 2005). To achieve this, schools are recommended to provide one hour a week for
MFL (QCA, 2007), a competing demand (Allan, 2010) on an already crowded curriculum. It is
worth noting here that schools in England are driven by imperatives to raise educational
achievement and at the same time, they are driven by imperatives to support children with
SEN in mainstream schooling (DfEE, 1997a; 1998; 1998/1999; 1999; 2000; DfES, 2001).
These policy demands coupled with provision that is ‘fragmented’ (Allan, 2010: 206)
threatens to undermine the process of inclusion. The situation also threatens the key
objective of foreign language learning which is ‘to reach a recognised level of competence’

(DfES, 2002: 15) or proficiency. The one hour a week curriculum time recommended for
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MFL was thus questioned by Macaro (2008: 106) who asks whether an hour a week would
lead to proficiency in key stage 3 or rather lead to repetition, lack of progress and boredom.
This therefore shows incongruity over whether MFL learning can lead to proficiency for all
pupils in the ‘inclusive’ classroom.

In contemplating the principles of the Languages for All policy and those of inclusion
policy, given the diverse abilities and needs of pupils, we could ask the question: do we really
mean teaching all pupils a foreign language? (see McColl, 2005). In the ‘inclusive’
classroom, where the abilities and needs of pupils are understandably diverse, putting into
practice the Languages for All policy is far from being straightforward as inclusion and
exclusion are likely to be played out in the classroom (see Benjamin et al., 2003) by all
parties involved. In this situation, there appears to be conflict between the rhetoric and the
practice of policy (see Benjamin, 2002; Cole, 2004). Many argue that what policies promote
is in contrast with what is experienced in practice and that in the case of ‘inclusive’ education,
‘there will inevitably be winners and losers’ (Cole, 2004: 8). Who is likely to win and who is
likely to lose in the MFL classroom? Including all in foreign language learning is every child’s
right. But is it right for every child?

There is a body of evidence in the literature (Coleman, 2009; Macaro, 2008; Bartram,
2012) that suggests that MFL is one of the least popular subjects amongst students for
reasons | will discuss later in chapters five and six, which include lack of motivation and
anxiety to name just a few here. And in an education system where the reality and the lived
experiences around aspects of disability and special educational needs can tell conflicting
stories despite the great emphasis put on inclusion, should we only concern ourselves about
the ideology of inclusion policies and turn a blind eye on the reality experienced by different
individuals, in different ways and on many different levels (Cole, 2004) in the French
classroom? ‘Languages for All’ which involves everyone learning a foreign language is
promoted and celebrated (see McColl, 2000; McKeown, 2004) and that is great. But whether
or not meaningful learning can be ensured for all pupils when classes include a wide range of
abilities is debatable. This is because, on the one hand, the education system hopes for a
meaningful educational journey where the rights of all children is emphasised and the
inclusion of all children promoted, and on the other, the system strives for performance in
tests which aim at raising the educational standards (DfEE, 1997c; DfEE, 2000; DfES, 2001,
DfES, 2002) and prioritise league tables.

Many educational professionals support SEN pupils learning MFL and there are a
number of resources and materials that provide guidance for teachers to effectively teach
such pupils. Considering what foreign language learning is really for and how its inclusion in
the curriculum of all pupils including those identified as having learning difficulties or SEN

whatever their ability can be justified, McColl (2000) suggests that all but a very small
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percentage of pupils can perform well and enjoy their foreign language lessons. She argues
that no child should be denied foreign language learning as ‘if we cannot predict what
advantages certain children might gain from exposure to foreign language learning, neither
can we predict what advantages they might lose if we denied them the chance to even try’
(McCaoll, 2000: 7). McColl (2000) further suggests that what pupils can achieve in their first
language constitutes their potential and reflects what they can achieve in a foreign language,
therefore, all pupils, irrespective of their abilities can study and excel in MFL. She states:
‘since we can observe students of all abilities successfully learning foreign languages, it is
difficult to avoid the conclusion that all of our students have a potential for foreign language
learning and that, given the right opportunity, conditions and motivation, they can succeed’
(McCaoll, 2000: 5 emphasis in original)

According to McColl (2000) teachers should be aware that for successful foreign
language learning, two basic concepts are important: community and communication'®. She
further states that for some pupils, communication and community can only be understood if
the links between the two is made clear. McColl (2005) proposes that foreign language
learning for all pupils would make sense if teachers use course books that are fit for purpose
and also if learning is set within the context of the community that communicate in the target
language. She also stresses that cultural studies!’ should form part of the learning process
and that communication is a key aspect of culture. McColl et al.’s (1997) earlier study
concluded that all pupils benefit from modern foreign language learning experiences. She
cites as benefits, to name just a few here, language development and conceptual
development:

¢ Language development occurs when for example a pupil, particularly a special needs
pupil spells a foreign language word in their English class. For instance a pupil might
write the date or a number in the target language.

e Conceptual development occurs when opportunities to practise basic skills in MFL
are enjoyed by pupils as the initial stages appeal to pupils and appear to them as
more sophisticated than if they were doing the equivalent in English, their mother
tongue.

e Cultural awareness: learning about other countries can enhance pupils’ experiences
of the target language as learning about other people’s way of life can be an
illuminating experience for some pupils.

(McColl 2000: 5- 6)

Similarly, McKeown’s (2004) study emphasises the importance of making pupils aware of the

target [language] community. She states that ‘there are many children in many parts of the

16 McColl (2000; 2005) believes that children, particularly those who have been identified as having special
educational needs need to have a clear sense of themselves with regard to their community. She explains that
awareness of themselves and of their immediate environment and local communities in which they belong
would enable them to understand the broader concept of a European community.

7 Cultural study is the study of foreign culture.
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country- and not necessarily children with learning difficulties - who have little sense of the
world outside their own particular community’ (McKeown 2004: 44) and therefore this implies
that learning about other cultures is ‘an illuminating experience’ McColl (2000: 6) for some
learners. These aspects although understandable bear many questions: Should foreign
language learning in a school setting be just about the culture of the community of the target
language? What about ‘ability’ to learn or views and attitudes towards foreign language
learning? McColl states that we ‘need only look at what [the pupils] can achieve in their first
language — that is their potential’ (McColl, 2000: 5 (Emphasis in original)). If we take this
statement into account, where then does this leave pupils who can only achieve very little
linguistic skills in their first language?

There is therefore a need for caution in such suggestions as other studies (Bartram,
2012; Watts, 2003; Coleman, 2009) advance that many pupils do not see the importance of
the opportunity to explore a foreign language and its culture for a number of reasons and as
a result, they lack motivation to learn (Williams et al., 2002; Bartram, 2012) and are
disengaged and ‘excluded’ from the language learning process as we will see in chapter five.
In this case, the language learning process appears meaningless thus, it is necessary to take
the voices of the parties involved in the process into consideration. Coyle (2013: 244) points
out that second language studies should aim ‘to listen to learners, provide them with a ‘voice’
to analyse their perceptions of successful learning’. With regard to Languages for All and the
key stage 2 languages entitlement, there is a need for critical, pedagogical, sociological and
philosophical engagement with the policy at both macro and micro levels for a human rights
approach to ‘inclusive’ education (Armstrong and Barton, 2007).

To support the teaching and learning of foreign languages, McKeown (2004) provides
some guidance on how teachers can assist pupils with useful examples for specific learning
difficulties from Asperger’s to Tourette’s syndromes. This links in with the policy document
which provides assistance for teachers to implement foreign languages in their schools
(DfES, 2004). These positive recommendations reinforce inclusion and ‘inclusive’ education
principles, however less attention is paid to the ‘micro politics of inclusive education’
(Benjamin, 2002) and the pupils’ and teachers’ micro-cultural worlds which exist in
educational institutions, although there is a body of empirical research which suggests they
are significant (Cole, 2004; Benjamin, 2002; Benjamin et al., 2003; Rogers, 2007; Allan,
2010). Rogers (2007: 56) claims that ‘inclusive’ education policy as a concept, process and
an experienced reality, denies difficulty rather than embraces it (emphasis in original).
Further concern is expressed by Allan (2010: 206) who reflects that ‘the current educational
climate is a particularly challenging one, and one in which inclusion appears to be all the

more difficult to achieve’. Therefore, to achieve meaningful inclusion, we should consider the
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effects of ‘inclusive’ education as well as the voices and experiences of all individuals
involved (Cole, 2004).

The Languages for All policy and McColl’'s (2000) and McKeown’s (2004) studies
support and promote foreign language learning by all pupils, but appear to lack specific
definitions to the key elements involved in the process, such as language proficiency for
example. The language policy also recommends that pupils should have access to high
quality teaching and learning and that by the age of eleven, pupils should gain a level of
competence that is recognised through a national scheme DfES (2002), however, here too,
there is no specific definitions to these where SEN pupils are concerned. McColl (2000: 17)
also states that the ‘inclusive modern languages classroom is one in which, regardless of the
system of grouping used in the school, all the students within the teaching group follow the
same course and are equal members of the class’. This statement lacks clarity as to what is
meant by equal members when the ‘inclusive’ classroom is a setting where abilities and
needs of pupils are diverse. A few questions should be considered here: where does such
statement leave differentiation? If members are equal, does differentiation still apply? The
understanding is that activities and tasks are differentiated so that pupils’ diverse abilities and
needs are catered for. The MFL teacher is required to plan lessons with differentiation in
mind for the very reason that pupils in the same class do not have the same ability and
therefore cannot be ‘equal’ members of the class in terms of ability and needs.

Explaining why all pupils regardless of their abilities should be given the opportunity
to learn a foreign language, McKeown suggests:

French is a popular subject in the communication disorder unit... the pupils have
many strengths in favour of language learning. Good rote memory, for example, is
ideal for vocabulary learning. Youngsters are keen on routine and this, coupled with a
lower level of self-consciousness about speaking out, works well with greetings and
instructions in French classes. This lack of self- consciousness brings an added
ability to repeat accurately and mimic speech, so a good French accent can develop
naturally.

(McKeown, 2004: 44)

The fact that this statement does not mention anything about pupils who do not have ‘rote
memory’ or about pupils who are ‘self-conscious’ about speaking aloud in the French
classroom or indeed, those with whom French is not a popular subject, poses several
questions: what about pupils who are reluctant to perform in lessons? Or pupils whose
memory skills would only allow them to retain vocabulary in one lesson but not the next as
they would have forgotten everything by the following lesson? In such cases, the teacher
would have to repeat the learning content all over again and lessons might ‘never progress
beyond basic vocabulary’ (Macaro, 2008: 105). It could be argued that differentiation would

assist in such a classroom as giving pupils equal opportunity is the main goal. However, it is
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important to recognise that as pupils are not all equal in terms of ability, including them all in
foreign language learning and giving them equality of opportunity does not necessarily imply
treating them all equally as Wilson argues:

If I am unable to play a musical instrument at all, it seems to make little sense to say

that | can be included in an orchestra which is to play Beethoven or if | cannot even

add up or subtract that | should be in a group learning quadratic equations. Of course,
| can just sit there alongside others but this is hardly inclusion in any serious sense.

But then, it could be argued, | ought not to be ‘left out’ of these activities, however

incompetent | am.

Wilson (1999: 110)
Wilson’s statement very well captures inclusion and demonstrates the inclusion/exclusion
dichotomies. The possibility to include all in a classroom seems easy enough or at the very
least straightforward, yet the possibility to provide appropriate and meaningful education to
suit every pupil appears to be quite a struggle. Thus, when including all pupils and exposing
all of them to an unmodified curriculum, we need to find a way to ensure that the dignity of all
is well protected (Hedge and MacKenzie, 2012), and also to enable every pupil to flourish
(Nussbaum, 2006; 2011).

Moreover, some pupils are very self-conscious in the French classroom and would
not speak at all for fear of getting things wrong in front of their peers. As Bartram (2012)
notes, some pupils explain that their negative attitudes in their foreign language lesson is
associated with a general anti-school attitude and a peer culture that promotes such negative
attitudes. It is worth noting that many other factors and not just MFL learning, contribute to
pupils’ withdrawal from school life and disaffection from school and these include lack of
belief that their school experience has much bearing on their future (Willms, 2000), gender
(Tett, 2000) and social class (Willis, 1977; Reay and Lucey, 2004; Reay, 2006). Although
McKeown (2004) recognises that her study does not solve the dilemma that MFL teachers
face in many schools (dilemma about whether or not pupils with SEN should be learning
another language), it is worth noting that her study does not mention any other possible
issues the teachers and indeed the pupils and parents could face either. Issues such as
motivation (Dérnyei, 2001; 2005; Dérnyei and Schmidt, 2001; Ushioda, 2001), anxiety
(Oxford, 2005) and identity (Lightbown and Spada, 2006; Ochs, 2008; Taylor et al., 2013) are
just a few.

There are similarities in McKeown’s (2004) position regarding MFL and the objectives
of the Languages for All policy (DfES, 2002) itself, as neither raises the issues that could
affect motivation, an important factor in the learning process. In her study, McKeown (2004)
explains that all pupils including those identified with special needs gain from their MFL
lessons, therefore it is more beneficial to involve them. Here too, what is meant by the term

‘gain’ is questionable as it is reported in the Hobson Research for 2007-2008 that in general
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pupils in England find foreign language learning difficult and irrelevant. An earlier study
conducted by Burstall, Jamieson, Cohen and Hardgreaves (1974: 243) also reported that in
relation to eventual attainment of foreign language, there was ‘no substantial gain in mastery
achieved by beginning French at the age of eight’ in classroom settings.

McKeown (2004) states that SEN pupils are very indignant if they are removed from
MFL lessons as they want to remain with their friends and enjoy what they see as a fun and
practical activity. In contrast, other studies report that anxiety and embarrassment are more
prevalent in MFL lessons (see Oxford, 2005; Bartram, 2012). One of the attainment targets in
MFL is speaking which involves oral work but in the MFL ‘inclusive’ classroom, this could be
affected by anxiety among other things. Anxiety, according to a number of researchers can
be a major predictor of success in MFL learning performances (see Horwitz et al., 1986;
Horwitz, 2001; Oxford, 2005). Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986) suggest that learners have
an anxiety reaction which handicaps their ability to perform successfully in a foreign
language classroom. They state suggest that ‘[jJust as anxiety prevents some people from
performing successfully in science or mathematics, many people find foreign language
learning, especially in classroom situations, particularly stressful’ (Horwitz et al., 1986: 125).

ATLAS (2002) report that some pupils are embarrassed in front of their peers in the
MFL classroom when asked to perform oral activities and are anxious to be fluent and
pronounce words in the target language accurately. The study also revealed that pupils
particularly dislike ‘being put on the spot’ when the MFL teacher asks them to speak in class
(ATLAS, 2002: 3). Another study by Court (2001) explains that boys in particular feel
embarrassed when taking part in speaking activities when girls are in the class and at the
same time feel they sound foolish in the presence of their male peers, thus lack motivation.
Embarrassment, anxiety and motivation are just some of the factors that make learning
difficult in the MFL classroom compared to other subjects (see Horwitz, 2001; Hancock,
2001). Studies by Chambers (1999), Stables and Wikely (1999), and Rawlinson (2001) also
revealed that, as a subject, MFL is commonly rated relatively unfavourably and ranked the
most unpopular subject compared to other school subjects.

Inclusion as Cole (2004), amongst others argues represents a global policy
imperative that promotes the rights of all children and young people (Kenworthy and
Whittaker, 2000) and is above all in relation to the education of all pupils regardless of their
ability or disability. ‘Inclusive’ education thus is concerned with challenging the ways in which
inequality is produced and also reproduced (Bourdieu, 1977; Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977),
particularly in the education system. ‘Inclusive’ education policies thus entail establishing the
values and principles of social justice (Armstrong and Barton, 2007). This is linked to
Nussbaum’s (2006; 2011) work on human rights approach which emphasises basic

entitlements for all. As far as modern foreign languages learning is concerned in a school

44



setting, | would suggest that for a meaningful ‘languages for all’, Nussbaum’s capabilities
approach needs to be considered, for, this approach proposes going beyond policy rhetoric
to reflecting about ‘what real opportunities are available’ (Nussbaum, 2011: x, emphasis
added) to each individual in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. There is no denying that learning
a foreign language can be beneficial but who really benefits from the experience should be
considered and clarified.

2.6 Motivation and identity in the MFL classroom

The importance of motivation has long been recognised as the basis for learning and
foreign language motivation has over the past decades been attributed to the performance of
all learned responses. This suggests that a learned behaviour may not occur unless it is
motivated (see Dornyei, 2005 for a recent work on motivation theories). According to
Gardner (1985), motivation consists of an external stimulus such as a goal; a desire to follow
the goal; as well as favourable attitudes towards the goal.

2.6.1 Motivation and language learning

In academic terms, motivation can be defined as a learner’s ‘willingness, need, desire
and compulsion to participate in, and be successful in the learning process’ (Bomia et al.,
1997: 1). Accordingly, motivation is concerned with what drives students to regularly attend
their classes, complete their work, and whether or not they are active participants and
learners (Pintrich et al., 1993). This section draws on social cognitive theory of motivation
which sees learners as active in their education and skilful enough to interpret rather than
solely respond to stimuli. The social cognitive theory focuses on three factors of motivation
which have been linked to educational settings: the expectancy factor, the value factor and
the affective factor. The expectancy factor highlights learners’ beliefs about their ability to
complete a task and their perceptions of responsibility for their learning. This factor
specifically addresses the question: “can | do this task?” The value factor includes learners’
goals, their beliefs about the importance of and their interest in required tasks. It addresses
the question “why am | doing this task?” The affective factor of motivation refers to the
emotional reactions to a learning task and addresses the question “how do | feel about this
task?” (see Pintrich et al., 1993; see also Schraw et al., 1995).

Gardner (1985; 2001) further makes the distinction between integrative and
instrumental orientations in language learning motivation and explains that:

¢ An integrative orientation is when the learner studies a language because of a wish to

identify with the culture of the speakers of that language.
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e An instrumental orientation however, involves motivation factors arising from external
goals such as financial rewards, enhancing a career or passing an exam.

These classifications of attitudes have been meaningful and influential in foreign language
learning situations although they have not remained uncontroversial (Bartram, 2012) thus
have been criticised as being too superficial and equivocal. Baker (1992) questions the
benefits of the classifications when they are applied to attitudes and argues that both
classifications can indeed exist in one individual at the same time. Similarly, Young (1994b)
also argues that the classifications were in any case ambiguous and over simplified as many
other factors are involved in learner motivation. The methods of measuring motivation thus
shifted in the early nineties as Dornyei states:

While acknowledging unanimously the fundamental importance of the Gardnerian
social-psychological model, researchers were also calling for a more pragmatic,
education-centred approach to motivation research, which would be consistent with
the perceptions of practising teachers and which would also be in line with the current
results of mainstream educational psychological research.

(Dornyei, 1994: 273)

Researchers acknowledge that Gardner’s (1985) motivation theory includes an educational
dimension as it pays particular attention to the learner’s judgment of the learning situation.
However the focus has now shifted from the learner’'s motivation to learn, to motivation in
and resulting, positively or negatively, from varied changing learning situations. This
confusion, Dornyei (1996; 2003) asserts, lies in the abundance of its theories and models
and also in that learners can increase or decrease their motivation when they please.

In foreign language learning, research on the role of motivation estimated that an
interest in learning a foreign language develops because of emotional involvement with the
target language community or because the learner has an interest in the language (Lambert,
1955). Findings by Lightbown and Spada (1993) show that positive attitudes and motivation
both contribute to successful foreign language learning. Coleman et al. (2007) also note that
motivation is one of the most significant indicators of success in foreign language learning.
Bartram’s (2012) comparative study examines issues relating to MFL in secondary education
in England, Germany and the Netherlands and illustrates the role the choice of language
plays in motivation and attitudes towards the target language and its culture.

Languages are according to Cook (1996: 1) ‘the centre of human life’. They are one
of the ways of communicating with people and expressing ourselves, but in a school
environment, motivation and attitudes in the foreign language classroom is a concern and
has been investigated by a number of researchers (Chambers, 1999; De Cecco and Shaw,
2008). Bartram (2012) argues that attitudes are a major constituent of the motivational
process in the foreign languages classroom and Gardner and Lambert (1972: 193) asserts

that learning of a foreign language is unlike learning any other subject because it ‘involves
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imposing elements of another culture into one’s own life space’. It is also because foreign
language learning is easily influenced either positively or negatively by a variety of social
factors such as general attitudes toward the target language, geo-political considerations,
and cultural stereotypes (Dornyei, 2005). Due to the social nature of foreign language
learning, which is concerned with the endorsement of a new cultural identity and new ways of
communicating, many theories of language learning tend to be social-psychological in

nature.

Beside motivation, parental involvement can play a crucial role in influencing
children’s positive thinking towards foreign language learning. Gardner (2010) suggests that
parental attitudes towards foreign languages can positively impact their children’s
achievement in language learning. He explains that this is shown either actively, when
parents encourage their children to do well in the target language, or passively, when parents
support the use of the target language. He claims that parents may display positive or
negative attitudes towards the target language community. Nevertheless, in general,
parental involvement in their children’s schooling, as discussed in the section below has
been identified as a key predictor in children’s academic success (see Harris and Goodall,
2008; Bodovski, 2010; Fan et al., 2012).

2.6.2 Motivation depends on home support

The importance of engaging parents in raising the educational aspirations and
achievement of children and young people is highlighted by a number of studies (Epstein and
Sanders, 2000; Driessen et al., 2005) and evidence of positive links between parental
involvement in schooling and student achievement and attainment is abundant (see for
example Desforges and Abouchaar, 2003). In England, the Department for Children, Schools
and Families put parental involvement and participation as a key focus of its policy in an
attempt to improve provision for children and young people (DCSF, 2007). During the past
few years, initiatives such as the Children’s Plan for example have been established to
support parents and families and improve the well-being, safety as well as the educational
performance and attainment of children and young people. The Children’s Plan holds that
parents are an important strategy for the advancement of the quality of education for their
children.

One of the fundamental goals of parental involvement is to increase the social and
cognitive capacities of pupils. The assumption underlying this is that where parents are
involved in their children’s schooling the advantages are significant (Lareau, 2003). These
advantages include regular attendance at school, good performances in school subjects,

better scores in examinations as well as participation in lessons and positive attitudes
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towards school and learning. For example, findings by Sheldon and Epstein (2005) show that
parental involvement resulted in students attaining higher in mathematics. Domina (2005)
and Jeynes (2005) also suggest that some parental participation prevents behavioural
problems and increases an improvement in standardised tests while Harris and Goodall
(2008: 277) advance that parental engagement in children’s learning ‘in the home makes the
greatest difference to student achievement’. In an educational climate where rote learning
and formal assessment tests routinely dominate (Slee, 2011; Nussbaum, 2010), the need for
parental participation in children schooling receives considerable attention.

In the process of MFL learning, among the many factors involved, support from family
is one of the reasons to be successful according to language learners (see Williams et al.,
2004). Gardner (1985) also suggests that students’ attainment in a second language
depends on the feelings and behaviour in their home environment. Court (2001:36)
reiterates this adding that in foreign language learning, parents can ‘influence students’

perceptions’. This echoes in (Griva and Chouvarda’s statement:

Family can play a crucial role in terms of strengthening children’s positive thinking
towards foreign languages. Parental attitudes towards foreign languages affect their
children’s success in multilingual competence. Both the way in which parents feel
about foreign languages and the way they behave affect the linguistic development of
their children.

Griva and Chouvarda (2012: 2)

On reflection, what Griva and Chouvarda address here is the belief that in the learning
domain, parental attitudes and encouragement motivate children and lead to higher level of
performance in the classroom. Their study also revealed that some parents were positive in
supporting their children learning a foreign language even if this has to be at a very young
age. However, some other parents stated that children’s time should be spent on
consolidating their first language before getting involved in learning a foreign language.

For Bourdieu and Passeron (1977), children’s achievements in schooling are linked to the
education of their parents particularly where cultural capital resources are available. Identity

negotiation could also be a contributor to performance in MFL.

2.6.3 Identity and language learning

The focus here is on the self and identity in the broad sense of the term on identity
development and identity negotiation process between pupils and between pupils and
teachers in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. As the purpose of this research is to investigate
the ‘inclusive’ foreign language classroom, this part of the literature concentrates mainly on

the identity of the pupils learning French and does not intend to cover the scientific process
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devoted to studying second language acquisition, nor the language teacher’s identity or that

of any adult participants as they are not particularly relevant for this study.

2.6.3.1 Identity and culture in learning

One of the most complex concepts that many theorists, including sociologists spend a
considerable amount of time studying is the structure of the self and identity. Researchers
have suggested that identity is a multifaceted concept which is difficult to define thus it has
been noted differently in various disciplines (C6té, 2006). For example identity is used to
refer to social groups such as ethnicity, race, religion, age, personality traits, social class and
so on. The concept of the self represents who we are to ourselves and in relation to others.
Sociologists and applied linguists pay attention to societal context that is crucial in
distinguishing the sociological approaches to the study of the self thus place a focus on
sociological and cultural dimensions of language learning. For Wenger (1998), learning is a
social practice through which every individual comes to be aware of and know themselves.
Considering learning as a process that takes place within the individual, Lave and Wenger
(1991) suggest that it is through social processes and shared experiences that individuals
gain a sense of self and meaning. They add that identity is a function of participation in
different communities and people have different identities that are more or less salient in
different situations.

According to Stryker (1980), the sociological approach to self and identity begins with
the assumption that there is a reciprocal relationship between the self and society. This
means that the self impacts on society through the actions of individuals thereby generating
groups, communities and institutions. Simultaneously, society affects the self through its
shared language, patterns, culture and meanings, all of which enable an individual to take
the role of the other, to take part in social interaction, and reflect upon oneself as an object.
In other words, the self emerges in and is reflective of society. Because of this,
understanding the self and identity involves taking into account the society in which the self
acts, and keeping in mind that the self always acts in a social context in which other selves
exist (Stryker, 1980)%8.

Patterns of behaviour within and between individuals vary and this is crucial to
understanding the link between self and society. The self incorporates the notions of self-
concept (Byrne, 1996; Oyserman, 2001; Leary and Tangney, 2003), which represents
people’s beliefs about themselves and their relations to other people. The self also

incorporates other notions: self-esteem (Harter, 1993; Crocker and Park, 2003) and self-

18 For an extensive reading on selfhood, see McCall and Simmons (1978); Lewis (1990)
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worth (Harter et al., 1998; Horberg and Chen, 2010). Self-esteem evaluates the self-
knowledge and self-beliefs that represent an individual’'s self-concept. Self-worth defines a
person’s sense of personal values as a function of perceived ability with direct repercussions
for one’s attributions of success and failure.

To illustrate how students engage with learning groups, Wenger (1998) describes
social learning as participation in groups which share a common purpose and which have
their own meanings. Wenger (1998) suggests that such participation in a learning group
involves identity transformation. For example, students move from being partly involved to
being fully involved in the learning communities or groups. An individual who belongs to a
community of doctors inevitably identifies as a doctor. However, no groups function in
isolation from other groups and to engage fully with a group, individuals must reconcile group
identities with wider social identities from different group memberships.

Although Wenger (1998) does not provide detail of how the reconciliation occurs
within groups, he argues that the process of reconciling identities from different group
memberships involves both the groups and the individuals. He explains that because an
individual’s membership within a group changes as the individual moves from being partly
involved to fully involved, the individual adjusts while the group renegotiates meanings and
practices. Belonging to a learning group thus requires reconciliation of conflicting identities of
various status including social class and gender with educational communities and structures
(Baxter and Britton, 2001; Ball et al., 2002). Therefore, identity ‘is always constrained’
(Hughes, 2010: 49). How one is described by oneself or by others in a group is subjective
and situation-dependent. People have a variety of characteristics and social roles that are
not easily captured by categorising and labelling and the identities of pupils occur through
interactions in and out of the classroom between the pupils and the teachers (see Norton,
2000). As mentioned above, the identity of the teachers is not being researched in this

study.

2.6.3.2 Identity and culture in MFL

In language learning literature, second language acquisition studies relate identity to
the choice of target language. Zuengler (1989) suggest that learners base their choice of
target language learning on a variety of factors that suit their interests, needs and the target
community they wish to identify with. This is seen in Beebe’s (1980) work on style shifting
where the social identification and status of learners influenced their language learning.
Other studies (Williams et al., 2004; Bartram, 2012) suggest that the identity of learners is
shown when learners choose not to associate with certain features of the target language

and its community. An example of this is reported in Siegal’s (1994) study of non-native
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women learning Japanese in Japan. The women refused to comply with certain feminine
speech patterns as these were not compatible with their assertive Western women identities.
Social theorists such as Bourdieu (1988) and Giddens (1991) for example suggest that
identity construction is a process and not a fixed product. In this same vein, Wenger (2000:
239) points out that ‘identity is not an abstract idea or a label, such as a title, an ethnic
category, or a personality train. It is a lived experience of belonging (or not belonging). A
strong identity involves deep connections with others through shared histories and
experiences, reciprocity, affection, and mutual commitments’.

Over the past decades, there has been a growth in the bulk of research on learner
identity from two main perspectives: the first examines learners’ identity construction through
their interaction with others, and the second analyses learner identity through the learners’
oral or written accounts of their experiences in learning a foreign language. This research
attempts to pursue how the participants see themselves as language learners and how they
are seen by their peers and by their teachers in relation to the target language and its culture
through their negotiations and interactions in the ‘inclusive’ French classroom. Alluding to
identity, McCool (2009: 6) suggests that ‘everyone is faced with developing a sense of self, a
process that begins in adolescence’, and Joseph (2004) adds that the expression of self and
emotions is one of the principal functions of language. This perspective sees the emotions
as related to the body rather than to the mind, thus identity is not a static quality that an
individual has, but it is a flexible and fluid representative of an individual’s sense of self.

The study of identity includes the relationship between language and culture,
communicative practices and cognitive models of language and thought (see Joseph, 2004)
as language shapes the ways in which people relate to the world and also to one another.
Kramsch (1998) defines culture as a phenomenon that is socially constructed and that is the
results of human interventions within biological processes. These interventions seek to
create order and meaning out of the biological processes in order to make sense of them.
The meanings created are therefore transferred outside of the time and space in which these
biological processes occur. Lantolf (2000) defines cultural identity as the totality of present
and past cultural resources the individual has access to. Culture according to Lantolf is the
past in the present. This thus places cultural identity at the intersection between our own
experiences and our access to that which has been passed down to us. Our personal
narratives are shaped by culturally conventional narratives so that we can make sense of our
own and others’ actions.

Taking a similar position to Kramsch (1998) on the definition of culture, Van Lier
(2000) suggests that learning a language is an interaction between an individual’s past
cultures transferred onto the present and ecological opportunities or affordances. He

explains that language itself is ‘representational and ecological’ and defines the ecological
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perspective for language learning as the learner being ‘immersed in an environment full of
meanings’ (Van Lier, 2000: 246-247). This confirms that learning is not restricted to the
cognitive ability of the learner in relation to the contents of language as a fixed entity. Instead
learning is present in the interaction between an active learner and an active environment.
My definition of culture in this research is based on that of Kramsch (1998), where culture is
shaped by language and exists both subjectively and objectively; subjectively in the
individual as past and present identity, and objectively in social structures as a product. Our
subjective experiences are connected to objective cultures to construct something we can
call our own perception of the world therefore our own cultural identity.

As mentioned in the motivation section, although there are differences in opinions
regarding the definition of language learning motivation, there is a general consensus on the
role motivation plays in the language learning process. The consensus considers factors that
have an impact on a learner’s motivation to learn a language (Norton and Toohey, 2001,
Laoire, 2010) as language is the main vehicle to express one’s self, according to Ochs
(2008). Learning a new language is therefore said to signify learning a new identity
(Lightbown and Spada, 2006). This identity is constructed, negotiated and reworked in a
meaningful interactions with relevant others (Blommaert, 2005). Therefore, learning a new
language is seen as a ‘gradual and neutral process of internalising the rules, structures, and
vocabulary of a standard language’ (Norton and Toohey, 2001: 312) as well as the
appropriation of the learner’s own voice in the target language. Referring to identity, Norton
(1997) asserts that:

Every time language learners speak, they are not only exchanging information with
their interlocutors; they are also constantly organizing and reorganizing a sense of
who they are and how they relate to the social word. They are, in other words,
engaged in identity construction and negotiation.

(Norton, 1887: 410)

Dornyei (1998) shares this view, explaining that it highlights the need to take into account the
identity of the language learner as the motivating factor that influences the learning process.
Bourdieu (1977) also adds:

Just as, at the level of relations between groups, a language is worth what those who

speak it are worth, so too, at the level of interactions between individuals, speech

always owes a major part of its value to the value of the person who utters it.

(Bourdieu, 1977: 652)

Speech, speakers and social relationships are interrelated thus, when language learners
speak, they are exchanging information as well as organising and reorganising a sense of
who they are and how they relate to the social world. This implies that language learners are
constantly engaged in identity construction and negotiation. The motivation of pupils learning
a language is thus socially constructed within the language as well as social relations in

discourse with their peers. According to Dornyei (1998), the identity of the learner can
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influence the language learning process and therefore, could be a motivational factor in the

language classroom.

Identity and nationalism

A notion held by social scientists (see for example Bhavnani et al., 2005) is that
national identities have characteristics that once acquired, be it at birth or in childhood, reside
in us as a reality that cannot be changed. Gellner (1983), Smith (1991), and Anderson
(1991), assert that the concept of nation or state emerged as a political category in Western
Europe and North America as a result of the need for large scale economic and social
government of peoples in these complex industrialised world regions. To create and maintain
this state, some sort of collective solidarity is necessary to ensure a nation to which all
citizens belong (Smith, 1991). According to Anderson (1991), members of the nation have in
common, a shared culture and language which reinforce the sense of similarity felt between
the members and create a sense of an imagined national identity.

Human beings construct categories of ideas to understand the world and this gains
legitimacy and general acceptance by appearing as natural (Jackson and Penrose, 1993).
Individuals draw on these category constructions to create a sense of identity that is to
develop an understanding of what they themselves are in relation to the rest of the world.
One of the categories of social identity is what is termed ethnic identity which constitutes ‘an
aspect of social relationship between agents who consider themselves as culturally
distinctive from members of other groups with whom they have a minimum of regular
interaction’ (Eriksen, 1993: 12). Wigglesworth (2005) notes that language is a marker of
ethnic identity and that, speakers who have strong group identification are likely to regard
language as a symbol of identity and this identification may translate into greater use of the
language itself. Identities are displayed in many ways in relation to ethnicity, race, religion,
language and so on (Smith, 1991), however, as Hughes (2001) notes, national identity is
usually expressed at the expense of other identities.

Nationalism conveys a love of country; the assertion of national identity as well as the
xenophobic obsession to obtain these elements through violence or renouncing other nations
(see Shaw and Wong, 1989). This definition suggests people’s feelings of being loyal to and
proud of their country with the belief that their own country is more important than other
countries. Nationalism ‘fosters pride, dignity and related sentiments among members of the
in-group’ (Shaw and Wong, 1989: 137). This research uses the term nationalism to refer to
how the participants understand their relationship to the world and how that relationship is
constructed in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom particularly by the pupils as they undergo the

process of learning French, a subject they are not very keen on.

53



2.7 Conclusion

In contemplating the Languages for All policy which promotes inclusion and foreign
language teaching and learning, it is important to acknowledge that as with any other school
subject, positive learning outcomes are desired in the long term for every pupil. Education is
essentially seen as being crucial to human development (UNESCO, 2005). However, the
principles of ‘inclusive’ education are conflicted (Cole, 2004) and the diverse abilities of
pupils can conflict with learners’ achievements (Benjamin, 2002), an apparent situation in the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom where attitudes to the target language for example play a part
(Bartram, 2012).

A pupil who finds all aspects of school life difficult or a pupil who finds academic work
difficult is likely to struggle further in foreign language learning (McColl, 2000) and yet
educational policies require schools to ensure all children develop to their full potential
(Blunkett, 2000) and this applies to MFL as well. To attempt to achieve that every learner
develops to their full potential, there are guidelines and legal obligations which emphasise
provision for all children and young people (see UNESCO, 2002; 2005). The ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom like any other classroom serves as a learning environment for all students to
develop to their full potential. The diversity of abilities in the language classroom requires
teachers to adapt their planning and teaching to meet the needs of all students, a process
known as differentiation. But education is a complex process which Walker (2003: 169)
argues ‘produces justice and injustice, equity and inequity’, and the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom is no different. In the ‘inclusive’ foreign language classroom, the practices of
inclusion are linked to negotiations of exclusion played out by pupils and teachers. Given that
education is regarded as a human fundamental resource (UNESCO, 2002), it could be
argued that education enables and structures effective opportunities for people to live a life
they have reason to choose and value (Nussbaum, 2011). But does this happen for
everybody? Motivation plays a significant part in language learning although in general, its
concept proves complex as it takes a number of disciplines to arrive at a reasonable
understanding of its multiple facets. The complexity of the concept of motivation, Ddrnyei
(2000; 2001) posits, resides in its endeavours to explain individuals’ actions, attitudes and
behaviour.

This chapter gave an insight into the key objectives of the Languages for All policy,
explored the concept of inclusion and ‘inclusive’ practices regarding foreign language
learning and then considered the key factors of students’ attitudes and motivation to learn a
foreign language. The final part of the chapter discussed the close relationship between
identity and motivation in foreign language learning contexts. It could be argued that identity
is the language learner’s potential ability and it is the social environment that provides the

learner with the opportunities to build and enhance this potential. The following chapter
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builds on the two theorists | have drawn upon in an attempt to understand the negotiations
with regard to the teaching and learning of French in the ‘inclusive’ classroom. Martha
Nussbaum’s human development theory as her theory emphasises the need to consider
each and every individual as an end, and Bourdieu’s capital, habitus and field concepts are
drawn on to facilitate understanding of equality and to make sense of the relationship
between social structures and everyday practices at school.
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CHAPTER THREE: CAPABILITIES, CAPITALS AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE
LEARNING

3.0 Introduction

Chapter two gave a brief overview of MFL and the national curriculum and stressed
that although every pupil at key stage 2 is entitled to learn MFL, the study of a foreign
language is a complex process that can conflict with many issues including needs, interests,
motivation and identity. In reflecting on the negotiations in the French classroom, this
chapter draws upon Nussbaum and Bourdieu’s theories. Nussbaum’s capabilities approach
is invaluable for this research as it is concerned with the dignity of all people. The basic goal
for the capabilities approach is to ensure an objective account of well-being and flourishing of
all human beings. This approach offers a useful theoretical lens from which to critically
examine the issues of the process of foreign language learning, in particular, issues involving
equality, choice and rights as these relate to moral questions regarding the policies and
practices of inclusion. As the MFL classroom presents a wide variety of abilities, the aim of
this research as far as the capabilities approach is concerned is to identify what is needed for
each pupil to function as a full participating learner of French in the ‘inclusive’ foreign
language classroom. In the same vein, the theoretical tools offered through the works of
Bourdieu (1977a; 1987; 1990), namely the concepts of capital, habitus and field, will also be
useful in identifying inequality. Moreover, Bourdieu’s (1977b; 1987) work on social
differentiation and class reproduction in educational institutions will be useful in
understanding pupils’ negotiations of identity and the pressures faced by everyone involved
in the classroom.

This chapter outlines how Nussbaum and Bourdieu’s theories can be used to
understand the practical and institutional issues in the MFL classroom. | begin with a brief
overview of Nussbaum’s capabilities approach before showing its relevance in education. |
outline Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, field and capital to examine the extent to which they
are useful and applicable in ‘inclusive’ education. | endorse some specific capabilities to
explain their usefulness for this research and then highlight the critiques that both the

capabilities approach and Bourdieu’s work face.

3.1 Key concepts within the capabilities approach

The basic principle of the capabilities approach is to address ‘human problems
and unjustifiable human inequalities’ (Nussbaum, 2011: xii), thus the approach aims at
the struggles society faces in managing humanity, human development and human

rights. There are several important concepts which emerge from an application of the
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basic tenets of the capabilities approach to frame our understanding of humanity and
political equality. The concept most pertinent to this study is the need for an education
which must reflect what pupils are able to do and be (Nussbaum, 2011) and this is explored
within the context of ‘inclusive’ education and MFL learning. Because the capabilities
approach places great emphasis on humanity, there is a potentially strong and mutually
enhancing relationship between the approach and education (Saito, 2003), as what the
approach was initially designed to measure’®, involves education or adult literacy among
other items.

For Nussbaum (2010: 11), ‘access to quality education [for all] is an urgent issue’ that
all nations need to address. This statement is emphasised by the UNESCO (2002: 32) report
which states that education is important for a number of reasons, but most ‘fundamentally,
having the skills provided by basic education such as being able to read and write, is
valuable in and of itself’. In this research, | explore the potential of Nussbaum’s capabilities
approach to offer such fundamental literacy skills, the ability to read and write, to current
debates on ‘inclusive’ education. This research focuses on what the Languages for All policy
might mean for all parties involved in the teaching and learning of MFL, particularly for pupils
who have been identified as having special educational needs. This research also raises
issues around the practices of inclusion in the French classroom and examines questions of

justice for all pupils.

3.1.1 The capabilities approach

Martha Nussbaum is one of the two major originators of the capabilities approach.
The other, Amartya Sen was first to propose the evaluative framework during the 1980s and
1990s. Both scholars base the approach centrally on the individual and regard progress or
development as consisting of increasing the capabilities of people to be and to do a
multiplicity of things. They both put great importance on human dignity, and explain that there
is a variety of beneficial capabilities that are fundamentally distinctive and therefore any
evaluation of progress should be diverse and cannot be cast into a single number. This
suggests that any given society could progress in one or many areas but at the same time,
could regress in many other areas. In other words, one society may be better than another in
some fields but not in others.

Sen (1992) defines capability as a set of functionings which are the many various
things that a person may value doing or being, such as being sufficiently nourished, being in

good health, and being able to take part in the life of a community. Thus his writing promotes

1% The approach was initially designed to measure Human Development Index (HDI) to rank countries.

57



personal well-being, agency and freedom. In Sen’s (1999) terminology, an individual’s
capability refers to the alternative combinations of functionings that are feasible to him or her
to achieve. The main focus of progress thus develops into an increase of the individual’s
capability set, or his/her substantive freedoms to lead the life he/she values. In this approach,
functionings represent the end result component while capabilities represent the freedom
component. Therefore, functionings are the achieved outcomes a person is able to be or to
do. Examples that highlight this approach in education would be, being able to read and
write, and being able to pass a national examination. In the context of this research, being
able to converse accurately in the target language would be an example among many.
Sen’s (1992; 1999) approach was built on both Smith’s (1776) analysis of human
necessities and conditions of living and Marx’s (1844) involvement with human freedom and
emancipation. Sen’s capability approach materialised as the better alternative to standard
economic schemes for reflecting on poverty, inequality and human development (see Sen,
1999). The basic claim of the approach is to measure the well-being of a person taking into
account what the person succeeds in being and in doing (Sen, 1985; 1992; 1999). Thus, the
approach strives to compare the well-being of different people by considering how well
people are able to function with the goods and services that are at their disposal. When
discussing human well-being and development, Sen places more emphasis on capabilities
(see Sen, 1999) than on functionings (see Sen, 1985; 1992). When challenged to provide a
set of list of capabilities to remedy the situation, Sen (1993; 1997) declines and explained
that a conclusive list could be deemed objectively correct for practical reasons, and specific
lists of capabilities should only be drawn up for specific research or policy context. He added
that the process of choosing capabilities should be left to the individual. He provided
examples of essential capabilities which include being able to ‘live long, escape avoidable
morbidity, be well nourished, be able to read, write and communicate, take part in literary and
scientific pursuits’ (Sen, 1984: 493). Applying the capability approach in specific contexts in
a meaningful way, while maintaining development results that do not presuppose the choices
of the individual is however crucial. Sen himself asserts that the ‘evaluative focus’ of the
capability approach ‘can be either on the realized functionings (...) or on the capability set’
(Sen, 1999: 75). This research explores both concepts of functionings and capability and
although Sen’s work is influential as it involves human development, this research focuses
on Martha Nussbaum'’s version of the approach for its emphasis on the central list of
capabilities, because some items from the list appear useful in the context of the Languages

for All and inclusion policies.
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3.1.2 Nussbaum’s capabilities approach

There are some subtle distinctions between Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen in
some of the details of this approach. While Sen terms it capability approach, using the
singular form, and bases it solely on human beings, Nussbaum (2011) uses the plural,
terming it capabilities approach and includes animals stressing that just like humans, animals
also have rights of some sorts therefore their dignity should always be respected
(Nussbaum, 2011). According to Sen the approach can be used as a tool for evaluating
progress or development only as it does not represent a theory of justice. He thus argues
that the prospect of an adequate theory of a just society (see Sen, 1999) is improbable.
Sen’s capability approach leaves it to the individuals and to societies to decide on the
capabilities they consider worthy to evaluate and who should be in charge of evaluating them
in whatever context. Nussbaum however, argues that the approach represents a theory of
social justice as it indicates what a just society stands for. This is all critically important when
appraising discourses within education and inclusion as the capabilities approach is based
on an inclusive scheme for all citizens.

Building on Sen’s work, Nussbaum (2006; 2011) adopts a philosophical point of view
based on Aristotle’s ideas of human being as a rational animal. In this sense, she defines
both the body and reason in functional terms?°. She also takes up Kant’s (1998) view of
considering each and every person as an end. Nussbaum’s approach differs from
Rawls’?1(1971) in that she strongly believes in developing an approach that involves
everyone from the start. She argues that there is no reason to exclude any members of
society from the field of justice or only include them after everyone else on the grounds that
they are different or have a disability. Nussbaum’s approach considers the diversity of human
beings and is therefore influenced by the notion of inclusion. Similarly, the Languages for All
policy entitles all pupils to learn a foreign language and inclusion of all is attempted through
differentiation of tasks and activities in the classroom as discussed in section 2.4.

Nussbaum (2006: 76 - 77; 2011: 33 - 34) draws up a list of capabilities that she

explains would enable human beings to function and to fulfil their potential in society. She

20 Nussbaum’s capabilities approach withdraws itself from Kant’s conception which defines human beings in
metaphysical terms. Nussbaum defines the body in terms of the capability to move and to use the senses, in
other word, the capacity to engage in critical reflection. The background of the capabilities approach is located
in Sen’s critiques of traditional welfare economics which typically fails to differentiate well-being with either
opulence (income, commodity command) or utility (happiness, desire fulfilment). See Crocker (1992) for
detailed discussions of these critiques.

21 Rawls considers human beings as free and independent citizens of society with equal rights and equal power,
and contributing to some social product. As such he develops a theory of justice that excludes certain members
of society such as people with disabilities for example. He later acknowledges this and explains that he wants to
develop a theory for able bodies and another for disabled people (see John Rawls - Political Liberalism:
Expanded edition (New York: Columbia University Press, 2011).
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acknowledges that although her list of capabilities is just a proposal and is continuously
under review, it gives a good indication of the central capabilities that are essential to all
human beings, therefore, society needs this list as guidance to ensure that every person’s
capabilities are protected at least up to the minimum threshold. The ten central capabilities
are edited below:

1) Life: to live to the end of a human life of normal length; not living a life that is not worth
living or dying prematurely. 2) Bodily health: to have good health including reproductive
health. 3) Bodily integrity: to move around freely and be able to be secure against any types
of assault and to have opportunities for sexual satisfaction and have choices in reproduction
matters. 4) Senses, imagination and thought: to be able to use the senses to imagine, to
think and to reason in a literate and developed way acquired by a suitable education. 5)
Emotions: to be able to love, care, grieve and to experience longing, gratitude and justified
anger. Not to have these emotions inhibited by fear, abuse, anxiety or neglect. 6) Practical
reason: to be able to reflect on the good and engage in critical thinking about one’s life. 7)
Affiliation: a) to be able to live with and towards others and to engage in social interaction. To
have compassion and be able to have the capability for justice and friendship, b) to have the
social bases of self-respect and non-humiliation and be able to be treated in a nhon-
discriminative way and as equal to others. 8) Other species: to be able to have affinity for all
living species in our environment. 9) Play: to be able to laugh, play and enjoy leisure
activities. 10) Control over one’s environment: a) Political: to be able to partake in political
choices about one’s life. b) Material: to be able to have the opportunity to property rights and
to have the right to seek employment on an equal basis with others.

Inclusion has been and continues to be one of the major strategies in education
policy, nationally and globally and it is a legal obligation for society to educate all children
(UNESCO, 1994). ‘Inclusive’ education is established as the principal policy imperative with
regard to children and young people who have been identified as having special educational
needs (Lindsay, 2003). A number of policies address education as a process of supporting
inclusion and there is a global demand, moral imperative and legal obligations to provide
educational opportunities for all children. Examples of these policies include the Education
for All (UNESCO, 1994; 2005), the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001) in the United
States of America, and the Every Child Matters (DfES, 2003) in the UK and every single one
of these look at education as a basic right and a vehicle that will furnish all children and
young people with opportunities to experience more fulfilling lives. All these agencies are
powerful advocates of inclusion as a key principle of schooling and education systems. The
field of ‘inclusive’ education however, is complex due to ethical and political issues (Allan,
1999; 2005; Slee and Allan, 2001; Slee, 2011). In the UK, the education policy, promotes the

extension of opportunities and raising standards to develop a coherent and flexible phase of

60



learning which meets the needs of all young people (DfES, 2002), however, there is a long
way to go yet as the education system still appears to operate on one size fits all and gives
priority to rote learning, thus supporting ‘a pedagogy of force-feeding for standardized
national examinations’ (Nussbaum, 2010: 19).

The capabilities list has been used in education to address inclusion and exclusion,
discrimination and inequality (see Hedge and MacKenzie, 2012). It has also been useful in
addressing cognitive disability and ‘inclusive’ education (see Rogers, 2013) in an attempt to
respond to the two simple yet intricate questions that the capabilities approach asks: ‘What
are people actually able to do and to be?’ and most importantly ‘What real opportunities are
available to them?’ (Nussbaum, 2011: x). For Nussbaum (2006), society urgently needs to
do justice to people with physical or mental disabilities. Reflecting on this message, Kittay
(2011: 49) stresses the need for ‘an ethics that will both articulate the harms faced by people
with disabilities —discrimination that threatens dignity as well as well-being —and offer moral
resources for redress’. Rogers’ (2013) work has also used items from the list to argue that
although there are some provision for support in place, a large number of young people still
do not have flourishing experiences and are failed by the education system because of their
disabilities.

The capabilities approach considers each individual as ‘a source of agency and worth
in their own right, with their own plans to make and their own lives to live’ (Nussbaum, 2000:
58). As far as education is concerned, this implies that every pupil is of moral worth in all
their diversity and the educational system needs to ensure their human rights, although
Nussbaum asserts that it is not assumed that the capabilities list is designed to solve all
societal problems relating to inequality:

‘[Pleople with mental impairments and disabilities pose a double challenge to Rawls’s
theory. The contract doctrine seems unable to accommodate their needs for special
social attention, for the reasons of social productivity and cost that pertain to all
people with impairments.’

(Nussbaum, 2006: 135)

The argument behind this quote stems from Rawls’ (1996) definition of a person, which
states that a person is a free and equal citizen, an individual who possesses ‘the two moral
powers’ (see Nussbaum, 2006: 135). The two moral powers represent the capacity for a
sense of justice and the capacity for a conception of the good. The capacity for a sense of
justice requires having the ability to view others as equal members of society and to engage
with others on terms they could envisage others could accept. The capacity for a conception
of the good is the potential to form, to revise and to follow a conception of one’s rational
advantage or good (Rawls, 1996). Rawls (1971) stresses that individuals are rational beings

that are capable to establish and choose the most useful steps towards their ends. For
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Nussbaum however, some people with severe mental disabilities lack the two moral powers
and therefore cannot be considered equal in the relevant sense. For this, she was criticised
for the confusion over her approach for not including these people. She was also criticised
for not providing a separate list for the people she excluded from her list. She responds to
the criticisms of leaving out severely disabled people, clarifying that there should only be one
capabilities list for all citizens including severely impaired people. Explaining her position
regarding people with severe disabilities she states that depending on the severity of the
impairment, some people will have to be excluded from the universal list because some
capabilities have no value and are meaningless to them. Voting and freedom of press for
example are capabilities that are meaningless to people with low level cognitive capacities
(Nussbaum, 2006: 186-187).

In the MFL classroom, what pupils are ‘actually able to do and to be’ (Nussbaum,
2011: x) is a fundamental question that not only the learners should ponder over but also the
teachers should reflect on regularly. Such a seemingly simple question secures complex and
challenging responses if we dig deeper. For example, the quote by the National Languages
Strategy (DfES, 2002: 15) that ‘[e]very child should have the opportunity throughout key
stage 2 to study a foreign language and develop their interest in the culture of other nations’
conflict with statements that some adults/children do not appreciate foreign language
learning particularly if they happen to struggle with literacy skills (see McColl, 2000;
McKeown, 2004). Nussbaum (2011: x) addresses the challenges of the ‘complexities of
human life and human striving’ and suggests that the capabilities approach has the potential
to address ‘human problems and unjustifiable human inequalities’ (Nussbaum 2011: xii). The
main goal of Nussbaum’s capabilities approach is to do justice to all people including people
with physical and intellectual disabilities. Therefore | look at all pupils in the context of foreign
language learning and consider Nussbaum’s approach to provide such principled objectives
to debates on special educational needs and more broadly on ‘inclusive’ education. | thus
apply the fundamental principles of the capabilities approach to key features in policy and
practice proposed and implemented with the view to ‘positively’ impact ‘inclusive’ education,
with particular attention to the Languages for All policy.

The capabilities are useful here in that from one perspective, the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom would seem to imply that all pupils have the same rights to learn regardless of
their abilities. From another perspective, there are to a certain extent, the opportunities in
terms of provision available to pupils in the ‘inclusive’ classroom to learn MFL which, in a
sense is the message Martha Nussbaum attempts to get across when she states that
opportunities should be available for people to enable them to flourish. As teachers

endeavour to differentiate, and pupils attempt to learn, how differentiation allows for every
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pupil’s rights in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom is the question to ask. In other words, in such
classrooms, are there real opportunities for each pupil’s needs and rights to be met?

In the context of this research, provision for all children in the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom is not the major concern. Many aspects or objectives of such provision (for
example, to educate all children regardless of their abilities and needs in mainstream
education; or, to ensure all children follow a broad and balanced curriculum) appear to be in
most cases implemented at least theoretically as they are legally binding governmental
obligations (Harnacke, 2013). This means that in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom for example,
tasks and activities are planned to meet the needs of all pupils. Thus the concern rather
involves making sure that each pupil’s dignity is protected, meaning, making sure that each
pupil is equipped with linguistic knowledge they value or need. This suggests that each pupil
must be allowed in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom to do and to be as well as develop their
potential on equal terms with their peers. Granting that such an apparently simple realisation
belies its complications, Harnacke, (2013: 768) points to the challenge of ethical justification,
suggesting that ‘it will not be possible to realize all rights at once, and thus, some rights need
to be given greater priority than others. But which rights should that be?’ To this, | would add,
whose rights is it to decide what to prioritise? It is in this light that we need to reflect much
more deeply about what equality means in the MFL classroom and consider the meaning or
usefulness of what ‘equal’ rights are given to each pupil when all are included in the foreign
language learning process. We should thus ask: is the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom well-

equipped to allow every pupil their right to flourish?

3.1.3 Capabilities in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom

Given that the capabilities approach implies that society is not made up of people with
the same abilities and needs, it provides a good starting point from which to examine the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. As mentioned above, the main goal of the approach is to take
each person as an end and to consider the entitlements of every individual including people
with disabilities. The ten capabilities form the basis of what society should provide for each
and every individual. Every individual's needs vary from one person to the other and a
person who needs more resources to achieve a certain capability should be provided with
the rights to the development of that capability. What should be important is the outcome of
achieving that capability, not just the means or resources needed to do so. What is also
relevant in an educational setting with regard to the capabilities approach should be what
each pupil can actually achieve in order to do and to be (Nussbaum, 2011).

If we take the capabilities into account, at least six of the ten items appear to be

particularly significant and applicable in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. They are senses,
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imagination and thought; emotions; practical reason; affiliation; play; and control over one’s
environment. These six capabilities can be used to explore if in foreign language learning for
example, pupils are able to reflect on their own life choices, enjoy the language learning
experience while engaging in social interaction with peers, and enjoy recreational activities
as well as participate in political choices that regulate their own life in the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom. As mentioned in chapter one, pupils’ constant question, “why do we have to
learn French, Miss?” would demonstrate that the pupils are one way or another able to reflect
and engage in critical thinking about the reasons behind foreign language learning. The goal
of the capabilities approach however, is not to entirely match what the list provides but
instead, to focus on ‘ample threshold on each of the ten capabilities’ (Nussbaum, 2009: 334).

The fourth in Nussbaum’s (2011: 33) list of capabilities is senses, imagination and
thought: ‘being able to use the senses to imagine, think and reason’. As a school subject, the
very nature of French being a foreign language can be seen by some pupils as a barrier to
learning it (Williams et al., 2002; Kissau, 2006; 2007; Bartram, 2012). This view could also be
shared by some parents (McColl, 2000; McKeown, 2004). The capability to ‘be cultivated by
an adequate education’ (Nussbaum, 2011: 33) might not exist for pupils who have poor
literacy skills in English thus they could find various aspects of French learning difficult
(McColl, 2000) and struggle with most tasks. To assist with this, as discussed in chapter two,
lessons are planned to suit the diverse needs of pupils by differentiating tasks and activities
(Morgan and Neil, 2001; Ramage, 2012). Hence, this capability could be used to examine if
the differentiation of activities provides pupils with their functionings, which is what they will
be able to do in the French classroom.

The fifth central human capability on Nussbaum'’s list is that of emotions: ‘being able
to have attachments to things and other people, to experience longing, gratitude and justified
anger and not have any of these stifled by fear of anxiety’ (Nussbaum, 2011: 33-34). This
capability can be used to appraise the MFL classroom for emations as well as investigate
whether pupils experience apprehension and discomfort when attempting to acquire or speak
the target language. Macintyre and Gardner (1991a: 86) assert that ‘anxiety poses several
potential problems for the student in MFL, because it can interfere with the acquisition,
retention, and production of the new language’.

The sixth, seventh, ninth and tenth capabilities (practical reason; affiliation; play; and
control over one’s environment) could be applied to foreign language learning. Evaluating the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom against these capabilities, we could conclude that through pair and
group work, pupils are encouraged to engage in critical thinking about the learning objectives
and the tasks at hand (see Ramage, 2012). Some pupils may not be able to join in critical
thinking about tasks and activities and in a case as such, ‘functioning rather than capability

will be an appropriate goal’ (Nussbaum, 2006: 173). Participating in learning activities is a
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functioning, and these capabilities could be used to appraise whether the opportunity to
participate in the learning activities is available for pupils of all abilities and needs in the
‘inclusive’ classroom. Parents could also be capable of reasoning and making choices for
their children in terms of their children’s schooling and future development with regard to
school subjects however, pupils’ voices should be privileged and pupils should be ‘left free to
make their own choices as to what they would like to do with the provided real opportunities’
(Harnacke, 2013: 771), if pupils are able to do so. In cases where pupils are not able to make
certain choices regarding their central capabilities, Nussbaum (2006) suggests guardians or
proxy representations should make the choices, particularly for people who are severely
disabled. In the educational system, it could be argued that many choices are made for
pupils regardless of their abilities or disabilities. For example, the entitlement to foreign
language learning, although not statutory for key stage 2 pupils, it is not something pupils
can choose not to have on their time-table if their school offers it.

As discussed in section 2.6.2, parents’ attitudes and choices could influence pupils’
motivation to learn a foreign language (see for example Bartram, 2006; Berthelsen and
Walker, 2008). As Bartram (2012: 66) puts it ‘parents are a most significant influence on the
general development of their children attitudes’. In addition, according to Griva and
Chouvarda (2012), parents’ beliefs are important and their attitudes towards the target
language influence either positively or negatively their children’s performances. Parental
influence however could conflict with a child’s capability to be ‘informed and cultivated by an
adequate education’ (Nussbaum, 2011:33) in case a parent chooses not to support their
child learning French. It is worth noting that there is no single canonical view of what the
capabilities approach is, thus it is, and continues to be subject to multiple interpretations.
Alkire (2005: 122) suggests that the capability approach is a ‘proposition’, whereby ‘social
arrangements should be evaluated according to the extent of freedom people have to
promote or achieve functionings they value’. This implies that the approach is limited to
focusing on the background for ethical judgements. Ethical judgements are informed by the
expansion of people’s freedoms and would be applied in case of conflict.

The seventh item on Nussbaum’s (2011) list is affiliation: ‘being able to live with and
toward others, to recognize and show concern for other human beings, to engage in various
forms of social interaction; to be able to imagine the situation of another. To have the social
bases of self-respect and make provisions for non-discrimination.” The ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom could be examined against this capability to consider whether the varied range of
ability of pupils is taken into account and tasks and activities are differentiated to cater for all
pupils’ needs and abilities. This capability could also be used to examine if, when pupils work

in pairs and groups they can be able to show consideration for their peers in the classroom.
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Play is the ninth item on Nussbaum’s list: ‘being able to laugh, play and enjoy leisure’.
This capability could be the most valued for any foreign language learner for its mention of
leisure. Guidance for pedagogy recommends making the learning environment enjoyable for
the learners through the use of role-plays, video clips, games and information technology
(see Edwards, 1998; McKeown, 2004; Ramage, 2012). This capability could be used to
evaluate the ‘inclusive’ French classroom for opportunities given to enjoy interactive and
competitive games as well as role-plays.

Control over one’s environment, the tenth item on the list is significant and could be
used to appraise teaching and learning in relation to pupils’ involvement in the decisions on
the language topics and learning objectives which both teachers and pupils could reflect on
(Ramage, 2012). It could also be used to examine if pupils’ responses and abilities are taken
into account to plan subsequent learning (DfEE, 2000; Morgan and Neil, 2001). This
capability is intrinsically linked to two others; senses, imagination and thought as well as
practical reason in that they all encourage critical thinking which an ‘adequate education’
entails (Nussbaum, 2011: 33).

The six capabilities described here focus to a certain extent on the individual person
and consider each person worthy of equal respect and esteem. These would therefore be
useful in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom where attempts are made to ensure equal opportunity
for pupils. As Nussbaum suggests, the central human capabilities list is not intentioned to
provide answers to all issues that society faces. Instead the list is founded on the idea that
capabilities are needed as basic human rights for a quality of life and all 10 items are crucial
prerequisite of social justice. For Nussbaum, the capabilities are significant for every human
being, because our human needs are part of our human nature and form the basis of what
we are as human beings, therefore one list of capabilities is sufficient for all human beings.
Nussbaum stresses that although the capabilities can be adapted and realised in any
cultures, and that the importance of the capabilities will vary from culture to culture, they are
essential basic human rights for each and every individual. In education therefore, the
capabilities could play a significant role in ensuring basic human rights for each young
person and particularly in foreign language learning in a school setting where diverse abilities

and needs ought to be catered for.

3.1.4 Critiques of the capabilities approach

Nussbaum’s capabilities theory has not failed to attract critiques. Some of the
criticisms of the capabilities approach relate to difficulty in defining well-being; difficulty
defining functionings; and difficulty in evaluating capabilities (see Alkire, 2002; Deneulin,

2002; Unterhalter, Vaughan and Walker, 2007). These difficulties are linked to challenges in
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conceptualising the terms. Well-being refers to commodities and includes income, pleasure
or happiness. It is also considered in terms of utility or resources however, differing
commodities can be found in differing cultures and societies (see Clark, 1999). As
individuals differ in terms of cultures, Sen (1985) argues that a person’s well-being is not
really about and should not be based on how rich the person is. Another term that attracts
debates over its definition is functioning and this is also because individuals differ in their
ability to convert resources into functionings. A functioning is an achievement; what a person
manages to be or do (see section 3.1.1 above). Achieving a functioning depends on two
main factors: personal factors such as age, gender, body size or health for example, and
social factors such as general knowledge or education. Functionings and well-being are
linked in that functionings are referred to as the valuable activities and states that constitute
an individual’s well-being, such as being safe, being healthy or being happy. This being the
case, evaluating an individual’s valuable functionings is complex as it is difficult to work out
whether people’s desires are shaped by their social background or circumstances.

In considering children and young people in education in particular, there are issues
regarding how to measure or evaluate what each child or young person really aspires to
because children have different valued aspirations and needs. There is also conflict between
choice or freedom and well-being, again, where children and young people are concerned.
This involves how much of the children and young people’s voices should be taken into
account in matters regarding their schooling; what children may choose may not be
considered ideal by adults. For example, if given the choice, a pupil may decide that it is
essential to him/her to refuse to take part in certain learning activities in one school subject or
another. This decision, it could be argued, may have a negative impact on the pupil’s future
capabilities. Therefore, an individual’s definition of a valuable function may be determined by
their educational encounters. Despite the criticisms, there is consensus that the capabilities
approach takes individuals as ends not means. As education seeks to transmit values to
each child and young person, its objectives reflect the main goal of the capabilities approach
which is to enable what is of value to each child and young person.

According to Clark (2002) the most serious of the critiques relates to the list of central
capabilities as it is arranged by a middle class American philosopher for other cultures and
societies. Clark (ibid.) also argues that in theory, the capabilities approach sounds positive
and optimistic however in practice there are times when one might want to challenge its
practicalities. This is true of the tenth item as at school, pupils cannot control the entitlement
to learn a foreign language. Nussbaum (2001:77) herself explains that her list is open to on-
going review and needs to be tested against even the ‘most secure of our intuitions’ so that a

‘type of reflective equilibrium for political purposes can be attained’. This emphasises the
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function of the list, despite the criticisms, as an analysis of quality of life rather than a

measure of basic needs.

Considering the capabilities approach in this research

Nussbaum’s definitions of the capabilities have much to offer this research, in that
they enable the possibility to locate what teachers, pupils and parents are capable to do and
to be, what choices pupils, teachers and parents are able to make, and what provisions are
available to each pupil in the context of MFL. The question of choice in foreign language
learning, however, is debatable as the subject is taught to all pupils in both key stages 2 and
3. Nussbaum (2006: 184) states that ‘[c]hoice is good in part because of the fact of
reasonable pluralism: other fellow citizens make different choices, and respecting them
includes respecting the space within which those choices are made.” An individual who
makes a positive or negative choice may believe that the particular choice is good for them.
Nussbaum (2006) speaks of a person who chooses not to care for his own health as an
example, stating that the person, despite their choice may still consider health care as an
essential condition of a decent human life but at the same time, the person may support the
space for choice in this domain. In MFL for example, a parent may choose not to support
their child learning the target language. Similarly, a pupil may choose not to engage in any
learning activities of the target language, and a teacher may choose to ignore a pupil who is
being disruptive or who is preventing others from learning. The teacher may also choose to
create learning opportunities for the difficult pupil despite the disruptions. In these examples,
the parent, the pupil and the teacher may still believe that French is a valuable subject and
learning it is important and essential for some employment in the future. However, they may
all prefer the space to be able to choose. The definitions of Nussbaum’s ten central
capabilities also acknowledge the social and cultural factors which may influence the
participants’ choices and their identities.

In thinking about human development theory, the capabilities approach makes a
suitable descriptive framework for exploring the practices of inclusion in the MFL classroom.
As mentioned in 3.1.2, studies have already mapped it more broadly onto inclusion and
intellectual disability (see, Hedge and MacKenzie, 2012; Rogers, 2013). To start with, a part
of one of the basic questions that the theory asks, what each individual is able to do
(Nussbaum, 2011) can be linked to what teachers and indeed pupils can reflect on in the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. The teachers can reflect on the process of differentiation and the
pupils can reflect on the provision and their performances. As Unterhalter, Vaughan and
Walker (2007) explain the principal idea of the approach is that social arrangements should
focus on expanding people’s capabilities; people’s freedom to develop functionings which are

of value to them. Nussbaum states:

68



The capabilities approach can be provisionally defined as an approach to
comparative quality-of-life assessment and to theorizing about basic social justice. It
holds that the key question to ask, when comparing societies and assessing them for
their basic decency or justice, is, “What is each person able to do and to be?” in other
words, the approach takes each person as an end, asking not just about the total or
average well-being but about the opportunities available to each person. It is focused
on choice or freedom, holding that the crucial good societies should be promoting for
their people is a set of opportunities, or substantial freedoms, which people then may
or may not exercise in action: the choice is theirs.

(Nussbaum, 2011: 18 — emphasis in original).

The capabilities represent a human being’s life course viewpoint as the approach is
significantly linked to human rights perspectives and fundamental entitlements. Hence, when
dealing with a group of pupils where abilities are diverse such as the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom, it is crucially important that lesson activities are prepared to cater for the needs
and abilities of all the pupils (see Ramage, 2012; Morgan and Neil, 2001). Therefore, the
capabilities approach suggests that for a good and flourishing life, it is essential for society to
have the protection of the ten central capabilities. The approach also seeks to compare
factors where equality is an issue because Nussbaum (2006: 199) believes that all ‘modern
societies have had gross inequalities in their treatment of children with unusual mental
impairments’. Often, such children are rejected and more stigmatised than people with
physical disabilities. Nussbaum adds that such children are abandoned to institutions that fail
to develop their potential and are usually treated as though they have no rights to public
space. The approach thus denounces these practices as they are similar to the medical
model of disability (see 2.2.1) which considers some children to be uneducable. In the
education system, for example, in order for all children and young people’s capabilities to be
accomplished as fully as possible, policy initiatives should seek to make inclusion in schools
meaningful. The Index for Inclusion (Booth et al., 2000) is a pertinent example.

Critically, in the MFL classroom, equality is likely to be an issue due to the diverse
abilities and needs of pupils hence, differentiation is advised (Edwards, 1998; Morgan and
Neil, 2001; Ramage, 2012). Nussbaum (2011: 69) states that ‘equality is usually taken to be
an important political value in at least some areas of life’. Therefore, the capabilities could be
used to refer to ‘a notion of basic justice’ (ibid. p 70). Applying the capabilities approach to
education and particularly to MFL learning in the ‘inclusive’ classroom would allow for critical
thinking about issues relating to policy and practice. For this research, the capabilities
approach could assist in assessing the inequalities in the ‘inclusive’ French classroom as it
could provide significant information that might impact educational policies at macro levels as
well as planning and teaching decisions at micro levels.

Like Martha Nussbaum, Pierre Bourdieu is intrigued by inequality issues in modern

society, particularly the ways in which society is reproduced, and how the dominant classes
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retain their position. He suggests that this cannot be explained by economics alone
(Bourdieu, 1984) therefore he develops the concept of cultural capital, which is the way in
which people use cultural knowledge to underpin their place in societal hierarchy. The
following section begins with a brief outline of Bourdieu’s (1977a) theory of practice with

particular focus on the concepts of capital, habitus and field.

3.2 Bourdieu’s capital, habitus and field

Bourdieu (1984) introduces and applies the terms capital, habitus and field to
examine social class inequality that exists in society and considers differences in status (that
is, of lifestyle) as manifestations of social class differences. Bourdieu (1984) defines class as
a group of people who take up similar positions and who, when put in similar conditions
usually display similar interests and adopt similar stances. Bourdieu offers a framework of
class analysis which plays a significant role in the reproduction of social inequality in
educational institutions. This section addresses the concepts of capital, habitus and field and
focusses on their roles in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom where pupils are concerned.

For Bourdieu (1986), a capital is any resource effective in a given social field that
allows the individual to seize the specific profits that arise out of participation in it. La
Distinction (Bourdieu, 1984) explores the ways in which the features of middle class
cultivation and taste are used by people as cultural signifiers as they seek to identify
themselves with those who are ‘above’ them on the social ladder, and to show their
difference from those who are ‘below’ them. La Distinction is a detailed study of the ways in
which knowledge and cultural artefacts are brought into play, alongside basic economics, in
the dynamics of social class relations. Bourdieu (1977b) asserts that cultural capital can be a
significant resource where education is concerned as it contributes to individuals’ educational
success. In the educational system, this is recognised and rewarded by institutional
gatekeepers. Contemplating this work, Bourdieu states:

A general science of the economy of practices that does not artificially limit itself to
those practices that are socially recognised as economic must endeavour to grasp
capital, that (...) in all its different forms (...) | have shown that capital presents itself
under three fundamental species (each with its own subtypes), namely, economic
capital, cultural capital, and social capital.

Bourdieu (1992: 118-119)

From the categories of capital stated in the quote above, Bourdieu defines social capital as
‘the sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of
possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual
acquaintance and recognition’ (Bourdieu, 1992: 119). He explains that social capital consists
of two dimensions: social networks and connections or relationships with people with social

prestige, and sociability which represents recognition as a member of some social groups in
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higher social strata (Bourdieu, 1984, emphasis added). This implies that just having
relationships with others is not sufficient and that we must understand further how people’s
relationships work and how one can maintain and use them over time. Social networks must

thus be constructed and then skilfully maintained in order for the resources to be used.

3.2.1 The concept of capital

Cultural and social capital can define the chances of success in a society as the more
of these we possess, the more successful we could be in our field. Bourdieu (1986) uses this
term to refer to information or knowledge about our specific cultural beliefs, traditions and
standards of behaviour that promote success and accomplishment in life. He states that
cultural capital is made up of familiarity with the dominant culture in a society, and especially
the ability to understand and use educated language (Bourdieu, 1977b). Cultural capital is
passed through the family from parents to their children. It is knowledge of high status ideas
and artefacts that are ‘worth’ transmitting and is noticed when economic resources are spent
on cultural valuables and specific items such as tickets to the museums or the theatre, books
and other specific cultural artefacts. In foreign language learning, cultural capital could have
an impact on many factors including pupils’ interests in the target language, their motivation
and their participation in the classroom. The ownership of cultural capital varies with social
class and comes in three forms: objectified, embodied and institutionalised. Each form of
cultural capital, Bourdieu (1977b) explains, serves as instruments for the appropriation of
symbolic wealth socially designated as worthy of being sought and possessed. The
objectified form manifests in such items such as qualifications and books; and the embodied
form is demonstrated in the educated character of an individual such as learning dispositions
and the institutionalised form represents the places of education such as types of schools,
colleges or university attended. Bourdieu (1977b) further explains that the education system
expects every learner to be equipped with cultural capital thus making it difficult for lower
class learners to succeed at school. He posits that:

By doing away with giving explicitly to everyone what it implicitly demands of
everyone, the education system demands of everyone alike that they have what it
does not give. This consists mainly of linguistic and cultural competence and that
relationship of familiarity with culture which can only be produced by family upbringing
when it transmits the dominant culture.

(Bourdieu, 1977b: 494)

Bourdieu argues here that although the education system ignorantly assumes that every
learner possesses cultural capital, only a few, higher class learners possess this which
therefore could result in teaching and learning being inadequate. He suggests that some

learners, the ‘lower class’ students, simply do not have the resources to understand what
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their teachers are trying to get across. For Bourdieu (1977b), examples of these are evident
particularly in higher education institutions such as universities where ‘lower class’ students
cover up their lack of knowledge (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1990). Prior to Bourdieu and
Passeron (1990), Bernstein’s (1961; 1965) work, to which Bourdieu (1977a) refers in the
earlier stages of his own theory, reports the importance of class differences in linguistic
codes. Additionally, findings by Jackson and Marsden’s (1963) research stress the
challenges encountered by working-class children who were selected to attend traditional
grammar school.

In considering the entitlement to MFL and inclusion of every pupil in the study of a
foreign language, social class is a major factor at work in the classroom. In Britain, people’s
socio-economic situations can speculate success or failure in education (Office for National
Statistics, 2005). Young people’s identities therefore relate to social class (see Nayak, 2006;
Shildrick and MacDonald, 2006), as their identities, Nayak (2003: 320) argues, are ‘closely
intertwined with family histories, gender, place, class, region and locality’. Cultural identities
are classed and carry unequal value or worth, and class can be produced through people’s
identities and cultural practices (see Skeggs, 2004). Social class which constitutes middle-
class and working-class, comprises of economic and different forms of capital, among other
factors.

Bourdieu (1990: 163) notes that middle-class families are often able to ‘move in their
world as a fish in water’ and this includes the world of MFL learning. Working-class people
however are unknowing and tasteless (see Skeggs, 2000). | acknowledge that what
constitutes working-class is difficult to operationalise (see Archer and Francis, 2006; Perry
and Francis, 2010) and involves much more than the lack of economic capital and share
Archer and Francis’ (2006) view that the level of income only constitutes one aspect of class
and does not provide the full picture. Beside economic capital, social class comprises
cultural, social and symbolic capital, to name just a few. In this research, | use the terms
middle-class and working-class to refer to the different economic and social backgrounds of
the pupils in keeping with Bourdieu’s concepts of capital, habitus and field. The reception of
Free School Meal represents one of the predictors of educational attainment but working-
class here describes pupils from families on low income whether or not they are allocated
and receive Free School Meal (see Appendix A) at the school. At the time of this research,
Free School Meal (FSM) is allocated to working-class and low income families who are
eligible and have applied through the relevant process??. Research (Hutchison, 2003;

Schagen and Schagen, 2005) show that FSM is used as a factor to indicate economic

22 For further reading on the government policy see www.gov.uk/government/implementing the free school

meals.
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disadvantage in educational attainment. Here | use working-class to represent pupils in
receipt of FSM and acknowledge that not all working-class pupils claim or receive FSM. It is
my contention that many pupils come to the school more or less prepared to manage the
learning activities provided in the French classroom, therefore the field of MFL can be
compared to a game with rules where some pupils have ‘trump cards’ (Bourdieu and
Wacquant, 1992:98) and different amount of cultural capital with which to play. At Main
Street School, pupils also have their mind set on the careers they aspire to and usually show
more interest in the subjects they believe would equip them with the knowledge needed for
any such careers. As we will see later in chapters five and six (sections 5.4.2, and 6.1.1) in
the case of Leon and Clara, pupils whose future careers are in construction or driving for
example, are disengaged in the language classroom because for them, French is not needed
for these employments.

As discussed in chapter two, in section 2.6.2, there has been a considerable interest
in the contexts of family life and the ways in which parental involvement impact on children’s
cognitive and behavioural developmental achievements in school. Research by DiMaggio
(1982) and DiMaggio and Mohr (1985) reveal that parents’ cultural capital has an impact on
children’s early and later educational attainment. They suggest that children from higher
socio-economic background perform more successfully than those from lower socio-
economic groups. More recent research findings on socio-economic gap in educational
achievement by Norris (2011) reveal that students from low-income families experience
among other things cultural barriers compared to students from higher-income backgrounds.
She states that ‘cultural, economic and institutional capital — or the lack of it — has a
detrimental effect on young people from low-income backgrounds in the Further Education
sector, and their progression into education or the workplace’ (Norris, 2011: 3). Similarly,
Irwin (2009) found that although emotional support and academic motivation are fairly
constant across classes, educational achievements and successes are significantly shaped
by class and family educational background.

Claiming there is a connection between social class and achievement in foreign
language learning, Ellis (1994) asserts that social classes are based on levels of income,
occupation and education. Ellis (1994) further notes that working class students usually quit
foreign language learning earlier than middle-class students. Studies (see Cassen and
Kingdon, 2007; Dyson, Goldrick, Jones and Kerr, 2010; Kerr and West, 2010) have stressed
that social class is the strongest predictor of educational attainment in the United Kingdom.
This was reiterated by the former Education Secretary Michael Gove, when he bluntly stated
that “rich, thick kids achieve more than their poor clever peers, even before they start school”
(Shepherd, 2010). Social background thus determines educational success. Children and

young people from different social backgrounds have different experiences in school, get
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different provision in terms of resources and arguably achieve different outcomes. These
differences show during the early years, (see National Equality Panel, 2010), and by the time
children reach three years of age, their assessment revealed children from poor backgrounds
to be a whole year behind economically wealthy children in language and communication
skills. This inequality is recognised as a problem by education professionals and policy
makers, hence, attempts are made through a variety of initiatives and reforms to raise
standards of performance of every pupil. It would be fair to claim that the Languages for All
policy is one of such initiatives as its objective is to assist every pupil regardless of their
background or ability to study and to benefit from learning a foreign language. As we will see
in the data chapters, SEN pupils from different social backgrounds experience the foreign
language learning process differently. SEN pupils from middle-class families are often at the
top end of the special needs spectrum in MFL because of their ability or literacy skills,
whereas for SEN pupils from working-class families, foreign language learning can be a
daunting and challenging experience. It is also apparent as we will see in the data chapters
that the encounters and actions played out in the language classroom can be seen as a
classed practice, and, Bourdieu’s concepts of capital, habitus and field enabled a more
subtle understanding of social class than the definition offered as a result of wealth and
occupation.

Bourdieu (1977b) explains that cultural capital is essential in the process of social
reproduction because inequalities in cultural capital indicate inequalities in social class.
Tzanakis (2011: 77-78) asserts that inequality is encouraged ‘in schools where teachers’
pedagogic actions promote the cultural capital of the dominant class by rewarding students
who possess such capitals’. This suggests that cultural capital is instilled in the ‘higher class’
students and empowers them to gain higher educational credentials and higher class
positions than ‘lower class’ students. This is because education is ‘one of the most effective
means of perpetuating the existing social pattern as it provides an apparent justification for
social inequalities as well as gives recognition to the cultural heritage, that is, to a social gift
treated as a natural one’ (Bourdieu, 1974: 32) although some ‘lower class’ students do
manage to succeed in the education system (see Sullivan, 2001). When the education
system promotes inclusion of all and, at the same time, high quality learning, meaningful
inclusion for some students appears to be lacking (Benjamin, 2002; Allan, 1999; 2010;
Hedge and MacKenzie, 2012). On this ground, the capabilities approach which recognises
inequalities in society and sets to place dignity at its foundation appears to be ideal as it
considers people as ends rather than means. Given that in the education system some
students are ‘excluded’ both socially and academically due to abilities or disabilities
(Benjamin, 2002; Allan, 1999; Hedge and MacKenzie, 2012), it is necessary to reach out to

an approach that lends itself to philosophical and ethical principles around the nature of
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inclusion and ‘inclusive’ education. In education, we should consistently ask: what real

opportunities are available to each pupil?

3.2.2 The concepts of habitus and field

Bourdieu’s (1977) work on educational establishments focuses on social
differentiation and class reproduction and hierarchies of power. He notes that the education
systems of capitalised societies function in such a way as to legitimate class inequalities:

Every institutionalised education system owes the specific characteristics of its
structure and functioning to the fact that, by the means proper to the institution, it has
to produce and reproduce the institutional conditions whose existence and
persistence (self-reproduction of the system) are necessary both to the exercise of its
essential function of inculcation and to the fulfilment of its function of reproducing a
cultural arbitrary which it does not produce (cultural reproduction), the reproduction of
which contributes to the reproduction of relations between the groups or classes
(social reproduction).

(Bourdieu, 1977b: 54)

This statement recognises that it is important to acknowledge schools as institutions of
education that are structured by the social, political, economic and cultural systems of
society. As a result, schools reproduce the dominant structures, knowledge and practices by
naturalising them and training pupils to engage with and embody them. It is, according to
Bourdieu (1977b: 95), these structures, knowledge and practices that construct a ‘habitus’
which is an ‘acquired system of generative schemes objectively adjusted to the particular
conditions in which it is constituted’. Put simply, habitus means individuals are what they are
as human beings and the term describes a person based on their upbringing and the people
and situations that influence him or her.

Using Bourdieu’s work enables me to explore what cultural capital the pupils could
bring to the MFL classroom and how they could deploy it in learning French in the ‘inclusive’
MFL classroom to secure their habitus. According to Bourdieu (1977b), success in the
education system is facilitated by the possession of cultural capital. ‘Working class’ pupils do
not possess these traits, so the failure of the majority of these pupils is deemed inevitable
(see Willis, 1977; Reay, 1998; 2004), which explains class inequalities in educational
attainment. However, it is believed that success and failure in the education system are seen
as being due to the individual gifts or the lack of them. As mentioned in 3.2.1, for Bourdieu,
educational credentials help to reproduce and legitimate social inequalities, as ‘higher class’
individuals are seen to deserve their place in the social structure. Bourdieu (1990) notes that
practice is guided by an objective structure which he terms field. The concept of field in turn
is linked to both our habitus and our capital. Practice is also affected by our position in the

field. Therefore, the link between habitus, capital and field constructs social practice.
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Bourdieu (1977a; 1990; 1993) develops the concept of field to explain social reality
and to assist in the analysis of cultural products in relation to an identifiable network of
relationships that take into consideration institutions as well as social agents and therefore
impact upon the habitus of individuals. A field is a network, structure or a set of relationships
which may be intellectual, religious, cultural or educational. Education is thus regarded as a
field since it sets its own rules and regulations for behaviour. Bourdieu (1977a) suggests that
as we enter the field, we are more or less aware of the rules of the game and/or have great
capacity to manipulate these rules through our established capital appropriation. In the
context of this research, the field represents foreign language learning. Within this field, there
are structures that govern every day practices in the classroom and position the pupils and
the teachers within such practices in a way to constitute a habitus that is likely to predispose
them to think and act in particular styles. In the ideal case, the main objective of MFL
learning in a school setting will be to expose the pupils to practices that will equip them with
linguistic knowledge and enable them to be successful participants in this field.

Due to habitus, social structures become installed within each one of us, at the same
time as we contribute to their reproduction. We are simultaneously products of, and
productive of the societies in which we live and it is impossible to separate us from our
society. Habitus refers to the way we are and the way we act. We, as social agents, Bourdieu
(2000) explains, are endowed with habitus, inscribed in our bodies by past experiences.
Bourdieu adds that for social agents,

[tlhese systems of schemes of perception, appreciation and action enable them to
perform acts of practical knowledge, based on the identification and recognition of
conditional, conventional stimuli to which they are predisposed to react; and without
any explicit definition of ends or rational calculation of means, to generate appropriate
and endlessly renewed strategies, but within the limits of the structural constraints of
which they are the product and which define them.

(Bourdieu, 2000: 138).

For Bourdieu, habitus is acquired. It is not just the maker of actions and reactions, but it is a
product of the environmental conditions that the individual encounters in their development.
In essence, our habitus supplies action with a certainty that is innate in practice and only
materialises after the fact as if it had been planned beforehand. One of the key features of
habitus is that it is not composed entirely of mental attitudes and perceptions, it is embodied
(Reay, 2004). To illustrate the importance of habitus, one might think for example of how
certain social groups are more capable of mobilising their own deeply held beliefs on the
value of education (O’'Brien and O Fathaigh, 2004). The concepts of capital, habitus and field
can facilitate understanding of the relationships between the school (its structures and
policies), the MFL classroom itself, and the negotiations and practices undertaken by pupils

and teachers.
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3.2.3 Habitus and forms of capital in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom

If we contemplate both concepts of habitus and capital, where MFL learning is
concerned, there appears to be a connection? between the two and their definitions suggest
that they play an important role in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom where forms of capital are
particularly essential for success. The habitus generated by pupils within their homes and
families is likely to have a significant impact on the cultural capital that they can gather
throughout the foreign language learning process. Due to habitus, an individual could have a
feeling in certain practices or places like a fish in water’ (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992:
127). In the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom, the opposite could be experienced by some pupils
and this could imply a feeling of alienation. Bourdieu (1977a) explains that the dominant
habitus is transformed into a form of cultural capital that schools take for granted and which
acts as a filter in the reproductive process of hierarchical society.

If we consider capitals to be essential in MFL, then it makes sense to look at findings
on attitudes and motivation (Dérnyei, 1998; Bartram, 2012), and findings on parental
involvement (Bartram, 2012; Gardner, 1975). For example, Dornyei (1998) suggests that
motivation bestows the principal driving force to initiate the learning of the foreign language
and later the impetus to continue the long and often tedious learning process. He goes on to
say that without sufficient motivation, even individuals with the most exceptional abilities
cannot accomplish long-term goals. He adds that appropriate curricula and good teaching
are not enough on their own to ensure student achievement. Both Bartram’s (2012) and
Gardner’s (1975) studies reveal that positive atmosphere in the home play a part in language
learning as parents would readily encourage and support their children if they themselves

have some background in language learning.

3.2.4 Critiques of Bourdieu’s concepts

There are indeed numerous critiques of Bourdieu’s work and the concepts of habitus
and capital in particular when it comes to the sociology of education (Nash, 1990; Sullivan,
2001; Goldthorpe, 2007). Goldthorpe (2007) for example argues that Bourdieu draws from
the social reproduction practice to explain social class inequalities in educational attainment.
However, this is believed to be challenging, mostly because it is demonstrated that
inequalities in children’s educational performance, according to their social class and

background ‘could not be explained simply in terms of individual variation in cognitive ability,

23 Bourdieu himself considers habitus and capitals as separate concepts. He explains the relationship between
the two concepts in La Distinction where he depicts a formula to clarify the connection: ‘(habitus x Capital) +
Field = Practice’ (Bourdieu, 1984: 101).
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as measure, by IQ’ (Goldthorpe, 2007: 2) for instance. There are other factors involved and,
as Goldthorpe (ibid.) posits, these ‘could not be limited to purely economic ones’.

Jenkins (1992) particularly states that the most crucial weakness in Bourdieu’s work
is his inability to cope with subjectivity. He argues that Bourdieu’s (1977a) concept of habitus
and disposition is paradoxical as there is no clear distinction between disposition and choice.
It is not explicit where a disposition ends and choice begins, which bears the question, to
what extent are we inclined towards certain practices? Jenkins (1992) further argues that
Bourdieu fails to consider the degree of freedom of choice for individuals hence he is often
linked to the concept of reproduction as his habitus tends to reproduce the existing social
conditions rather than producing new ones. These critiques have in turn been denounced.
Atkinson (2012) for example argues that what the critiques consider to be ambiguous and
counterproductive in Bourdieu’s theory is actually understandable when further details of life
situations are taken into account. He explains that Bourdieu’s (1986) theory is relevant when
considered as a whole and developed in reasonable ways appropriate to the context. In
unpicking these critiques, | seek to make a more nuanced reading by focusing on the pupils
and the teachers and how their habitus and capitals are portrayed in the ‘inclusive’ MFL
classroom in order to gain insights into their experiences. From Bourdieu’s concept of
cultural capital, | put emphasis on cultural resources, which on one hand enable pupils to
enter the educational system already well-prepared to succeed within it, and on the other can
cause pupils to feel alienated within the educational system. In the MFL classroom, this could
enable pupils to feel positive about the language and its community and show willingness to
participate or, it could cause pupils to be reluctant to take part at all.

Behaviour in school appears to be influenced by factors such as what the pupils and
teachers are capable to do (Nussbaum, 2011), the school itself as an institution of education,
and the pupils’ habitus and capital (Bourdieu, 1977a). | recognise that the capabilities and
the forms of capital cannot be expected to account for all behaviour or all situations observed
during field work, they nevertheless enabled me to consider how and why the participants act
the way they do in the MFL classroom. As | focus on inclusion and foreign language learning,
it is crucially important to reflect on the characteristics of human life, hence, the capabilities
approach coupled with habitus and capital constitute a large theoretical lens through which |
approach the research field and the magnifying glass | point to the social situations | observe

and hear about from all my participants.

3.3 Engaging with Nussbaum and Bourdieu in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom
The capabilities approach emphasises normative understandings of freedom or

capability and overlooks the role of culture in shaping the choices that people make and
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perceive as reasonable. A key element of this research is an investigation of experiences
perceptions and motivations of people involved in foreign language learning. | reflect on my
use of Bourdieu’s concepts in analysing how the participants in the study make sense of and
respond to their experiences of MFL. | explain that both Nussbaum and Bourdieu
complement each other as far as this research is concerned because while Nussbaum’s
(2006; 2011) capabilities approach is useful in evaluating what people involved in this
research are able to do and be and what real opportunities are available to them in the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom, Bourdieu’s (1977a) concepts of field, capital and habitus enhance
this by enabling a deeper understanding of the practices of inclusion, micro-negotiations in
the classroom, experiences of inequality and how the pupils view themselves as language
learners.

As a teacher and researcher, | am interested in the processes and patterns of
desirable and undesirable outcomes of pedagogic policies and practices particularly where
inclusion is concerned, and | am also interested in how this research can raise awareness of
these. Nussbaum and Bourdieu both attempt to expand on the boundaries of their disciplines
and their theories have much in common as they both allow understanding of the importance
of resources beyond the economic. The conceptual frameworks of Bourdieu and of
Nussbaum have been influential in sociology, economics and anthropology and now in
education as well (see Sullivan, 2001; Reay, 2004; Reay et al., 2009; Rogers, 2013; Hedge
and MacKenzie, 2012).

In the context of this research, the capabilities approach is used as an attempt to
identify the aspects of language learning that constitute the capability sets for the individual
pupils, and measure the extent to which they have the ‘freedom’ to lead the kind of life each
individual has reason to value (Nussbaum, 2006) in the language classroom in particular.
This approach is useful in indicating and measuring what needs to change to enable such
freedom of choice. However, it is a limited analysis as it does not sufficiently address the
social and cultural nature of choice. This is noted by Skeggs (2004: 139) who suggests that
choice is ‘a particularly middle-class way of operating in the world, dependent on access to
resources’ and a sense of entittement. For many of the pupils at Main Street School, given
the nature of education in a school setting, choice is not an entitlement. As a school subject,
MFL is not optional for any pupil. It is on the time-table and pupils do not get the choice of
opting out of it no matter what reasons they may have.

The capabilities approach is significantly related to education as education is
intrinsically valuable and an end in itself (UNESCO, 2002). Education also enables the
accumulation of human capital (Sen, 1993) as well as broadens human capabilities which
include human capacities. The human capital theory sees education as a means to create

skills and gain knowledge relevant to the individual. In the context of schooling at key stages
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2 and 3, for most of the parents in this research, a ‘decent’ education or some relevant useful
skills can make a difference to their children’s cultural capital. Thus these parents would
rather pursue for their children, an education that they perceive to be intrinsically important
and that can have instrumental value for future purposes, as Robeyns (2006) asserts:

The instrumental personal economic role of education is that it can help a person to
find a job, to be less vulnerable on the labour market, to be better informed as a
consumer, to be more able to find information on economic opportunities, and so
forth.

(Robeyns, 2006: 70-71 emphasis in original).

In turn, human capabilities impact both intrinsic and instrumental values which stand for the
role education plays (see Saito, 2003). According to Terzi (2004), the broadening of human
capabilities generated by education promotes more capabilities which frame the valued
beings and doings that the individual has reason to value. On the subject of education
Nussbaum (2006) stresses that it is essential for an individual to have a flourishing life with
the focus on personal and interpersonal development. In the education system, schools
embrace diversity and attempts to respond positively to the differing needs of all learners. In
the context of foreign language learning, differentiation represents one of the means of
ensuring participation by all pupils in the ‘inclusive’ classroom.

Bourdieu posits that middle class families produce and reproduce the knowledge,
language and culture that would facilitate educational success and appropriate educational
choices (see Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977; Bourdieu, 2000). The capitals accumulated by
middle class parents are invested in effort and material resources to develop appropriate
networks, insider knowledge and useful contacts for their children. This situation thus widens
the gap between ‘lower’ class children and ‘middle’ class children in the educational system
where human flourishing is recognisable across differences of class, and, social class
shapes social identities and influences societal actions and attitudes (Reay, 1998). In foreign
language learning, the concepts described here are seen as any skills, knowledge and
experiences with the target language or the target community that the pupils are likely to
demonstrate in the classroom.

Using both Bourdieu and Nussbaum provide a framework that best evaluates the
processes of inclusion in the school setting. On the one hand, Bourdieu’s concepts can
enable us to identify inequalities in the education system and on the other, Nussbaum’s
capabilities approach can help to distinguish and design a just pedagogy which would allow
capability development under social conditions of learning in which students would be valued
agents who are able to and allowed to participate in learning activities and determine their
own actions and educational journeys (see Walker, 2003). If we seek to practise inclusion,

which we endeavour to do in the education system, and most importantly, if we want to
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exercise the principles of inclusion for justice for all children and young people, we should
consider that inclusion should mean more than just placing learners under the same roof and
should rather signify involving all learners ‘in a common enterprise of learning (Warnock,
2005: 35 — emphasis added).

The complex nature of inclusion particularly where education is concerned renders
inadequate or imperfect the best efforts to exercise justice (Walker, 2003). The capabilities
approach can thus be used to appraise the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom and assess the
Languages for All policy to identify which items of inequalities are present and which items of
social justice are missing. Items of inequalities are indicated in pupils’ involvement or lack of
it and items of social justice represent ‘real’ opportunities made available for all pupils. As
discussed in sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2, capabilities differ from functionings and Nussbaum’s
approach stresses capabilities more so than functionings. This is because whilst capabilities
can be predetermined, functionings, what people decide to do with their capabilities, cannot.
Therefore, students should be ‘enabled to develop their capabilities, especially those of
practical reason and affiliation’ (Walker, 2003: 177). Foreign language learning can facilitate
pupils’ development of their practical reason and affiliation capabilities as well as many more
as discussed in 3.1.3. These include play; control over one’s environment; emotions; and
senses, imagination and thought. Thus the ‘inclusive’ classroom provides the capabilities for
‘all’ pupils through differentiation of tasks and activities for example thus the issue here is
what the pupils choose to do with these capabilities.

Nussbaum suggests that the list of capabilities could be used as performance
indicators of justice as the capabilities represent a minimum threshold of justice, although
these do not themselves constitute justice. Promoting the capabilities, Nussbaum (2006:
2011) emphasises that they enable people to choose to live their lives according to what they
value. This is important and should be taken into account as it places the focus on the
development of each individual. Without providing each and every individual these basic
entitlements, a society cannot lay claim to justice. It is also important to recognise that no
individual should be made to choose between their valued capabilities. Harnacke (2013)
illustrates this with two valuable opportunities: ensuring one’s financial freedom by holding a
job and at the same time, caring for one’s children are entitlements that no individual should
be made to choose between. There is however a limit to the capabilities approach as it is a
‘partial theory of justice’ (Harnacke, 2013: 771) when it comes to considering the choices
people make. In the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom for example, pupils could choose to get
involved in lessons or could choose not to take part. In either case, pupils could act
according to their conceptions of the life they choose to value. These choices could also be

shaped by the social and cultural constraints of their habitus.
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As we will see in chapters five and six, the ‘choices’ that the pupils make in the
‘inclusive’ MFL classroom are shaped by their abilities, their interests and their needs. It
could be argued that these pupils are able to exercise the capability of practical reason. The
capabilities list can allow an analysis that highlights, where education is concerned,
understanding of and practices to develop practical reason, senses and imagination,
affiliation and so on (Walker. 2003). Choice is also framed by what both the pupils and
teachers view as reasonable to them in the classroom, and this in turn is shaped by their
individual habitus. For example teachers could ‘choose’ to give accessible differentiated
activities to pupils, and some pupils could choose to either perform well or not. For the
parents, choice is restricted as their habitus and forms of capital (Bourdieu, 1977a; 1977b)
could frame what they have reason to value for their children. The importance of habitus and
identity of pupils and parents in relation to the meaning of language learning is a significant
part of this research.

Bourdieu’s (1977a; 1986) concepts are useful in identifying inequality in the ‘inclusive’
MFL classroom and they enable an analysis that demonstrate how structures are imposed
on and incorporated in every individual (Bowman, 2010) involved in the teaching and
learning of the subject. The capabilities approach is useful in measuring and evaluating
inequality and moreover, it promotes self-development as a key element to social justice.
The issue for this research is that the capabilities approach has a limited role where MFL is
concerned because it puts the emphasis on the individual and enables each individual to
choose their life in accordance with their own thinking and decision, therefore, it will be a
struggle to enable pupils in a school environment where they are bound by structures of the
institution to freely opt for their conceptions of the ‘good life’, the life they are likely to choose
to value. The main question for this research which is “is inclusion of all exclusion in
disguise?” can be answered positively with the application of both Bourdieu’s concepts and
Nussbaum’s capabilities approach which, as discussed in this chapter, enable to identify and
evaluate inequality in society. Therefore, the two theories have been used as a theoretical

lens through which issues around inclusion and exclusion in MFL are considered.

3.4 Conclusion

The focus for this research is not on how to make the MFL classroom effective or
more inclusive, it is neither an evaluation of the school’s provision for special educational
needs pupils. Instead, this study’s purpose is to identify and understand how the policy
experts, the teachers, the pupils and the parents construct meaning with regard to foreign
language learning and how inclusion is practised in the MFL classroom. The emphasis is

upon the individuals, the social and cultural factors within the school in general and the
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‘inclusive’ MFL classroom in particular, that are in interplay with the social structure of the
institution. It is hoped that Bourdieu’s concepts will enable understanding of what occurs in
the process of MFL learning, and Nussbaum’s capabilities approach will enable identification
and evaluation of what individuals involved in the MFL learning process are able to do and
be. Both theories complement each other: looking at the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom through
the lenses of Bourdieu’s work will facilitate further understanding of the negotiations and
actions that occur in the classroom. And looking at the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom through the
lenses of Nussbaum’s work will assist in evaluating the structures and will enable a deeper
focus not just on the provision but also on the nature of what is provided and its lasting effect
on the pupils.

Whilst the debates around inclusion in education continue, | suggest that as
education is important for all citizens (UNESCO, 2002), a focus on Nussbaum’s capabilities
approach is taken into account because this can assist with ‘necessary conditions for a
decently just society, in the form of a set of fundamental entitlements of all citizens’
(Nussbaum, 2006: 155). Educational policies need to pay attention to these entitlements as
they are necessary and needed for basic justice. After all, ‘policies are judged to be
successful if they have enhanced people’s capabilities (UNESCO, 2002: 32). In considering
the capabilities approach, where learning a foreign language is concerned, including all
pupils would mean that every pupil is considered as an end in their own right, and entitled to
an education in which dignity is thought of and linked with their capabilities to convert into
functionings.

In this chapter | have argued that the capabilities approach can be usefully applied to
complement the concepts of capital, habitus and field to provide clearer insights into the
experiences of the participants as well as into the practices of inclusion in MFL where
attempts are made to cater for the diverse needs of all of the pupils. For this research, the
approach would seek to examine the available provision that constitutes the capabilities for
each pupil and evaluate the extent to which the pupils are enabled to participate in what they
have reason to value in the ‘inclusive’ MFL classroom. What each pupil can actually do in
the foreign language classroom is likely to be shaped by many things including their
interests, beliefs and values. The next chapter engages with the research design and
methodology. It discusses the research approach, the ethical considerations and the data

collection methods.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

4.0 Introduction

This chapter maps out the specific methods used to conduct the research. Here, |
explore my role as a reflexive researcher and discuss the ethical issues that were taken into
consideration as the study involves young people, and in this chapter, | emphasise the belief
that ethics go beyond form-filling conventions. | discuss the methods | used to report on the
sources of data collected and explore the method of analysis of the data. This chapter also
discusses my struggles when juggling two roles, that of a teacher and a researcher.

In this chapter, | address the purpose and design of the research, discuss the
philosophical paradigm on which the research is based, and outline how | accessed the
research field. | then describe my journey as a teacher-researcher as well as the population
sample, and discuss the ethical considerations in terms of consent,