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This keynote will interrogate the underpinning \eduperspectives and meanings that
shape current policy discourses and practices adsacto and widening participation
(WP) in higher education. It will pay particulateaition to competing discourses at
play in relation to access to vocational educaéind training in higher education and
how those discourses construct learner identiheseliation to social inequalities of
age, class, disability, ethnicity, gender and rd@#rke and Jackson 2007). Research
has exposed that educational aspirations and chareesignificantly shaped by social
differences and inequalities and this is relatepradblematic hierarchies and divisions
in higher education including academic/vocationaldd aknowledge/skills (Reay,
Davies et al. 2001; Morley 2003; Reay, David e28l05; Woodin and Burke 2008).
Although policy makes an explicit commitment to efdng participation to those
groups who are under-represented in higher educatimser analytical attention
raises questions about what forms of higher edoicatre being made accessible, to
whom and in what ways. In the UK for example, wbdsed courses are identified as
more appropriate for students from non-traditidmedkgrounds, in order to safeguard
the traditional honours degree (DfES 2003). Thiggp@&xamines the complex politics
of identity at play in higher educational fielddaime ways these shape struggles over
access and participation in relation to divisioretween academic and vocational
forms of higher education. It will consider the wahat research, policy and practice
might usefully be brought together to interrogateme of the taken-for-granted
assumptions, meanings and practices that mighteexaie rather than challenge
exclusions and inequalities in higher educationrkBwand Jackson 2007). | will draw
on some of data from my research to illuminatedhssints and to bring to life some

of the complex struggles around access and paatioipat play.



Under standing Access and Widening Participation

Social inclusion and widening educational partitigma are central concerns in
lifelong learning and higher education policy gliypaParticipation in learning has

been identified largely as a mechanism by whichatkle social exclusion and to
improve national economic competitiveness, ofterrsiwvadowing concerns with
social equity and justice in education (Morley 20@B0). Lifelong learning policy

constructs a ‘knowledge society’ of individual afidxible learners, and a key
problem is seen as lying with those who lack th@rasons to capitalise on the range
of learning opportunities freely available to all.

The discourse of lifelong learning in the UK is ahat favours individualism
and instrumentalism, embedded within structures @mdnisations that are
themselves gendered, raced and classed (JacksBr8@61

Although the hegemonic discourses of WP place esiplom individual attitudes and
are embedded in deficit constructions of individiagk (Jones and Thomas, 2005), it
is important not to oversimplify the complex waysatt policy gets enacted and
produced within localized sites, which are alwapsped by micro-politics (Ball,
1987; Ball, 1990; Morley, 1999; Morley, 2000). W® a highly contested concept,
with competing notions at play nationally, regidpaind locally. WP is discursively
produced within specific political contexts, andrremtly the neoliberal political
discourse strongly frames competing understandaigé/P in a range of national
contexts, including the English context, where ragearch is located. As particular
students are recognized through HE policy discauasesubjects of WP, for example
as disadvantaged and as having potential, WP diseas inextricably tied to the
politics of identity and inequalities of class, mittity, gender and race (as well as a
range of other differences). Archer points out tbampeting discourses of class,
gender and race "that prevail within educationdigyoat any particular time will
directly influence and shape the forms of practltat are subsequently undertaken
within schools”, colleges and universities (Arch2003, 21). Within current HE
policy, there is a firm acceptance that the econamy marketplace are at the centre
of the project to widen participation as a key pplimperative and this implicates

different social groups and communities in différarays, contributing to processes



of subjective construction. For example, the 2063 Gbvernment White Papdihe
Future of Higher Education begins the section on expansion of HE by stating,
“national economic imperatives support our targeintrease participation in higher
education towards 50 per cent of those aged 18y30@ebend of the decade” (DfES,
2003a, 57). This economic discourse can be traeeld to the Thatcher years, with

the rise of neoliberalism which aimed to

re-create individualism, consumerism and competiaod to remove blocks,
barriers and obstacles to the free play of marletek. Equality of
opportunity was recast as the individualizing oportunities, for economic
and social enhancement (Arrebtal., 1999, 83)

Jones and Thomas (2005) helpfully outline threetresting approaches to WP,
although the lived reality of widening participatias perhaps far messier than this
represents. The first approach Jones and Thomasyaate as the ‘academic
approach’. This strand emphasizes attitudinal facsach as ‘low aspirations’. In this
approach, activities to raise aspirations are pized and these are located at the
peripheries of universities with ‘little or no imgaon institutional structure and
culture’ (Jones and Thomas 2005: 617). The secpptbach that they outline is the
‘utilitarian approach’, which similarly focuses @attitudinal factors, including again
the notion of ‘low aspirations’. The second appto& also concerned with lack of
traditional academic qualifications, and is embeldidea deficit understanding of WP.
Jones and Thomas thus characterize the ‘utilitasigoroach’ as the ‘double deficit
model’ (Jones and Thomas 2005: 618) and one thdicylarly emphasizes the
relationship between higher education and the eogndhe third approach they
identify as ‘transformative’, which focuses on tieeds of under-represented groups
in higher education. They argue that higher statsstutions are more likely to take
the ‘academic approach’, less prestigious instihdi are more likely to take the
‘utilitarian approach’, leaving little space foratrsformative approaches to higher
education (Jones and Thomas 2005: 627).

In England, as most ‘non-traditional’ entrants tgher education are concentrated in
the post1992 new universities, the hegemonic diseoaf widening participation is

strongly framed by the utilitarian approach and tisi significantly influenced by the
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‘logic of neo-liberal globalisation’ (Jones, Turnetr al. 1999: 238). With notions of
the market at the centre of WP policy, the key wilélE is constructed as enhancing
employability, entrepreneurialism, economic contpainess and flexibility (Morley
1999; Thompson 2000; Burke 2002; Archer, Hutchiegsal. 2003; Bowl 2003)
Neoliberal market oriented approaches significarsiape meanings of widening
participation, including what and whom higher edimais for (Burke and Jackson
2007). In the Australian context, it has been adgibat The main impact of the new
economy on educationand training has beerntrease demand for education and
training, particularly among people withigh skills; and Generate increased
inequality in the distribution of education andinrag opportunities’ (Watson 2003:
39).

Davies and Saltmarsh explain that neoliberalism:

espouses ‘survival of the fittest’ and unleashespatition among individuals,
among institutions and among nations, freeing tlfrem what are construed
as the burdensome chains of social justice andalsa@sponsibility.
Populations are administered and managed throwgprtiduction of a belief
in each individual in his or her own freedom andoaomy (Davies and
Saltmarsh 2007: 4).

The focus of neoliberalism is on the disciplinimh/éndividual who engages
continuously in the project of self-improvement wheét is up to the individual to
make sure that he or she can ‘get ahead’. Accebggher education in this context
becomes a central tool of neo-liberal self-discigty mechanisms, so that every
individual has the responsibility to participateléarning in order to gain credentials
to enhance their employability, continually respioigcto and responsible for meeting
the requirements of a changing, dynamic and urestglolbal market. Neoliberalism
erases collective sensibilities and social respmlityi rendering social inequality as
secondary to individual mobility, firmly positiomgnindividuals as ‘consumers’ of,

and equal players in, the free market of lifelomarhing and higher education.

Neoliberalism thus takes attention away from theysadat identities are implicated

in complex social inequalities and reduces educati®o a technology of self-
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improvement for individual workers and consumermpeting in a global market.
Although the WP policy discourse makes rhetoricastgres towards eradicating
exclusion from the different sites of education araining provision, the neoliberal
reconstruction of ‘exclusion’ is one that firmlysasts responsibility to the individual
named and identified as ‘excluded’ or ‘disadvanthgBurthermore, the hegemonic
neoliberal discourse of access and WP tends taatgparound contradictory claims;
on the one hand, the claim of the ‘classless sgaetthe ‘death of class’ and, on the
other, the powerful ways that ‘class is invokedrnaves to draw young people from
deprived areas into HE' (Lawler 2005: 798). WP pplis a part of the broader neo-
liberal technologies of self-regulation in which bgacts come to understand
themselves as responsible for the production oélbveith the skills and qualities
required to succeed in the new economy (Walkerd0@8: 239). Issues of structural
inequality and cultural misrecognition become hitde WP policy discourse, and
rather individuals are called upon to take up thallenge of accessing the range of
products available on the higher education mar®ath a challenge is located in a
wider neo-liberal project of self-development amgprovement through participation
in higher education, which is presented as meatociand available to all who have

the potential to benefit.

However, this is not to say that discourses ofdf@mation and social justice are not
still at play to some extent in WP policy, as thisote from the Higher Education

Funding Council for England demonstrates:

Widening participation addresses the large discreipa in the take-up of
higher education opportunities between differentiao groups. Under-
representation is closely connected with broadewes of equity and social
inclusion, so we are concerned with ensuring etyuaf opportunity for

disabled students, mature students, women and armgh.all ethnic groups
(HEFCE 2006).

The problematic of this excerpt becomes appareatugh with close analytical
attention to the framing policy text, which pla@sphasis on individuals from under-
represented groups taking responsibility to chathgé aspirations, dispositions and

values (Gerwirtz 2001). This emphasis has sigmtigaaltered relations between the
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individual and the state and has led to a shiftnfrgovernment to governance,
‘signalling a move away from a citizen-based notdmights associated with a sense
of the public, to an individualistic client-basedtion of right based on contractual
obligations’ (Blackmore 2006: 13). Just as indiabtstudents are responsible for
their self-improvement, individual teachers and WRactitioners are responsible to
raise the aspirations of young, disadvantaged iddals identified as having
potential. Aspirations are not individually formetut are relational and
interconnected with complex auto/biographies, mlétiidentifications and social
positionings and are discursively produced witlthaols, colleges and universities as
well as other key social sites (Burke 2006; Burk®& Burke 2009). What is not
considered in the hegemonic discourses of accedsVER is the necessity of
transforming education institutions in order toi@asly address deeply embedded
structural inequalities and discursive misrecogngi across intersections of age,
class, dis/ability, ethnicity, gender, inter/natiity, race, religion and sexuality.
These complex inequalities are intricately intend with longstanding cultural and
discursive mis/representations, which produce dis®s of derision (Ball 1990) and
pathologised subjectivities (Skeggs 2004). In quitng what she hames as the narrow
skills-driven approach to WP policies, Carole Leaibd warns that such policies are
likely to fail if they refuse to engage with thengplex reasons that different social
groups might be resistant to education in relatortheir negative experiences of

learning in formal institutions:

The current lifelong learning strategy is likely tail if the narrow skills-
driven approach which alienates potential learmmerstinues to be pursued.
There is already a healthy resistance to participagrom many who regard
the education on offer as middle-class and alied,without any attempts to
address the reasons for such resistance, and tareenisat educational
opportunities offer positive and relevant expereenand benefits, many of
those who are intended recipients of lifelong leagrare likely to continue to
resist it (Leathwood 2006: 52).

Indeed, those entering higher education from ‘d#f¢’ backgrounds are often seen
as potentially contaminating of university standgaahd as a result a key policy

strategy is to protect the quality of higher edigraty creating new and different
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spaces for those new and different students (Mo2@§3). For example, in the

English context, the White Pap@he Future of Higher Education, reads:

Our overriding priority is to ensure that as we axgp HE places, we ensure
that the expansion is of an appropriate quality tgpd to meet the demands of
employers and the needs of the economy and studét@sbelieve that the
economy needs more work focused degrees—thoseplik@ew foundation
degrees, that offer specific, job-related skillse Want to see expansion in
two-year, work-focused foundation degrees; and etume students in the
workforce developing their skills. As we do thisg will maintain the quality
standards required for access to university, saftguarding the standards of
traditional honours degrees and promoting a step-change in the quality and
reputation of workfocused courses. (DfES 2003: 64, emphasis added).

In this excerpt, WP is being explicitly linked wittoncerns about ‘safeguarding the
standards of traditional honours degrees’. Theitagties that opening access to new
student constituencies has the potential to havweegative effect on traditional
university spaces, which need to be protected agdme entry of ‘non-traditional’
students. It also assumes that the appropriatd tdvparticipation for those new
student constituencies is work-based degrees r#thartraditional honours degrees.
This reinforces historical divisions between academnd vocational forms of
education and training. This also leads policyha direction of creating new and
different kinds of courses for new and differemtds of students without addressing
that these differences are shown to be classedegeth and racialised by research in
the field (HEFCE 2005; Reay, David et al. 2005)airalysing their interviews with

working-class students, Reay, David and Ball (2@3:explain:

Choice for the majority [of working-class studenitsfolved either a process
of finding out what you cannot have, what is nogmor negotiation and then

looking at the few options left, or a process df-egclusion.

In this way, the WP policy agenda is not able talleimge the status quo or redress
the legacy of the under/mis-representation of agedacial groups in traditional forms

of higher education, which carry with them statungl @steem. It is also not able to
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shift problematic divisions between academic andational and knowledge and
skills, which are also tied in with classed, geredeaind racialised subjectivities, both
of individuals and of institutions. As a result endg hierarchies, privileges and
inequalities remain untouched whilst new forms équal social relations are being
created (Burke 2002). This logic constructs stusleritom non-traditional

backgrounds in very particular ways and leavesonstof deficit in place. Traditional

student identity is subtly held in place so tha tfaditional university undergraduate
is re-constituted as white-racialised and middésséd. The ‘WP student’ is
constituted as ‘Other’, deserving of higher edwratccess but only to ‘other’ kinds

of courses and institutions.

Subjectivity, Inequality and Differencein Accessing Higher Education

| now turn to some of my qualitative data from mceesearch to illustrate the points
I've made so far and to highlight the ways concegtsubjective construction are
useful in exposing the complexities of inequaliges misrecognitions.

The first example is from a research project | eoeld with my colleague Jackie
McManus, who is based at the University of the Akisndon. The research
deconstructs the admissions policies and practtdise art and design academy, to
examine the practices and perspectives of admisgigors. The methods included
in-depth interviews with ten admissions tutors dbtheir perspectives of the
admissions system and process, as well as 70 alhesry of actual selection

interviews with candidates.

The observation data exposes the ways that raailasigbjectivities inform admissions
tutors’ judgments in the selection process. Nin8Jack working class young woman
from a poor inner city area, applying for a FashDesign BA, was asked at the

beginning of her interview about the influenceshen work:

Interviewer: What influences your work?
Nina: I'm influenced by Hip-Hop?
Interviewer: Hip-Hop or the history of Hip-Hop
Nina: The History of Hip-Hop



In response to Nina’s answer, the body languagibeinterviewers visibly changed.
They leaned back in their chairs and appeared tothgough the motions of
interviewing Nina. They asked her what she woiltd to design and she answered
that she was interested in designing sports tofier Alina left the interview room, the
interviewers immediately decided to reject her. yescussed how they would record

this on the form they were required to completeudladl applicants:

Interviewer one: Why should we say we’re rejectieg?
Interviewer two: Well she’s all hip-hop and spaps$

Interviewer one: We'll say that her portfolio wasak.

Yet, when the interviewers reviewed her portfolefdye the interview took place, they
had not deemed it as weak. Following her interyigne two interviewers recorded on
their form that Nina’s portfolio was below averagmting also that the clothes she
wore to the interview were not fashionable and #ie lacked confidence. Nina was
dressed very smartly in dark jeans and a cotton & of the other (white) female
candidates were dressed in similar clothing of dudeggings and pumps. The
interviewers also noted their dissatisfaction wMNma’s intentions to live at home
whilst studying, suggesting this was a sign of irtungy. The white middle-class male
candidate interviewed immediately after Nina, waenf an affluent spa town,
expensively dressed and cited famous artists asigrers amongst his influences. In
the interview discussion, he confirmed that he doudefinitely be leaving home
because it is all part of the experience.” Thengpman was offered a place in spite of
having considerably poorer qualifications than Ninaluding having failed GCSE Art.
Nina was not recognized as a legitimate subjeetriodnd design studies because of she
cited a form of fashion seen as invalid in the kbiglhducation context. Furthermore, her
intentions not to leave home were read off as Bigny her inappropriate subject
position. The male, middle-class, white-Englishdidate on the other hand knew how
to cite the discourses that would enable him reitimgnas a legitimate student subject.
Although no explicitly racist statements were magie¢he admissions tutors, | want to
argue that their judgments were shaped by implicgtitutionalized, disciplinary and
racialised perspectives of what counts as legiemédirms of experience and

knowledge. Classed, gendered and racialised foomatof subjectivity, which are
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embodied as well as performative, profoundly shambection-processes. Such
judgments are made in the context of strugglestutars themselves are involved in
with relation to their own institutional, embodiggerformative subjectivities. This is
tied in with the derogatory discourses of ‘dumbdoyvn’ and ‘lowering standards’ and
the desire to be recognized as ‘world class’. Thignplicitly underpinned by debates
about knowledge and skills and work-based, vocatiprovision as marked out as less

legitimate than courses and institutions seen adeamnic and high status.

Success of individuals and of schools, FE collegesHE institutions is still
measured against traditional models: all schodtlctm being examined at the
same age, regardless of their preparedness; Aslevéladitional ‘academic’
subjects being the most acceptable for entry irdoywniversities, ‘vocational’
routes seen as suitable only for those who carotoeee in ‘academic’ routes.
Full-time under graduate study, preferably awaynfltome, is the most valued
and many employers only recruit graduates with #gbvel scores from their
shortlist of traditional universities (Copland 20@3.

In the following quote, the admissions tutor istifysng the decision not to accept a
candidate on the basis of her claim to ‘hate’ tietony of art. This candidate, he
explains, was rejected despite the quality of herkwwhich he explains was not
poor. Yet, her declaration demonstrated to him #h& might be ‘averse to writing’,
raising particular concerns about her ability tpeavith the dissertation (it must be
noted that the candidate would have at least 2sywadevelop her writing skills and
practices before having to tackle a dissertatidh)jseems remarkable, that even
though she had the right qualifications and herkweas judged to be good by the
admissions tutor, the decision was made not t@sk&r for the course on the basis of

her claim to dislike art history during the seleatinterview.

Well, the critical studies of the course is roygiwenty per cent of the degree.
So if someone comes along who is averse to writimag, could be a problem.
(...) the qgirl I was telling you about that came weday, who shot herself in
the foot, by saying how much she hated doing atbhy. And it wasn’t poor,

the work. But because of her reaction to it, yoowk that this is somebody

who is going to have to struggle mightily to gefoiigh a degree, particularly
10



when it comes to the dissertation. Somebody whbataverse to it that she
hates it. There really is no point in trying to thés. What | look for in the

writing is to see whether they are being analytica) what you are hoping to
find is that there is a thinker there.

Teresa Lillis explains that academic writing preesi serve to privilege ‘the

discursive routines of particular social groups lsthdismissing those of people who,
culturally and communally, have access to and enga@ range of other practices’
(Lillis, 2002: 39). Her points help to uncover thegbtle ways that certain candidates
might be constructed as lacking the appropriaterg@l, when in fact the judgment is
being made against an ideal form of literacy pcagtihat is learned and acquired
though particular sets of cultural, social and liisgjic capital, most available to those

from higher socio-economic and white racialisedkigaounds. Lillis explains that:

The conventions surrounding the production of studecademic texts are
ideologically inscribed in at least two powerful yga by working towards the
exclusion of students from social groups who haseolically been excluded
from the conservative-liberal project of HE in thiK and by regulating

directly and indirectly what student-writers canamngand who they can be
(Lillis,2001: 39).

The emphasis on demonstrating the ability to wiiteparticular ways serves to
exclude working-class and Black and ethnic minagityups at both ontological (who
is constructed as having potential and ability) @pistemological (what forms of
potential are validated though the selection preegslevels. This is profoundly
connected to the legitimization of particular forefssubjectivity and highlights the

complexity and politics of processes of selection.

The second example draws from my research on neassiag higher education. The
research involved in-depth interviews with 39 meartipipating in access and
foundation programmes throughout London, in fiveecatudy institutions. | am going
to focus now on the theme of respectability, whecherged from the data in relation

to the men’s gendered and racialised subjectivities
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The men in my study produce their accounts in theext of these wider discourses
of widening participation and neoliberalism. Theslinked to the discourses at play
around masculinity, which are contested acrossemdifit social sites and cultural
constructions. In describing the reasons HE is maod to them, they construct

notions of an ideal and respectable form of masityli

Ali: Because, as you know, basically when you've go education you are
more respected (aged 19, Middle Eastern, middksclaScience and

Engineering Foundation Programme (SEFP)).

There seem to be interesting conceptual connectimrse with Skeggs’ (1997)
analysis of formations of class and gender andonstiof ‘respectability’. Skeggs
conceptualizes ‘respectability’ as deeply interednwith classed and gendered
subjectivities in her ethnography of working-clagsmen undertaking caring courses
in further education. The women in her study stleigg be recognized as respectable,
continually attempting to distance themselves frearking-class identifications but
are conscious, she argues, of their classed locaikeggs suggests that although
those in marginalized positions are aware of tharginalization and seek to act in
ways that avoid the classifications of others, thsy often unable to escape precisely
those classifications that position them as diffefeom normalized subjectivities.

She explains:

The women in this study are aware of their pladehaw they are socially
positioned and the attempts to represent them. ddmstantly informs their
responses. They operate with a dialogic form obgedion: they recognize
the recognition of others. Recognitions do not oaeithout value judgments
and the women are constantly aware of the judgmentsal and imaginary
others. Recognition of how one is positioned istre@no the processes of
subjective construction (Skeggs, 1997, 4).

Skeggs’ analysis of working-class women’s classad gendered subjectivities and
their awareness of their social locations helpsl siggait on the men’s accounts in this
study. The men similarly do not identify with claseme explicitly refusing to name

a specific class positioning. Class is a highlytestualized concept and the men

12



bring different understandings of class in relatin their ethnic and racialised
subjectivities across space and time, for exampleterms of migration and
experiences of diaspora (Brah, 1996). Yet the notib‘respect’ features large in a
number of the men’s accounts, across differentiethackgrounds. For Gladiator,
who is from an ltalian background and describes bligss positioning as
‘comfortable’, the constitution of respectabilitglies on a distancing from physical

labour and ‘being common’:

Gladiator: [Being a student] feels good. Becauswkimg is not good.
Working is very hard and physical, compared torgsy. | don’t know, I've
always had this thing, when | walk along the roa&leither being common or
intellectual, just the two groups. And | know d@usds horrible, but | don'’t
like mixing with the common or, | don’t know, ch@people. So I've always
wanted to be in the higher learning class, so bamgngst all these students

here is great (aged 19, Italian, ‘comfortable’, BEF

Gladiator, in defining his social position as ‘cartfible’, implies a strong distancing
from working-class masculinity, making a powerfunkl between learning and being
‘higher class’. His account is reminiscent of Mac @haill’s ‘Academic Achievers’

who “appeared to be destined for an ambiguous @assion” and who accepted the
“mental-manual’ division of labour’ identifying il ‘mental’ production” (Mac an

Ghaill, 1994, 63). Different forms of class ambiguappear in the men’s accounts,
illuminating the complexities of class as a formiagntity and as a conceptual tool.
Paul, for example, describes himself as sociallyitep as middle-class but from a

‘lower-class’ background:

Paul: As soon as you say to friends - I'm a masiwelent, full-time - it's o-o-
oh. So they call me an intellectual git now. élfa bit brainier. Is that the
word? Brainier? | feel more intellectual, altighut’'s only been a week. But
yeah, | do feel different. | think there’s a stato being a student isn’t there?
What are you? I'm a bricklayer. What are you?, Oh a student. | think
there’s a bit of social status there (aged 39, evhihglish, working/middle-

class, Access to Social Sciences and Humanities).
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Gladiator and Paul strongly associate being a studgth being ‘higher class’.
Participating in HE in their accounts representsactatus and is desirable because
of their investment in self-improvement and becayrandifferent kind of a man. This
is in contrast to the men interviewed by Archer ardthwood (2003), who see being
a student as incompatible with working-class masitids. Unlike the men in their
study, who largely associated HE participation Witegative, undesirable images of
masculinity” (Archer and Leathwood, 2003, 179), then in my study see HE as a
form of self-improvement and subjective transfororatand explicitly distance
themselves from working-class masculinity. Althoyggsitioned across different and
competing formations of identity, the men bringoimdlay an imagined hegemonic
masculinity in their struggle towards success aespectability. They construct
respectable men as university educated, not dduygigal work, having a well-paid
job, being comfortable but not too wealthy, andihgva home and a stable family

life.

Changing practices

| have argued that WP is implicated in exclusiornamactices, which reposition those
historically marginalized and misrecognised as @tber in higher education sites.
This is connected to struggles over status andgbs@en as world-class in higher
education (which privileges research rather thachg as the primary measure of
qguality, worth and value). In such struggles, dons between vocational and
academic forms of education are reinforced, witludents from privileged
backgrounds continuing to benefit from access td participation in high-status,
elite forms of higher education, whilst studentditionally under-represented are
concentrated in lower-status forms of provision gt to face disadvantages in the
labour market in comparison to graduates with higltatus degrees.

For the final part of my paper, | want to focus thie possibilities for developing
strategies of WP underpinned by transformative @ggires, which focus on
institutional practices, structures and culturegher than individual attitudes and
deficit. In order to do this, | introduce the coptef ‘reflexivity’ as an important

form of inclusive practice, which centres on issaksquity and justice.
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For example let’s reconsider admissions practicawitdg on reflexivity as a form of
inclusive practice. One of the key problems thengxda of Nina highlights, is that
processes of selection are tied to implicit valudgments about what counts as
knowledge and who is recognized as a knowing subpgth potential. Such
judgments are racialised and tied in with epistemichl frameworks that value
particular forms of knowledge (which are of coursntextualized in relation to
discipline and subject — in Nina’s case the epistegical framework is defined by
arts and fashion disciplinary practices and assumgf | argue that a first step in
developing inclusive approaches is to raise leeélawareness about the ways that

judgments are made about selection, through thetipea of reflexivity.

Reflexivity requires the individual to not only kedt critically on her practices, but
also to situate her practices within wider setsasfial relations, including relations of
power and inequality within disciplinary fields andstitutions. This forces the
implicit to become explicit in selection processss, that unequal relations (e.qg.
between ‘hip-hop’ and other forms of fashion assted with ‘high culture’) become
visible to those responsible for making equital#eisions. Equity must be put at the
centre of such decision-making, so that the cat@reground issues of social justice.
In such a framework, Nina’s work and qualificationdl be placed next to her answer
in the interview about the influence of hip-hop.Wwer, the admissions tutor will be
required to interrogate her discriminations agagthop as an inappropriate form of
influence and to ask herself if these judgmentsiaf@med by privileged values
about what counts as knowledge and experiencenihgdhis, Nina’s potential can be
re-evaluated having scrutinized the discriminateajues that might unfairly exclude

her from being recognized as a student with tededtpotential.

However, in order for such reflexivity to be effieet this must move beyond
individual practitioners’ approaches to institutimpractices that are fully integrated
into the ethos, principles and values of the ingoh itself. In the UK, arguments
have repeatedly been made that the main work oémidy participation to higher
education must happen in schools and collegesagdee. Rather | want to argue that
universities have a great deal to learn from tleefces at further education colleges
and schools and that much of the work is abouttoaming the practices of higher

educational institutions, including for example agdgical and assessment practices.
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Reflexivity as inclusive practice requires that thigéal training as well as continuing
professional development of academics, teachero#ned educational-professionals,
place the operations of inequality and exclusiothatcentre of the curriculum, so that
those in decision-making positions assert thein@ritly in ethical and inclusive ways
that address issues of social justice. This of smumvolves broadening the scope of
frameworks for access and WP away from neo-libaraknd towards social justice. |
am not arguing that economic concerns are irreteaad fully accept that institutions
must keep economic considerations in the frame. é¥ew economic considerations
should not be the main and foremost driver of etiocaand the distribution of

educational opportunities.

Integrating reflexive practices formally into ounstitutional structures, and re-
positioning equity as a primary concern in processeselection, is imperative in
developing a widening participation agenda thalytmidens rather thanncreases
educational participation, across the full richnegdifelong learning opportunities,
including the vocational and academic. This musallehge divisions between
hierarchical forms of knowledge and provision, amdormulate what counts as
knowledge and who has access to meaning-makinthelrlong-term, this involves
dismantling policies that reinforce the problematicisions between academic and
vocational. One of the most challenging aspectthisfproject is to involve those in
the most privileged social positions, for example most prestigious universities, to
participate in the questioning of practices andqoes that reinforce such divisions.
This is where a concept of social justice, as lattbut redistribution and recognition,
is so important (Fraser 1997). This involves a te&ansformative reorientation to
the project of WP, which requires a focus on thestmprivileged subjecting
themselves to change and transformation rather thancurrent context, which
focuses on the ‘disadvantaged’ to become morethkeadvantaged (Gewirtz 2001,
Burke and Jackson 2007).

The project | am proposing is clearly a significdohg-term and radical one and |
recognize that it is a difficult set of aims to pose in the current global framework.
However, the vision is worth keeping to the foreoaf educational imaginations. The
current economic crisis offers us new ways of da@ngd understanding and so we are
presented with a context of hope and possibility. those of us who are committed

to the project of widening educational participatemd to deconstructing problematic
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divisions between vocational and academic, we ake some small steps towards a
more socially equitable and just future. This regsiia reflexive stance towards our
everyday practices within educational instituti@ml our work with colleagues and
students. It requires us to resist forms of neerlb regulation and to work
collaboratively rather than to reinforce currentdes of individualization. | have
focused on admissions as one form of practice right be transformed through
reflexivity. However, | have argued in the bodymf work that access to higher
education is much more than issues of admission amrtdy. It requires us to
problematise and re-constitute our practices irdiatiensions of our work, including
developing inclusive pedagogies, assessment aridycuameworks, and approaches

to educational leadership and management.
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