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Abstract
Young people, and particularly girls, constructed in the education system as having behavioural, social and emotional difficulties are amongst the most ‘missing voice[s] in research’ (Lloyd & O’Regan, 2000). Although frequently denied a place to speak from, there is much to gain from hearing what the girls have to say about engagement and belonging in education. Indeed, Gitlin (1990: 459) makes the important point that ‘when fully developed, voice is a form of political action’, a protest and a challenge to the oppression of those traditionally disenfranchised from schools. 

With this in mind we direct overdue attention to the importance of hearing girls, who are troubled and troubling and deemed ‘doubly deviant’ in their resistance to both school rules and gender-stereotyped norms (Lloyd, 2005), speak about their educational experiences.  We argue that participatory research methods can provide meaningful ways for girls to construct their own stories and thereby contribute to a better understanding of those stories and of their educational aspirations. In doing so we draw on our ongoing research with girls who are excluded from mainstream provision and seek ways to support them find and use their voice for educational and social change. Findings from the narrative techniques employed are discussed together with our reflections on the tensions and opportunities for educational change and social transformation inherent in the project.
Introduction

The voices of girls excluded from school because of transgressions associated with their behavioural, emotional and social difficulties are frequently unheard. Lloyd (2005) argues that such girls are ‘doubly disadvantaged’ insofar as they fail to adhere to stereotypical social and gender norms. Their previous communication ‘choices’ in seeking to access voice result in professional perceptions of their ‘capacity’ reducing, furthered through a deficit-based labeling process. They are ‘feared’ and rarely trusted (Corbett, 1998: 59) and their disadvantage may increase again once they are disengaged and excluded from schooling and not accessing their school-based rights to speak or be listened to. As such they are denied the opportunity to express their views on what barriers are preventing them accessing education, and what can be done to remove such barriers. 
This exploratory paper (which needs to be seen as work in progress) is one in which we seek to listen to, and engage with, the educational experiences of a small group of girls with Statements of special educational need for behavioural, emotional and social difficulties attending Kahlo School, a small, independent secondary girls only special school in the south of England. We draw on data from an ongoing research project with Kahlo School as part of its commitment to improving the outcomes for teenage girls who have previous experience of disengagement with, or exclusions from, mainstream school, supporting them to access or re-engage with formal education. Instrumental to their re-engaging is a collaborative action research process of designing an engaging and meaningful holistic curriculum based on evidence from the research literature and from stakeholders. This process will include the views and voices of the girls as a key group of stakeholders with a central role. 
In this paper we explore concepts of voice and why voice matters. We discuss the inevitably gendered processes in which some voices become marginalised and lost. We go on to share the methods we have adopted in an attempt to recover the voices of the girls in this study, and end with reflections on what we are learning from the girls about their voices, their educational experiences and their sense of belonging.

Conceptualising voice
Before addressing how we conceptualise voice we provide some brief contextual background to the present educational landscape and how the notion of voice and student involvement has assumed considerable importance therein. Tangen (2008) argues that interest in children’s voices has grown for legislative, political, economic, and theoretical reasons. Shevlin and Rose (2008: 425) clarify that ‘within English schools the prerogative of pupils, regardless of need or ability, to be involved in decisions which affect their lives has been established in law and in successive pieces of legislation’. Lewis and Porter (2007: 223) note that following Article 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) ‘there has been a torrent of initiatives worldwide involving hearing children’s views in matters that concern them’. Lodge (2005: 126) explains the political concern, identifying how ‘six inter-connected strands feed into the general discourses on student involvement: changing views of childhood, human rights, democratic schools, citizenship education through participation, consumerism and a concern for school improvement.’ Tangen (2008) outlines the strong new view of children ‘as ‘consumers’ or ‘users’ of educational and childcare provisions’ (p.157) and the theoretical developments in which children  are seen as ’beings’ not just ‘becomings’ (p.157) and ‘whose experiences, ideas, choices and relationships are interesting in their own right’ (pp.157-8). Cognitive and sociocultural theories of learning, she explains, ‘emphasise the active participation of the learner’, seen in the Western world as ‘the competent child’ (p.158). 

It is our contention that within this context an unproblematised and over-simplified notion of pupil voice has been promulgated in the policy literature. This is a notion in which pupils’ views are sought on topics within the safe parameters of school/adult agendas, and where those views do not transgress what is expected or what corresponds with those school/adult agendas, they are heard. As Swain and French (1998: 41) adroitly ask, ‘a central question for researchers who invoke the concept of voice… is “a voice in what?”’  This question, they argue, ‘is crucial given the criticisms of research by disabled people as being useless in their struggle for full participative citizenship’ (p.41) and it is, we argue, crucial in recognising the complex challenges involved in work on pupil or student voice.

In experiencing discomfort with simple notions of voice we have looked to more politically nuanced concepts which recognize that voices are not fixed, that they are shifting and contextual and in doing so have returned for guidance to the germinal paper of Linda Alcoff (1991-2), The problem of speaking for others. We have found apposite her elucidation of four interrogatory practices that all should engage in when speaking for others.  These involve firstly, careful analysis of the impetus to speak, such a process she points out requires acknowledging  ‘that the very decision to “move over” or retreat can occur only from a position of privilege’ (p.24). Secondly, she argues persuasively for explicitly interrogating ‘the bearing of our location and context on what it is we are saying’ (p.25). Thirdly, she stresses that ‘Speaking should always carry accountability and responsibility  …To whom one is accountable is a  political/epistemological choice contestable, [and] contingent …’ (p.25). Fourthly, and her central point is the ‘need to analyze the probable or actual effects of the words on the discursive and material context’ (p.26).
Fielding (2004) has similarly sought to subject student voice movements to intellectually demanding and experientially grounded scrutiny, arguing the need for critically reflexive praxis and indeed he too has made use of Alcoff’s conceptualisations. In this critically insightful and aptly titled paper Transformative approaches to student voice: theoretical underpinnings, recalcitrant realities he importantly argues for a more dialogic model, not of adult silence or dominance but in which adults working in partnership speak with rather than for the young people. 

Any concept of voice or speaking out must carry within it a concept of listening or responding. For us, as for Tangen (2008), Clark, McQuail and Moss (2003) and others, this involves an active process of hearing, interpreting and giving meaning and value. Listening like speaking is ‘contextual and interactional’ (Tangen, 2008: 159). Who the researcher chooses to be (confidant/counselor/friend, person in authority needing to be tested, an interesting or entertaining distraction, a person independent of the project (Morrow, 1994)) affects what is said and how it is heard. Allan (1999), for instance, reflects on the power dynamics with secondary school girls with ‘special educational needs’, who were part of her study, seeing that the teachers ‘silenced gender and sexuality within their discourse of needs’ (p.99). She notes that in this context ‘the pupils’ transgressive practices were at times directed against these silences and erasures, seeking to assert themselves as gendered and sexual subjects’ (p.100).  
Our working concept of voice in this project also takes heed of Thomson and Gunter’s (2006: 852) reminder that ‘pupil voice is neither neutral nor “authentic”, but is produced by/within dominant discourses’. The disciplinary processes of schools are gendered, classed and racialised (Wright et al., 2000). A dynamic behind the girls exclusion is that they are likely to have previously expressed their voice through means that schools have found unacceptable resulting in punishment and exclusion. Like the women with learning difficulties and challenging behaviours in Johnson’s (2006) study, they had found power or expressed resistance in ways that worked against them, not having found collective voice or socially endorsed means of communicating. They too may have been ‘trying to find spaces in the power around them where they could gain a little freedom and have some hope of achieving their desires or needs’ (Johnson, 2006: 186). 
With ‘levels of expertise and authority inevitably imbalanced’ (Mitra, 2008: 229) finding a voice is a risky endeavour, given that it necessitates partnership and raises issues of trust. Willingness to trust will be influenced by experiences of communication partners, past and present, involved in the process of negotiation, or co-construction of meaning (see Nind, 2006; Burke, 2007), which in turn may be more or less acceptable, and accepted within the culture of the school. We think the risks worthwhile and endorse Gallagher’s (2008: 147) ‘plea  for more careful thinking about the relationships between, power, resistance and domination’ in participatory research.
As researchers of voice have repeatedly shown, voice can be expressed via multiple modes. Tangen (2008: 159) highlights that “listening is not limited to the spoken or written word”, and likewise, Burke (2007: 360) suggests voice extends beyond such limitations, recognising instead whilst an apparent ‘contradiction’, the notion of visual voice, affords a powerful platform from which to view, or review ‘the overlooked, over-familiar, and taken for granted’. Moreover, such an approach is recognised to scaffold narration (Carrington et al., 2007), through its capacity to ‘create spaces where children can consider and reflect on their experiences’ (Burke, 2007: 361).  
In summary, we conceptualise voice as contextual, fluid and shifting. Voices speak of the dynamics of the speaker and listener, the surrounding discourses, and the mode adopted. For our purposes, the seeking of voice is a political rather than seemingly charitable or romantic endeavour. Voice is multi-modal and we recognise the importance of the selection of the medium for the process of message reconstruction and information transfer (Wiles et al., 2007).  

Missing and marginalised voices
Like Corbett (1996: 54) we recognize ‘that some voices are difficult to hear because of a lack of conventional communication resources, a hesitant or inarticulate delivery and a marginalised social status.’ We draw on Charmaz’s (2008) meanings of marginalisation to help us make sense of girls’ narratives as marginalised. Although Charmaz examined stories about experiences of chronic illness her conceptualisation of marginalisation is helpful as it draws attention to boundaries and barriers. She writes powerfully of how the ‘tensions between capability and inability, visibility and invisibility, acceptance and rejection, rights and restrictions, and individual claims and social corroboration permeate stories of marginalization’ (p.9). These are tensions that we contend are pertinent for the students at Kahlo School and embodied in their stories of schooling. These differ from the narratives provided by those in education that have functioned to marginalise them through the labeling process (Ungar, 2007). Experiencing marginalisation, as Charmaz (2008: 10) importantly points out, ‘shapes people’s lives and subjective experience’ but, as she says, this is ‘not wholly negative’. We take encouragement from her insights and share her view that being on the margins ‘offers fresh interpretations of the centre, and may open possibilities for renewal, change, and transformation’ (p.14). 

In the sphere of education for pupils with behavioural, social and emotional difficulties, the professional discourse is dominant and pupils’ voices are often missing. There is not the self-advocacy, or even advocacy, in this field which has assumed real importance in the field of learning/disabilities. This may relate back to construction of these pupils as ‘bad’ rather than ‘needy’ or ‘entitled’. The field is also dominated by boys, who make up the bulk of the labeled populations and by boy-oriented provision in which girls are often made invisible by their non-attendance (Osler & Vincent, 2003). Girls’ voices are negated by a discourse, understood by girls in a London project as: ‘With girls, if they have mood swings it’s put down to periods or hormones’ (Cruddas & Haddock, 2005: 165). In contrast to what is usually available, ‘the one change the girls [in this participatory action research project involving the Behaviour Support Team and schools in a Girl’s Project] consistently said they wanted was space to talk … space to develop friendships and share problems with each other’ (Cruddas & Haddock, 2005: 168).

Sometimes voices are missing because people have been silenced. This is different in our view from the choosing of silence, which can be heard. We acknowledge that some young people ‘may genuinely and freely prefer silence to voicing their views’, and the this may be ‘a very powerful statement if others, particularly those in authority, expect one’s voice to be loud’ (Lewis & Porter, 2007: 224). Orner’s (1992: 81) earlier research pointed also to the need to recognize that ‘there may be compelling conscious and unconscious reasons for not speaking’, including offering a form of defense and additionally resistance. Orner (1992: 87) raised the need for ‘analysis of whose interests are served when students speak’, again emphasizing that speaking/not speaking is always political.  The option, or rather, the opportunity for silence has been discussed with the students at Kahlo School alongside other issues of ethics including rights to withdraw and to confidentiality as part of the process of informed consent. On occasions, the students have exercised this right not to engage with a particular method for data generation, or in particular circumstances. They have, however, generally, preferred instead to express their discontent through active displays of disquiet rather than silence, whereby they draw on often well developed skills of ‘undermining the power of adults by such tactics as resistance, subversion and subterfuge’ (Greene & Hill, 2005: 10). 
For young people who have experienced exclusion, encouraging voice entails significant responsibility for action. Cuckston’s (cited by Golding et al., 2006: 16) experience suggests that implicit in enabling voice is the consequential impact on identity, whereby responding, or failing to do so,  communicates messages to the child regarding their identity.  As such, failure to respond can result in a construction of identity as ‘beyond … help’. Beattie (2007: 2), when describing girls in alternative educational provision, highlights:

 the importance of the development of their voices, and their ability to make connections, in order to help them overcome their negative experiences of schooling, remaking the past, and dealing with their current and future situations. They tell of how the relationships and environment at Corktown enabled them to develop a commitment to their own learning and that of others, and to make links between the curriculum of the school and the external community. They show how the creation of an identity is always a work-in-progress that takes place in the context of the past, present, and the future of an individual’s life, not in isolation from others, but in a relational and contextual way. 
Seeking missing voices and working positively with them, we argue, can be an educational as well as a political process. We turn now to methodological concerns and outline how we enabled and collected the voices of those girls who chose to reveal their thoughts and stories about their schooling and how we have sought to actively listen to and exchange meanings.
Listening to voices: a research approach
As interest in the voices of children and young people has come to the fore, so has interest in methods for reaching and engaging with those voices. ‘Participatory methodologies have arisen from qualitative research approaches which aim to reflect, explore and disseminate the views, concerns, feelings and experiences of research participants from their own perspective’ (Swain & French, 1998: 41). The extent to which ‘participatory’ methods succeed in this is debated, however, as is the extent to which such researchers adopting participatory approaches do and should include their participants in the design and conduct of research in non-hierarchical ways. 
There have been great advances in our ability to do qualitative research with people with learning, communication and other disabilities (see Nind, 2008). As Shevlin and Rose (2008) note, pupils’ impairments present challenges to getting their voices heard, but innovative approaches to addressing these challenges are emerging. Nonetheless, as  their examples show, these advances are not in the field of behavioural, emotional and social difficulties, where work of advocacy and self-advocacy is under-developed, yet central in enabling inclusion in an educational context (Cooper, 1993).
Even new approaches ‘do not straightforwardly equate with “freedom”’ as ‘the rhetoric of participation … risks setting up norms of appropriate engagement by implying that children should “participate” in certain ways and not in others’ (Gallagher & Gallagher, 2008: 505). Views, particularly those of children in care are sought across countless forums, over which the young people frequently have little control, and which fail to contextualise the young person in their broader social circumstances, instead focusing on a singular area (Holland et al., 2008).  Greene (2009) warns that pparticipation in research activities can be seen by young people as yet another, adult-initiated chore.  However,  as Holland et al. (2008) argue, ‘by enabling young people to chose how they wish to communicate with us, we recognise them as social actors and begin to move our practice away from adult-centric processes’. Influenced by Holland et al., choice, therefore, was key in the approach we used, generating  narratives which prioitise self-perception  in a meaningful way.
Choice of methods

We sought to combine a range of verbal and visual participatory methods with Corbett’s (1998: 58) concept of ‘imaginative listening’. We wanted to enable choice and show sensitivity to the social and cultural context in a readiness to move away from traditional methods and assumptions. Lewis and Porter (2007: 226) argue that ‘there has to be an element of self-belief on the part of the child; that their view is worth listening to and, moreover, that people will hear their voice and that it will make a difference’. In acknowledging this emotional dimension of sharing views we sought to reinforce the communication styles preferred by and available to the girls as valid, attempting a strengths-based approach which enhances capacity, as opposed to relying on ‘conventional communication resources’ (Corbett, 1998: 54), which have in the past functioned as a deficit for some of the girls attending the Kahlo School. To this end, and for the purposes of this project, the distinction  between ‘task-centred’ and ‘talk-centred’ activities (James et al., 1998 cited in Harden, 2000) is significant, with Hill et al., (1996 cited in Harden, 2000) suggesting that ‘task-centred’ activities are preferred by ‘troubled’ children. The pressure induced by one-to-one dialogue, complete with the requirement of sustained eye contact which may have served to alienate the young person in previous encounters, is reduced with the employment of task-centred activities (Harden et al., 2000; Corbett, 1998) and as such became one of our options for the girls to choose from.  
The participating girls in our study were offered a range of alternatives selected by us to use the digital technologies available at the school. In this we were seeking to build on the strengths of the educational context at Kahlo School, which is a strongly visual environment, and on the competences we perceived in the girls. This was also our approach to issues of consent, which we recognised, would not be straightforward and might not even be genuinely achieved (Heath et al., 2005). We addressed some of the challenges of the power differentials and the disenfranchising vocabulary of formal approaches. Not wishing to incapacitate the girls and disincline further involvement as cautioned by Wiles et al. (2007) we acted on staff and student suggestions of the need for a personalised approach. We actively engaged the girls in the process of devising comic strip style participant information sheets valuing process consent rather than an initial one-off agreement as the most suitable approach.
The visual approach enables immediate feedback on the data generated, and editing technologies enable editing of data to allow the most accurate presentation of the view they wish to express. In this sense, we wanted the media to function as an ‘active accommodator’ (Corbett, 1998) for the girls.  Further, rather than being another chore, digital technologies offered the attraction of being reflective of youth culture, engaging and motivating (Becta, 2002; Walker, 2008). Carrington et al. (2007) suggest that digital technologies are efficacious in seeking to better understand young people’s non-participation in education and describe ‘visual narrative as a key data source’ (p.10). 
Visual Voice: The Diary Room

A method of data generation preferred by the participating girls from Kahlo School was a video diary, using a camera situated in a quiet room within the school. The quiet room quickly became known as the Diary Room, reflecting an interest in the student and staff population of the recent series of the television programme Celebrity Big Brother. Although the suggestion came from the researcher, the idea was soon owned by students and readily accepted by staff. Supported by the researcher, staff and students collated the artifacts to enhance this theme, with a red block wall covering, door design, a large comfortable chair, and functioning as the accommodator for communication – a video camera and tripod. It was left to several of the students to prepare footage to explain how to use the Diary Room, and this was intrinsic to the students’ feeling of ownership of the project. When showing visitors around, and when filming a documentary of the school, the students were heard to say “This is our Diary Room”, indicating that the Diary Room had become seen as an integral part of the school, something typical of their school as distinct from others.  
The initial idea of the Diary Room was to provide an oasis, a calm space which afforded an opportunity for the students to find a space to relax in the often stimulating chaos of a school busy and alive with excitement. This space was regularly situated within the students’ ‘exit plans’, that is, in their specification of their strategies for managing and monitoring their own their emotions. The Diary Room therefore represented a space for students, for re-engagement, for self-awareness and self-control: a safe space. 
Access to the Diary Room had to be negotiated. This was originally via staff pass key making it impossible for the girls to enter without the support of the researcher or a member of staff. However, listening to the girls’ views regarding how they wished to communicate, who they wanted present, and when it would be best to use this facility, access needed to reflect the potential variability with which such a facility would be viewed dependent on circumstances and feelings. To reflect their requests and needs, the girls were given choice over how to communicate in the Diary Room.  Some choose to be alone with the camera, some preferred the company of the researcher or staff member, and others requested to go in with a peer. Sometimes students were asked to visit the Diary Room via the school loud speaker system (always having first been prepared that they would be called through that day), others self-requested, and yet others were requested following significant incidents in the school, both positive and challenging. Within the constraints and structure of the school timetable this was accommodated as much as possible. Indeed, initial constraints were wavered as a senior member of staff proposed, ‘we believe this is important enough’ to warrant disruption to the timetable, teaching and learning, and this was seconded by the other members of staff.
Making sense of voices: Issues of analysis 
Fielding (2007) warns that with any plurality of voices it is easy to downplay those that seem too strident and to foreground those that make sense to us. It is all too easy to assume collective expression, as if individuals grouped for some reason speak with one voice, which is especially problematic for those who are marginalised. Our approach to analysis had to address these dangers through critical self-reflection on the potential to privilege voices, subordinate voices, mis-hear or mis-read silences and cherry pick eloquent quotes. We had to rid ourselves of notions of ‘authentic’ or ‘representative voice’, remembering our role in co-constructing the stories that were told. While the girls’ voices may well have been distorted by the methods and people involved, inter-subjectivity means that there was no pure message to be teased out, all voices had to be regarded as inevitably partial and incomplete (Greene, 2009). 
For the purposes of this paper, we have sought to focus on the dimensions of voice raised by the students in line with Lundy’s (2007) conceptualisation of voice, which includes voice, space, audience and influence and captures communication partners.  
Having collected the girls’ voices via digital technologies and primarily the Diary Room, we have begun to analyse the data, looking for themes, patterns, and the girls’ priorities. The section that follows highlights some of the emergent issues and insights gained from the girls’ stories remaining alert to the dangers of romanticising or overly privileging these (Thomson & Gunter, 2007). The opportunities for reflection and scaffolding afforded by the digital technologies have enabled the questioning of assumptions held by school staff, and even by the students themselves.  

Hearing and centring marginal voices: some preliminary findings 
The narrative extracts presented below emerged from three interviews with participating girls, all unstructured, and the first for the participants using the Diary Room method. The interview with Daisy (a pseudonym as for all the girls) was an opportunistic encounter when she expressed feeling tired and unwell and unable to enter class for an English lesson. Instead, Daisy wanted to access the quiet space of the Diary Room, but was keen for company during this time. She was engaged in a chat with the researcher (GB), following on from a discussion earlier that day. 
The interview with Bella was an interaction between her as a student and a member of staff, Tanya, both of whom who were Big Brother fans, as they excitedly entered the Diary Room on request via school speakers. To begin, Bella interviewed Tanya independently, before finding the researcher to continue the interview with them both.  Both Bella and Tanya were pleased to be involved, and were much engaged in the process. This initial excitement built momentum, as Bella gained confidence in the process and herself, at times expressing her pleasure at how insightful she was. On this occasion Bella chose to re-watch the footage and was keen to share and communicate her interview with the Headteacher. During the process, she seemed to obtain a growing awareness of her own competence in critical reflection, as did Tanya, who also watched her grow in confidence in this space.  
The final interview discussed here involved Nina and Sam, who were called to the Diary Room together at the request of Nina, and in agreement with Sam. In this instance, both girls were lively and rapid communicators, each with their points to share, often building on one another’s accounts, anticipating each other’s meanings, and seeking to enhance these descriptions with their own narrative accounts.
Mostly the girls showed greater willingness to describe and reflect on their experiences of mainstream schooling (of which they included attendance at PRUs), rather than talking about their current experience in their present special school placement.  They appeared comfortable and able to make suggestions regarding changes to mainstream systems which would improve access to them. 

We turn now to consider the initial themes emerging in combination in the context of communication, voice, and its impact on education.
1) On Being Heard
The central importance of being heard was highlighted, alongside the consequences of not being listened to. For example, when asked about her thoughts on school, Nina’s immediate response was to comment on being heard, or rather on not being heard.  This is situated within the organisation-student, or teacher-student relationship.
“They don’t listen to you … they just care about their job” (Nina) 
Failure to listen was thus connected to an absence of care for the student, later considered by Nina with its implication on student engagement. This theme was also explored by Sam, who commented on the link between boredom, being listened to, and perceived discrimination, the combination of which she associated with disaffection. When teasing out the important features of an engaging education, she highlighted features which present as barriers to learning including:
“ boredom, and they feel that they’re not getting listened to, and they feel like they’re getting discriminated [against] by teachers”(Sam)
Sam continued on this theme from her experience:
“maybe at first it doesn’t happen straight away, but after months and months and months of being ignored, and not getting listened to, and just being disrespectful, disrespected, and just getting talked to like you’re a little five year old, it gets enough…” (Sam)
Here the impact of cumulative interactions with school staff where the student is not heard is starkly revealed. For Sam, being listened to, and being spoken to with respect are key factors in engagement with education; ‘it gets enough’ signals for Sam that there is a point beyond which students become disconnected with a system which does not seek to interact with them.

2) Creating Space

i) “Whenever the child needs to talk ...” 

In discussing the importance of schools as listeners, Daisy commented on the students’ attempts to be heard, stressing the importance of response from schools with attention to students’ concerns, and the need to be heard, which supersedes the timetable or curriculum:
Daisy
Because, it makes you feel that school actually cares …

GB
So what needs to happen?  How … how should schools listen to young people?
Daisy
They should listen to everything they say, whether it’s good or bad.

GB
Yeah.  When’s the best time to do that?  Is it in class, is it before class?  Break time, I dunno?
Daisy
Whenever the child needs to talk ...

In Daisy’s view, voice is linked to caring; irrespective of what is said, ‘caring’ schools are available to hear students’ concerns when they feel able to express them.  
ii) Finding Voice … Communication Patterns

The girls expressed knowledge, understanding and application of ‘appropriate’ classroom etiquette, and the expected method of finding a voice.  However, while they expressed a willingness to participate in such, when unsuccessful attempts were disregarded, they talked about finding alternative methods of achieving a more immediate response. For example, when asked how she enables interactions with teachers which encourage understanding of her work, Daisy summarised coercive patterns of interaction developed in mainstream, which extended to her current school:
 “If they don’t listen, I shout, and when I shout, they listen.” (Daisy)
For Daisy, shouting represents a more successful platform for voice, accessed when alternative approaches are unsuccessful. She explained that this tactic developed from earlier interactions in mainstream school, commenting on how this approach had been an influential barrier to education, frequently resulting in exclusion:
 “If I put my hand up, they just ignore it. Do you know what I mean?  So then I used to just shout out in class, and it used to get me in trouble, but if I put my hand up, I got ignored. I’d shout out and wind everyone up, and that used to wind everyone up. And then um, they’d say something to me which, wound me up, so ... I’d go mad and beat them up. And, I’d be the one they’d kick out.”(Daisy)
Sam, when describing listening in schools commented on a similar pattern of interactions:
 “And then you’re sat there with your hand up for 20 minutes, and get fucked off with it, so then you go and, you just start doing something different because you can’t do the work, and then they think you’re just doing it to be a pain in the arse. Well, NO!  You’re the one that didn’t come to me when I asked for the help, so in actual fact, you brought it on yourself really.” (Sam)
The conflicts with peers (and later staff) highlighted by Daisy, is mirrored by a conflict with school staff in Sam’s account. Failure to access voice in both circumstances resulted in conflict as an inadequate response resulted in an unmet support need.  
3) Enabling Influence

i) Advocacy

The importance of understanding, advocacy and self-advocacy within the educational setting was highlighted by Daisy who expressed the need for staff to be able to understand the students’ barriers to learning, and more recently, to be able to understand and express these herself. When asked the characteristics of a ‘good teacher’, Daisy commented on the need for such understanding and awareness. A good teacher was described as:
“Someone who understood me, and understood ADHD ... Because I couldn’t explain it back then, but, I can kind of explain it .. But it’s pretty unexplainable” (Daisy)
Daisy’s perspectives are influenced not only by the dominant discourses on ADHD (Lloyd, 2006) but additionally by her perceptiveness about her own needs. 
ii) Importance of acting on student voice

As part of a dialogue with Nina on boundaries in school, and how these fail to encapsulate the students’ interests (for example regarding issues around bullying), voice and influence in relation to response from staff were raised by Sam:
“I kept going to the teachers, kept going to the teachers, kept going to the teachers … I goes to the teacher who was on duty and I said ‘this boy’s picking on me, he’s calling me names and stuff’.  And she said,’ yeah yeah, I’ll be over there in a minute to talk to him’ and stuff.  I waited about half an hour for her to go over there in a minute to talk to him … And I didn’t see her go over there once.” (Sam)
As such, while Sam described ‘being listened to’ superficially, the communication had no influence, leaving her voice redundant, failing to achieve the promised result.  Sam went on to comment that this was her first fight; in response to the absence of influence from her voice in prompting teacher action, she learned an alternative way of managing – in this case, by-passing staff, and seeking influence by direct means.  On being attempted, then successful as an alternative strategy, its success was seen to make it an appropriate strategy.
Sam commented on the importance of influence again, but in relation to accessing learning, providing an important message for staff of how to reduce barriers to learning:
“… if some kid’s saying, “I find this subject difficult”, or whatever like that, they need to hear it, they need to listen to it, and say, right, what can we do to make it easier for the person.” (Sam)
These two vignettes express how voice has links to influence across social, emotional and academic domains, with influence as central to problem solving, and to avoiding the alternative coping strategies used by students.
4) Audience
As we have highlighted above, the girls situated voice in interactions with others, thus audience, interaction and communication partners were central to the students’ experience of voice.

i) Relationships: Contextualising Voice
The girls regarded the audience for their voice as needing to be one which knows the them in the context of their barriers to learning and their lives beyond education, and which seeks positive interactions in the educational context. They stressed the importance of being known in their wider contexts - of understanding how their circumstances outside the school could have significant implications for how their voice and behaviours were perceived in school. With regard to boundaries, Nina commented on the discrepancies between expectations between school and home necessary when contextualising her voice.
 “I used to live at my Mum’s, there was no like boundaries, I could do what I wanted.  And then, you’re going from doing what you wanted …” (Nina)

Likewise, Sam commented that failure to contextualise her identity within school via an adequate assessment of her barriers to learning resulted in a failure to understand the function behind her conflicts, thus the possibility of misunderstanding of voice and behavior on behalf of communication partners:
“I’ve got learning difficulties and behavioural difficulties, but for years that didn’t get recognised, until I started you know, getting really frustrated with my work because I couldn’t do it, and no one was taking the time to come and explain to me properly” (Sam)
This is further highlighted by Daisy when describing the limited number of teachers in mainstream schools that she was able to maintain positive interactions with who all shared a central characteristic:
“They knew me, they understood me” (Daisy)

ii) Connectedness and belonging 
Sam described an escalating pattern of negative interactions that formed as a result of increasing alienation from, and disaffection with school. Furthermore, she did not see transfer across schools as a “fresh start”; instead she felt that teachers’ preconceptions based on her history shaped their attitude towards her, inhibiting positive interactions and her opportunity for connectedness. She pointed out that:
“None of the teachers ever liked me anyway, because they all read my file and stuff, then basically, they thought, she’s a pain in the arse from the get-go.  So that’s what they thought of me, and that’s how they treated me.” (Sam)

Clearly, negative views of young people can have serious implications for and on  relationships.  
Communication partners were articulated as central to experiences: Many of the girls expressed a feeling of belonging and connectedness for the first time in an educational setting, and in their current placement. Bella commented that her expression of voice was different in her present school because of the different reaction of staff to her:
“it’s because they care and they want to help you, because at the end of the day, in mainstream schools, it’s just their job, but here, it’s like they care.” (Bella)

She sought within her account  to capture the essence of the difference:
“It’s like … it’s not a school.  It’s like a deranged family, like, ‘cos … it’s not like a school because like, we don’t do school things, well, we do maths and science and shit like that, but you don’t do, things as like mainstream school does, because it’s like more closer and you talk more, and you get to know everybody.” (Bella)
Bella powerfully communicated here that although the lesson content may have been similar to her previous educational experiences, the relational domain was so atypical, the additional familiarity and proximity meant that it was described in terms of a family rather than a school. 
The connectedness and relational proximity to both staff and students enables empathy and understanding among the students, enhancing peer relations and enabling a greater peer support, as highlighted by Nina:
“there’s girls here that understand like, each other’s situations, ‘cos we’ve all like, some of us have been in care, some of us haven’t, some of us haven’t got our Mum’s with us, some of ‘em have … But you don’t know them, but here, you know…” (Nina)
Some early reflective discussion on seeking and hearing the girls’ missing voices
The girls communicated openly, insightfully and at times at length with regards to a number of features relating to their schooling. The construction, or development of their alternative methods of communication seem far from maladaptive outbursts, rather, they appear adaptive problem-solving strategies as they girl seek to negotiate access to education, support from school staff and find an identity which accounts for the characteristics of their communication partners.

Returning to Charmaz’s conceptualisation of marginalisation, hearing the voices of the girls directly has enabled an alternative positioning which has increased their visibility, which in turn, vividly illuminates their increased perception of their own capabilities, but also importantly it is a key factor for school staff and other hearers (ourselves included) to recognize and act on. Further, with regards to the ‘fresh interpretations of the centre’ described by Charmaz, a re-consideration of the shortcomings of an educational system, which fails to include all students, and a labeling process which individualises the problems created, and is on occasions enhanced by classroom interactions, enabling them to go unquestioned is long overdue.
In our own research we have sought to create and centre spaces in which the girls can speak for themselves in their voices, while recognizing that it is inevitable that the reality of the ‘real’ world is both altered and created when put into words (May, 1997). Further we acknowledge like Mazzei and Jackson (2009: 2) that simply ‘presenting their “exact words” as if they are transparent is a move that fails to consider how as researchers we are always already shaping those “exact words” through the unequal power relationships present and by our own exploitative research agendas and timelines.’ 
Instead we too have ‘tangle[d] ourselves in the layers of voices present and the epistemological assumptions that continue to haunt our methodological practices’ (Mazzei and Jackson, 2009: 3). In supporting children as ‘powerful social actors’, we acknowledge the need to reflect on the position of adults in this process, enabling voice, and the responsibility for such requires new learning for the adult facilitator, in both a dependency and fluidity of roles (Facer, 2008). 
Concluding remarks
In this paper we have sought to learn from and with the girls at Kahlo School about their material and cultural realities while seeking to ‘capture’ and represent their voices in democratic and dialogic ways. Our attempts to encompass and translate these into action within the school environment is ongoing. We recognise that even within the democratic structures of Kahlo School complex relations of power circulate which can both constrain and enable these voices to be heard. Although at times this is deeply unsettling and challenging the ‘possibilities for working with ‘yet to be voiced’ [alternative discourses] which may shift relations of control’ (Arnot and Reay 2007: 322) sustain us.
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