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CHAPTER 4. THE IDENTITY OF THE INCLUSIVE TEACHER: I-
POSITIONS TOWARDS DIVERSITY.

Crista Weise®, Andy Morodo® & Katrin Kullasepp!®

ABSTRACT

Thus, in this chapter, based on the recognition of identity as a set of changing,
dynamic and multivocal I-positions (Hermans, 2013), we identify possible teachers' I-
positions (I-p) towards inclusion and the types of external and exterior voices (Hermans,
2003) that are usually built on it. Thus, we describe teachers' representations
considered as external voices, internalized by teaching practice. We explored
approaches to diversity, hegemonic and subaltern voices and analyzed teaching attitudes
in 5 areas: functional diversity, cultural diversity, sexual and gender diversity, and
diversity of learning styles. On that basis, we identified 10 possible transitions that
should be favored in teacher training towards more inclusive identity positions. Finally,
we propose the contact zone, generative dialogue, and training through Critical
Incidents as substantial for teacher training.

KEYWORDS: teacher's identity, inclusive education, diversity in education,
teacher’s training.

1. THE CHALLENGE OF BEING INCLUSIVE.

To face the challenges of present-day society, several international organizations
propose that flexible professionals must be trained to face challenges in a variety of
contexts. Teachers are not an exception. The conception of classrooms as homogeneous,
demanding the use of teaching strategies aimed at a single student profile, has proven to

be insufficient, generating exclusion.
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With the increasing recognition of diversity as intrinsic to the educational process, it
is now assumed that teachers will teach a broad spectrum of students with diverse
genders, races, religions, cultures, socioeconomic backgrounds, abilities, learning
strategies, and languages.

In response to such concerns, inclusive education has developed from initially
referring to students with special educational needs, using the notion of disability, to the
consideration of functional, cultural, identity and learning diversities.

However, although inclusive education has been promoted for several decades,
numerous studies point to teachers' attitudes as a major obstacle to its effective
implementation (Boyle et al., 2011; Glock et al., 2019; Loreman et al., 2011; Saloviita,
2019).

This fact poses important issues regarding teachers' training and particularly points to
the need of facilitating the awareness and examination of learners' identities, the
assumptions and perspectives of teachers themselves in seeking answers to address
diversity, and the imperative of favoring inclusive processes (Addleman et al., 2014)

Thus, in this chapter, based on the recognition of identity as a set of changing,
dynamic and multivocal I-positions (Hermans, 2013), we identify possible teachers' I-
positions (I-p) towards inclusion and the types of external and exterior voices (Hermans,
2003) that are usually built on it. Thus, we describe teachers' representations
considered as external voices, internalized by teaching practice.

Likewise, we locate these voices within the relations of hegemony and domination
which characterize internal dialogues (Hermans, 2003). In this frame, we invite the
reader to explore approaches that promote inclusive and sensitive I-positions towards
diversity in teacher education.

We understand inclusion as the process of identifying and responding to all students'

diverse needs, ensuring their participation in learning, cultures, and communities,



diminishing and overcoming all types of exclusion. Inclusive education is defined as a
strategic approach designed to facilitate successful learning for all, ensuring equal
opportunities for access, participation, and successful quality learning (Booth &
Ainscow, 2002). From this point of view, the inclusive perspective focuses on
communities' transformation rather than on the learner and emphasizes the elimination
of obstacles and barriers to effective inclusion. Although there is significant consensus
among faculty on this position, its implementation needs to be recognized more often by
teachers.

From our point of view, approaching Identity from the dialogic self-perspective
allows to integrate teachers' perceptions, conceptions, attitudes, and strategies towards
diversity dynamically and to analyze how they contribute to form or reinforce
exclusionary or inclusive I-positions.

The dialogical-self theory defines identity as a multidimensional entity, consisting of
a rich repertoire of I-positions (Hermans, 2003; Vignoles, et al., 2006). It has a
dialogical nature and is continuously reorganized due to its internal dynamics and its
sensitivity to external pressures (Kashima & Loh, 2006).

Thus, an I-position is an action perspective with contextual boundaries and personal
voice in the face of an event or situation. Each I-position has its own set of voices, is a
meaning-giving entity, and is driven by intentions toward the situation in which the
person is involved (Hermans, 2003).

The I-positions actively establish dialogues among themselves. This internal
dialogue is a phenomenon of mutual exchange, of negotiation between the viewpoints
of I-positions resulting in a transformation of the previous configuration of one's own
system. Likewise, it can cause the silencing of I-ps that then remain hidden or play a

secondary role (Batory, et al. 2010).



The self is a negotiated space, and the voices within the self can be diverse or even
contradictory (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011). Consequently, when people are talking or
thinking, they often integrate, contrast, and move between different positions of the self
(Hermans, 2003).

To point out these dynamics in constructing cultural identity, De Abreu (De Abreu &
Hale, 2014; Prokopiou, et al. 2012) proposes the use of the term hibernation, which can
be extended to other subordinate identities. The concept of hibernation points to the
dynamic nature of internal dialogues between I-positions that occasionally appear,
disappear or remain silenced and forgotten until dynamic pressures change and allow
their expression. Also, de Abreu & Hale (2014) point out the difficulty of dealing
simultaneously with all our identities, focusing on those that are relevant in the
immediate situation in which we find ourselves.

Following the line, according to Do Amaral Madureira (2007), ideologies that reflect
cultural specificities participate in the development of the individual’s psyche and
potentially affect the creation of individual representations and emotional responses to
daily life events. It is from these perceptions and representations that teachers construct
diverse I-p toward diversity.

Thus, based on the dialogical self theory (Hermans, 2003), we will analyze
throughout this chapter, how the I-positions towards diversity of teachers of different
educational levels are shaped.

2. TEACHERS’ I-POSITIONS TOWARDS DIVERSITY.

The dialogical-self theory explains, based on Valsiner's (1997 cit en Kullasepp,
2007) laminal model of internalization/externalization, how discriminatory, sexist,
homophobic, or racist perceptions are formed, and I-positions are developed. On that
basis, Kullasepp, (2007) argues that as individuals internalize social suggestions, they

create personal representations, which will guide their thinking, feelings, and behavior.



In this complex internal/external movement, social values are not monolithically
accepted. Some social signals are rejected, other messages are temporarily blocked,
while others are internalized. But for these messages to guide people's actions, they
must be previously integrated into their emotional and cognitive structures (Kullasepp,
2007).

Such integration occurs when these messages are part of the subject’s internal voices
and dialogues of the self and return to the environment as its externalized version. That
not everyone has homophobic or racist attitudes suggests that some personal
representations, emotional structures remain immune to the hegemonic discriminatory
messages of their socio-cultural context. This allows a dialogue or confrontation with
other counter-hegemonic voices (Bakhtin, 1981; Skinner, et al., 2001) that might enable
a balance and prevent such voices from having a relevant place in the system of the self.

In every society, there are authoritarian and hegemonic voices, but also counter-
hegemonic voices that threaten to weaken and subvert this hegemony. In this sense, we
point out the heteroglossic character of social dialogue, in which coexist voices that
ally, but also oppose and struggle to subvert the dominant order (Bakhtin, 1981, p.294).

Once a discriminatory I-p is formed in the self they are reaffirmed through a
thickening of the boundaries between me and others, and the reaffirmation of what is
my own, constructing another, which is not me. As De Luca Picione and Valsiner
(2017) postulate:

A border enables us to define our own identity while distancing ourselves from the
others in a correlative way at the same time. A semiotic border triggers a dynamic
process in which the counterpart, the alterity, the otherness, the strangeness, are
involved. It is impossible to define a Me without a non-Me. (p. 534)

In this differentiation/reaffirmation dynamic, values are attributed to these

othernesses based on dominant social representations regarding, for example, what it



means to be a good student, to be intelligent, to be disabled, to be a good mother, to be a
good man (Moscovici, 2000) or what a person from a given cultural and/or ethnic group
is (Bourke, de Abreu, & Rathbone, 2019). In other words, the construction of the other
implies the reaffirmation of what | am, of what marks my difference with the other, and
of the values with which | self-identify and which | assume as different and better
(\Valsiner, 2002).

Thus, for example, the image of what an intelligent person is, is useful not only to
categorize oneself and others as more or less intelligent but impacts on what the person
does to protect and reproduce those identities. Hence, studies of teachers' constructions
of particular groups of students help to highlight the dominant and often stereotypical
representations, which they use to categorize students (Bourke, de Abreu, & Rathbone,
2019).

From the above, we can point out that in the educational context a set of hegemonic,
subaltern, and counter-hegemonic voices (Skinner, et al. 2001). have been built around
difference and attention to diversity.

The hegemonic voices are based on the medical-assistance, normative-regulatory
paradigm, understanding difference as a deficit. These voices assume an essentialist and
static approach to the diversity factors, considered as unchangeable, which on numerous
occasions leads to the use of homogenizing strategies making differences invisible.

The subaltern voices, on the other hand, are based on critical perspectives,
questioning the current norms. They are frequently silenced and result in deafness and
silence towards diversity.

At the same time, we find counter-hegemonic voices, which advocate the defense of
human diversity as intrinsic to the educational process, allowing the development of

different silenced identities. Therefore, diversity is understood in its social and cultural



context, as the product of history and culture of societies. Its attention implies a general
model of total inclusion and attention to multiple diversity factors.

The positive teaching attitude towards human diversity, in general, is a prerequisite
for achieving an inclusive school (Abellan, 2017; Varcoe & Boyle, 2014). Several
studies assert that teachers' attitudes, perceptions, and concerns influence their
acceptance and commitment to the implementation and success of inclusive education
(Odongo & Davidson, 2016), so there is a broad agreement on the relevance of
developing favorable I-p towards inclusién on teachers.

The main areas of diversity that lead to discrimination within the school are
functional or ability diversity, ethnic and cultural diversity, sexual/gender diversity, and
cognitive diversity concerning different learning styles.

Around these areas, diverse explanatory discourses have been built. We will explore
each of them in order to outline the different I-positions of teachers towards diversity
and inclusion.

2.1. Teachers and Functional Diversity.

The first area of diversity that we recognize and to which inclusive education has
traditionally referred is functional diversity and the special educational needs (SEN) of
these students.

Usually, terms such as handicapped or disabled have been used to define these
students, but we will preferably use the alternative definition of functional diversity,
referring to diverse or different functions of the person, which are not necessarily a
deficit. Inclusion and SEN have usually been associated with disability, ignoring other
student profiles, thus showing a limited understanding of educational inclusion
(Hanssen & Khitruk, 2021; Lalvani, 2012; Opertti, et al., 2014).

This association stems from the welfare care concept of attention to functional

diversity, labeled as disability, which emerged at the end of the 19th century. With a



segregating purpose, the main strategy consisted of isolating people with any type of
disability and providing them with basic assistance, such as protection, food, and
housing, ignoring any type of educational activities that would favor their inclusion.
Functional diversity was thus understood as a deviation from the norm.

Although over the years, teachers have incorporated broader visions, many of the I-p
that we found, as we will further argue, have their roots in this paternalistic and welfare-
oriented view.

With the scientific development and greater knowledge about functional diversity in
the 1970s, the medical model was developed. Disability is pathologized and identified
as an individual condition, reinforcing the deficient vision inherited from the welfare
model. Thus, the intervention that aims at correcting or healing the subject becomes
predominant. The aim is to normalize and adapt people to the dominant ways of life.

It was not until the late 1980s that this approach to students' inclusion was questioned
and the concept of SEN was broadened with an educational and social point of view,
focusing on social participation, independent living, self-determination, and equal
access to education and work (see also Chapter 9 of this book).

Thus, SEN is not limited to students with disabilities, but to all types of students
who, either occasionally or permanently, need additional help or support.

However, as we have already mentioned, in teachers' communities there is still a
predominance of I-p based on the medical-clinical model, as opposed to a psycho-
pedagogical approach when approaching students with SEN (Damm, 2009; Mehan,
2014; Sayers,2018), hindering the development of inclusive I-p. Different studies show
that the reinforcement of less inclusive I-p is related to the ascription to such models.
There is a prevailing belief among teachers that individual differences are due to
inherent, fixed, predetermined, and unchangeable personal characteristics of students

that favor individual interventions outside the regular classroom (Valdés and Monereo,



2012).

In the same line, numerous studies (Aguado et al, 2004; Damm, 2009) allude to
teachers' attitudes and prejudices as potential barriers to inclusion. They mention both
negative attitudes such as indifference, blaming, overprotection, and low expectations,
as well as positive ones such as care, affection, protection, help, compassion. They also
point out that many of these apparently positive attitudes of teachers can become
important obstacles to the inclusion of people with SEN, such as overprotection, pity,
and paternalistic attitudes.

Moreover, although in the early stages of schooling teachers seem to have more
positive I-p towards students with functional diversity (Sunyoung et al., 2020), they are
negatively positioned over deeper inclusive processes, as occurs in higher grades of
schooling (Rodriguez et al., 2014).

Mostly, the positive attitude towards inclusion is less evident when referring to
instructional inclusion in the classroom, i.e. learning curricular content. Teachers
indicate a willingness to encourage social relationships of students with disabilities in
the regular classroom, but when asked about the ability of any student to learn following
the regular curriculum, if the latter were adapted to their needs, their responses indicate
much lower acceptance (Gaines & Barnes, 2017; Kim et al., 2020).

Something similar has been found at different educational levels, where primary,
secondary, and university teachers are mostly ascribed to students with SEN attending
special schools. Most teachers turned out to be strong opponents of inclusion compared
to a minimum percentage who defended it (Rodriguez, et al., 2014; Saloviita, 2020a,
2020Db). Although most of them show a positive attitude towards the inclusion of
students with disabilities in the classroom, they consider that neither the objectives nor
the contents nor the evaluation should be adapted. Besides, they state that their

relationship with students with disabilities is good and affirm that relationships between



students are also good. However, these statements do not coincide with the opinion of
their students, who state the opposite.

The aforementioned studies indicate that teachers' attitudes toward inclusion are
affected by numerous variables such as perceived workload, feelings of self-efficacy,
training, gender, and position held.

Teachers who reported having received more resources were more positive towards
inclusion. Likewise, being trined and feelings of self-efficacy, are factors that favor the
development of positive I-p towards inclusion (Savolainen, et al, 2020) as self-efficacy
is related to informed inclusive behavior (Wilson, et al, 2019)

After the first year of teaching, many teachers who had not been trained indicated
that their attitudes toward inclusion became more negative, whereas being trained
following some qualifying special education module had a significant positive impact
on their attitudes toward inclusion. Thus, it is clear that strengthening teacher
effectiveness enhances the development of favorable attitudes toward inclusion (Wilson
et al, 2019).

Furthermore, the previous contact with people with disabilities is positive for the
development of inclusive attitudes. Teachers who had had previous contact with these
groups were more favorable to curricular adaptations (Rodriguez et al., 2014).

Finally, in the same studies, significant differences were obtained according to
gender and position held, with female teachers being more inclusive than their male
colleagues and male managers more inclusive than male teachers (Boyle, et al., 2013).

Broadly speaking, we assert that although differences are depending on the teaching
profile, there is still a long way to go to achieve the adoption of clear positive I-p
towards inclusive education for students with functional diversity. It is also clear from
the research reviewed (i.e. Boyle, 2012; Odongo, 2016; Saloviita, 2020; Savolainen,

2020; Wilson et al., 2019) that knowledge and sensitivity towards students with SEN,



self-efficacy in inclusive educational practices, and the existence of support and
resources for the attention to diversity can favor the development of inclusive I-
positions, while paternalism, deficit and static views on disability, little contact or little
preparation of teachers to work in these contexts can reaffirm discriminatory or non-
inclusive I-positions.

2.2. Teachers and Cultural Diversity.

Another diversity factor that has been considered in the educational field which
constitutes a fundamental challenge for practicing teachers is, undoubtedly, cultural
diversity.

An inescapable aspect of a globalized world is the intensification of cultural diversity
in society.

For contemporary societies, this poses the crucial challenge of developing a climate
of respect for cultural diversity as a resource and not as a burden or a threat to peaceful
coexistence. The school is a key context that contributes greatly to the creation of such a
social climate (Motti-Stefanidi, et al., 2012). However, there is little agreement on the
approach schools should take toward diversity and the effectiveness of their practices
(Thijs & Verkuyten, 2014). A wide range of practices (e.g., a theatrical performance
against racism) and artifacts (e.g., displaying images of diverse people on classroom
wall posters) are developed that together reflect different approaches schools take
toward cultural diversity, supposedly related to school norms (Civitillo, et al., 2017).

However, the literature gives an account of different approaches. Those that have
been predominant in the European context are a) the vision of affirmation of the culture
of the host country and b) the perspective of integration of cultures (Weise & Monereo,
2018).

The approach of affirming the hegemonic culture of the host country is based on

three implicit principles: assimilationism, segregationism, and compensation All of



them share an essentialist vision of cultural diversity characterized by an adaptive
purpose in which homogeneity is desirable, in the best of cases, by the integration of
minority groups or non-hegemonic cultures into the dominant model, compensating for
their shortcomings (Lalueza, 2012).

The perspective of integration of cultures is based on coexistence and tolerance
among diverse cultures. From multiculturalism, it focuses on subjects' attitudes (Berry,
2005) to favor these co-habitation relationships. The aim is to influence human
relations, attitudes and values, and non-racist educational actions. In this sense, he
argues that the integration strategy provides the individual with adequate social support
to participate in the new culture while maintaining connections with his or her culture of
origin (Al Ghamdi, 2020).

However, Hermans (2003) points out that the culture integration theory erroneously
assumes that the psychological processes of adaptation or integration to a new culture
(acculturation) are the same for everyone, follow a linear trajectory and depend on the
will of individuals (Hermans, 2003), without taking into consideration the differences in
power and status between majority and minority cultural groups (al Ghamdi, 2020).

Therefore, as has been suggested, integration processes make invisible the
asymmetrical nature of the relationships between cultures resulting from different
positions in the social structure and therefore promote the establishment of relationships
of hegemony and domination of some cultures over others (Grosfoguel, 2004; Ogbu,
1992; Quijano, 2007), in which processes of assimilation, invisibilization or de-
subalternation may occur.

In a process of assimilation, a subaltern culture loses its identity when it is integrated
into another. In a process of invisibilization, one or several cultures may survive in a
hidden way, apparently assimilated to the dominant culture, but keeping their identity

traits alive by living with the dominant culture in a barely visible way. There may also



be a process of de-subalternation (Grosfoguel, 2004; Mignolo, 2012) that is, of
emergence from a situation of subalternation. In this view, the focus is on the complex
intercultural relations and not on the monolithic ascription of people to culture
understood as a static entity.

Recent critiques from the Dialogical Self Theory (DST) draw closer to this last view,
pointing to the ontological fragmentation of traditional psychology and the reduction of
individual differences as ahistorical variables separated from the subject's experience
ignoring their anchoring in politics, class relations, racialization, gender and sexuality
(Bhatia & Ram, 2001). They claim that in these power relations otherness are
constructed imposing dominant narratives of health or normality from their history of
privilege and in turn silencing other subalternate narratives.

Likewise, culture is conceived as undetermined, mobile, hybrid, and changing;
cultures are not immutable and fixed essences, pointing out the deep cultural schisms
that people experience in their adaptation to new cultures (Bhatia & Stam, 2005;
Wierzbicka, 1992)

However, there is evidence that teachers are not prepared to meet these challenges
and recognize little cultural knowledge and a stereotypical view of students from other
cultures (Gao & Mager, 2011; Glock, et al, 2019). Teachers' constructions of their
students from subordinate cultures are often based on narrow representations of culture,
typical of dominant everyday thinking (Francis & Archer, 2005).

Moreover, teachers have low behavioral and performance expectations about
students from such cultures (Fuentes & Fernandez, 2018), under the assumption that
they are disruptive, have discipline problems (Glock, et al., 2019). They show low
academic performance attributed to low achievement orientation or are perceived as

deficient (De Abreu & Hale, 2014)



On the other hand, although progress has been made in recognizing the importance
of practices from other cultures in the curriculum, perceptions that minimize cultural
differences still prevail within teacher collectives. Many teachers tend to make them
invisible under the assumption following a principle of homogenizing and universal
equality, i.e. culture-free (Crafter, et al., 2017; Crafter & De Abreu, 2010).

Some of the factors that influence the construction of these limited and stereotypical
views are the scarce contact with multicultural classrooms, as well as personal
trajectories in which teachers have had cross-cultural experiences or come from a
different background than the hegemonic one, having more positive views of cultural
diversity (De Abreu & Hale, 2014).

Likewise, teachers point out that institutional structures and professional training, act
as limiters of their practices in multicultural classrooms (Crafter et al., 2017).

2.3. Teachers and Gender Diversity.

Another dimension of diversity is gender diversity. As we have done in the previous
sections we expose from what assumptions it is constructed and we will analyze the
perceptions and attitudes of teachers that favor or hinder the development of inclusive I-
p.

Prevalent representations of gender in the dominant culture show gender as a
marginalized concept (Burman, 2004; Karides, 2013). As is done with dominant notions
of culture, those of gender are reified using a discourse of marginality that often does
not take into consideration the complex subjective formations and their social and
historical embeddedness (Louro, 2019; Meyer, 2010: 4-7).

Furthermore, on numerous occasions, the debate on culture or race is privileged over
gender and, therefore, marginalizes and excludes, even more, the subjectivities,
interests, and experiences of women and/or non-male genders. Even though Gender

diversity implies a multiplicity of expressions of sexuality and gender experiences that



shape the human being (Louro, 2011) a homogenizing heteronormative model that
adopts heterosexuality as the socially recognized norm

Like racism, heteropatriarchal normativity can be considered as an internalized,
transformed, and integrated social message that has penetrated the personal core of the
self and is externalized in various social contexts. Through the internalized personal
construction of homophobia, we can observe how social control by institutions reaches
its maximum extension in the human mind (Kullasepp, 2007).

Along these lines, Herek (2000) distinguishes institutional heterosexism and
individual prejudice. The former refers to ideologies at the societal level, which
conceive homosexuality as inferior to heterosexuality, and to the institutionalized
oppression of non-heterosexual people (Herek, 2000; Moradi, 2016).

Individual prejudice refers to all negative attitudes based on sexual orientation,
whether the target is homosexual, bisexual, or heterosexual. Like other types of
prejudice, sexual prejudice has three principal features: It is an attitude (i.e., an
evaluation or judgment); it is directed at a social group and its members; and it is
negative, involving hostility or dislike (Herek,2000)

In addition to gender inequalities and the reproduction of sexist patterns that
perpetuate gender roles and processes of domination and discrimination against women,
the expression of sexual diversities is limited and constrained by arbitrary social
patterns. In this way, they are deprived of expressing their differences safely and
democratically, which leads to exclusion and segregation.

While school is one of the first places where individuals experience human diversity
(sexual, ethnic/racial, aesthetic, economic, socio-cultural, and age group, among others)
the monolithic heteropatriarchal voice predominates, configuring behaviors and

restricting people's possibilities (Souza, et al., 2016)



As a result, the exclusion of those who move away from the pre-established
sociocultural model is intensified, increasing the exclusion of lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, intersex, or queer (LGTBIQ) youths while favoring the development of
macho and homophobic behaviors. Thus, on numerous occasions, students who do not
identify with such codes are subject to discrimination, harassment, low academic
performance and often end up dropping out of school (Meyer, 2010: 101-116; Souza et
al, 2016).

Although the school could represent a space for experimentation and repositioning of
masculine and feminine I-p as well as facilitating the expression of sexual and gender |-
ps (Seffner, 2013) it plays a traditional role that reinforces negative judgments about
such identities. Through its practices, it contributes to maintaining the normalization of
roles and relationships between men and women, exerting institutionalized oppression
that reinforces homophobia and other forms of prejudice and discrimination, promoting
non-inclusive I-ps (Herek, 2000; Moradi, 2016). In this sense, it seems to be relevant to
question how power relations are established in the classroom on gender and how
teachers are contributing to the reproduction of stereotypes and the internalization of
machismo and homophobia (Louro, 2019; Meyer, 2010:15-128).

While research on how teachers deal with sexism and sexual diversity is scarcer than
studies on disability or cultural diversity (Hall & Rodgers, 2019; Meyer, 2010:4-7),
these studies conclude that most teachers define sexual identity from an essentialist
paradigm, based on biological sex, in which the social, cultural, and historical
construction of sexual and gender identities is unknown, (Maturana, et al., 2016).

For example, it has been found that teachers often view homosexuality as deviant,
consider it immoral, and are reluctant to address it in the classroom due to their own and
families' cultural and religious views ( Francis & Msibi, 2011; Hall & Rodgers, 2019;

Whyatt, et al., 2008)



Teachers in their educational practices, prefer to maintain the dominant established
norms and not to challenge the predominant values about gender identities and
sexuality. When they must address sex education, they even tend to adapt the
curriculum to avoid sections they consider difficult or controversial (Helleve et al.,
2009).

As we stated in previous sections, teacher training is a factor that facilitates more
positive attitudes and the development of a more inclusive I-p. However, changes in
teachers' attitudes regarding heterosexism are particularly slow comparing -for instance-
to racial prejudices (Helleve et al., 2009; Francis & Msibi, 2011).

In studies where trainee teachers have been followed up (Francis and Msibi, 2011)
show that despite the rhetoric of inclusion and tolerance in most cases teachers ignore or
avoid issues related to sexual diversity and when dealing with the topic of
homosexuality, they adopt positions that support a compulsory heterosexuality and only
in insignificant cases was any critical questioning of this perceived in teachers (Francis
& Msibi, 2011).

As we have also seen concerning cultural diversity, other variables that influence the
development of inclusive I-p towards sexual and gender diversity are religious
affiliation, teachers' gender, and political conservatism.

Numerous studies (Adrian, et al., 2016) establish that a strong religious affiliation
negatively affects the acceptance of LGTBIQ people. There is a significant association
between religiosity and religious fundamentalism and the increase of negative attitudes
towards gays and lesbians (Erturk, 2019) (Sarag, 2012).

In these studies, it was seen that non-religious teachers and particularly women had
more positive attitudes and greater acceptance towards LGTBIQ people than their male

or religiously practicing peers.



Along the same lines, it was found that the political ideology of teachers is another
variable that affects their understanding of sexual diversity. The data indicate that the
most conservative teachers have more negative attitudes and prejudices towards
LGTBIQ people and favor the rejection of those who move away from the
heteronormative (Adrian et al., 2016; Anderson, et al., 2018). As we have observed with
cultural and functional diversity, the aforementioned studies point to the invisibilization
of sexual and gender differences among teachers.

Many teachers do not detect sexist and homophobic behaviors in the classroom, and
they go unnoticed, normalizing this type of attitude. As is also evident in the other
diversity factors mentioned, the lack of detection is due to weak training on issues
related to sexual diversity (Pichardo & de Stefano, 2015).

2.4. Teachers and Learning Diversity.

Finally, we will refer to cognitive or learning diversity. Under the concept of learning
diversity, we refer to all those individual differences that students present and that affect
the learning process, such as motivation, attention, preferences, skills, etc.

In the last decade, interest in this typology of educational diversity has grown,
boosted mainly by two drivers: the numerous and interesting contributions from the
field of neuroscience applied to learning and the Universal Design for Learning (UDL)
framework (Mcguire, et al., 2006).

However, the relationship between neuroeducation or UDL, with inclusive
education, or with teacher identity is minuscule, unlike what happens with research on
educational inclusion linked to students with functional diversity or cultural differences.

This limited view of diversity in education observed in the literature could be
extrapolated to the view of teachers. For example, Silverman (2010) revealed, based on
a survey of preservice teachers, that they have a limited view of what educational

diversity is, and that this affects their sense of efficacy, responsibility, and advocacy. In



a similar vein, (Agbenyega & Deku, 2011) conclude that current pedagogical practices
are prescriptive and mechanistic and do not value student diversity and different
learning styles.

Similarly, this gap also manifests itself in practice. Leach (2011) investigated what
teachers did to attend to students who learn in diverse ways and, although some do
describe strategies for equity and educational success, many consider that to be fair, all
students should be treated equally, which indicates a misconception of attention to
diversity in learning and a non-inclusive conception that favors homogenization instead
of equity.

At the same time, when this diversity is contemplated by teachers, it is often from a
deficit perspective, as a problem or obstacle for students to academic success. As
described by (Orozco, et al., 2013) it is ignored that the deficit may be in the teachers or
the educational institution; and individual differences that deviate from the norm are
considered negative or lacking and determinants of school performance, instead of
recognizing, valuing and enhancing these singularities of students.

This perspective is even more accentuated regarding students who show maladjusted
or conflictive behaviors in the classroom, who are labeled as disruptive students
(Somma, 2015).

Finally, we can highlight some variables that are related to favorable practices for
attention to diversity in learning. To this end, some studies (Griful-Freixenet, et al.,
2020) conclude that a perspective focused on learning as growth, self-efficacy to
implement inclusion, and self-regulation and motivation for teaching, favor practices
associated with UDL. These results reinforce the conclusions drawn in the previous
section, especially the relationship between teachers' self-efficacy and their I-p in the

face of inclusion and attention to diversity.



The aforementioned studies also indicate that older, less educated men, with
conservative religious beliefs and little contact with differences, develop more
discriminatory attitudes. From the above, we conclude that a previous positive
interaction with diversity favors the development of inclusive I-positions. Likewise,
teachers with traditional school practices tend to coincide in certain constructions of
difference (Somma, 2015).

3. TRAINING APPROACHES FOR THE PROMOTION OF INCLUSIVE I-
POSITIONS.

When teachers are invited to question their training to deal with diversity, it is rarely
considered adequate, pointing to needs and issues of concern among which are (de
Vicente, et al. 2020; Gomez, et al. 2019) a) appropriate teaching attitudes for teaching in
diverse contexts; b) expectations about students; ¢) information about diversity and
inclusion and characteristics of students with SEN; d) relationship, knowledge and
participation of families; and e) general training, both initial and ongoing, particularly
regarding strategies.

Similarly, (Milner, 2010) refers to the need to take into account at least five
conceptual repertoires of diversity in teacher education for inclusion: color-blind
ideologies that hide differences, particularly racial differences, cultural conflict, the
myth of meritocracy, conceptions of deficit, and expectations.

A training approach is therefore needed which aims not only at the acquisition of
certain strategies or training in values or attitudes of teachers but also at deeper aspects
enabling teachers to question their own beliefs, recognize their contradictions, and
examine their own I-p regarding the power and oppression present in the
normativization of schooling processes (Ashton & Arlington, 2019; Bialka, 2012;

Waitoller & Artiles, 2013).



3.1. Identity Dialogue as a Promoter of inclusive I-positions.

As has been argued so far, to better prepare teachers in the attention to diversity, it is
necessary to have an impact on the construction of identity, so that deep, significant,
and sustainable changes occur, (Monereo, et al., 2013).

For this, a teacher training paradigm is needed that moves away from biologist and
deficit models, towards diversity as socially constructed, grounded in culture and
relations of hegemony and domination (Lalvani, 2013; Siuty, 2019).

It is about moving towards critical inclusion, which questions the meaning of
difference away from the normative center of schools and how that meaning turns into
systems of oppression that pathogenize, classify and relegate students to the physical
and social margins of school (Savolainen et al., 2020)

In this sense, critical inclusion points out that concepts such as sex, gender, gender
role, and sexual orientation, emerge from social, cultural, and historical construction
and, therefore, can be deconstructed for the formation of a new symbolic order, which
allows the recognition of human complexity and diversity (Preciado, 2011).

Thus, inclusive education from the perspective of the dialogical self implies a
constant and complex process of negotiation and mutual construction of identities. At
the same time that teachers develop their identities, students struggle to negotiate these
subalternate identities and give them visibility. They negotiate a re-signification of me
as disabled, me as an immigrant, me as homosexual, me as a bad student, and so on.

3.2. From Discriminatory I-positions towards Inclusive I-positions.

Based on what we sustained in previous sections, we can identify the following I-
positions and the types of external and exterior voices (Hermans, 2003) that are usually
built on it. Thus, we describe teachers' representations considered as external voices,
internalized by teaching practice in the teachers' collectives based on a series of

categories that we have identified.



The different I-p developed by teachers towards inclusion refers to:

- Aninternalized value: i.e. values internalized by the subject that provide
rationality to his/her actions. These values can be equality, equity,
competitiveness/meritocracy, plurality.

- A certain perception of difference. Whether as an opportunity, threat, obstacle,
or simply as an invisibilization.

- A construction about the student that refers to his or her representation as deficient,
blamed, not deficient, singular, disadvantaged, or discriminated as a product of social
conditions.

- A representation of teachers' role in addressing diversity, which may be punitive
(blaming or punishing), remedial (seeking to correct), preventive (seeking to avoid
exclusion), compensatory (seeking to compensate for disadvantages), or empowering
(favoring autonomy and self-determination).

- Educational purposes: which may be to assimilate (to assume as one's own the
majority norm), adapt (to adjust to the norm functionally), segregate (to separate in
order to respect the norms), integrate (to incorporate the new norms and maintain one's
own), include (to adjust the norms to give voice to those of all), or de-subalternate (to
reverse subalternation by giving greater voice to non-hegemonic norms to include them
on equal terms).

In tables 4.2 to 4.10, we describe the different I-positions that we identified from the
analysis of the previous sections of this chapter around the different areas of inclusion
and propose possible transitions towards more inclusive I-positions.

From our point of view, teacher training should promote the development of more
inclusive and de-subalternating voices. This requires teacher training in identity
development, recovering the notions of the contact zone, training through critical

incidents, generative dialogue, and universal learning design.



3.3. Development of the Contact Zone.

The contact zone is analogous to Vygotsky's zone of proximal development and
refers to a space of interaction, which may lead to a democratic dialogue between
different voices. The person can move between various contact zones (Hale & de
Abreu, 2010).

The contact zone exposes the teacher to unfamiliar teaching and learning situations.
It is understood as a dialogic space in which existing social representations and
hegemonic voices are challenged, providing a space both for the repositioning of
existing i-positions and for the development of new positions. In this contact zone, the
teacher's social representations of his students are challenged (Hale & de Abreu, 2010).

The teacher possesses a representation of the group of students that allows him/her to
deploy his/her known and efficient I-positions in that environment. However, the
presence of a different student alters this representation and may challenge the teacher's
identity, since the I-positions that he/she frequently deploys efficiently to teach are no
longer efficient.

Usually, there is a tendency to blame the student for this change or other external
factors. (Hale & de Abreu, 2010). However, this modification of the context compels
one to question his/her own representations, confronting the teacher with the unknown,
forcing a new meaning to be given to it must be commensurate with the possible contact
zone. If a teacher, with a low initial contact zone, is exposed without any preparation to
high diversity contexts, his negative perceptions are likely to reaffirm. This would cause
an over-positioning (Hermans,2018) of those initial hegemonic I-positions, blocking the
dialogue and the possibility of generating more inclusive promotive I-positions.

Therefore, it is important to expand the teacher's contact zone and to favor positive
interactions that allow teachers to listen to the subalternate voices of students and to

participate in a process of negotiation of identities.



These interactions can allow teachers to be more aware of personal, cultural, and
social resources, to recognize students’ funds of knowledge (Esteban-Guitart & Moll,
2014) to recognize their students from the respect for difference, moving away from I-
positions based on deficit, segregation or assimilation.

Training must begin with the teacher's initial contact zone and expand it by favoring
his or her access to and progressive interaction with highly diverse contexts.

The figure 4.1. shows the development zones of the teacher's
discriminatory/inclusive I-positions considering the contact zone.

3.4. Teacher’s training through Critical Incidents.

A fundamental tool to expand this contact zone is the use of the analysis of critical
incidents or significant events.

We are convinced that experiences by themselves are not formative and, as
mentioned above, can have the adverse effect of reaffirming discriminatory I-positions.
A high-contact zone, without appropriate teacher training, can reinforce the emphasis on
visible and superficial components, producing a folkloric approach to diversity. For
example, the typical intercultural days that are frequently held in schools, in which
ethnic music and food from different countries are shared, might be counterproductive.

It can also emphasize diversity as deficit-like and reinforce patterns of privilege of
dominant normativizing majorities (Banks & Banks, 2010).

An interesting alternative to these superficial interculturality initiatives would be the
use of critical incidents (Cl) as a means to foster a new representation of these
experiences. It is worth remembering that critical incidents are surprising events, limited
in time putting in a crisis those who suffer them, revealing their implicit structures and
overcoming their defense and self-control mechanisms (Butterfield, et al., 2005). It
seeks to promote engagement and recognition of difference, diminishing the practice of

ignoring or devaluing the culture of traditionally marginalized students in favor of the



dominant culture (Mclntyre, et al., 2001), and instead of providing teachers with the
tools to reframe their deficit views of students. In this sense, CI analysis implies a
reflective, dialogic, and questioning process.

From the point of view of the dialogic self, we can say that Cls question some of the
teachers' I-positions. The latter can deploy defensive I-positions or provide an opening
space to make the conflict explicit and turn it into an object of conscious dialogue
(Monereo, et al, 2009).

Therefore, if we want to modify teaching practices through a training process, it
requires that teachers become aware of their educational actions, not only to distance
themselves and reflect on their actions but also to rewrite them in the light of the
knowledge and experiences proposed by trainers (Weise & Sanchez-Busqués, 2013).

To change teaching practice in a lasting way, the Cl must modify the teacher's ego
system. The critical Cl causes an imbalance. External pressures, sometimes barely
evident, modify interrelationships and produce an imbalance in the internal dynamics of
existing identities (Weise, et al., 2020) and thus increase the possibility of internal
reorganization.

Previous studies have already shown that training through CI, natural, induced, or
dramatized, is a valuable training strategy.

3.5 Generative Dialogue Promotion.

The third element that seems fundamental to us is generative dialogue. The
possibilities of a reorganization of the self are enhanced through the processes of
generative dialogue,

The notion of generative dialogue (Hermans, 2018) is based on a particular idea of
communication between I-p's in the self, with the potential to contribute to the richness,

heterogeneity, and organization of the self in such a way that the different I-positions



and the self as a whole, benefit from this communication optimally. Generative dialogue
includes four steps: negotiation, debate, persuasion, and command.

In a generative dialogue scenario, internal divergences have their place as different I-
positions expressed through personal voices within a process of negotiation, debate, and
meaning development. Thus, new voices can be more visible, stronger and can support
a deeper learning process. Therefore, dialogue-based educational methods could
facilitate the multiplicity of voices by promoting the emergence of new I-positions of a
flexible professional identity.

Following this line, previous studies that have paid attention to forms of generative
dialogue refer to reflective training of professionals in transition, reflective practitioners,
group development, learning in virtual environments (the relationship between identity
and learning, or learning to teach) (Weise, et al., 2020).

There is an agreement regarding the value of reflection and generative dialogue for
learning and teacher training. Some methods based on generative dialogue, related to
identity formation referred to in the literature are trajectory and narrative analysis,
systematic reflection on experiences, striking moments here, and solution-focused
activities role-plays or dramatized Cls themselves (Weise, et al., 2020) also mentioned
in other chapters of this book.

3.6. Universal Design and Personalization of Learning.

Finally, an important aspect for the development of inclusive positions is that the
teacher feels effective in the attention to his students and that students participate and
make decisions about their own learning process. For this reason, it is important to have
strategies that allow them to deal with the attention to diversity. In this sense, we think
that Universal Design for Learning is a rich approach, which is based on the principle of

difference inherent in all human beings.



Universal learning design postulates the adoption of open and inclusive conceptions
regarding the design of educational devices and services. Access to the curriculum is
considered one of the key aspects in increasing the participation of people with special
educational needs (Gargallo, et, al., 2010).

However, a curriculum designed under the principles of universal design is intended
to serve a diverse set of students with a wide range of sensory, motor, cognitive,
affective, and linguistic abilities (Hitchcock & Stahl, 2003), regardless of whether they
have SEN or not.

The main principles postulated by ULD that facilitate accessibility and circulation of
different voices are a) providing multiple forms of representation (the what of learning);
b) providing multiple forms for action and expression (the how of learning); c)
providing multiple forms of participation (the why of learning); d) forming learning
communities, and e) developing inclusive instructional educational environments.

Likewise, the personalization of learning proposes a set of strategies and actions that
teachers use to promote and reinforce the meaning and personal value that students
attribute to school learning (other forms of personalization with the help of digital
environments and tools are described in chapter 12 of this book).

Among the principles to be considered are the interests and objectives of students in
the planning and development of teaching and learning activities. Recognition and
acceptance of students' ability to make decisions about their learning processes and the
activities in which they participate. The establishment of connections between students'
learning and experiences in both school and non-school activity contexts.

The provision of specific times, spaces, and activities dedicated to individual and
collective reflection on their most significant learning experiences, both school and non-
school, as well as on their way of facing learning tasks and the emotions that these

provoke in them.



An opening towards different ways of learning and the student's voice in their

learning process should be an indispensable and irreplaceable part of teacher training.



TABLES AND FIGURES

I-positions Hegemonic Counter-hegemonic
Description The paternalistic teacher. The protective teacher
"We must protect them, we "We must guarantee the
must not demand from them™ conditions for
comprehensive learning.”
Internalized Plurality/Difference Plurality/difference
value:

Perception about

the difference:

Student's

perception:

Conception of

their role:

Educational

purpose:

Threat/obstacle

Deficit

Remedial, compensatory

Adapt, segregate

Opportunity

Non-deficient, singular,

disadvantaged.

Compensatory,

empowering

Inclusive

Table 4.1. Transition 1: From paternalistic teacher to protective teacher

I-positions

Hegemonic

Counter-hegemonic

Description/message

The egalitarian teacher

Equitable "We must

give everyone the same



"We must treat everyone educational
equally” "we must not help opportunities.”

them so much".

Internalized value: Equality, Equity, plurality

competitiveness/meritocracy.

Perception about Obstacle, Invisibilizes Opportunity

the difference:

Student's Non-deficit singular,
perception: disadvantaged or

discriminated.

The conception of Remedial, punitive Preventive,
their role: compensatory,
empowering.
Educational To assimilate To include
purpose:

Table 4.2. Transition 2: From egalitarian to equitable teacher

I-positions Hegemonic Counter-hegemonic

Description The medical teacher "We The psycho-pedagogical
must provide them with teacher "We must develop
specialized care, it's not a appropriate strategies in the
school thing." school must promote their

development.”



Internalized Difference

value:

Perception about Obstacle, threat

the difference:

Student's Deficit/deviation from the
perception: norm

The conception Remedial
of their role:

Educational To segregate
purpose:

Plurality, equity

Opportunity

Singular

Preventive, empowering

To include, to de-

subalternate.

Table 4.3. Transition 3: From medical teacher to psycho-pedagogue teacher

I-positions Hegemonic Counter-hegemonic
Description Pious teacher Supportive teacher
" We should keep these kids "We must be confident in
from suffering and let them do  what they can, and will be
what they can." able to do in the future by
making use of their
abilities.”
Internalized Difference Plurality

value:



Perception about Obstacle

the difference:

Student's Deficit
perception:

The conception Remedial
of their role:

Educational To segregate or assimilate
purpose:

Opportunity

Non-deficit, singular

Empowering

To Include, to empower

Table 4.4. Transition 4: From pious teacher to supportive teacher

I-positions Hegemonic

Counter-hegemonic

Description Indifferent

" To me, differences don't

count all my students are the

same."
Internalized Equality,
value: meritocracy/competitiveness
Perception about Invisibilized
the difference:
Student's Non-deficit

perception:

Responsive

"My students are
different and have different

educational needs."

Plurality, Equity

Opportunity

Non-deficit, singular.



The conception

of their role:

Educational

purpose:

Punitive

To assimilate

Preventive

To include

Table 4.5. Transition 5: From indifferent to responsive teacher

I-positions Hegemonic Counter-hegemonic
Description The blaming teacher The loving teacher
"Those students don't learn "l love and respect my
because they don't want to, they  students the way they are,
have no motivation." no matter if they are good
or bad students.”
Internalized Meritocracy/competitiveness Plurality, uniqueness
value:

Perception about

the difference:

Student's

perception:

The conception

of their role:

Educational

purpose:

Obstacle, threat

Deficit

Punitive

To adapt/assimilate, to

segregate

Opportunity

Non-deficient

empowering

To include, to de-

subordinate

Table 4.6. Transition 6: From blaming teacher to loving teacher



I-positions Hegemonic Counter-hegemonic
Description The constraining teacher The scaffolding teacher
"No false expectations "With the necessary
should be raised, they should adjusted aids, they can”.
assume they can't.”
Internalized Difference Plurality, uniqueness
value:
Perception about Obstacle Opportunity
the difference:
Student's Deficit Non-deficient,
perception: disadvantaged, and

The conception

of their role:

Educational

purpose:

Remedial, punitive

To assimilate, to segregate

discriminated.

Preventive,

compensatory, empowering.

Inclusive, de-

subalternating.

Table 4.7. Transition 7: From constraining teacher to scaffolding teacher

I-positions

Hegemonic

Counter-hegemonic

Description/messag

The uni-diverse teacher

Pluridiverse




Internalized value:

Perception about

the difference:

Student's

perception:

The conception of

their role:

Educational

purpose:

"Disabled students are one
thing but immigrants are

entirely different!”

Equality in the difference

Opportunity/hinder

Deficient

Remedial

To integrate

"Each student is
singular, we are all

different."

Difference, plurality

Opportunity

Singular

Empowering

To include

Table 4.8. Trasition 8: De profesor uni-diverso a profesor pluri-diverso

I-positions

Hegemonic

Counter-hegemonic

Description/message

Internalized value:

The well-intentioned

teacher

"l don't need so much
theory, it's the teacher's

attitude that counts."

The trained teacher

"| must be trained to
understand and attend to

diversity."




Perception about

the difference:

Student's

perception:

The conception of

their role:

Educational

purpose:

Plurality Plurality, difference
Opportunity Opportunity
Not deficient Not disadvantaged,

disadvantaged, or

discriminated against

Remedial/compensatory Empowering

Table 4.9. Transition 9: From well-intentioned teacher to trined teacher

I-positions Hegemonic Counter-hegemonic
Description/message The assimilating teacher The Inclusive Teacher
"They must adapt to the "We must adjust the
rules of the school.” curriculum and the rules of

Internalized value:

Perception about

the difference:

Student's

perception:

coexistence to serve all

students.”
Equality
Invisibilizing Equity, plurality
Deficit Opportunity




The conception of Remedial, punitive Non-deficit, singular,

their role: disadvantaged.
Educational To adapt the student to the Preventive,
purpose: hegemonic model. compensatory, empowering.

Table 4.10 Transition 10: from assimilating teacher to inclusive teacher.

Deficitary
Esencialists views

Zone of development Zone of reaffirmation of
of discriminatory I-p discriminatory I-positions
zone zone
Zone of development Zone of development of
of inclusive inclusive de-subalternating
assimilative I-p I-p

Non-deficitary
Sociocultural views

Figure 4.1: Development zones of the teacher's I-positions
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