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ABSTRACT: This paper reports findings from a study about school staff’s perceptions of the preferences for social interaction that young people have with similar and different others. This tension was explored empirically using scenarios of moral dilemmas to conduct in depth semi-structured interviews with school staff from special and mainstream secondary schools. The issue was explored with reference to a tension between social inclusion, the principle of embracing difference, and homophily, the concept that similarity breeds connection. The data suggests that homophily and inclusion can come into a tension with an ethical dimension. In education, the homophily/inclusion tension is one between students’ preferences for being among similar others and the moral imperative of including everybody; or between individuality and commonality. Inclusion is often translated into a demand for full participation as the only way to respond ethically to difference. However, the recognition of students’ right to negotiate their preferences, even when they come into tension with what is considered to be politically correct, is also an ethical position. The paper concludes that the homophily/inclusion tension is constructive as it challenges the moral necessity of inclusion for all, and opens a debate about participatory decision-making and democratic school management.
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1. INTRODUCTION
This paper reports findings from a scenario-based empirical study about a tension between the moral imperative of inclusion (Allan, 2005; Slee, 2011) and the idea that similarity brings connection – what is described in sociology as homophily (McPherson et al., 2001) and similarity-attraction hypothesis in social psychology (Byrne et al., 1986). This tension is explored with reference to school staff’s interpretations of the preferences that young people have for interacting socially with similar and different others. Homophily is an empirically evident aspect in social interaction, but is rarely examined in relation to inclusion (Nangle et al., 2002; Frostad and Pijl, 2007). The examining of homophily and inclusion together, it is an attempt at what is called bridge-building (Dyson and Howes, 2009). This linking of distinct disciplinary approaches from education, sociology, social psychology, and disability studies can illuminate new aspects of the issues explored.
In the context of education, the homophily/inclusion tension is one between students’ preferences for being among similar others and the moral imperative of including everybody; as such it is related to the management of difference at a class and school level. This tension is constructive as it can challenge the moral value of a demand for inclusion for all (Cigman, 2007b; Pirrie and Head, 2007), and opens a debate about participatory decision-making and democratic school management.
The paper makes a theoretical argument about how young people negotiate similarity and difference in their social interactions, and how this might affect social inclusion. It focuses particularly on disability, but the ideas are also relevant to other aspects of human diversity, as regards how perceived similarity and difference can affect preferences for social interaction, challenge people’s hierarchy of values, and have an impact on decision-making in the school community.       
2. THE JUSTICE OF INCLUSION
Inclusion is the expression of a demand for social justice, respect and participation for all (Thomas, 2013), rooted in an ethical obligation to the other (Allan, 2005). Thus, it is largely conceived as an ideological rather than a political issue, and the practical currency of the term has not been sufficiently explored (Armstrong, 2005). For some this is interpreted as leading the inclusion discourse to fragmentation and confusion (Cigman, 2007a; Pirrie and Head, 2007).
Inclusion in education is the subject of many interpretations. In international policy, e.g., the fundamental principle of the inclusive school is that all students should learn geographically together (UNESCO, 1994), however inclusion also refers to learning engagement and social participation irrespective of placement factors (Warnock et al., 2010). Inclusive education is about celebrating the diversity of students (Topping and Maloney, 2005), whereas at the same time an appreciation of diversity is on its way to becoming one more cliché about inclusion (Allan, 2004). Inclusion is a policy with worldwide significance (Peters, 2007), but it can also serve as an alibi for external manipulation of the developed world (Armstrong et al., 2010). 
The disparity of the definitions of inclusion suggests that people understand the same values in different ways (Dworkin, 2010). Cigman (2007b), building on Margalit, stresses that respect in education is often seen as an attempt to avoid the humiliation that any kind of recognition of difference can bring. This is why, difference has tended to be replaced by the politically correct but neutral notion of diversity (MacKay, 2002), and respect to be translated into a demand for participation and inclusion for all (Tremain, 2005). Pirrie and Head (2007) argue that there are systemic limits to this demand, since it describes an ideal rather than a particular educational approach. Concepts like responsible (Vaughn and Schumm, 1995) and moderate inclusion (Cigman, 2007a; 2007b) are indications that inclusion for all lacks a clear definition of its practical applicability and purposes. Responsible inclusion is a model of school inclusion ‘that bases education placement and service provision on each student’s needs’ (Vaughn and Schumm, 1995, p. 265). Moderate inclusion is a way of thinking about inclusion that recognises individual differences, and the difficulties that students who are different can experience (Cigman, 2007a; 2007b); this can be reflected in educational provision.
Moderate and responsible inclusion presuppose the recognition of individuality, and students’ ability to make choices and affect decisions in their school communities. Grossman (2008) argues for a link between inclusion and democracy, as they are rooted in similar ethical principles about the role and value of pluralism. Mouffe (1999), discussing Habermas’s views about an understanding of democracy that incorporates questions of morality and justice into politics, defines democracy as the ‘free and unconstrained deliberation of all matters of common concern’ (751). This deliberation is expressed as open dialogue. 

3. THE NOTION OF HOMOPHILY
The issues that inclusion raises can fruitfully be examined through homophily. The sociological concept of homophily describes ‘the observed tendency of like to associate with like’ (Kossinets and Watts, 2009, p. 405). Similarity in homophily can be based on shared values, attitudes and beliefs (value homophily), or perceived status equivalency (status homophily) (McPherson et al., 2001). It can be created by the social context (baseline homophily), or result from the interaction between individual preferences and social structures (inbreeding homophily) (Kossinets and Watts, 2009). The study focuses particularly on perceived similarity.  
 Homophily is rooted in well established theories from social psychology, like the similarity-attraction hypothesis (Byrne et al., 1986) and the social identity theory (Turner et al., 1987). The similarity-attraction hypothesis maintains that similar attitudes can serve as reinforcements. People who agree with us validate our ideas and reinforce the consistency of our world, so are associated with positive feelings that might lead to attraction (Klohnen and Luo, 2003). According to social identity theory, people that identify themselves as members of a social group or category, largely favour the in-group members in such a way that any comparison with people seen as out-group will result in an enhancement of self-esteem (Stets and Burke, 2000). 
Homophily can lead to powerful relations based on perceived similarity. Yet, it can also conceal racism, fear of the different or internalised oppression: ‘people who are systematically denied power and influence in the dominant society [can] internalise the messages they receive about what they are supposed to be like, and believe the messages to be true’ (Rowlands, 1995, p. 102). On the other hand, internalised domination describes the incorporation of prejudices against others and superiority for themselves by members of a dominant group (Tappan, 2006). Internalised messages can lead to homophily as people may prefer to be among others they perceive as equals. So, homophily teeters between choice and discrimination.
Within the context of education, research on students’ social behaviour indicates that pupils with special educational needs (SEN) may be excluded by their normally developing peers that tend to congregate in closed groups possibly based on appearance or intellectual level; this is why homophily can be a threat to the purposes of inclusive education. Frostad and Pijl (2007) particularly found that students with SEN often have difficulties in building social relations with their non-SEN peers and, as a consequence, some might develop homophilous ties.
4. WHY EXAMINING INCLUSION AND HOMOPHILY TOGETHER
A tension between inclusion (the principle of embracing difference) and homophily (a preference to be among similar others) can be found in the plethora of the everyday decisions that members of staff have to make on various issues related to the accommodation of difference at a classroom, or school level. Such decisions would involve an ethical weighting between choices that would be in line with the students’ preferences, and choices that would promote social inclusion, given that they may be contrary to each other. Final decisions would reflect personal values along with institutional ethos and adherence to school policies, as well as power dynamics. This idea is particularly relevant to students with disabilities or other minorities in terms of how their preferences for social interaction with similar others may come into tension with the principle of including all people.
	Examining inclusion and homophily together is constructive as it can challenge our understanding of what treating respectfully means. As respect is often perceived in terms of avoiding the humiliation of difference (Cigman, 2007b), it is often translated into a demand for participation for all (Tremain, 2005). Homophily, from this perspective, tends to be ignored. Yet, the recognition of difference can also secure access to provision and is related to educational and life opportunities (MacKay, 2002; Norwich, 2008). So, it is about respect as well. 
The recognition of young people’s difference and individuality also means acknowledging their right to make their own choices. The ethical obligation to inclusion may lead to its enforcement, regardless of one’s genuine wishes. Students seen as different often experience actual difficulties, and a preference to be among others they perceive as similar can be related to these difficulties. Equally important, this preference is an expression of individual choice. From the perspective of capability theory, Terzi (2005) describes the role of education as one of fostering autonomy; promoting young people’s capabilities, that is, the freedom to choose the lives they have reason to value, it is a matter of social justice.  
So, the homophily/inclusion tension raises the issue of democracy in the school community. A democratic school is one that gives students the opportunity to make judgements and choices, and a place where everything is open to discussion (Harber and Trafford, 1999). Democracy in education is not a management strategy, but an entitlement to participation for all the people involved, staff and students alike (Hatcher, 2005). This does not mean that all people in a school community should have the same power or share the same values. Conflicts of values are always present, and cannot be resolved once and for all (Norwich, 2008). Nonetheless, what is crucial, it is to acknowledge these tensions and leave room for negotiation. 

5. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND AIMS
This discussion raises the following questions: 
· How school staff perceive young people’s social behaviour? 
· Is homophily consistent with their experiences? 
· Do they perceive inclusion to be an ethical obligation? 
· Do they recognise a tension between homophily and inclusion? 
· How is this potential tension handled at a class and school/institutional level? 
I explored the homophily/inclusion tension regarding the interpretations of school staff of young people’s preferences for social interaction. This was examined with reference to decision-making and the management of difference at a class and school/institutional level. 	
The enquiry approach taken in this study was both inductive (data driven) and deductive (theory driven) in the sense that there was an initial attempt to explain the social phenomena examined (an initial theory) that was in turn revised by the research findings. This is what Layder (1998) calls an adaptive theory approach. The theory, derived from the literature and previous conceptual analysis, took this form: 
School staff can interpret the preferences of the young people to be among similar others as a danger to inclusion, and might perceive as their ethical obligation its promotion or enforcement. Their stance would be reflected in decision-making at a classroom and school level. 
The initial theory was open to scrutiny and could be adapted during the data analysis (Layder, 1998). Either the analysis would not be consistent with the theory leading to its revision, or the theory would be further developed (Bessant and Francis, 2005).

6. METHODS
Participants 
According to theoretical sampling considerations (Robson, 2011), staff from different settings (special or mainstream schools) represented distinct conceptual categories. I contacted a number of mainstream and special secondary schools in the South West of England, seeking access to members of staff that would like to be interviewed for the project. I was not a participant in any of the institutions. Overall, in the study there were thirteen people, as presented in table 1.  

TABLE 1

TABLE 2 
The scenarios used
The homophily/inclusion tension was examined with scenarios influenced by research in the field of moral psychology (Kohlberg, 1981; Turiel, 2008; Haidt, 2012). Scenarios were considered suitable as they have the advantage to provide the participants with a context controlled by the researcher, but also leave them free to present their own ideas. In addition, they can reduce a social desirability effect, in the sense that school staff may wish to avoid discussing openly their personal opinions on politically correct issues, like inclusion (Robson, 2001). Four scenarios were constructed to describe an unresolved tension between homophily and inclusion in various situations related to the management of difference at a class or school level (table 2). In order to stimulate the discussion, the scenarios contained some controversial issues, so they should not be seen as examples of ethical behaviour or good conduct. The scenarios are provided below:

The presentation scenario (B1)
In a secondary mainstream class, Mr Brown, the history teacher, asked the students to choose the classmates they wanted to work with to prepare a presentation on World War Two. Andrew and Julie, both being visually impaired, agreed to work together on the project and strongly refused to co-operate with anyone else. But, Mr Brown felt he should ask a low-achieving, non-disabled student to join them in the task.

The Greentown debate scenario (B2) 
At Greentown College a group of students with disabilities believed that the college should have a special place dedicated exclusively to students with various disabilities. This centre would offer opportunities for social interaction among students with disabilities. The majority of the teachers at Greentown agreed to support the students’ initiative. But, the college principal stated that he didn't want such a special place for students with disabilities on campus, because it could work against the aims of social inclusion that the college aspired. He decided, then, the matter not to be discussed again. 

The special sports team scenario (B3)
In a mainstream secondary school, Mrs Warren, one of two PE teachers of the school, proposed to the head teacher the creation of a ‘special’ sports team, which would be for students with disabilities. To support her proposal, Mrs Warren conveyed to the head teacher the opinions of many students with disabilities that seemed to be very enthusiastic about the project. But when Mr Jones, the other PE teacher, was informed, he strongly refused to support the idea, because he considered it to be a pure act of discrimination.   

The playground scenario (B4)
A mainstream secondary school has a small number of students with Asperger syndrome. Every day, during the lunch break, these students tended to gather in a small isolated garden near the playground, where they were interacting peacefully. Mrs Evans, the school head teacher, noticed this everyday gathering and asked the students why they didn't mingle with their classmates. They answered her that the noise of the others was tiring, and that they were really enjoying their time together. But, Mrs Evans decided that from that point on the small garden would have to remain locked.  

Procedures
The study was conducted between February and May 2013. The scenarios were piloted before the main study. They were used as a stimulus for discussion during one to one, in-depth, semi-structured interviews, with each participant interviewed once. At the beginning of the interviewing process, participants were given a vignette with a scenario in a written form. School staff had the option to choose the scenario that they preferred, since a topic of their preference would make them feel more relaxed and stimulate their interest. Pre-designed questions were used informed by the aims of the study; the same structure was followed for all scenarios (table 3), but the questions were different. The sequence was strictly followed, but probe questions also asked to allow people to better express their views. 
The scenarios and interview questions were sent to the participants in advance via their institutions, so they could consider their perspectives; their views on the issues were expected to be more or less developed. They had the option to request a copy of their interview transcript to comment or make changes. No participant made use of this option. Written formal consent was sought before the interviewing process. They had the right to withdraw at any time. All were sent a summary of the findings. 

TABLE 3

Data analysis 
The interviews were audio-recorded with the participants’ oral consent, and then transcribed. The text was analysed qualitatively with the NVIVO software programme for the identification of common themes across the interviews, using the constant comparative method (Miles and Huberman, 1994). The themes applied were more interpretive, grounded theory style themes (Robson, 2011), influenced by the initial theory of the study. Following adaptive theory (Layder, 1998), the aim was to find a mutual fit between the initial theory and the analysed data. As the initial theory proved flexible to organise the grounded themes, the data enabled the theory to be further developed and more specific (table 4). The main findings discussed below are: explanation of the situation in the scenario from the perspective of homophily or inclusion, recognition and ethical dimension of the homophily/inclusion tension, possible resolutions, and reflection.

TABLE 4

7. FINDINGS
School staff discussed their perceptions of the young people’s social behaviour when responding to the four scenarios, which they did in two broad ways: i) they either supported students’ right to make their own choices (homophily), for instance:
How does the students’ being by themselves differ from interacting with their other classmates for Mrs Evans (scenario B4)? 
Well I think Mrs Evans has reached the assumption that this is wrong and she probably wants to include them, even though the Asperger students have decided ‘no this is what we want because the whole day is tiring and confusing in our brains and we can do this and we are not harming anyone, so this is great’. 
Or ii) they defended social inclusion: 
Why Mr Brown felt he should not allow Andrew and Julie to form a group together (scenario B1)?
[...] Well because of inclusion, we’re meant to mix up the students, we shouldn’t categorise them with their disabilities [...]
But the students wanted to do that by themselves...  
Well you then either decide to let them do that or you teach them a different way, because they are being exclusive within an inclusive setting and [...] they are categorising themselves into this pigeon hole [...] That’s not healthy for them as a training for further on.
The school staff also identified a tension between homophily and inclusion. Overall, they described this tension in three ways:  
1. as a tension between what one wants to do (to be among the people he or she prefers) and what he or she should do (to include everybody) 
2. as a tension between an ideal (inclusion for all) and the compromises needed to be made towards this ideal (in the form of special arrangements for some people)
3. as a tension between treating everybody the same (general provision) and treating according to one’s needs (special provision)
Members of staff also described an ethical dimension to the tension between homophily and inclusion: 
Is there anything morally wrong in Mr Brown’s preference not to allow Andrew and Julie to work only together (scenario B1)?
It depends if he’s seeing the disability or not doesn’t it?  If he’s seeing them both because they like to work together ’cause they’re friends, then you can’t say that’s a moral problem. If he’s saying ‘they’re low ability, club them all together, [...] because they’ve got a visual impairment then they’re not very clever’ [...], then you would have issues with his attitude. 
Listening to the students’ preferences was seen to be an expression of respect; nevertheless, preferences for social interaction that come into tension with the moral imperative of inclusion should be respected only when they are directly related to the students’ disability-related needs (for students with disabilities) or to particular educational needs (for all students):
Should Mr Brown encourage Andrew and Julie to work with other students (scenario B1)?
Yeah. [...] You know they could for instance [...] be doing the thinking and saying and someone else could be the scribe so [...] I mean presumably they use Braille so in the classroom are they able to have facilities that help them to produce Braille? In that case then it’s really important that they [could] work together so that they can read each other’s work and then communicate it verbally to everyone else. 
As a possible resolution to the tension, school staff proposed a fragile balance between the two opposing sides: 
I think there is that very fine line between having provision which is geared towards particular needs and geared towards allowing for social interaction [...].
All students should be included as far as possible but, since they are different, they should not be treated the same. The balance between inclusion (the common good) and recognition of individuality (choice) would be constantly threatened since provision, even if it might not be the same, should be fair for all students.     
Members of staff stressed the complexity of the hierarchy of decision-making at school level, and the network of power relations intertwined with it. The school hierarchical structure was mostly defended by participants who noted that decision-making should have areas restricted to the students, for instance the curriculum. However, student voice was also considered to be of great importance:
[...] The best way of getting [students] to perform is to feel that they have had a say in what goes on and that their wishes and their thoughts are valuable. 
Inequalities of power were discussed not only in terms of the relations across the school staff, or between staff and students, but also between the students. For example, the problem of representation for students with disabilities was stressed: 
Some of our students here can’t speak [...], so yes we do have to take some decisions until we can understand what someone really wants and needs to do in their life. And it’s always very-very hard. 
School staff also explored whether the homophily/inclusion tension can be the subject of a school policy, yet they did not suggest a clear direction as to how this policy could be. A variety of policy areas were proposed to be relevant to the matter: equality and diversity, special educational needs, bullying, inclusion and (anti)discrimination among others. It was also suggested that the issue could result in the creation of a new policy; or that it isn’t a matter of policy at all and should be resolved by the teachers:
[...] I think we just have to rely on the teachers to be sensitive to what’s needed.
No major differences were found between the responses of the staff from mainstream and special schools. People from special settings were expected to be more open to acknowledge and accommodate students’ preferences than the mainstream staff, as a result of their different professional position in the educational system; this was only partly observed. However, most teaching assistants were reluctant or could not contribute constructively to the discussion about school policies, possibly because the topic extends beyond their professional role:
I’m not too sure about that [...] because it would be somebody higher in the department who would be dealing with these situations...
   	
8. DISCUSSION
A special school teacher, discussing scenario B4, gave an illuminating account of the interplay between social factors and impairment-related difficulties that can cause disability. He noted that a secondary school can be noisy and busy (environmental factors), and the young people identified with Asperger syndrome in the scenario can experience information overload and struggle to read social clues (impairment-related difficulties). Perhaps, this has affected their preference to socialise with each other.   
Homophily in the social behaviour of the young people was consistent with the experiences of school staff that stressed how important it is – especially for young people with disabilities – to be among others who can share their everyday difficulties and understand them deeply. A special school teacher described this as an emotional and social need ‘of immense value’. However, homophily can also have a negative dimension: it can be about fear of difference, prejudice and discrimination (McPherson et al, 2001), or feelings of inferiority or superiority (Tappan, 2006). Members of staff distinguished between homophily as choice and discrimination (McPherson et al, 2001). When homophily was seen to be an expression of preference it was deemed as ethically permissible; yet, when it was related to prejudice or discrimination against people seen as different, it was denounced. 
Despite any negative aspects, homophily is an expression of individual choice. A core notion of liberal political theory is that people are individual beings capable of making their own choices (Dagovitz, 2004). Building on the capability approach, Terzi (2005) argues that ensuring that people have effective choice among functionings they have reason to value is a matter of social justice. Accordingly, a special school teacher, discussing scenario B2, stressed that the students took a decision that should be respected. A question that can be raised is to what extent personal preferences can be respected when they are in tension with the moral imperative of inclusion. In the scenario, the principal’s decision was described as an imposition that derived from his authority and position of power. As he represents the part of inclusion (the common good), the tension between the students’ preference (homophily) and social inclusion is one between individuality and commonality (Goodhart, 2004; Norwich, 2008). 
Not all participants recognised this tension. A mainstream school teacher, when discussing scenario B1, noted that in order for the students ‘to have successful and fulfilling lives they will need to work with able bodied students and disabled students alike’. This idea can be related to what Pirrie and Head (2007) write about shared values in relation to inclusion. The teacher, driven by her sense of justice and her good intentions for her students, seemed to assume that Andrew and Julie – that are both identified with Asperger syndrome – should hold the same understanding as hers on what is a successful and fulfilling life. However, Pirrie and Head (2007) stress that ‘talk of shared values can be presumptuous [and] the validity of statements like [this] is open to question’ (p. 25). Perhaps the teacher felt this way because the two students were disabled; so, the assumption is that people with disabilities need to be included as far as possible. Yet, not all members of staff held the same belief. In the scenarios discussed, school staff either supported inclusion or stressed that young people should have the right to make their own choices (or they recognised a tension).
The recognition of students’ individuality and difference can in turn have an effect on the extent and nature of educational provision. The issue of provision is particularly crucial as educational opportunities are also related to young people’s life opportunities; nonetheless, educational provision should reflect both ‘a concern for equity and recognition of diversity’ (MacKay, 2002, p. 162). This is a tension between provision for all students and provision adjusted according to individual needs that school staff recognised in relation to the homophily/inclusion tension. This tension was particularly illustrated by a special school teacher who, when discussing scenario B3, explained how special arrangements for young people with disabilities can provide them with educational opportunities. The special sports team in the scenario was presented to be an expression of students’ choice and an opportunity for participation, but also a threat to social inclusion and a form of discrimination. However, the teacher noted, any opportunity for participation, even when offered through special arrangements, ‘[...] could if anything add to social inclusion’.
	Dworkin (2010) writes that people share values, even if they do not share criteria for their application. This applies particularly to understandings about what treating people respectfully means: respect can be understood in terms of avoiding the stigma of difference (Cigman, 2007b) and be translated into a demand for full participation (Tremain, 2005); or as recognition of individuality (Norwich, 2008) and express an entitlement to choice (Terzi, 2005). Consequently, homophily (individuality) and inclusion (commonality), though seemingly opposing, can both be understood as expressions of respect to the other. Yet, a parallel examination of the two might cast doubts on the imperative of inclusion. A special school teacher questioned the ethical necessity of inclusion when people can feel happy without it: ‘Is inclusion something we should be promoting? If people are happy without that, well what’s the problem?’
It has been argued that a dedication to full inclusion might not always be a good decision (Pirrie and Head, 2007). A special school teacher, for instance, described an early attempt at integration that could be described as a failure, as it was far from the ideal. She referred to a mainstream school with a unit for hearing impaired students. As the unit was the only room in the school fitted with the loop systems required, to be able to hear and be heard the students that attended the unit had to stay in that room and the interactions with the other students were minimal. Nevertheless, the teacher stressed, the students were happy and their needs met. Thus, it might not be possible for a mainstream school to have special equipment in every room (the ideal), but even one room with special equipment (the compromise) can provide opportunities for inclusion. Cigman (2007b) writes that ‘failure to address the needs of a very small minority means failure to accord respect to all in favour of the spurious notion of inclusion for all’ (p. 792). 
Adjustments to overcome the difficulties of reality and the pursuit of an ideal, as well as individuality and commonality need to be kept in balance, but this balance can always be threatened (Berlin, 2003; Norwich, 2008). The difficulty lies in the compromises that each side has to make, what Goodhart (2004) calls trade-offs, especially as these compromises refer to ethical principles that are seemingly opposing. A conflict of values is unavoidable in the realm of ethics but, since this conflict is part of our existence and way of thinking, the only possible resolution would be an uneasy and in constant need of repairing equilibrium (Berlin, 2003). 
The role of policy in relation to the homophily/inclusion tension was also discussed by school staff.  The tension was located within the policy areas of equality, diversity, (anti)discrimination, and more broadly of social inclusion. Policies are largely written in thin, abstract, moral concepts (Dworkin, 2011) and fail to give clear and concrete descriptions of the issues they deal with. The study was conducted on the context of legislation which promotes disability rights and the avoidance of discrimination (Office for Disability Issues, 2011), yet there is nothing about tensions of values, or action planning with reference to social interaction. The same applies to frameworks such as the Index for Inclusion (Booth and Ainscow, 2002) that recognises the role of dialogue but does not refer to tensions of values. This is also the approach of the recent SEN and disability Green Paper (DfE, 2011) that suggests artificial solutions to simplified problems. Overall, these policies cannot offer satisfactory guidance as to how the homophily/inclusion tension can be resolved.   
Yet, a special school teacher noted that ‘there should be more to it than that’, in the sense that the balancing of the tension cannot be set out as procedures and rules in a policy document. The management of the tension is perhaps an issue pertinent to the overall ethos of an educational institution. The ethos can be related to school policies but it also extends beyond them. It is a process of negotiation about what should and should not be prioritised (Donnelly, 2000), and as participants stressed, it can be about overcoming barriers and enabling people to achieve their potential despite their difficulties. So, a particular school ethos can make possible better resolutions of tensions like the one examined between personal choice and inclusion. This would be a school culture that puts the needs of the students in the centre, and provides space for negotiation and input from all the people involved – both students and staff, and across the school hierarchy (Harber and Trafford, 1999; Hatcher, 2005). Accordingly, a special school teacher noted that the way inclusion is going to be implemented in a school should reflect a consensus between staff and students, and should be the product of discussion within the school community. This would require ‘a lot of work’, as it would presuppose the acknowledgement of tensions of values. Overall, the homophily/inclusion tension raises an issue that cannot be resolved by a single policy, but opens a discussion about democracy in the school community. 
A democratic school is not the realisation of an ideal; conflict of values and inequality of power is inherent (Mouffe, 1999). Yet, the aim is not to give the same power to teachers and students, but to encourage both sides to engage in dialogue. In other words, the aim is to transform an antagonism between opponents into an agonism, a process of constant negotiation between people that might share the same values, but understand them in different ways (Mouffe, 1999; Dworkin, 2010). Inclusion is a moral obligation rooted in social justice and respect (Allan, 2005; Thomas, 2013); this is often translated into a demand for participation for all as the only way to respond ethically to difference (Tremain, 2005). However, these principles do not have a single meaning. The recognition of young people’s right to be involved in decisions that concern their lives, even when their preferences can come into tension with what is considered as politically correct, is also a matter of justice and respect (Terzi, 2005; Cigman, 2007b), and reflects democratic values. In a democratic school, inclusion would not be an externally forced and meaningless obligation but the product of an agonism, as it would be constantly negotiated. 

9. CONCLUSION
This paper reports findings from a scenario-based empirical study about school staff’s perceptions of the preferences for social interaction that young people have, in terms of a tension between homophily and inclusion. This tension is constructive as it is related to the way difference is managed at a class and school level. School staff stressed their difficulty in resolving the tension or balancing the two opposing sides. This complexity is partly caused by the rhetoric of inclusion that largely focuses on what is just and ethically appropriate (Allan, 2005; Thomas, 2013), yet fails to clearly define inclusion’s purposes. Another reason might be that ‘the knowledge required to solve complex problems is dispersed throughout organisations’ (Hatcher, 2005, p. 254). So, the homophily/inclusion tension opens a broader discussion about participatory decision-making and democracy in the school community. In a democratic school, inclusion, instead of being a set of prescribed practices in the form of formal and often futile school policies, would be a continuous process of negotiation and a shared value. This approach to inclusion can have professional development implications for school staff in terms of the management of difference as it can be translated into relevant training activities. It can also inform school policies of inclusion, since it can change their focus: from providing prescribed but artificial solutions, to acknowledging tensions and the value of dialogue. This way of thinking would prepare schools to face the challenges of managing difference.
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TABLE 1: Participants
	School staff
	Teachers
	Administrators
	Teaching assistants
	Male
	Female

	Special settings
	6
	1
	–
	6
	1

	Mainstream settings
	1
	1
	4
	–
	6



TABLE 2: Scenarios range of contexts
	Context
	Classroom level
	School level

	Educational

	The presentation scenario (B1)

	The Greentown debate scenario (B2)
The special sports team scenario (B3)
The playground scenario (B4)




TABLE 3: Interview structure

	Interview structure
	Perspective

	Homophily and inclusion (the tension)
	Outside (questions referring to the scenario)

	Similarity and difference
	

	Ethical implications
	

	Homophily and inclusion (ethical dimension)
	

	Issues of power
	

	Decision-making
	Inside (questions referring to personal experiences)

	Personal experience of the tension
	

	Policy issues
	



TABLE 4: Adapted (elaborated) theory
	Initial theory
	Adapted theory

	School staff can interpret the preferences of the young people to be among similar others
	· Homophily was consistent with the school staff’s experiences
· It can be about choice or discrimination

	as a danger to inclusion
	· Inclusion was considered to be an ethical obligation
· Homophily and inclusion can come into a tension, as they represent respectively individual preference and an ethical obligation that may be contrary to each other

	and might perceive as their ethical obligation its promotion or enforcement
	· The tension has an ethical dimension related to the two distinct aspects of homophily (choice/discrimination), and the moral imperative of including all people 
· School staff can face the tension of respecting students’ preferences or enforcing inclusion

	their stance would be reflected in decision-making at a classroom and school level. 

	· The homophily/inclusion tension was not easily resolved 
· It is relevant to school policies but cannot be fully resolved by them
· The issue can then be related to a particular ethos that would recognise the role of open dialogue
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