Chapter 1








What is the most appropriate ear for 


the reader to bring to my thesis?











In using this first chapter to help the reader to understand my thesis, I have divided it into 5 sections, each of whose headings is italicised and underlined. The sub-headings that occur under the main headings are italicised but not underlined. The main headings are as follows:








1.   Contextualising my thesis (p. 8)


2.   Legitimising my thesis (p. 15)


3.   My standards of judgment (p. 19)


4.   My form of representation (p. 24)


5.   Introducing those with whom I have been conversing (p. 29)








1.   Contextualising my thesis





In contextualising my thesis I need to address two issues in particular. Firstly, that I can develop theory from the ground of my being, that I can generate self knowledge. Secondly, that I can evolve my own standards of practice by explaining my educational practice in terms of my embodied values that give meaning to my life in education.   





In addressing the community of teacher educators who are the primary audience for my thesis, I want to address the significance of my thesis in relation to my first issue ”that I can develop theory from the ground of my being, that I can generate self knowledge.”  I am going to do so in relation to the recommended draft Code of good practice for writings submitted for publication by the British Educational Research Association (BERA). BERA’s current Newsletter, Research Intelligence (No. 68, April, 1999: 17), in its preamble to the draft Code, lays down ‘two main thrusts to educational research’ as follows:





(a)  to inform understandings of educational issues, drawing on and developing theory in a sociological, psychological, philosophical, economic, or historic sphere; and





(b)  to inform pedagogic, curricular and other educational judgments and decisions.





Some research includes both.





The Code goes on to state about (a) and (b) above that:





These activities have a common purpose in the advancement of trustworthy knowledge about education and much of this new knowledge is communicated in writing. Over the years various conventions and practices have developed about such writing. In publishing this Code, BERA seeks to draw attention to what a panel of its members have considered to be good practice in writing about the heterogeneity of work arising from educational research. 


 


What is missing here I feel is the idea that I can develop theory from the ground of my being in my practice, the idea that I can generate self knowledge, the kind of knowledge which I feel is at the heart of education as I practise it. It is through generating self knowledge that I come to know what it means to be a professional educator. In my thesis I show how I generate and embody these meanings in my life and practice. And while I accept the use-value to educational research of the propositional theories contained in the disciplines of education such as sociology, psychology, philosophy, economics, and history, as propounded by BERA in their draft Code above, I show how I make a claim to know my own educational development through connecting the personal with the professional in my explanation of my educative relationships with others. I show how I live out my values as I answer a radical call to myself of personal freedom, especially freedom from restraint and fear in order to realise my ‘true’ self, which is linked to my value of love for others. These spiritual qualities of freedom and love enable me to live out authentically and integrally my personal and professional commitment to others in relationship. I use my values to make decisions that give a form to my life in education. I make a claim to know my own educational development in a creative and critical way as I hold in mind Polanyi’s (1958/1974: 327) view that:





I must understand the world from my own point of view, as a person claiming originality and exercising his judgment with universal intent ....      





In making my own judgments and recognising my own originality in the creation of my thesis I feel I am also exercising my radical, personal freedom.








My living educational theory is a form of ‘improvisatory self-realisation’





My thesis shows that, while it includes BERA’s view of educational research (1999: 17), it goes further. It describes and explains how I create my own living educational theory as a form of ‘improvisatory self-realisation’ (Winter, 1998), a theory that is based on, and grows from, my descriptions and explanations of my educational development as I undertake what Winter (ibid) calls “a sort of journey of self-discovery.” This journey isn’t undertaken by me alone, but includes others. It has in fact two dimensions: it comprises dialogues that are both intrapersonal (‘intra’ meaning within) and interpersonal (‘inter’ meaning with others). Lomax (1999: 14) has another way of characterising this journey when she calls it a form of learning,





which is the outcome of a dialectical process that leads to change. I think there are two aspects to this - (a) the way we learn through representing our meanings to ourselves (an intra-subjective dialectic) and (b) the way we learn by representing our meanings to others (an inter-subjective dialectic).  





Following Whitehead (1999: 2), I feel that it is impossible, because of the improvisatory nature of educational enquiry, to pre-specify all the rules which will give my life in education its unique form. I agree with him, too, when he says that:





As individuals give a form to their lives there is an art in synthesising their unique constellation of values, skills and understandings into an explanation for their own learning. I am thinking of the art of the dialectician described by Socrates in which individuals hold together, in a process of question and answer, their capacities for analysis with their capacities for synthesis.       








My enquiry is a living one





Let me now address the second issue I mention above in relation to the significance of my thesis, that: “I can evolve my own standards of practice by explaining my educational practice in terms of my embodied values that give meaning to my life in education.” I will do so as I relate this issue to the Standards of Practice for the Teaching Profession outlined in the professional magazine, Professionally Speaking (March 1999), sponsored by the Ontario College of Teachers.





The Ontario College of Teachers puts forward “five standards of practice statements” (p. 6) as it asks, “How well do the five standards of practice statements .... answer the question, ‘What does it mean to be a teacher?.’” The five standards of practice statements have the following headings:





*  Commitments to Students and Student Learning


*  Professional Knowledge


*  Teaching Practice


*  Leadership and Community


*  Ongoing Professional Learning





I am not going to analyse all the headings above nor the statements that accompany them. This would be outside the remit of my thesis. I am choosing just one heading above to illuminate my concern that standards of practice do not need to be grounded in conceptual forms. At random I choose the heading, Commitments to Students and Student Learning, which is accompanied by the following statement:





Teachers demonstrate care for and commitment to students. They are dedicated to engaging and supporting student learning. Teachers treat students equitably and with respect. They encourage students to grow as individuals and as contributing members of society. Teachers assist students to become life-long learners. 


 


While admiring the noble sentiment and sense of value that went into composing this statement and others like it, I do find it difficult to accept that a consideration of lists or statements about standards of practice can satisfactorily answer the question, “What does it mean to be a teacher/a teacher educator?” It seems to me that this question and the statements and lists accompanying it are grounded only within the conceptual form favoured by Hirst and Peters (1970) and BERA (1999). They are not living in the sense in which I understand it. Educational theory is living (Whitehead in Lomax, 1999: 14) in that it is about





an explanation by an individual of his/her own educational practice in terms of an evaluation of past practice and an intention to create an improvement which is not yet in existence.  





One implication for my living practice is that I as a teacher educator need to gather evidence about my practice, but such evidence need not “necessarily imply an absolutist stance”, as Lomax (1999: 13) sees it. It may in fact “be relative”. She adds that:





evidence is any argument or data I can provide you or you can provide me that convinces either of us that the claims we make are believable. 





She (ibid) also says that:





In the past there has been a tendency to accept scientific evidence which appeals to rational criteria rather than other evidence that might appeal to moral, spiritual, political, aesthetic, emotional or affective criteria that practitioners might employ.        





In my thesis I offer evidence, especially about my spiritual qualities connected with freedom and love in my personal and professional relationships with others as a professional educator.  








Helping to create a new discipline of educational enquiry





As well as her useful comments about evidence, Lomax with Whitehead (1998) supports a very important idea for educational researchers. Lomax and Whitehead call it “a new discipline of educational enquiry.”  Lomax uses the idea of a discipline to mean “the ways of thinking, theorising, practising or enquiring which constitute the thing itself” (1999). Her meaning of ‘discipline’ is not to be confused with the idea of Hirst and Peters (1970) that educational theory is constituted by sociology, philosophy and psychology. But how is this new discipline of educational enquiry different from the formulations of Hirst and Peters? It is, as Lomax (ibid) points out: 





epistemologically and methodically distinct .... because it includes the values which constitute the idea of ‘educational.’                


 


Whitehead (1999: 2) agrees with Lomax in viewing a new discipline of educational enquiry as:





a discipline, whose rules are the embodied values .... which the individual uses to give purpose and to make meaning of their life in education. In other words, this new discipline of educational enquiry, is constituted not solely by linguistically defined rules and the conceptual theories and frameworks of the traditional disciplines of education. It is constituted by the values which are embodied in what is being done by professional educators and their students in particular contexts. 





Lomax (Lomax and Whitehead, 1998: 10) tells us what Whitehead’s  idea of a new discipline of educational enquiry is. It is based on three of his arguments as follows:





The first is that in questions of the kind, “How do I improve my practice?”, “I” exists as a living contradiction in holding values and experiencing their denial at the same time as asking the question. The second is that “I” as a living contradiction is motivated to improve what he or she is doing .... The third is that the descriptions and explanations for their own learning which individuals create, constitute their own living educational theories.





Whitehead (1993: 75) also maintains that the propositional form of discourse in “the traditional disciplines of education” can be incorporated within a living form of theory. I understand from Whitehead (ibid), however, that I should not see the living form of theory in purely propositional terms. In my thesis then, I see my own living form of theory existing in my life as I reflect on the implications of asking myself questions of the kind, “How do I improve my practice?.”





As I understand it, the traditional disciplines approach to education are forms of what Popper (1972, in McNiff, 1993: 23) called objective knowledge. According to Ayer (in McNiff, 1993: 22) objective knowledge is a knowledge which is more or less reified or fixed. It is ‘known,’ it exists ‘out there.’ It is independent of me as ‘knower.’ If I aspire to this kind of knowledge I must gain access to the body of knowledge which constitutes it. This knowledge, existing independently of me, consists of explicitly formulated ideas and statements that are ‘out there.’ This form of knowledge is also referred to as propositional knowledge. Propositional knowledge is about statements that are assumed to be true. Knowledge, in this sense, is seen as an input: and the acquisition of such knowledge is seen in terms of output (McNiff, 1993: 25). However, I can access another form of knowledge, dialectical knowledge.





Dialectical knowledge is a form of knowledge based on enquiry in which, according to Collingwood (in Eames 1993: 4), “the interplay of question and answer” takes place. The answer to each question is unknown, or only dimly apprehended, at the time the question is asked. Each answer, however, goes beyond the question (Eames in Ghaye & Wakefield, 1993: 4-5). It is a process which is a living and developmental form of knowledge. Following Whitehead (1999: 9), if I think of dialectical logic as a process of change, then I can resist whatever imposition propositional logic, or any other system or structure, may place on me. When I ask questions of the kind, “How can I improve what I am doing?,” I am intending to take responsibility for my concerns, ideas and actions. In doing so I have the possibility of creating dialectical knowledge, which has the power to transform my practice. Eames (in Whitehead, 1999: 12) reminds me that unlike propositional knowledge, dialectical knowledge doesn’t allow me to “decide beforehand.” I have to be open to others, which can lead to “changed understanding.”    





A part of my task in this thesis has been to combine the logics of knowledge, propositional and dialectical logic, in my descriptions and explanations of my practice. I do so by including propositional logic within dialectical logic. Both logics are of use-value to me in that, for example, propositional logic helps me to understand from the ‘outside’, as it were, and dialectical logic from the ‘inside’ (Whitehead, 1999: 6-14).





Dialectical logic obviously involves dialogue and I want now to say something about its importance to me as part of the new discipline of educational enquiry that I am practising. In the form and content of my action research account there is dialogue, both internal and with others in which I show evidence of my learning. I am committed to this kind of inter-relational dialogue. Bernstein (1991/1993: 337-338) says of dialogue that I should assume that the other in the dialogue has something to say to me that will contribute to my understanding. That I need, in fact, “to grasp the other’s position in the strongest possible light”; “to be responsive to what the other is saying and showing.” In order to do so I need to be imaginative, sensitive and good at interpreting what is being said. There is a to-and-fro movement in my dialogical encounters which seeks “for a common ground in which we can understand our differences.” (ibid). I need to understand, too, that conflict is important, “because understanding does not entail agreement. On the contrary, it is the way to clarify our disagreements.” (ibid). 





Gadamer’s view of dialogue, while I consider it to be inspiring, is difficult to realise. He says (1987: 135) that: 





One does not seek to score a point by exploiting the other’s weaknesses; rather, one seeks to strengthen the other’s argument as much as possible so as to render it plausible. 





I’m not sure to what extent I’ve endeavoured to do that. Certainly, if I did it, I did it unconsciously. I think what I’ve consciously tried to do in my dialogic encounters is to see through the eyes of others, but not to cease seeing through my own eyes (Buber in Friedman, 1960: 205-206). I made this differentiation, in particular, when dealing with John in chapter 3. Though I truly aim to hold a sense of ethical responsibility for the other (Levinas in Kearney, 1984), I do not aim to be impartially objective: I couldn’t be, no matter how hard I tried. I feel I need to hold my own ground in order to deal justly with the other. To do otherwise would, I feel, be futile, ineffective, and certainly inauthentic for me. It would indicate, I feel, that I was trying to practise a pure spirituality divorced from what’s real, what’s concrete (Buber in Friedman, 1960: 205-206). 





At the same time, I have tried to establish I-Thou relationships, characterised, as Friedman (ibid) puts it, “by mutuality, directness, presentness, intensity, and ineffability,” knowing that it is “only within this relation that personality and the personal really exist ....” (p. 57). Among my personal qualities as an educator is a strong sense of myself, but that is mediated by various empathic elements I know I must bring to my I-Thou relationships with others.





As a reflective teacher educator, I include my own living ‘I’ as a living contradiction in my use of the common sense form of the action/reflection cycle below (Whitehead, 1985):





*	I experience a concern when my values are negated in 		practice;


*	I imagine a way forward;


*	I so act and gather data to enable me to make a judgment on the quality    and effectiveness of my actions;


*	I evaluate my actions in terms of my values and 			understandings;


*	I modify my concerns, ideas and actions in the light of my 	evaluations.  








2.   Legitimising my thesis





I need also to consider the legitimation of my thesis; how my descriptions and explanations of my own educational development are presented within a form and content that can be publicly tested for validity. To this end I deal now with issues to do with legitimacy, validity and generalisation. I will deal later in section 4 with the question of my form of representation.








Legitimacy





Let me take legitimacy first. I draw my explanation of legitimacy from what I’ve already explained above about “a new discipline of educational enquiry.” I maintain that I am creating my own living educational theory as a form of ‘improvisatory self-realisation’ (Winter, 1998). It is a theory that is based on, and grows from, my descriptions and explanations of my educational development as I undertake what Winter (ibid) calls “a sort of journey of self-discovery.” This journey comprises dialogues that are both intrapersonal (‘intra’ meaning within) by which I explain my meaning-making to myself, and interpersonal (‘inter’ meaning with others) by which I explain my meaning-making to others. My journey of self-discovery is an improvisatory one in that in entering educative encounters with others I do not pre-define rules of conduct, nor educational intentions for myself or others. Instead, I use my values of relationship, involving freedom and love, authenticity and integrity, to give meaning to my life in education. 








Validity 


 


I understand validity to mean: ‘does my research really do the things it claims to do, and can the reader believe the results?’ (McNiff, 1988). Lomax (1995: 55) puts it thus:





ideas, interpretations and conclusions about my research are ‘shared’ with an ‘educated’ audience who are willing to judge the authenticity and relevance of the work to a professional context.  





Validation is ongoing rather than a one-off event. In the first instance, I offer a ‘true’ account of my practice in my thesis as a whole. I work at establishing the relevance of my work in the professional community, e.g., contextualising it in ‘a new discipline of educational enquiry’. Then I test it with professional colleagues in the University of Bath action research group. I request various members to read each of my chapters so that they can “vicariously experience the arguments and evidence in the light of their understanding of my professional practice” (Lomax, 1995: 55). They, in fact, comment on all aspects of my research, “my research questions, my monitoring techniques, my interpretations” (ibid). They also consider my values and practice as a researcher and help pinpoint contradictions. I then incorporate their comments, as appropriate, in the body of my thesis under their own names or pseudonyms. 





In working at establishing the relevance of my work, as I explained above, I am, therefore, using the notion of social validation first put forward by Habermas (1976: 2-3) and used by Whitehead (1993: 72-73). The first criterion of social validation is to do with comprehensibility and so I ask the question, “Is the explanation comprehensible?.” Secondly, regarding truth I ask, “Are the assertions sufficiently supported by evidence?”.  Thirdly, regarding trust and authenticity, I ask, “Is the speaker expressing his intentions truthfully, so that others can believe what he is saying?.” Fourthly, regarding rightness or appropriateness, I ask, “Are the values clarified and justified in the course of their emergence in practice?.” Whitehead also adds a last question, “Does the explanation live in the sense of containing an evaluation of past practice and an intention to create something better in the future?” 








Generalisability, or authenticity connected to ‘relatability’?





I should perhaps link the idea of generalisability, relatability, and so on, with the notion of validity above but because of their importance to me, I want to treat them separately.





Generalisability, for Bassey (1995: 7),  





requires the investigation of large populations, usually studied by appropriate sampling, and by intention leads to statements which can be used to predict what will occur in other situations.





But for Lomax (1994: 118), in relation to action research enquiries, the concept of generalisability is now “old hat”. Bassey (1995: 111), seems to agree with Lomax when he says that:





To some people the distinction between a study of singularity and a search for generalisation is pedantic and unnecessary. 





Lomax (1994: 118) explains generalisability as formerly referring to scientific experiments replicated in controlled conditions which have the same result a second time round. But it is important, she says, that: 





action research projects have an application elsewhere, and that action researchers are able to communicate their insights to others with useful results. (ibid). 





So we are talking about the need for the criterion of transparency or authenticity so that an informed outsider can get sufficient information about whether my research is relevant to their situation. Bassey (1995: 111), referring to relatability, says that:





The point about the relatability of findings from one situation to another is that there is no surety that they can be applied, but the merit of the comparison is that it may stimulate worthwhile thinking.





Regarding how we may achieve authenticity in accounts, McNiff (1988: 124) says that when we come together to talk about what we have been individually researching, we may not reach consensus, but work at reaching a common understanding that enables us to dialogue with each other and move our understanding of our practice forward, and so continue changing and improving.








My data gathering methods





My method of data gathering was guided by questions of the kind: “How do I connect the personal with the professional in my educative relationships?” and, “How do I keep my educational encounters educational by offering acceptance, affirmation and confirmation to the other?” For me, these questions are sub-sets of the main question of my thesis: “How do I come to know my spirituality, as I create my own living educational theory?” 





My data gathering methods emphasise my ‘participative’ rather than ‘spectator’ or ‘observer’ mode. What do I mean? Because of the presence of my “I” as a living contradiction in all of my enquiry questions, I am a participant and not a spectator or observer in my educative encounters with others. I am immersed in relationship encounters with others, encounters which are in themselves educational. I ‘feel’ rather than observe relationships with others, I operate from ‘within’ rather than from without. Consequently, my data gathering methods focus on dialogue that include the personal and the professional. I take ‘dialogue’ to have a wide meaning. It includes face-to-face meetings, most of which are audio-taped. It includes very considerable letter and e-mail correspondence. It also includes many telephone calls in the course of the enquiries. I kept journals from 1992 onwards, but didn’t use many journal entries in the thesis. However, I did turn many of my journal entries into imaginary dialogues and interior monologues which found their way into my thesis.   








3.   My standards of judgment





In my claims to educational knowledge I am offering my claim to know my own educational development as my unit of appraisal in order to gain academic legitimacy (Whitehead, 1993: 54). Among the standards of judgment by which my educational development may be judged, I am putting forward and justifying the values which I use to give form to my life in education (p. 55). Hume (in Whitehead, 1993: 57), in a principle usually attributed to him known as the autonomy of ethics, held that statements of value and statements of fact form logically independent realms of discourse. This principle was upheld by linguistic philosophers such as Austin (1961), Ryle (1949), Wittgenstein (1953) and others. Following Whitehead (1993), I hold, however, that in my educational development, matters of fact and matters of value are integrated in my experience of concerns or problems that ask and answer questions of the kind, “How do I improve what I am doing” and “How do I live out my values in my practice?”. 





I represent the integration of matters of fact and matters of value in my thesis by using value-words such as freedom and love, authenticity and integrity. The meanings of these words are embodied in my practice and emerge in the course of my attempts to overcome their negation (Feyerabend, 1975 in Whitehead, 1993: 57). I cannot express the meanings of these values in purely linguistic terms, I have to show them in action. I need therefore to use ostensive as well as linguistic meanings of these values (p. 58) as I represent them both propositionally and dialectically in my thesis.





In justifying my claims to know my own educational development, I use ethical/spiritual, aesthetic, social, and methodological standards of judgment. 








Using ethical/spiritual standards of judgment 





The ethical/spiritual criteria I use are inextricably a part of my relationships with others in which I connect the personal with the professional in my explanations of my educative relationships (see the Introduction to my thesis above). I move these relationships forward through embodying my values in my practice, particularly those of freedom and love. Because I am a living contradiction (Whitehead, 1993), I also contradict my values and so need to negate my contradiction by attempting to improve my embodiment of my values in my practice. I offer both lexical and ostensive definitions of these values throughout my thesis, particularly in chapters 2 to 6.








Using aesthetic standards of judgment





I find it difficult to separate my use of ethical/spiritual, aesthetic and social standards of judgment. And, in fact, I try to link my use of all three standards of judgment here.





Below, under the sub-heading, social standards of judgment, I put forward the notion that I, as an individual, as well as my claim to knowledge, am attempting to be authentic in how I reach an understanding with my reader. In putting forward an aesthetic standard of judgment by which my thesis can at least be partly judged, I am attempting to describe and explain my form of life which does not violate the integrity of other individuals. It is a form linked, for me, with my spiritual standard of judgment in that it is about my embodiment of my values in my relationships with others. 





In using an aesthetic standard of judgment by which to judge the authenticity of my claim to knowledge, it would be useful to the reader, I believe, to consider an approach which Holbrook (1980, in Whitehead, 1993: 58) calls “indwelling.” Readers can indwell by being empathic to what I have described and explained about the form of my life which I have presented in my claim to knowledge. Through using “delicate intuitions, imagination and respect” (Russell, 1916, in Whitehead, 1993: 58), readers may be able to offer a judgment on whether I have succeeded in presenting my life in a form that does justice to the quality of the relationships that I say I have been involved in creating with teachers and others (chapters, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6). 





I invite my readers, then, through “reliving the work of the creator” - me - (Lipps in Whitehead, 1993: 59), to appreciate and identify  the process by which I claim to know my form of life in how I embodied my values in my educative relationships with others. I believe, too, that my readers may be helped to appreciate and identify these processes as I show how I have used my form of representation (see below) to portray the contents of my consciousness in this thesis. I experiment with different ways of representing different meanings because different ways of representing allow for different forms of understanding to be shared with others (Eisner, 1993: 6). I attempt to represent, not the surface features of people or events, but, rather, their expressive character. I attempt to show from my relationships with others that what is most important is not what is apparent, but, instead, what is felt about what is apparent. And so I experiment with an interior monologue and with various imaginary dialogues so that I may express the kind of emotional life that is important to me and others as we improve what we are doing.          








Using social standards of judgment





The social standards of judgment (see above under ‘validity’) I use to criticise and validate my claim to knowledge are those of Habermas (1976) by which I wish to participate in a process of reaching an understanding with my reader. As part of that understanding with my reader, I offer a lexical understanding of my values of authenticity and integrity, whose ostensive meanings are shown throughout my thesis.





In referring to my authenticity, or my  honesty and truthfulness about who I have become as a result of my research, I am saying that I hold values, particularly those of freedom and love, which I try to live out in my life and to represent honestly in my thesis. I haven’t hidden my representation of myself as a living contradiction: I hold values and I contradict myself in how I live them. I have tried to be authentic, that is, true to myself, even if sometimes I find out in my research that my choices about what I can do are limited because I am limited as a human being. Like other human beings, I have a more or less limited number of personal qualities, a more or less limited consciousness, a more or less limited command of language. 





But regardless of these limitations, I also know that I possess gifts and qualities, particularly those pertaining to initiating and sustaining relationship, within which I connect the personal with the professional. I want my reader to be able to assess my authenticity in whether I have expressed my intentions truthfully (Habermas, 1976) in justifying my values, especially those of freedom and love, as I give form to my life in education. But my claim to authenticity can only be realised when, as Habermas (in Whitehead, 1993: 55) puts it, 





in the interaction it will be shown in time, whether the other side is ‘in truth or honestly’ participating or is only pretending to engage in communicative action.      





For me now, the question of my authenticity and integrity are at “centre stage in determining the merit and truth value” (O’Dea, 1994: 100) of my research. As much as I would like to do so, I am not basing my claim to ‘truth’ on the quality of the language and forms of narrative that I use. Whatever literary or rhetorical criteria I have used in my representation in this thesis are at the service of my efforts to improve the quality of my practice as an action research educator, as I come to know my spirituality through using dialectical criteria. My truth, my honesty, my integrity are dependent for their realisation on my being able, in this thesis, to show how I understand my personal and professional relationships with others through my radical call to my self of personal freedom, involving freedom from restraint and fear and the freedom to realise my ‘true’ self, linked to the value of love I show towards teachers and others. As I am attempting to do this, I feel however, that I have also produced an account that has some literary merit.








Using methodological standards of judgment/standards of rigour





Let me initially take up Winter’s criteria of methodological rigour (1989: 38-70). His first principle is that of reflexive critique (pp. 39-46). Rather than calling on universally agreed categories, I make modest claims in my research. I make judgments based on my varied personal experiences. I analyse them, but know these aren’t and will never be, what constitutes the final analysis. My action research process involves questioning my claims in validation sessions. The results of my research are therefore open to dialogue between me and my reader regarding the explanations I offer of my experience. I feel I have an obligation, however, to offer my own explanations, but I don’t want to thrust these on my reader as matters of certainty.  





In his principle of dialectic critique (pp. 46-55), Winter understands this principle as he considers himself as a product of a social world which itself is structured as a series of contradictions. While not ignoring the social world of contradictions, I prefer to concentrate on the fact that I, myself, am a living contradiction. I hold values but deny them in my practice which, in turn, motivates me to negate my contradiction. 





Winter’s principle of collaborative resource (pp. 55-59) means that I take everyone’s point of view into account as a resource for understanding the various situations portrayed in my thesis. However, I hold that the final synthesis has to be mine. I endeavour to give full recognition and respect, however, to all the points of view that are aired, even though I make the final choice.   





Regarding the principle of risk (pp. 60-62), I put myself at risk by allowing myself to be questioned by the taken-for-granted processes I use in order to function and cope with difficult situations. I leave myself open to contradictions of my viewpoints which, in turn, enable me to open up the extent of my explanations as I move along in my research. 





My action research process involves “differences, contradictions, possibilities and questions” (Winter, 1989: 62) in its plural structure (pp. 62-65). The  multiplicity of viewpoints are shown both in the form of representation of my thesis and in how I create my own living theory as a form of improvisatory self-realisation (Winter, 1998). I have used both intrapersonal and interpersonal dialogues to help me understand my own meaning-making, and have interspersed them with ‘imaginary dialogues’, and an interior monologue. 





Winter’s final principle is about theory, practice, transformation (pp. 65-67). According to Winter (ibid), theory questions practice and practice questions theory. Winter says that theory may evolve from practice, but for myself, I unequivocally  maintain that I evolve theory from my practice so that both my theory and my practice - from which my theory evolves - are intimately related.





While finding Winter’s principles of rigour helpful and useful, they are still for me, ‘outsider principles’, that is, principles not designed specifically for my thesis. I prefer ‘insider principles,’ ones that grow from my thesis as it were, just as my theory grows from my practice. My principles of rigour, my methodological standards of judgment, are specifically about offering my thesis as a disciplined description that integrates both an 'intra' and an 'inter'- dialectic. The ‘intra’-personal dialogues I conduct with myself enable me to understand my meaning-making for myself. The ‘inter’-personal dialogues I conduct with others, including my reader, enable me to represent my meaning-making to them. Both the ‘intra’-personal and the ‘inter’-personal dialectics involve question and answer, contradictions and tensions, which help to move me forward through my imagined possibilities, my actions and evaluation of them, and through the action research enquiry cycles (see the Whitehead action research cycle above, p. 16).








4.   My form of representation





I understand representation to mean how I transform what's in my consciousness into a public form so that I can analyse and share it with the reader (Eisner, 1993). I know I will never be able to capture directly what's in my consciousness, but I attempt to create its contents in a form that is comprehensible to me and to the reader. I construct my form of representation in my thesis in a subjective way, realising that it is “a distinctively human process through which researchers make knowledge” (Marshall, 1995: 25). Following Marshall, I work with an ‘aware’ and ‘critical subjectivity’ in which I am both in and observing myself in my research and learning also from validation sessions with others.   





Eisner (1993) argues that we need to find different ways of representing different meanings because different ways of representing allow for different forms of understanding to be shared (p. 6). He argues that we should be exploring the significance of the forms of understanding that poetry, literature, dance, music, mathematics and literal language make possible. In responding to Eisner’s ideas about forms of representation, I consider the importance to my thesis of my creating my own living educational theory as a form of improvisatory self-realisation, which I represent in my ‘intra’ and ‘inter’-personal dialogues using an expressive mode of representation. Following Macmurray (1935/1992: xiii), I call my expressive mode of representation emotional rationality. 





One way in which Macmurray characterised emotional rationality was in a BBC broadcast in the 1930's (in Macmurray, 1935: xiii), when he declared that:





we know reality (and know it even more comprehensively) in our emotional engagement with it .... we need to free up our emotions so that we might relate to reality - including other persons - more genuinely and fully.  





Macmurray (1935/1992: 22) distinguished between intellectual and emotional knowledge when he said that:





Intellectual knowledge tells us about the world. It gives us knowledge about things, not knowledge of them. It does not reveal the world as it is. Only emotional knowledge can do that.


   


In my representation of my personal and professional relationships through my ‘intra’ and my ‘inter’-personal dialogues I often use emotion. It helps me to show concern for myself and for others as persons. According to Goleman (1996: xii), emotional intelligence embraces zeal and persistence and the ability to motivate oneself, and leads towards one’s moral instincts in one’s relationship with others. He says it is to do with





the ability to read emotions in others; lacking a sense of another's need or despair, there is no caring.





My feelings are the moral agents that motivate me in my caring, compassion and empathy which are essential ingredients of my relationships with others. Below is what I said on one occasion (Taylor et al, in press):





I rarely hesitate to appropriate and to absorb emotional, affective ideas, because I feel I have lived with them, interiorly and exteriorly, all my life. They are a lifetime's house-guests, guests of my interior which I call home. They are familiar. I don't have to doff my hat to them, be polite in their presence. It's not that they own me or that I am beholden to them, even when I allow them to disport themselves, as they sometimes will. My instincts trust them. They have always been my touchstones to reality, the real guides to my life. 





At the same time, I do not attempt to oppose one form of rationality with another, the intellectual with the emotional. Rather, I attempt to use both and link them with the synthesising capacity of my 'I' as I use both a propositional and felt form of language within a dialectic of relationship with others.


 





Eisner’s ‘expressive mode’ as a form of representation





I feel that Eisner’s (1994) expressive mode of representation incorporates my use of improvisatory self-realisation, including emotional rationality. Eisner (1994: 52) explains the ‘expressive mode’ thus:





By expressive, I mean that what is represented is not the surface features of the object or event, but, rather, its deep structure or, in other words, its expressive character.  


 


According to Eisner (ibid), there are no rules or codes I can use to represent the expressive mode. However, I don’t want to imitate the surface features of what I observe, I don’t want to imitate things seen, but to reveal, to imitate things felt:





At least part of the reason is because much of what is most important in human experience is not what is apparent, but, instead, what is felt about what is apparent. Things are not always what they appear to be on the surface. They need to be seen in terms of the kind of emotional life that they generate.   


 


I want to use an expressive mode of representation not simply because it may have a pleasant effect on my readers or, because I want to dress up the content of my form of representation in a way that makes it more palatable. Rather, following Eisner (1994: 53), I believe that the expressive mode of treatment, ”is itself part and parcel of the content of the form of representation.” For me, at least some of the situations represented in my thesis are emotionally loaded situations for myself and others. If I can’t find an expressive mode through which to represent these situations, I feel I would distort or misrepresent them and could be accused of prejudice, of bias. If that happened my desire to show my care and concern for others, thus helping to set them free from whatever inhibits them, would be shown to be false.








My use of narrative





In my Abstract above I say that “My thesis is a narrative ....” It is with narrative that I now wish to deal. According to Hickey (1993: 188), narrative follows the pattern of: “This happened, then that, (and so on), conclusion.” McClure (1996: 280) expands on this idea when she says that the sequential pattern of: 





I did this, then I did that involves making links backwards and forwards over a story which is, moreover, still in the telling .... (It) involve(s) a kind of retrospective search for the prospective significance of events and decisions .... 





Ricoeur (In Kearney,1984: 21-22) argues that though narration may order the past for me, it doesn’t close off what is new. In fact it preserves meaning from the past so that it may have meaning in the present and future. Here is how he puts it:





The structure of narrativity demonstrates that it is by trying to put order on our past, by retelling and recounting what has been, that we acquire an identity. These two orientations - towards the future and towards the past - are not, however, incompatible. As Heidegger himself points out, the notion of ‘repeating’ (Wiederholung) the past is inseparable from the existential projection of ourselves towards our possibilities.       





My narration will always be more ordered, coherent and unified than the way I actually live my life. Narration, then, is a creative device for making meaning. Here below is how Ricoeur (p. 22) puts it:





There is always more order in what we narrate than in what we have actually already lived; and this narrative excess (surcroit) of order, coherence and unity, is a prime example of the creative power of narration.   





Ely et al (1991: 67) helps me to understand what I’m doing when I am creating a text, or thesis. It is about bringing to life those I am learning about, namely myself, teachers and others including, for me, my God:





Your job is to create a text in which the person or persons you learn about come to life. This means that you have a tremendous responsibility to be true to their meanings. The written presentation is of crucial importance: in a deep sense, what one writes is what happened and what was learned.  





I create a text in which I depict some part of the lives of various people, particularly my own. In doing so I have a responsibility, Ely et al (ibid) remind me, to be ‘true’ to their meanings.





But another problem surfaces too. There is a difference between my accounts as stories, and fictional accounts. In reading fictional accounts I typically and deliberately waive the existence or non-existence of the persons, places and events mentioned. I can’t do that, however, with my accounts in my various chapters in this thesis, which I’m quite happy to call stories. Eisner (1997: 5) says that: 





We tell stories. Stories have particular features. Stories instruct, they reveal, they inform in special ways.


 


But because my stories arose out of my relationship with various live people, I can’t and don’t invent imaginary characters, events and places. The characters, events and places are ‘real’. They are ‘real’ because they exist, I know them, I have seen them face-to-face, I like them, I enjoy them. The conversations between others and myself that I’ve quoted in my thesis are real, though I have anonymised them whenever requested to do so by those concerned. At the same time, I accept Ely et al’s (1991: 167) point to some extent at least that, “in a deep sense, what one writes is what happened and what was learned.” 





I have raised what is ‘real’ a few times. Now I raise it again but within the context of Evans’s (1998: 53) own question this time: “whose reality is a story?” When the reader reads what I’ve written, Evans says, they’ll reconstruct and reinterpret reality and alternatives from their own perspectives. She poses the idea that “there is no reality for the story, and therefore, perhaps, it does not belong to the characters.” Evans also reminds me that Winter (1988: 236), in discussing ‘reality’ in story, talked of the “plurality of voices.” By that he meant the characters in the story, different voices within the character, and different levels of “authorial comment (implicit and explicit).” All these interact according to Evans (1998: 53): 





to offer the reader the opportunity to interpret the text according to his or her own experiences, values, attitudes and predilections.  





Evans also points out that the reader can ask questions of the contradictions which arise from the story. They can, in Brecht’s (1974: 277) words, “make dialectics a source of enjoyment.” 





Stories contain, therefore, a plurality of voices and a form of self exploration (Evans, 1998: 53). Reading my stories, the reader will, for example, need to interpret them because of the inconsistencies and contradictions they find in them. So the reader fills in meaning, and does so by reference to their own experiences. But in doing so, they will, according to Iser (1974: 132-133), reveal themselves “in order to experience a reality which is different from (their) own.” So not only does the reader “conduct a creative examination of the text,” but also of themselves (ibid: 145). Evans raises the interesting idea that the reader in attempting to make sense of the gaps left by me has to confront their own thoughts about their own practices and experiences. Couldn’t confronting their own thoughts about their lives and practices, raise anger within the reader because they are faced with reformulating their view of themselves? And couldn’t they direct their anger, instead, at me the writer in order “to compensate for feelings of insecurity or annoyance which arise as a result of confronting oneself?” Couldn’t they do it also in order to avoid dealing with the “creative examination, not only of the text,” but also, of themselves? (Evans, 1998: 54). 





What is most borne in on me is that my interpretation of my stories isn’t the only possible one. There are many different ways of seeing things. Nevertheless, I feel I have an obligation to let the reader know how I view my own stories. I maintain, for example, that my stories have helped me to know how I have passionately answered a radical call to my self of personal freedom, involving freedom from restraint and fear and the freedom to realise my ‘true’ self, linked to the value of love I show towards teachers and others in my thesis. 





As writer, then, I have my story to tell, a story that is embedded in my culture, in my beliefs, in my life history, and particularly, in my personal and professional relationship with others, involving the values of freedom and love. I use the various dialogues in my stories to help me to negotiate meanings in my relationship with myself and others. They are what enables me to understand language by entering what Barthes (1988: 158) describes as the “kitchen of meaning,” where I “struggle with a certain innocence of objects,” acknowledging the complexities of language and of that which I tend to take for granted. It is the kind of situation in which I am, with others, called to confront the fact that “what everybody knows” is all too often not what everybody knows. (Witherell and Noddings: 1991: 7). 





I maintain that there are many instances of genuine dialogue in this thesis - as well as instances of failed dialogue. There are instances in which I believe good connections are made, but there are also instances in which there is only sad separation. Nevertheless, these dialogues are what contributes to my meaning-making in this thesis. In saying this, however, I accept the right of the reader to do their own meaning making in their own way.








4.  Introducing those with whom I have been conversing





Among the writers whom I cite in my thesis, I know only one who is ‘dearer to me than myself’ (Hanson, 1986: 133). He is Thomas Merton, the famous American Trappist monk. While I never met him I feel I have ‘known’ him almost since I entered religious community life as a brother in 1957. So he is the only writer I will include here. There is Larry whom I knew better and for longer than anybody else. He was a fellow religious brother who died in 1995. His death had a profound effect on me and told me how I might live a better and more productive life. In his life and, even more, in the manner of his death I experienced many of those values by which I wanted to live my life. In connection with the issue of ‘conflict’ in chapter 5, I introduce myself rather than the other protagonists, as the issue is mine alone to resolve.    





I wish to offer a cameo, a short descriptive sketch, of the work of each person together with some phrase from the people themselves which, for me, illustrates at least one facet of what they are interested in. I do not intend by this form of representation to reduce any of those concerned to this brief sketch of their work or lives. I intend only to offer a ‘taster’, a lingering sense of their importance, as we move into greater engagement with them in their respective places in the thesis itself.





I first introduce my chapters, from 2 to 6, and their subject matter, followed by the names of the persons I wish to talk about.





Chapter 2


 


How have I educatively influenced and, in turn, been educatively influenced in my role as a professional educator to a teacher, that teacher becoming an action research tutor to her teacher colleague, one of whose pupils writes about her own concerns?





Marion 





In chapter 1, Marion is a senior English teacher, teaching in a girls’ secondary school on the north side of Dublin. She has at the time of the enquiry been teaching for eighteen years in the same school and did her very first action enquiry the previous year, 1992-93. I was very touched by her declaration to me on audio tape in 1993 (19th April) about what she wanted her own own students to experience from her: 





When I was growing up both at home and at school .... we were not encouraged to speak up for ourselves. When I left school - there is no other word for it - I was voiceless. I determined when I became a teacher that my students should be able to give their opinions and state how they feel.  





So through wanting to develop personal and social confidence in her first year students (thirteen-year-olds), she evolved her then enquiry question: 





How can I change the style of my teaching in my first year English class, so as to improve the quality of the educational experience for my students? 





The ‘voice’ she gave her students was the same ‘voice’ and encouragement she offered her teaching colleague, Valerie.





Valerie       





Valerie, Marion’s teaching colleague, is an R.E. teacher who has been teaching in the same school for about six years. The previous year, 1992-93, she had acted as a ‘critical friend’ to Marion in her action enquiry. 





Her enquiry question was the following:





How can I use my practice with my pupils to show the relevance of Religious Education for them?  





At the end of her enquiry she had little doubt as to who gained most: “I feel I am the one who did most of the learning in the classroom. When I read my report it seems as if I always knew where I was going. I definitely did not.” She was loud in her praise for her colleague, Marion: “In December and January I could not see where I was going. I had lost my vision. I was blind, fumbling in the dark. I wanted to give up. Marion always had a vision and perspective on where I was at.” Of the enquiry itself, she had this to say: “I have had an extraordinary experience in my research this year and now feel like Coleridge's Ancient Mariner, compelled to relate my story to anyone who will listen” and “I look forward to teaching 5:33 as sixth years - something I dreaded last October.”





Rose





Valerie’s fifteen-year old student, Rose, who had been encouraged by Valerie to write about her own concerns at my request, lost no time in finding her own ‘voice’. She says that:





there should be room for all views as all people are unique and individual. I think the emphasis should be on personal development rather than moral (development) because a developed person is better able to side with something which they have chosen rather than what has been enforced on them. 








Chapter 3


 


What do I mean by my authentic engagement with my God and with ‘John’?





John





John is an experienced secondary teacher, teaching for about twenty years, in a large (700-student) all-boys’ secondary college in a small rural town in Ireland. When we were chatting about his values on 3rd March, 1995, John spoke with passion about what was important to him in his teaching:





How can I be as caring as possible? I think so often I can become constricted by settling into a role. So I want to care for students, they are persons. I suppose too there would be the value of democracy. But it’s not just democracy, it’s really listening to them, really listening to what’s coming from their worlds and to, in some way, encourage them to realise that they can help shape their own world.





Regarding what action research had done for himself, he said that: “I think I have experienced liberation, I have experienced more excitement in my teaching and bringing myself more alive in my work. I think I would feel really stuck in a rut if I wasn’t doing research.”








Chapter 4


 


How do I enable ‘David’ to master his fears concerning discipline through offering him challenging questions that will excite his imagination towards using creative solutions?





David





I enter into an educative relationship with ‘David’ who is an experienced teacher of 25 years standing in a small, Irish rural, ‘mixed’ (boys and girls) secondary school of 270 students and 18 teachers. I daren’t refuse to take David seriously when I hear him say: 





I hope that what I have written is of value and can be taken seriously! 





I was touched by it and immediately wrote in my journal: 





Was David telling me some of his history, albeit a sad part, perhaps of neglect by others of his work and even of himself? If so, I daren’t turn my back on his plea. Rather than feeling desolate, I wish David to end up feeling good about himself, good about what he has achieved. This is a test of my humanity, of my efforts to respect and value him! (5th February, 1995).           








Chapter 5





How do I explore and explain the nature of a professional conflict I experienced as leader of an action research project at a college of education and come to a knowledge of how to resolve it as I exercise my leadership ‘differently’?





Ben





As I explore my leadership, and conflict within it, I gradually understand how I am coming to a strong sense of my own identity and integrity. This involves learning to be myself despite, or perhaps because of, opposition. Some of this learning is internal in that I become tender and caring towards myself and my own needs. Some of it involves rejecting conformity and becoming assertive as I struggle to become free to control my own life.





What is distinctive about me as a human being is my consciousness not only of others as human beings but of myself. I have a sense of my own unity as a person (albeit embracing contradictions and opposites), of my own worth and dignity, of my own capacity to think through a problem, to persevere when things get tough, to establish my own values and beliefs whereby I can exercise some control over my own destiny (Pring, 1988: 43-4) 








Chapter 6


 


What is the significance of the ‘living’ spiritual ideas of Tom Merton and others to my action enquiry about how I relate to myself and others? 





Tom (Merton)





In his journal, November 28, 1960, he wrote:





Struggle in my heart all week. My own moral conflict never ceases. Knowing I cannot and must not simply submit to the standards imposed on me, and merely conform as “they” would like. This I am convinced is wrong - but the pressure never ceases. It takes every possible form. But it is not obedience. I will do what they tell me, but I will not and cannot think as they think. If I did I would be untrue to God, to myself, and to all those who for some reason or other have a kind of confidence in me (in Kramer, 1996: 70).





Like Merton, I too have struggled to hold to my sense of being authentic while also being accountable to my religious leaders. I have struggled with understanding how I can be a leader. I am now preparing for a leadership role that is a consciously ethical one. While continuing to be accountable to my religious authorities, I am construing my vow of obedience differently - as a vow for partnership (O Murchu, 1995: 114). I believe I can now work at helping my religious authorities to see accountability as a gift we can offer each another! 





Larry





Larry was a fellow religious brother who died in September, 1995. A few weeks prior to that I went to see him and he admitted that:	





Yes, I have cancer. I have been given three months to live but I may die sooner. Funny, it wasn't until a past pupil commented that I had lost a lot of weight that I found out... 





I was astounded by the matter-of-factness with which he had accepted the inevitability of his own death shortly. He was ready. He was satisfied with how he had led his life. He had accomplished what he had set out to do. Since coming to live in Bath between 1995 and 1998, I have learnt from the death of my friend, Larry, that I need to concentrate on the “time-left-to-live.”
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