Chapter 2



How have I educatively influenced and, in turn, been 

educatively influenced in my role as a teacher 

educator to a teacher, that teacher becoming an 

action research tutor to her teacher colleague, 

one of whose pupils writes about her own concerns?





The chapter is divided into two sections as follows: 



Section One



Influencing Marion and being influenced by her



Section Two



Influencing Valerie and her pupils and being influenced by them



At the end of Section One there is a page break. Section Two, preceded by its own Summary, then follows.



Who the participants are 



Marion is a senior English teacher, teaching in a girls’ secondary school on the north side of Dublin. She has at the time of her enquiry in this chapter been teaching for eighteen years in the same school and did her very first action enquiry the previous year, 1992-93. 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?" 



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. 



Rose, a senior student of Valerie’s, at my instigation, is encouraged by Valerie to write about her own concern(s). 





Section One 



Influencing Marion and being influenced by her





Summary 1		In our educative relationship I work at relating to Marion as I try to persuade her to support her colleague, Valerie, in Valerie's action research enquiry. 



In proposing questions for Marion's use with Valerie, I base them on the imaginative and imaginary dialogue she composed and gave to me. I believe it will be easier for her to ‘own’ the questions she will use with Valerie because of their prior derivation from her communication with me. Marion changes them to ‘suit’ Valerie. In so doing, she exercises her independence and autonomy, values that she had originally told me she cherished. 



At the end of section one I explain that my educative relationship with Marion is one of care which for me is a legitimate anxiety to ensure that those with whom I am relating are as free from fears - known or unknown - as is humanly possible.

�My early educative relationship with Marion



I want to briefly refer to my early (1992-93) educative relationship with Marion in order to pinpoint the values Marion enunciated as guiding principles for her life in education.



In one of these early conversations concerning her values (19.4.93), I remember Marion saying: 



When I was growing up both at home and at school, as I said to you before, 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 .... 



From that moment onwards she wanted her educational endeavours to be about helping her pupils to be able to voice their own opinions; and she also wanted to create a democratic framework within which this could happen. These measures would enable her students to have the opportunity to move towards independence, something she felt she was denied when she herself was young. 



In the same conversation I asked Marion if she would be prepared to include the voices of her pupils in her report (1992-93) and to show it to them:  



Ben	Would you say they should see the report?



Marion	The whole thing?



Ben	Yes.



Marion	Well, I have no objection to it .... I wonder are they old 	   enough to realise long-term, the benefit, d'you know what I mean?



Ben	I think you won't know that unless you take a risk - as you've done with a lot of things already. It would be 	interesting what they'd say about that particular report, how they value you putting their voices in it .... If you do, then it’s their report as well as yours.



Marion	Oh yes, well, I'll give it a go, Ben, okay?



In her subsequent report (1992-93) Marion said: "The girls were 'surprised' and 'pleased' that I presented the report to them." She went on to add: "Hopefully, in the future, I will be more focused on the students than on the texts, as was my previous practice, I suspect." I was pleased. Marion had told me that she wanted to develop personal and social confidence in her first year students (thirteen-year-olds) because of her perception that, when she left school, she was as she said, "voiceless." She determined then that: "when I became a teacher that my students should be able to give their opinions and state how they felt." It was out of her experiences that she evolved her then enquiry question which is as follows: "How can I change the style of my teaching in my first year English class, so to improve the quality of the educational experience for my students?" In challenging Marion’s own educative and personal values, I feel I enabled her to reflect on how she might improve the communication skills of her students. In any case she felt that her report showed that her students were "able to give their opinions and state how they felt."  And Marion also felt that she had also come to value her students more as unique individuals. 





Marion reexamines her values



Marion sent me a ‘Me-Self Dialogue’ on 24th November 1993. This dialogue was Marion’s way of initiating her action enquiry for the school year, 1993-94. Prior to that time I had asked her to think about becoming an action research tutor. I never spelt out for Marion what I felt a 'tutor' might do. I was content that in our conversations over time, she would find out how she could help Valerie to improve what she was doing in her classroom. Marion's dialogue was an imaginary one between 'Me' and ‘Self.' She never explained what she meant by  'Me' and ‘Self' and I never thought to ask. I was more interested in the content of what she had to say. In my reply (26th November, 1993) I showed how greatly I appreciated its creativity and effectiveness:



I loved the way you decided to use a dialogic form for articulating your concerns about being a supporter. It's very creative and effective. I found it very stimulating. It's a very effective way of writing, isn't it?             



In her ‘Dialogue’ Marion speaks about how her action enquiry of the previous year (1992-’93) had rejuvenated her, had caused her to reexamine her values and to work towards negating whatever denial of values she experienced in her classroom:



Me     	I was convinced of its relevance and importance for me in my professional development. It made me focus on my values and examine my classroom practice in the light of these values.



Self    	This all sounds a bit vague and pretentious. What 'values' did you discover you had?



Me   	I learned that I wanted my classroom to be a happy, democratic place, where the pupils and I would learn and discover together. I wanted to empower them to be able to participate confidently in class discussions. I learned that I must listen more and talk less. I learned that a good rapport between the students and myself could not exist without mutual trust, understanding and respect. I hope that I always had these values but they can become cloudy over the years. I think I was guilty of labelling the students.



Self    	Labelling?



Me    	Yes, treating them as groups who were academically 'bright' or 'weak'. It's a dangerous practice to mentally group people together without taking into consideration their individual and unique qualities.





I have been influential



I now know that I have been influential in Marion’s examination of her values. She felt that a good rapport between the students and herself couldn’t exist without mutual trust, understanding and respect. In the following extract (Tape, 19th April, 1993), Marion talks about her efforts to keep her pupils at the centre of her enquiry and parallels it with the quality of my help to her:



Marion	The way you were trying to treat me was actually the way I was trying to treat the children.



Ben		Is that so?



Marion	Person-centred and so on.



Ben		The importance of that actually occurred to me.



Marion	And that the other person is unique.



Ben		That’s right.   



I was glad to have got a clear endorsement that I had consciously set out to treat Marion as unique and that she had noticed it.   



 

I encourage



In my reply (26th November, 1993) to Marion’s ‘Me-Self Dialogue’, I wanted to let her know how deeply I welcomed her imaginative dialogue and to endorse her conviction that she had learnt a huge amount about her values from doing her previous (1992-1993) action research enquiry:



I like the way you are sure of your values now, ones like wanting your "classroom to be a happy democratic place" where you wanted your pupils "to participate confidently in class discussions" and that "a good rapport" couldn't exist "without mutual trust, understanding and respect."  I like the way you want to eschew "labelling" and to concentrate on your pupils' "individual and unique qualities."



I wanted also to encourage Marion to take up a new role, that of tutor, to a colleague on her own staff. I never specified what the role of tutor should be. I felt it wasn't a collection of skills to be enquired; that it had more to do with establishing relationship with others in ways that encouraged and inspired them. I felt confidence in Marion that she would be able to do so once she got over her temporary lack of confidence in herself. In order to inspire confidence in her I emphasised that her values weren’t really new-found; that she always had them but was perhaps rediscovering them. The important thing was that she was overtly practising them. All of this, I felt, would give her courage and convince her of her ability to take on her new role. Here is what I said:



I'm not surprised you want to share the exciting classroom experiences you have had with Valerie. More than that I think you have rediscovered a lot of qualities, values, etc., you always had but perhaps had not had an experience of reflecting on until last year. I detect also a new-found confidence in your own abilities. I say: rejoice in that. (my reply, 26th November, 1993). 





I listen carefully



As I listen very carefully to what Marion had said in the earlier part of her Dialogue, I continue to do so in the next part as well. She tells me that she wants to feel in ‘control’ of what she’s doing. The role of teaching is defined: even if she agreed to become a tutor might she be seen as ‘a know-all’?  As she said:



Me		I am a bit worried. What if I'm not able for it?  What if I don't possess the necessary skills to help Valerie in her research? The unknown can be a bit scary. The feeling of not being in control makes me nervous.  



Self		What do you mean by 'out of control'?



Me    	Working with the students is non-threatening. Roles are clearly defined. Working with a colleague is totally different. How can I help Valerie without appearing a know-all? What if I cannot answer her questions and appear an utter fool? .... I hope I can be a good listener. What if, in my enthusiasm, I try to speak for Valerie, putting words in her mouth? Or what if I misinterpret what she is about?



In replying to Marion I want to show her that I have heard, that I take her reservations seriously, that I am trying to empathise with her as deeply as I can. She had told me the previous year, "I trust you implicitly, Ben." I instinctively feel, therefore, that when she hears her fears being mirrored to her by me, she will feel that maybe they are not as substantial as she first feared. She will know that she is capable of transcending these fears she holds. Here below then, is my reply:



I find myself empathising with your fears about appearing to be "a fool or a know-all", and also about wanting to be a good listener and not wanting to put words into Valerie's mouth or even misinterpreting what she is about. 





Acknowledging vulnerability and offering challenge



In the next part of her Dialogue, Marion raises her insecurities:



Self		Can you not avoid that (misinterpretation) by constant dialogue and discussion with Valerie? Can you let her know of your fears?



Me		Yes, but will that not make her sceptical? How can I 		support her and give her confidence if I'm feeling 			insecure myself? 



I thank Marion for acknowledging her fears but I also wish to persuade her to accept the new challenge of becoming an action research tutor. I hope my efforts at persuasion will convince her of her ability to do so. I do so by raising the issue of her past success as an action researcher. I want to let her know that I recognised her experience at, and continued potential for, taking risks: 



I like the way you admitted your insecurities and I think I picked up that you would be willing to talk to Valerie about these even if you wondered if this would make her sceptical and doubtful of your capacity to support her, given what you consider to be your apparent lack of confidence. I suppose it's a question of finding out by admitting your vulnerabilities - and leaving the judgment to Valerie. I think it represents another risk but then you have already undertaken many of these in your action research project last year - and they worked. I know it's a cliche to say it, but success seems to build on success.

 



Preparing for uncertainty and the unexpected



In the next extract from Marion’s Dialogue given below, she talks about how she went about trying to allay Valerie’s fears. I am taking ‘allay’ to mean: to diminish, to relieve, to alleviate. Marion’s ‘Self’ in her Dialogue puts the question, ‘Were you able to allay her fears?’ There’s a ring of confidence about her, even if tinged with caution too:



Self	Were you able to allay her fears?



Me		A little. I told her that as she proceeded, things would become clearer and that it was impossible to forecast problems or possible solutions or certainly not the outcome, at the start of her enquiry. I assured her that I had the same misgivings when I started last year. Any action enquiry is ongoing and sometimes the unexpected will occur.



In my reply (26th November, 1993), I was pleased that Marion intended to prepare Valerie for uncertainty and for the 'unexpected.'





Action research offers the opportunity to communicate



Self	What is the real point of it all?



Me		I think that it is vitally important for colleagues to be able to discuss their individual concerns .... The people who best understand teachers' concerns are other teachers, in my opinion. At least, that has been my experience with action research .... The students, our raison d'etre, are the real beneficiaries.



Self	You said yourself that collaboration worked well for you last year. Maybe that's what it's all about. All of us feel inadequate at times but by talking things over and teasing out the problems, we can help each other to grow. 



Marion, speaking from her experience, also emphasised how important it was for teachers to be able to talk openly to one another about their frustrations, their concerns, their disillusionments. She felt action research was very powerful in that it catered for individual needs. Marion’s openness to the potential of action research would, I felt, help her to tutor her colleague, Valerie.  



In my reply to Marion, I asked her to consider letter writing as an additional form of communicating. I believed it would enrich our understanding of our enquiries and of ourselves. And I went on to point out what I saw as some of its advantages: "It would provide material .... for us to discuss when we meet. It would push both of us - and, hopefully, Valerie, forward in our learning." 





I examine a section of Marion’s Dialogue



Now I wanted to see in what practical way I could help Marion as she struggled to 'fit' herself into her new role as action research tutor to Valerie. Below I choose a section of Marion’s Dialogue, a section that deals with issues Valerie brought to Marion’s attention. Having picked out certain words and phrases (underlined) that resonated with me as being important both from Marion’s, Valerie’s and my points of view, I follow it on subsequent pages with the kinds of questions I formulated. I then offered these to Marion as a help to her as she continued to help Valerie to move forward with her enquiry. Here below is the relevant section of Marion’s Dialogue:   



Self	What is Valerie's project about?



Me		She is concerned about the relevance of religious studies for her students. She feels that many of them regard Religion as a second class subject. She often feels frustrated by their seeming indifference. She feels deprived of feedback.



Self		What does she mean by feedback?



Me		The rest of us who teach the so-called more academic subjects get feedback from the state examinations. If 	we're lucky we can even get recognition and appreciation from the students themselves.



Self		She feels at times somewhat demoralised then which is perfectly understandable. We all need to be recognised for our efforts.  This is what keeps us motivated.



Me		Precisely.



Self		How does she feel about teaching English? Is this a 	much different experience for her?



Me		I haven't asked her yet but I will.



Self	I think she would need to consider that question as part of her background. Do other teachers of Religion have 	the same misgivings as Valerie has?



Me		That's a good question. Maybe I should suggest to Valerie that she interviews the other members of the Religion Team in school.



Self	Yes, because that would give her a better idea of the overall picture in regard to the teaching of Religion. You can propose that idea but what if she rejects it?



Me		Well obviously, it is only a suggestion and I must give Valerie the autonomy to act on her own instincts. This is what I see as true collaboration.



Self     	So, where do you go from here?



Me		I will continue to meet and talk with Valerie and offer her any support and encouragement I can. I will also need the advice and support of Ben in my endeavour. I  need to talk to other members of my staff and tell them what we are about and listen to their comments and suggestions too.



Self	Where does Valerie go from here?



Me		Valerie has decided to question her fifth year Religion classes to find out their attitudes to their religious instruction .... Given the abstract nature of her enquiry, she is worried about how she will gather her evidence and interpret it. 





I formulate questions based on Marion’s Dialogue



Because Marion - towards the end of her Dialogue above - said she needed my "advice and support," I decided to study the above section of her Dialogue carefully and then compose some questions that I thought would enable her to continue to help Valerie to move forward. I felt that basing them on her own words from her imaginary dialogue would enhance the quality of them in her eyes. Because the questions were based on her words, I felt that very fact should give her courage to support her colleague, Valerie. It would also be my acknowledgement of her expertise in action research and her ability to offer Valerie support. In any case here are my first two questions:



*	Why is Valerie frustrated?

*	What form does her frustration take?



I realised, of course, that Marion had indicated Valerie’s answer to the first  question when she said: "She (Valerie) often feels frustrated by their (her pupils’) seeming indifference." I return to ‘indifference’ below in my set of questions. Now reviewing my first two questions, however, I do not seem to have formulated them very well. I struggled to say what I meant and had to form further questions in order to do so. What I really wanted to get at was why Valerie should feel upset at her pupil’s ‘seeming indifference’ unless R.E. meant something to her that she felt it didn’t perhaps mean to her pupils. What I was still trying to find out was Valerie's’ motivation: what was the relevance of R.E. to her?:   



*	What does she (Valerie) mean by 'relevance?  

*	Could you ask her what the relevance of Religion is to her? 	That will provide one bit of evidence I think.



Although Marion had also talked in this section about the notion of Valerie interpreting her evidence, I felt it could be left until later. It is important but not immediate. At this point, I was wondering if Valerie would perhaps detect a discrepancy between what she now believed after considering and reflecting on the relevance of R.E., and how she was getting that across, how she was teaching it. If that happened, well then she would have a ‘reason’ for wanting to change something! I strongly felt also, that Valerie’s own self-reflections, while very important, were but part of the overall concern. She might very well feel that she ‘knew’ exactly what her pupils should value from R.E. I felt, however, that she needed to find a way of canvassing their views about R.E. too. Hence my next question:  

 

*	What's its relevance to her students? That will provide another bit of evidence.  



I felt Valerie should have the opportunity, before moving ahead, of offering evidence for her contention "that many of her students regard R.E. as a second class subject." In doing so, I felt that she would also be starting to take an enquiry approach, looking for evidence. Here below are the questions I suggested:  

   

*	You also mention Valerie as feeling that many of her students 	regard R.E. as a second class subject. 

*	What's the evidence for this? 

*	Could she describe it in some detail?

*	In what ways are her students indifferent?



Because Marion herself had posed a question in her Dialogue above about ‘feedback’ for Valerie, I felt a question including that 'feedback' would be useful. As Marion pointed out, teachers teaching what she called the ‘so-called’ academic subjects got feedback from the state examinations. They might even, as she pointed out, "get recognition and appreciation from the students themselves." And she rightly pointed out that Valerie at times felt demoralised because her efforts got no recognition from the State. So it was clear that Valerie’s students wouldn’t be getting examination grades from the State. Because that wasn’t available to her, I wondered what she would accept as an adequate ‘reward’ for her efforts? I realised, of course, that an answer to that question wouldn’t perhaps come until towards the end of her research. However, I thought that highlighting it early on would be useful; something that she might begin to imagine! It therefore led to me asking the following question: 



*	What kind of feedback would Valerie want? Could she 		imagine what she would like it to be?



In my own mind I felt that asking questions about  subjects other than R.E. might detract from the importance of concentrating on R.E. I didn’t say so, however. I felt it was Marion’s right to ask whatever questions she felt would be helpful. I felt that Marion knew that Valerie was ‘successful’ at teaching English and that referring to that ‘success’ would enable Valerie to perhaps realise that she could find a way, even if different, to duplicate this ‘success’ in her R.E. classes. Taking this approach was perhaps Marion’s way also of being sensitive and empathic towards Valerie. I went along, therefore, with it in my next question: 

 

*	I think asking Valerie the same questions about her English 	class might provide an interesting contrast and might provide another way forward.



Marion also wondered, in her Me-Self Dialogue if "other teachers of Religion have the same misgivings as Valerie has?" She felt it was a ‘good question’. I have to say that I had mixed feelings about that particular idea because I felt Valerie’s enquiry would begin to become unfocused and diffuse. Later, I brought my apprehension about it overtly to Marion’s attention, but not here. I said: 



*	I like the idea, Marion, of telling your other colleagues about what Valerie and yourself are trying to do and listening to "their comments and suggestions".



Marion had told me in her Dialogue that: "Valerie has decided to question her fifth year Religion classes to find out their attitudes to their religious instruction." I knew she had a number of classes and I felt she couldn’t easily deal with making ‘changes’ in all of them. So, through Marion, I decided to put her a direct question about the criteria she would use. I also felt that she should discover, at least for herself, why she had made her choice, hence:   

  

*	Did Valerie tell you what criteria she will use in deciding which R.E. class to work with and why?



In her report, Marion acknowledged me as the source of the question about criteria when she said: 



It was Ben who had suggested that I ask Valerie what criteria she would use to decide which of the three groups on which to focus. 



But she flagged it as something that Valerie would attempt to answer when she was ready to do so.



When I gave all of the questions above to Marion I didn’t offer the various rationales I have given here. To do so, I felt, would have bogged her down in unnecessary detail. She could always ask me why I had included a particular question; what I was thinking when I put it in, and so on. I also realised, of course, that there were too may questions here for Marion. At the same time, I felt Marion would realise that I had chosen these questions carefully, based on what she herself had said in her imaginary dialogue. I intuited that they would feel ‘familiar’ to her. They were her type of questions. They had their origin first with her. And the questions I composed were but a menu from which Marion could pick and choose.  





Marion formulates her own questions



In her reply to me (30th November, 1993), Marion had formed her own questions to ask Valerie in order to move her forward in her action research cycle. Because she knew Valerie, I felt she was right to formulate her questions to ‘suit’ Valerie. Marion felt, however, that my reflective questions had helped her, "pinpointing them for me," as she said. She did talk, though, about finding "less threatening questions." She was, of course, right to do so. She knew and understood her colleague, Valerie. So Marion, speaking about my questions, says:



The questions you posed were of great benefit to me and have shown me how to question Valerie. Your questioning of me and my questioning of Valerie will help the three of us to advance in our enquiries, hopefully.



Having studied your questions, I will pose them to Valerie .... or find less threatening questions such as:



What is the relevance of Religion to you? (evidence)

What is its relevance to your students? (evidence)

Do they, in fact, regard religion as a second-class subject?



At the moment Valerie is examining letters from her three classes, in which they are giving her their opinions, so this will be her evidence here.



You have decided to work with one group for your project. 

What criteria are you using to choose that group?

What form does your frustration take?

What kind of feedback from your students would you like to have?

Do you feel differently about your role in English classes?

Can you say why?



I think these questions will be of enormous help to Valerie .... Thanks for pinpointing them for me.  





I help Marion to take control of her own learning



It was fascinating for me to see what happened to the questions I originally offered to Marion to enable her to move Valerie forward. Marion took them and hardly changed them at all, despite (and rightfully so) her articulated desire to make them ‘less threatening’. Perhaps she may have meant that she would have to decide in face-to-face meetings which questions she could and should ask at particular times. In her sensitivity to Valerie, too, she may need on the spot to change a question she had intended asking. In her report (May, 1994), though she offers a sample of the kinds of ‘useful’ questions she intended asking Valerie: "What form does her frustration take?" and "What does she mean by relevance?" They are recognisably two of those I formulated from her dialogue and which she had told me she, too, would be putting to Valerie.



I took seriously how helpful Marion found my questions when she said: "The questions you posed were of great benefit to me." For me, it isn’t that my questions per se were great questions, even the best question. It was that Marion said that "they were of great benefit to me." I accept Marion’s view that she has learned from me.



I believe that Marion’s capacity for acting independently showed some of the nature of my educative relationship with her. Just as I wish to be in control of my own learning, so I was anxious that Marion should also be in control of her own learning. I didn’t want to be domineering, dominating or possessive. One incident in particular brings to mind how independent in her learning Marion had become in her role as an action research tutor. I had written (30th November, 1993) to her that encouraging Valerie to talk to her R.E. colleagues about their ‘misgivings’ about R.E. might highlight a sense of hopelessness. In her reply on the same day, Marion said (ibid): 



The word "hopelessness" to me suggests despair, defeatism and a lost cause .... The word "misgivings" has surely a more gentle connotation; feelings of apprehension, uncertainty or doubt .... Valerie would not have decided to embark on an action research enquiry with this concern if she didn't feel that it would help her. So, that's not "hopelessness", is it? .... it certainly highlights the importance of words and our understanding of them, in our communications. 



I replied immediately, feeling rightly chastened. I realised that my vaunted hope about my own sense of care and empathy needed to be renewed. Marion’s reply also reminded me that she was the teacher on the spot. She also gently told me to watch my language. I was being reminded that words can hurt and damage as well as heal! I learnt a great deal about Marion’s own integrity. She would risk taking me to task in the pursuit of a greater good - helping Valerie.





What happened to my questions - did they get answered?



While both Marion’s and Valerie’s reports (May, 1994) offer descriptions and explanations of their enquiries, nevertheless I want to offer some indications as to how I think my questions helped them to progress. Mainly I will be trying to see if answers to some of my questions surfaced within either Marion’s or Valerie’s reports. Below I am now going to track the trajectory of my questions in Valerie’s work to see what influence, if any, they had. I will use italicised sub-headings below consisting, in some cases, of relevant words or phrases from my questions to Marion or from ideas drawn from Marion’s and Valerie's’ reports that seem to point to the relevance of my enquiry questions to Marion.





Frustration  



In talking to Valerie, Marion heard the answer to my question about frustration: ‘Why is Valerie frustrated?’ As R.E. teacher, Valerie felt that she never got feedback on how she performed. She lamented the fact that, while she used to put a lot of time and energy into this area, her pupils saw her R.E. class "as a time to relax and a time-out from the academic classes." She pinpointed some of her causes for concern as "the way pupils behaved whenever a Bible or the word Jesus was introduced in the class." Bible meant 'boring,' 'pointless,' 'irrelevant.' Although she doesn’t detail the reflective processes she went through, Valerie finally offers a question that she feels will enable her to change and improve something:



How can I, as a teacher of Religious Education, convince the pupils of the relevance of Religious Studies?





‘Evidence’



While Valerie now had a question she could work with in her enquiry, she still needed to test, to seek ‘evidence’ in her practice about how she was ‘performing’, and what the ‘reactions and opinions’ (Marion’s words) of the pupils were who were on the receiving end of what she was trying to do. As Marion said: this would "show up (Valerie’s) practice as well as the students’ performance." Valerie, therefore, decided to tape one of her classes of R.E. It would also produce some answers to the following cluster of questions I had posed to Marion for Valerie: "What's its (R.E.’s) relevance to her students?"; "You also mention Valerie as feeling that many of her students regard Religion as a second-class subject. What's the evidence for this contention? Could she describe it in some detail?" and "In what ways are her students indifferent?"



According to Marion, when Valerie audio-taped her class, she "couldn't believe the noise level" and she discovered that she talked more than she had thought she did, at times "even interrupting the students’ answers." Then there were the letters she received back from her pupils, some of which were positive, such as, "R.E. is important to me because it draws me closer to God." Others were negative, though there were fewer than she expected, as follows: "I think religion caused more hassle than it is worth." Valerie’s view now was "that most only felt it (R.E.) was relevant when the topic was relevant to their lives, e.g., morality."

 



Relevance - and balance



Valerie was worried, though, about the efficacy of her subject, R.E. She asked plaintively in her report: "Was anyone listening? Did R.E. have any relevance to the pupils lives at all or was my teaching all for nothing and had no value for the pupils?" To maintain a balance, though, she spoke also about its advantages: "Before you get the feeling that I felt the teaching of R.E. to be totally hopeless, I must say that is not the truth. I love teaching R.E."





‘You don’t have to explain the relevance of English’



In contrasting English with R.E., Valerie felt she didn’t need to ‘explain’ herself. The students saw it "as relevant for their exams .... and some for the pleasure and love of the subject."





What criteria help you make sense of your data?



My last question to Marion (26th November, 1993) was this: "Did Valerie tell you what criteria she will use in deciding which Religion class to work with and why?" Marion wondered how Valerie "could narrow her focus." She went on to say: "I was convinced that as she gathered her 'evidence,' patterns would emerge and she could base her final report on these evolving patterns." The main criterion Valerie decided for her enquiry was to choose class 5:33 to work with because they caused her most difficulty in the classroom. She had been teaching morality, particularly what she called "life issues." And as she said: "Each day I would give  a varied input on the topic and get feedback ...." This 'evidence' enabled Valerie to make a judgment about what was happening. It was her way of applying her criteria.

   

    

Emergence of a solution



With Marion’s help, Valerie gradually moved forward from this position of frustration to doing the Myers-Briggs’ Type Indicator Test with her students. According to this test, as explained by Keirsey & Bates (1984:3-4), 



you can look upon (the other) as a different person - someone you don’t quite understand, but someone you can, with a sense of puzzlement perhaps, gradually come to appreciate .... But first it is necessary to study yourself.   



Valerie then moved on to Christology which is about giving "an account of the identity and significance of Jesus Christ, of who he is and why he is important" (McGrath, 1996:80). She wondered how she could move from the "liveliness, immediacy and interpersonal nature" (these were the words I used in a telephone call to Marion, February, 1994) of looking at individual differences in the Myers-Briggs’ test, to Christology "without losing (her students’) interest," as Marion puts it. Marion thought it was "a master stroke" when Valerie decided to link both. She could help her class to enquire into the personality of Jesus using the Myers-Brigg’s Test. By taping the class she could find out if their motivation and interest had arisen. Valerie’s own reflections and evidence indicated that she had gradually moved from "being the centre of debate." She also found she was taking "a less vocal role" and was beginning to "gradually throw back the arguments of individual pupils to the rest of the class." 





Evaluation and criteria for ‘success’   



At our fifth meeting (3.2.94) Marion, for example, in attempting to evaluate the outcomes of her and Valerie’s actions, was able to tell me that Valerie now felt her class was "enjoying their classroom activities because of group work." Also, their "responses had improved," that is, they were less negative. Marion told me that Valerie now felt "more in control" because she had "developed a relationship with the class" and that she felt that "there was more honesty." Valerie’s pupil, Rose, who had remarked that "Religion should be abolished," was in the process of writing about her concerns. She was, in effect, writing about her changing perceptions of the role of religion in her life. Marion felt that this was a terrific achievement for Valerie. I thought so, too.



I find it interesting now to think that all my questions, in one way or another, were pursued by Marion and Valerie. The one question I asked, which seemed to me not to have been pursued earlier was the question to do with the relevance of R.E. for Valerie herself. I pursued that question myself with Valerie as Marion didn’t wish to do so (see section 2 in this chapter). I now realise that my influence in enabling Valerie to move through her enquiry was indeed greatly helped by the questions I had offered to Marion initially, which were drawn from her own Me-Self Dialogue.   





Marion's formal evaluation of my support for her



At my request, Marion agreed to do an evaluation of how I had helped her. She wrote (4th February, 1994): "I was really afraid I wouldn’t be any use in this new type of role (of tutoring Valerie)." Regarding myself, she pointed out that "you immediately answered, giving me encouragement and advice." She added that this was "a lifeline for me and helped me to decide how to work with Valerie in her enquiry." 



Regarding the nature of the help Marion felt I had given her, she said that I had 



the ability to ask very pertinent questions which help to focus on concerns and develop responses. Valerie said she was feeling frustrated by the seeming indifference of her students to R.E .... you immediately suggested that I ask Valerie what form her frustration took. And you asked if she could visualise or imagine how she would like her students to respond. Your questions really probed much deeper than mine. 



Marion also felt her tutoring had improved "because you persuaded me to write."  



I was especially pleased that Marion felt my style of listening and encouragement helped because, as she said, "you constantly nudged me on! I might be guilty of procrastination if I were allowed just to be." She reminded me, though, that she suffered from a workload that was probably overload but that it was lessened by my helping her to organise herself better. She attributed this to my "listening and by being encouraging," leading to her reflecting, which is "a prerequisite for teaching!"



I was very desirous of being as empathic as I could towards Marion, to profoundly respect her and her gifts. It was for those reasons that I used her Me-Self Dialogue in my design of questions for to use. And, of course, she herself noticed and appreciated my effort to be empathic, respectful and helpful, too, hence her reference above to my efforts to calm her fears by answering her, "giving me encouragement and advice." She also felt that my questions "really probed much deeper than mine." However much I might like hearing her say that, I felt deeply and profoundly, as I say below that:



I go about the work of trying to remove fears by finding out the gifts and qualities the other has and then commenting on them positively. I do so not just because I believe it’s the right thing to do. I do so because I feel very strongly that others are in constant need of appreciation, as I am myself.    



 

Some final thoughts at this point  



The process I went through was messy. It most certainly didn’t move from A to B in a clear, linear progression. It stopped, started, omitted and then finally, included data I had forgotten about. Furthermore, I didn’t initially understand how I could characterise how I was educatively supporting Marion. Ely et al (1997:37) helped me to understand that conundrum in an interesting and provocative way when they asked me: "how do you come across as a person and as a researcher?" This question didn’t seem to have a primacy for Ely et al, but it is an essential question for me.  



As Jack Whitehead read an earlier version of this chapter, he told me he tried to keep my huge list of values in mind as he looked for evidence supporting these values in how I had worked with Marion. The following is the huge list of values Jack alluded to: 



I-You relationship, honesty, integrity, responsibility, self-acceptance and acceptance of others, affirmation, approval, toleration, valuing of others as being worthwhile; belief in a worthwhile meaning to life, a sense of belonging, openness to, and flexibility regarding, new ideas and beliefs, the cultivation of independence and freedom leading to mature interdependence, learning how to listen to my senses and the cultivation of a spirit of  contemplation which embraces peace, quietness, happiness, joy, sanity, tranquillity, harmony!  



Naturally, Jack felt that it wasn’t possible for him to keep them in mind as he looked for evidence of them in my account. I agreed that it was  impossible for me to do so also. Here is what I wrote in my journal (10th February, ‘98) about how shocked I was at realising I still had so far to go as a researcher who understands his own practice: "Bloody hell, I’m really disappointed! I’m certainly not thrilled to be stumbling around in the dark." Perhaps I was holding values, but they were apparently divorced from my practice. I had assumed I’d be able to arrange my ‘data’ within the framework of the list of values I had articulated. But how was I now going to proceed? At this point Ely et al (1997) came to my rescue. 



Ely et al (ibid) reminded me of the importance of ‘bracketing’ (p. 351), which I had first read about in Van Manen (1990:175). It is a technique that enables me to "bracket preconceptions, prejudgments, beliefs and biases." That doesn’t mean that what I bracket is unimportant. No, it only means that I work on what is outside the brackets separately first. I distance myself from what is inside the brackets, temporarily, until I am satisfied that I have understood or represented what is outside the brackets to the best of my ability. What is inside the brackets are my values (those in my list above). In bracketing them I don’t forget about them completely. No, it’s just that I’ve now got a device for keeping them at a distance while I examine the textual data in front of me. Later I can synthesise both that which emerges from my examination of the data and that which is within the brackets. 



My reading of Eisner and Jackson (in Eisner & Peshkin, 1990:90; 161-163) also helped me to look at my data in another way. It was a way that, I believe, allowed my values to emerge. I could look directly at my ‘data’ without attempting initially to place any ‘burden’ of criteria/values on them. I could allow my data to speak directly to me. I wouldn’t, of course, hear or see what the data were saying unless I was receptive, open to being ‘surprised’. 



I went back to my original data, to my letters, to Marion’s letters, to our taped conversations, to the reports Marion and Valerie made. What did I discover? I was astonished to discover that the questions which I prepared for Marion as her way of tutoring Valerie were in fact based on her own Me-Self imaginary Dialogue. I had forgotten that I had initially done that! I felt a need to write something in my journal about my discovery (20th February, ‘98):



I am simultaneously thrilled at my discovery and doubtful about its importance. Why am I always like that, simultaneously rejoicing and doubtful about my right to rejoice? Why can’t I just go with the flow of my creativity? 



I have reflected and internally debated within myself about how I want to describe and explain the phrase, ‘educative influence’ in my question/title for this chapter. I am determined that my ‘influence’ doesn’t need to be derived from, or based on, a set of predetermined skills, or categories - even values - external to my practice, that I use to explain it. I don’t want to trawl through books and magazine articles searching for ‘mentoring skills’, ‘tutoring skills’ or critical friendship skills, to use as criteria or categories to describe and explain what I mean by how I have educatively influenced Marion. I don’t mean by that statement to imply disdain for these ‘skills’ and categories or for their description and explanation in various books. In fact, I respect the authors of these books. I know that writers and their works can illuminate my account but my account can't ever be reduced to an analysis of writers' works. My greater need is to be independent, to be autonomous in how I describe and explain how I have educatively influenced Marion as an educator in this study of singularity. Nevertheless, I do want, in my final thoughts about how I describe and explain my educative relationship with Marion, to cite one writer, Collins (1992: 140) and to intertwine what he says with the way I feel I conducted my educative relationship with Marion. Then at the end of this section I will, unequivocally, offer my own view of what I bring to an educative relationship.   



In my educative relationship with Marion I tried to work with her so that she would sense my approval, my sense of reverence for her. I wanted her to feel affirmed at a deep level of her personality. And, according to Collins (1992: 140), affirmation is perhaps the most important dynamic of love. Affirmation comes from a Latin word meaning "to make strong." In affirming, I was attempting to approve and make stronger Marion's inner value in order to help release her hidden potential. My love, my care for Marion was primarily a way of relating to her. It was only secondarily a way of being available to serve her in some way. My service to her and to others, too, is an expression of my intimate relationship with them. That is what I believe I was attempting to do in my educative relationship with Marion, affirming her, making her 'strong', so that she would be able to improve what she was doing in her classroom with her pupils. It was also my gift to her for her own personal growth and development. 



Collins (ibid, p. 154) further helps me when he says that I may express my love as compassionate intimacy in three inter-related ways. As I am moving through Collins's explanation, I am seeing how what he is saying is like what happened in my educative relationship with Marion. First, there was my fellow feeling with Marion. It existed because I perceived that some of my experiences of my youth were similar to hers, for example, her perception that she had been "voiceless" when she left school. This voicelessness had, however, given her a determination that when she became a teacher she would help her students to "be able to give their opinions and state how they felt."  I, too, felt voiceless when I was young and even now when older (chapter 5). My concern for helping the voiceless to regain their voices didn't, however, consciously happen during the time I was a primary teacher, 1961 to 1971. It was only when I subsequently became a secondary teacher, guidance counsellor, head of a secondary school, and now a teacher educator, that I became progressively determined to help the "voiceless" to recover their voices. That determination is now enshrined in my fellow feeling with others who are in some way deprived. It is enshrined also, I feel, in my practice.



In my educative relationship with Marion there was also what Collins (ibid, p. 154) calls wounded wonder. The 'wonder' part of this phrase required a leap of my imagination where I went beyond appearances in order to recognise with approval Marion's unique value as a person. Of course, I can't 'prove' in any empirical way that this happened. I know it interiorly, however. I felt a heart-felt sense of wonder in the presence of Marion. It was perhaps akin to being ecstatic, the kind of feeling that comes with really getting to know another. It was like ‘standing outside’ myself, somehow being myself but in a self-forgetful way. I believe my practise of self-forgetfulness with Marion often happened, at least momentarily, when I was reading her letters to me, when I was reflecting on her Me-Self Dialogue, and when I met her. It also happened when I discussed with her, over many hours, her desire to become a published novelist. My enthusiasm eventually won out over her reluctance. She has since written three novels published under her real name. 



But what does the 'wounded' in the phrase, wounded wonder, stand for? It stands for how wounded spiritually, emotionally or physically people may be. Marion's woundedness was never, however, my primary focus of attention. Rather, what was always uppermost in mind, I feel, was my certainty about her inalienable value. And whatever was causing her to contradict in practice the values she said she held, was the woundedness I detected. It was then that Collins third compassion, indignant compassion (ibid, p. 154) came into play for me. I recognised Marion's innermost value which was in some way, I felt, being denied. She was contradicting her values in her practice and I wished to be able to help her to resist anything that militated against this negation of her values. I wanted to work with her to negate the negation, so that she could become self-actualised and improve what she was doing.      



As well as explaining love as approval, affirmation, reverence and compassion, I also want to explain it as empathy. Empathy means that I progressively imagine myself in the place of Marion. It means offering a quality of care and commitment that involves both feeling and action. It involves me working at being open which requires mutual trust. It means understanding that I can’t be authentic unless I am honest and humble. 



So my educative relationship with Marion showed, I believe, that it was a caring one. It was a caring that is my form of commitment, a commitment that embraces the human quality of relationships, that embraces others. I embrace others because they are human and I am human. My care is a legitimate anxiety I hold about ensuring that the person I am with in the educative relationship is as free from fears as is humanly possible. I go about the work of trying to remove fears by finding out the gifts and qualities the other has and then commenting on them positively. I do so not just because I believe it’s the right thing to do. I do so because I feel very strongly that others are in constant need of appreciation, as I am myself. I also believe that I can never exaggerate the gifts and talents of others. Without doubt, of course, some have greater gifts and talents than others. I take that for granted. But I’m not interested in comparison. When I am with a person, I believe I mostly see only that person. The question of comparing their gifts and talents with those of somebody else doesn’t arise. If it did, it would mean that my attention had wavered, had wandered from the person I am with. I believe my lack of interest in making comparisons enables me to concentrate on the uniqueness and individuality of others. It is also why I am wary of the concept of ‘community’ (chapter 6) unless it finds a way of enabling others to become who they are meant to become. Because of my efforts to practise approval, affirmation, reverence, compassion and empathy towards Marion, I believe I have answered Ely’s (1997:37) question to the best of my ability: "how do you come across as a person and as a researcher?" 

�Section Two



Influencing Valerie and her pupils and being influenced by them





Summary 2		Valerie wanted to use her practice to show the relevance of R.E. to her pupils and I felt it would be helpful to her to reveal in a taped conversation with me what her own religious beliefs were. To help allay whatever fears she feels and to help establish a rapport which doesn’t yet exist, I offer in a letter to her some thoughts about my own spiritual journey. It comprises some imaginary dialogues between me and Tom Merton but also questions for Valerie to answer. I take various opportunities too to commend her on the work she is doing with her pupils.    



I persuade Valerie to encourage her pupils to write about their own concerns. She does so by encouraging them to become free to think for themselves. And that despite the fact that she may have felt at times like those teachers Ruddock (1996) writes about who are: "nervous about inviting evaluative comments from pupils."



In reading Valerie’s account about what Rose in particular has to say about her desire for freedom, I realise that my understanding of my own freedom has become enlarged. In considering Zoe Parker’s criticism of where I placed Rose - Valerie's pupil - in my text, I go on the defensive. It takes four further years (1995 to 1999) for me to admit that I silenced Zoe's voice and that in doing so I exercised 'power relations'. I renew my commitment to "interrupting existing power relations" in the future whenever necessary.      



I come to understand, too, that what Valerie and her pupils are doing is illuminating in a living way what the SCAA (School Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 1996) Document is prescribing, especially the "quest for meaning in life" and "the sense of identity and self-worth." Both of these ideas together with freedom and love are essential to me in my efforts to describe and explain my educational development as I come to know my spirituality.



Just as she encouraged her pupil, Rose, to learn her own meaning for freedom, so Valerie’s decision not to reply to my correspondence enables me to see another aspect of freedom. It is a paradoxical freedom, one to do with boundaries. They demarcate for Valerie that she is different to me. 

�I attempt to establish a climate as free from fear as possible



When I met Valerie (20th January, 1994), I suggested to her that she tape a conversation with me about her religious beliefs and values. She told me that she "would be nervous about doing this on tape." Yes, I agreed it would be an ordeal. However, I wrote to her a few days later (25th January, 1994) in an effort to allay whatever fears, including anxiety, she might have had. In doing so I think I sincerely wanted to see in what way I could establish a rapport which, I felt, didn’t yet exist. I was very unsure as to what was the best way to do it but felt that perhaps offering her some of my own journal entries about my own spiritual journey could help. 



In the following extract from my letter I offer some of my own thoughts about my own spirituality. I emphasise the tentative nature of what I am sending her: "It makes an effort at articulating my desire for some form of spirituality." I don’t hide my contradictions either: "It is full of contradictions on my part - not on the part of Tom" (Thomas Merton was a monk and spiritual writer who died in 1968). I am including the idea of contradiction for two reasons. Firstly, I want to emphasise that I am engaged in coming to know my own spirituality with no clear signposts, no clear answers. Secondly, I want to tell Valerie about Whitehead’s (1993:56) idea about the importance of "living contradiction." So I say:     



I hold certain values and yet the way I live contradicts these values. The important thing is to be able to share my values, such as they are, with others and then to examine the way I try to live them in my life and work - again with others. That is a part of what action research is about.  



While I am wanting to enable Valerie to understand me and so perhaps have an opportunity to 'change' in some way, I am also opening myself to the possibility for change for myself. It isn’t only how she is going to receive what I am sending her that is important, it is also about what I am going to learn in the process and in the aftermath. I am taking on the role of being vulnerable to the fear I am attributing to Valerie; fear of her reaction to me and my writing. Just as asking her to talk about her religious beliefs and values will inevitably, I feel, evoke fears within her, so too I am submitting myself to these self-same fears by revealing my emerging religious beliefs and values in the information I am sending Valerie. 



Because I had heard Valerie more than once in our few brief meetings emphasising how important R.E. and belief in God were to her, I felt it might be important for her to be able to articulate what those beliefs were. Afterwards, I felt, she could use them as her standards of judgment by which she could judge her actions and her report. I added that I felt an extract from my journal about my spirituality (which emphasised my uncertainty about why I was doing the work I was doing) might be helpful. With that extract I would also include my imaginary dialogue with Tom Merton about my own growth and development. These two extracts plus my set of religious questions might help Valerie in her taped conversation to focus on her religious beliefs and values when we met on 4th February, 1994. I said in my letter to Valerie that my extracts, "may help you and me to understand a part of the 'why' of your concern with your R.E. classes."





Questions to enable Valerie to talk about her religious beliefs



I now want to offer my reader the list of questions I gave Valerie and my reasoning behind them. The first thing to notice is that the ‘God’ I am referring to is a male God. I refer to him using the masculine pronouns, "He," "His" or "Him." I do that deliberately knowing from my few brief conversations with Valerie that that is how she too refers to God. However, I was also convinced from these brief conversations with her that her God was "living" for her and that she felt that this belief was her strongest motivating factor in her teaching of R.E. I felt that my questions might enable her to say what the quality and meaning of that belief was. 

 

1.   What is the relevance of R.E. for you?



That is the same question I asked Marion to raise with Valerie. Because Marion didn’t then feel able to do so, I was now putting it to Valerie myself. Because I have often felt that people belonging to religious denominations hesitate to speak about God, I felt I too should respect that hesitation by at least not asking it as a first direct question. I would begin with a question to Valerie that I felt was broader: "What is the relevance of R.E. for you?" I felt there would be more scope within it for her to think not only about her belief in God but also about how she wished to live out that particular value in her classroom teaching with her pupils.   



2.   If we say God exists what does His existence mean to us?



I decided to address the subsequent questions to ‘us’ and ‘we’, rather than to Valerie directly as ‘you’. Why did I do that? I felt it would make it easier for Valerie to answer ‘we’ questions rather than direct ‘you’ or ‘I’ questions. I wanted to be sensitive to her sensibilities. Clarification would perhaps initially be conceptual but, having achieved clarification, Valerie might like to track what became of her concepts about the ‘existence of God’ when she was doing her action enquiry with her R.E. classes. 



3.   What is our image of God?



Whatever Valerie might say about this particular question, it is one that caused me some personal anxiety for a long time. I was hesitant about admitting that I didn’t in fact have an image of God. It seemed to me to be a sine qua non of religious belief to have an image of God. For me, though, God was and is a "presence," even if not as "definable" as are the physical presences of others to me.  



4.	Is He (God) just private to us? Or do we make Him public? How?

5.	How is He a part of our life and relationship with others? What does that look like?

6.	Is it easy for us to make our relationship with him public? Why? Why not?

7.	Is belief in him and a relationship with Him part of a form of life that we live? What form of life do we live that shows this belief and relationship? How do we show that in our practice?



I feel that I, who believe in the existence of God, have often felt deprived by the lack of openness of others about the God they say they believe in. I believe my revelation of my beliefs as well as others’ revelation and sharing of their beliefs in a personal God would enable believers in God to come to decisions about how we might show that belief in our relationships with others. 



8.	Can we speak to Him in an intimate way, the way we 		sometimes speak to others? How?

9.	Is belief in Him a value like justice, democracy, integrity, etc.?



My belief in God is for me about the distinction between what is and what is not yet. It implies a notion of transcendence but also, more mundanely, about how I presently practice relationship and how it might become better in the future. For me then, intimacy with God is both an experience of and a preparation for relationship that can always become better. And humour is helpful too! A recent (February, 1998) birthday greeting card from a friend pointed this up for me: 



I was in this card store, undecided as to what message you’d appreciate most on your birthday card, when this born again guy offered his assistance by quoting from the scriptures.



So I shot him.



Happy birthday! 



I laughed loud and long at this birthday greeting. I found it utterly delicious, funny and unpretentious. This is partially what I want my belief in God to be like!    

  

10.	Would trying to define Him or our relationship with Him 		destroy something intimate and private? Why? Why not?



Adding this question for Valerie’s perusal was my way of saying: "look, if you don’t want to, you needn’t answer any of these questions. Feel free to do so or not to do so." Tactically, though, I put it at the end. I felt that reading through the earlier questions might perhaps cause Valerie to eventually feel that: "Talking about God isn’t really all that threatening. I feel okay about it. I am, after all, able to say something about God and my relationship with Him that may be useful to others and that won’t embarrass me." That was my wish!



A very useful outcome of these questions was that they permitted me to offer a view of them myself and helped to prepare me to show my living engagement with John and God in chapter 3.





My imaginary dialogue with Tom Merton



I sent some excerpts (my journal, 13th December, 1993) from my imaginary dialogues with Tom Merton to Valerie. One of the excerpts I sent dealt with the ‘true’ and ‘false’ self, an idea that was beginning to have great meaning for me. I felt that it was in being in creative solitude and in relationship with others and making the fruits of these relationships public that I would learn how I was in fact ridding myself of the "false illusions" and "false self" I talk about below: 



Tom	I said to Jacques Maritain: ".... you are going on your way to God and perhaps I am too, though I suppose my eagerness to go is partly wishful thinking. For there is yet work to be done in my own life. There are great illusions to be got rid of, and there is a false self  that has to be taken off, if it can. There is still much to change before I can be living in the truth .... and in humility and without any self-concern" (Letter, June 11, 	1963). What do you think?



Ben	I am in a state of great ambiguity. One part of me wishes to go to God, another part of me holds back ....  



The following segment of this imaginary dialogue deals with the need for delight and joy in myself. And while I talk about giving up "those bits of myself that are obnoxious," that action isn’t so much what is necessary as the acceptance of myself and of love from others. And, paradoxically, it is in loving myself and opening myself up to others that I will rid myself of my 'obnoxious bits.' Our conversation is below: 



Tom	Do you believe that “The mere fact of my manness should be an everlasting joy and delight ....”? (Merton’s journal, August, 1965)?



Ben	.... I like that thought. Perhaps I'll have to give more attention to being delighted with myself. And there is a paradox here. I have to empty myself, detach myself. Does that mean giving up the bits I delight in? On second thoughts I don't think so. Maybe I have to move 	towards giving up those bits of myself that are obnoxious so that I can love myself more and so open myself up to accepting love from God and from others 		.... 



  

Further communication with Valerie



Because I was still worried, still "legitimately anxious" that Valerie be "as free from fears as is humanly possible," I wrote to her again on 31st January, 1994, to thank her for meeting me "on Friday last, and I apologise for being late." I felt it would help if I stressed the tremendously exacting action research work she had done to date:



I must say I am impressed by the colossal amount of extra work you took on - letters to three classes and their analysis, etc. You certainly are thorough. I sincerely hope you are not overwhelmed - anyway, Marion is a great help to you here!  



I spent some time reassuring Valerie. I ask her, for example, how I listened. I also felt that commending what Valerie intended doing was crucially important. As I said previously: "I very strongly feel that others are in constant need of appreciation, as I am myself." So I said that: "I like your idea of trying to break down the barriers between the Bible, Christology, etc., etc ...." I was wondering also if, as well as emphasising the areas of the R.E. curriculum that she intended teaching, Valerie might also wonder about how to teach her pupils to think ‘religiously.' I intended that to mean as a person might teach mathematically or scientifically, and so on. I felt there was possibly a mind-set involved in being able to think mathematically and scientifically. I said:



I feel it is learning to think mathematically, scientifically, etc. that is important not mathematics and science. If this is true, is RE really a process and not a product and is it about thinking Christologically (if that is the right word!)? And isn't that something akin to "putting on that mind which is in Christ Jesus" - and that is a hard trick to achieve, isn't it? 



I was anxious to encourage Valerie to get away from her perhaps taken-for-granted educational meanings; to shake up a little bit at least her normal ways of understanding what she taught and why she taught what she taught. It might become part of the freedom that I wished for Valerie, a freedom that in my experience schools are not always as careful about as they might be. There was also the question for me of persuading Valerie to allow her pupils to reflect freely on their own statements, their own arguments about the topics they were discussing in their classrooms. I therefore asked Valerie to consider allowing her pupils to do their own enquiries. Here is how I put it:   

  

I think we also mentioned something about challenging statements made by the pupils! Get them, maybe, to do action (enquiries) on their own questions/statements .... Maybe they and you would find this a stimulating and intellectual challenge. 

  

In the next section of my letter I think I was trying to let Valerie know that her own questions may be far more important than mine when I said:



I would have to say these questions arise out of my own experience/reflections! I realise they may have no relevance to your situation, your beliefs, your values! 



I also decided it was necessary for me to tell both Valerie and Marion that I was studying for a doctorate and to that end, of course, our conversations would be useful to me. But they had a right to refuse to be involved. Anyway here’s what I said:



I do really want to respect your autonomy and your integrity. I do not want to rage around like a bull in a china shop and overstep boundaries. I must also mention that this is a key interest area for me personally and it is also important for my studies (Marion might have told you that I am studying for a Ph.D. degree). 





Communicating with Valerie about her religious beliefs



In my reflections below about the 'difficulty' felt afterwards by Valerie because of my audio-tape of her religious beliefs, I am using what Lomax (1999: 14) refers to as the inner voice, or "an intra-subjective dialectic." It is a device I use by which I can represent my meanings to myself. The other part of this dialectic is the interpersonal, or what Lomax calls "an inter-subjective dialectic" by which I represent my meanings to others. My journey of self-discovery involves these two forms of dialogue. But now to Valerie and my conversation with her and my explanation of what happened afterwards. 



I met Valerie on 4th February, 1994, to dialogue with her about her religious beliefs and about the relevance of R.E. Afterwards she told Marion that she was 'in bits' after her conversation with me. Were there overtones there of being treated as subject to object? That in reality we were having what Buber would term an I-It conversation where there was really no meeting of minds or hearts? Perhaps I am being too sensitive about my part in it, however. Maybe inevitably, conversations around our most deeply held values are traumatic. Valerie didn’t after all complain about having a conversation about her religious beliefs with me. She might have been ‘in bits’, as she said, nonetheless she also admitted to finding me genuine:



.... having got to know you better, I wouldn't now find it (the conversation) so threatening or as imposing. Having got to know you, I find you a very genuine person in search of answers like myself.



I am musing now that Valerie may have found it threatening for herself to talk about her religious beliefs to anyone else. She did use the word, ‘imposing’, though. Was she implying by that that I was imposing on her? She didn’t say so then or at any other time. I am now inclined to think she perhaps meant something else by it. Normally, ‘imposing’ means to demand compliance with, to demand something of. There is nothing in my correspondence or journal extracts that imply that. In fact anything I had to say was tentative, was inviting. It was inviting a negative response no less than a positive one. Perhaps Valerie meant she was being self-referential in her use of the word, ‘imposition’! By agreeing to talk to me about something that she felt was perhaps private, she was imposing a burden on herself that in hindsight she felt she wouldn’t now do? That is, I think, a possibility. On balance, though, I don’t think that was the case. No, I feel that she felt she was perhaps involved in a risk that was ‘scary’, that delved into her feelings more than she at first realised. And yet, I now have to consider also that Valerie didn't perhaps know me well enough to confide in me at this level of revealing her religious beliefs to me. When I said earlier that I wanted to be sensitive to Valerie's sensibilities when I posed my question 2 to her, which reads as follows: "If we say God exists what does His existence mean to us?," I said it might help her "to track what became of her concepts about the ‘existence of God’ when she was doing her action enquiry with her R.E. classes." With the value of hindsight, I now feel compelled to say that knowing about God and His existence and tracking it's possible influence in my practice is my agenda, not Valerie's. I may have projected my own needs in this respect on to Valerie. To that extent, I feel, I have been a living contradiction (Whitehead, 1993:70). When speaking of my desire to care for others, I may not have sufficiently shown that care towards Valerie's sensibilities. 



I subscribe to Ferder's (1988: 107) notion of care, and fear I may have negated it in connection with Valerie, I need to outline it here and renew my commitment to it. Ferder (ibid) says that having care for others means having the kind of respect for them that calls forth some kind of response. Caring for the other implies feeling too. As Ferder says: "It is always personal." When I care for someone it suggests that that I have a particular way of seeing the other, an inner attitude that is basically for the other. My fundamental respect for the other means I suspend judgment. That I am open to the other’s self-revelation. That I avoid being manipulative. That my behaviour is based not on my own needs but on my keen awareness of the other’s needs. I feel that it is this kind of care, this kind of love that sets others and me free (Powell, 1989: 73-76). So love and freedom are intimately related, love is liberation. It breaks my preoccupation with myself.         



I have chosen to include in this chapter only some very few sections of Valerie’s conversation about her religious beliefs, mainly those which she herself revealed to Marion. I am doing so out of deference to her sensitivity about her feeling in ‘bits’ originally, though she never asked me not to use any of this conversation in my writing. The fact is that Valerie did wish to talk to some extent about her religious beliefs. Below is what I hear her saying in the following extract from Marion’s account:



Religion is a lifestyle .... a way of seeing life. It is a search for a depth, a dimension to life beyond the routine and mundane. It is an acknowledgement that everything has meaning, no matter how bad it seems.  It is a relationship without which I would become nothing. 



At different times in her ongoing conversations with Marion, Valerie offered eloquent testimony to her values. They weren’t just pious reflections or aspirations. Her practice in fact showed her living out her values which, as she said, enabled her to "see each child as different." Here below is a little of what she said:



In September my values would be something as follows: to see God in every child .... justice and equality for all .... Action Research has helped me to refocus on values so that I can see each child as different and, just because different  to me, is not against  me.  



In using her personal ‘I’, Valerie was able, I believe, to explain what she meant as she attempted to explain her own educational development. Her  report was her explanation of her living out of her values as she showed them ostensively in her actions with her pupils.





How I construe my role in Valerie’s enquiry



Somewhat like my role with Marion, my role with Valerie wasn’t high profile except at the beginning. However, I also realise now that I have affected and influenced Valerie. Through Marion’s and my questions, Valerie was able to gradually move forward from ‘frustration’ to change. I believe her examination of her religious values also enabled change to happen. In any case, many of her pupils endorsed the change that had taken place in her practice. For example, Susan said: "This year the class is open and free discussion is allowed and encouraged whilst still being taught the Catholic beliefs." Perhaps the ‘freedom’ I offered Valerie in being able, for the first time, for both of us to discuss our religious beliefs and values, may have played a part in that! Mary, another pupil, was also very sure about the change and improvement she had seen in her R.E. classes: "So far this year I love religion class and cannot wait for it. I am going in with a positive attitude and I think this is the key to religion in Ireland ...." 



I was available to Marion and to Valerie whenever they needed my help. One way was helping initially with questions. Another was the conversation I had with Valerie on her religious beliefs when Marion declined, for her own reasons, to do so. Another way in which I helped was through writing letters of encouragement to both of them. There were phone calls. I offered help in the framing and writing of Marion’s and Valerie’s action research reports over many visits to their school and their visits to me at the college of education where I worked. My influence with Valerie was more at a distance than the relationship I had with Marion, but substantial for all that. 



I believe the best way for me to try and track our reciprocal influence on each other is to consider again the original questions I put to Valerie in a letter. She was the recipient of Marion’s questions which were devised by me but based on Marion’s Me-Self Dialogue. She also received my ‘religious’ questions. We had a taped conversation around these values. 





Dealing with the questions



1.	What is the relevance of R.E. for you?

2.	If we say God exists what does His existence mean to us?

4.	Is He (God) just private to us? Or do we make Him public? How?

6.	Is it easy for us to make our relationship with him public? Why? Why not?



When Valerie and I met and audio-taped our conversation about her religious beliefs, the questions above found their way into our dialogue. However, I don’t wish to reveal all Valerie’s answer to these questions. She hasn’t said her answers shouldn’t be revealed. But because they are hers, I believe, the vast bulk of them should only be revealed by her. That is her prerogative. I will, however, make use of what she has already revealed from that audio-tape to reveal an incident which I believe is connected directly with her practice of her values in her R.E. classrooms. I have already said that I was wondering if Valerie would perhaps detect a discrepancy between what she now ‘knew’, what she now believed, after considering and reflecting on the relevance of R.E., and how she was teaching R.E. If she detected the discrepancy she would have a ‘reason’ for wanting to change something. My answer is to invite the reader to listen to at least one of these ‘discrepancies’ which Valerie places at the beginning of her own report. 



Valerie gives a pen picture of a day in her classroom when she stands at the blackboard on which she has drawn two columns. In one she has written the values of Jesus as outlined in the Beatitudes; in the second, she has written the values people hold today. She and her pupils discuss these values until, as she says, "it became obvious to me, like it had last year, that the pupils' values and my values (based on the Beatitudes) were worlds apart." She went on to say: 



What I had to say seemed to make no sense to the pupils. I felt like John the Baptist - 'a voice crying in the wilderness'. Was anyone listening? Did Religious Education have any relevance to the pupils lives at all or was my teaching all for nothing and had no value for the pupils? 



It seemed to me that this picture contrasted sharply with what she said she herself believed. In her conversation with me on 4th February, 1994, she had instanced some of the moral meaning of her religious beliefs when she and her husband intended changing house a few years before that. She said: 



Every day I went into class and opened up the text book, it opened at the same page: 'Blessed are the poor.' I said to my husband, if we get caught up in this new mortgage we’ll be showing that we have no time for the poor, d'you know what I mean? If I do that I am not living what I'm teaching. Then I'd really have major qualms of conscience, so much so, that we didn't move house, d'you know what I mean? 



For me, there was a direct connection between what Valerie was thinking in her classroom about the Beatitudes, one of which is about being "poor in spirit" and this part of her February conversation with me. It seems to me that this was at least one explanation for what God’s existence meant to her. He and His message weren’t just written in tracts, however inspirational. They were to be lived as Valerie showed. Her concern, I supposed, was how to live it in her teaching.





Valerie’s response to another question   



7.	Is belief in him (God) and a relationship with Him part of a 	form of life that we live? What form of life do we live that 	shows this belief and relationship? How do we show that in 	our practice? 



While Valerie didn’t represent her relationship directly with God in terms of what she did in the classroom, nevertheless she showed her sensitivity, born of her religious beliefs. In her report (in my data archive) she shows how she spent considerable time, for example, trying to "understand where she (Sandra, a pupil) was coming from and what in me sparked such resentment." Valerie "felt a little extra-curricular contact might overcome this." She got Sandra to help with the ‘Rock Nativity’ her class was producing. Valerie said that she left Sandra "to decide herself the best way to go about it." Sandra’s final letter to Valerie opened with "Hi again" and later, regarding R.E. in the class, she said to Valerie: "Some of the discussions made me feel differently about things." With Sandra, Valerie was entering into a sensitive educative relationship with a pupil who, not long before, was very difficult to ‘manage’. Through Valerie’s courage and ingenuity, she helped to resolve the inter relational difficulty between herself and Sandra. Sandra, of course, had to trust Valerie for something to change, and she did so. I too, had to trust that my educative relationship with Valerie would survive whatever awkwardness or difficulties I may have unwittingly caused her when I asked her to converse about her religious beliefs. And that some of my beliefs, some of my faith, wasn’t totally alien and different from her own. That we, therefore, had something in common. 





Rose’s essay



Regarding Rose, another of Valerie's pupils, I had asked Valerie to allow Rose to do her own action enquiry. An action enquiry didn’t take place, but Valerie did encourage Rose to write about her concerns. I believe, therefore, that I exercised some influence on Rose’s learning. Rose is important to my enquiry and so I now want to indicate my  research intentions in her regard. In April 1994, Jack had a query for me about Rose: "I'd check to see what Rose produced in her action enquiry to see what this case study might tell us about the spiritual, moral, social or cultural development of the pupils." In considering Jack’s concern, I am confining my response to Rose’s and my spiritual development. I will refer to whatever links there may be between our spiritual and moral development, and the ‘quality’ of our individual learning.  



I want to track the influence on Rose and on me of the SCAA (School Curriculum and Assessment Authority) Document, Education for adult life: the spiritual and moral development of young people (a summary report, 1996). Two specifications of this report’s definition of spirituality (p. 6) struck a chord with me. They are:



*	the quest for meaning in life, for truth and ultimate values;

*	the sense of identity and self-worth which enables us to value 	others.



Under its sub-heading, The importance of spiritual development (p. 6), the SCAA Document also says, inter alia, that: 



Spirituality can be seen as the source of the will to act morally. Some delegates suggested that spirituality, being individual and dynamic, can sometimes conflict with traditional assumptions about morality. Spirituality encompasses an intellectual urge to discovery which may lead to challenging received views.  



This section of the document reminds me of the importance for me of emancipation, freedom and liberation. When I am asked about the ‘quality’ of my , and others', learning there is always one piece of ‘evidence’ I look for: is there evidence of independence, of freedom?  

Is there evidence of the search for truth in exploring and developing one's spirituality as the SCAA document puts it when it says that: 



Some delegates regarded all learning as a spiritual activity .... The human spirit engaged in a search for truth could be a definition of education, challenging young people to explore and develop their own spirituality and helping them in their own search for truth (p. 6).



I realise, of course, that quotations from the SCAA document are not unanimously agreed with and are opinions distilled from only ‘some delegates’ who debated these issues at a conference on the subject matter of the SCAA document held in January 1996. However, I will attempt to integrate those elements that I quoted from the SCAA document, as I endeavour to interpret them in the light of the data offered in Valerie’s and Rose’s accounts and as I understood and interpreted them in the light of my influence on Rose and her influence on me. 





Reflecting on Rose’s views about freedom



I read in Valerie’s report the voice of Rose saying: "in R.E. class there is no accommodation of different views, especially on moral issues." I felt that unless she had the opportunity to argue her views publicly, she was unlikely to wish to take up the ‘official’ position Valerie as teacher wished her to take, a position endorsed as I knew by the kind of mission and ethos statements Catholic Schools profess. Like many young people I knew in my thirty years in the classroom, Rose needed, I felt, to flex her intellectual muscles and she needed the requisite freedom to do so.



I heartily agree with Rose when she says:



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/beliefs) because a developed person is better able to side with something which they have chosen rather than what has been enforced on them.



Somehow it doesn’t surprise me to read that Rose feels she needs ‘personal development’ in order to make choices. Perhaps moral development is, for her, something to do with the enforcement of the arguments of one ‘side’, of conformity with one side, whereas she needs the opportunity to choose between alternatives.



Like Rose, I sometimes have difficulty in reconciling my view that I am unique, with a view of community or society that may say that there are codes of conduct that "govern us all." How do I reconcile the different, if not unique me, with the many, that is, community, or society? For me, human relationship is not about an oppositional stance, but a dialectical relationship between these two positions. As an individual person in society I have rights. I also have duties and responsibilities to others, including myself. In this equation it seems to me that the last bit is often left out. I believe that a community or society is only healthy to the extent that there is frequent tension around the dialectical relationship between me as an individual and me as a member of community, or society. If ‘rights’ are rampant, then perhaps individualism is ignoring the needs of individuals to both be accepted and acceptable as members of communities and of society. If ‘duties’ and ‘responsibilities’ are rampant, then perhaps a necessary individuality may be snuffed out. That is why I welcome Rose’s tension around her concerns and the seriousness with which Valerie deals with it. Perhaps Rose will eventually be able to achieve a necessary balance between herself as an individual and the community/society of which she is a member. 

 

I am learning anew from Rose the importance to her, and now to me too, of the need for a ‘personal development’ which welcomes, even embraces the concept of freedom of choice. The ‘basic freedom,’ according to Berlin (Gray, 1995:15), is the capacity for choice itself, a choice among alternatives. I am not sure to what degree I would be fully human if I didn’t have this capacity. It is why I feel so empathic towards the felt view expressed by Rose that: "there should be room for all views ...." Her plea that there should be this room is, I feel, not only a plea that other opinions be considered, but particularly I think, a plea for herself of her own basic freedom. I think she might appreciate this statement of Berlin’s (1969: vi), that:



The fundamental sense of freedom is freedom from chains, from imprisonment, from enslavement by others. 



In encouraging Rose to write about her concerns, it seems to me that Valerie freed her from negativity about R.E. as Rose admits below. Though it may sound a little melodramatic to say so, it may be true that Valerie also freed Rose from the chains of "enslavement by others" by inviting her freely to think about and choose her ‘beliefs.’ 

 

As a teacher in a religious-run school, Valerie worked, of course, to uphold the ethos of the school, and had every ‘right’ to do so. As a result, however, of reading the many data-letters she got from her various classes, she came to the conclusion that she wanted to be "a facilitator in faith development, not an enforcer." To me, that did not indicate that she wished to abandon the search to find a way of getting Rose and others to respect what the school stood for in moral or religious matters or that she wouldn’t want Rose and others to practise the school’s particular religious ethical code. She felt she had a strict duty, as Marion said to me at one of our meetings, "To transmit the Catholic tradition. That is an onerous duty." At the same time, Valerie had come to the conclusion that she had to facilitate freedom of debate about the ‘faith’ she wished her pupils to practise. Unless it were eventually freely chosen it would not perhaps be of very great consequence to Rose’s life anyway. At the end of chapter 3 I talk about a similar freedom, about my belief in a God of my understanding.



I can understand why Nick Tate (SCAA’s Chief Executive in the SCAA Document, 1996: 10) would criticise the belief that "morality is merely a matter of taste, concluding that 'if ever a dragon needed slaying, it is the dragon of relativism.'" It isn’t that many people wouldn’t be critical of relativism. They would, I believe. But for me the question really is: "how do I help to bring young people to a position of responsibility without forcing them to be responsible?" I think Valerie’s action enquiry showed how the process of open enquiry, with respect for the views of others, can be initiated and pursued with young people. Valerie may be hoping also that young people, when given responsibility for thinking out their views, may not so easily give up their traditions, which obviously include notions of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’, thus supporting Tate’s abhorrence of "morality (as) merely a matter of taste." 





My concern for freedom 



When I originally asked Valerie to consider allowing Rose to do her own action enquiry, I was strongly motivated by a concern for freedom. It was, and is, a freedom that is based on tolerance for others, based on affirming, and granting approval to others, based on valuing others as worthwhile. These are the values which I hope I too am showing to others both in practice and in my representation of that practice in this chapter and within my thesis as a whole. But, of course, my expression of my concern about the value of freedom will remain an unrealised concern unless I do something practically about it. Asking Valerie to allow one of her pupils, Rose, to do her own action enquiry, which in reality became an essay, was one way in which I could live out my concern about freedom. Asking Valerie to talk about her religious values was another. But now, let me flesh out a bit more the meaning freedom holds for me. 



Hannah Arendt (1961: 4) describes the kind of freedom I want, a freedom that it seems to me Rose too is seeking. Arendt enthrals me when she talks of Rene Char’s Resistance story, where at the end of the story he says of himself and his men, "At every meal that we eat together, freedom is invited to sit down. The chair remains vacant, but the place is set." It seems to me that is what Rose sought; it is what I seek, to sit down with others and with ‘freedom.’ The empty chair is a symbol of the ‘public space’ created between Rose, the class, Valerie and me, where ‘freedom could appear’ (ibid). Freedom in this scenario is not constrained. It is not shackled, not enslaved by others. 



In asking Valerie to offer opportunities to Rose and other pupils to articulate her views on R.E. I believe I was contributing to the conditions necessary  for freedom to blossom, a freedom that encompassed the notions of self-worth and equality and would lead, I hoped, to a quality of love which I previously described in Section one of this chapter as a “legitimate anxiety I hold about ensuring that the person I am with in the educative relationship is as free from fears as is humanly possible.”  



But let me return, momentarily to what Greene (1988: xi) calls “the making and remaking of a public space, a space of dialogue and possibility.” She explains this 'public space' when she says that:



In contexts of this kind, open contexts where persons attend to one another with interest, regard, and care, there is a place for the appearance of freedom, the achievement of freedom by people in search of themselves.



I believe that I have been trying to do what Greene suggests in my educative relationships with Marion, Valerie and Rose (even if at one remove in Rose's case). I have been attending to them “with interest, regard, and care”, in order to facilitate “the achievement of freedom by people in search of themselves.” 



In embodying my values of love and care as a legitimate anxiety in order to help others to achieve freedom, I believe I am contributing to what Kennelly (1991: 12), the Irish poet, has to say about freedom:



I have always associated unbridled, passionate mutterings with freedom. There is something more attractively genuine in such mutterings than in most of the bland interchanges that go by the name of ‘communication.’ Whenever I see men and women furiously muttering to themselves in the streets of Dublin I am saddened by their loneliness, touched by their sincerity, awed by their freedom.



I want those with whom I am in educative relationships to have an unbridled passion for freedom such as I feel I have, a freedom that harms no one, a freedom that gives deliciousness to the personality and hope to others. In my practice with Marion and Valerie I was constantly wondering about what I could do to ensure that this kind of freedom happened. 



But let me now return to Valerie and to the possibility created by her, which I believe offered Rose the opportunity to grow towards how Greene (1988: 118) characterises freedom when she refers to it as being about autonomy:



To be autonomous is to be self-directed and responsible; it is to be capable of acting in accord with internalised norms and principles; it is to be insightful enough to know and understand one’s impulses, one’s motives, and the influence of one’s past.  



Admittedly, this scenario painted by Greene is the results of a lifetime’s work, but at least the possibility of its realisation has now been opened up by Valerie for herself, for Rose and for the other pupils. 



It applies to me, also. I wish to live out my freedom by being self-directed and responsible. For myself, then, I want my independence, my freedom, to help lead me to mature interdependence, which involves me in learning to set and meet my own expectations rather than seeking to meet the expectation of others. From this statement and from my practice, I am hoping that my view of freedom will be seen to be not only value-oriented, but also, and especially, person-oriented. That it will be seen to be centred for me in respect for and toleration towards others and their views. I am value oriented. I have a definite point of view. In my role as a values-led action researcher, while I might not wish to place too great a stress on the traditions of the past for myself, nevertheless I recognise that young people and their teachers come from various traditions, representative of their communities. I would wish to respect that point of view and claim that those born to it have a right to continue with it, while, of course, having the opportunity of examining and reviewing it. I find I have to continually work at accepting that other people’s view of their work, their frameworks, their beliefs, their values, are valid; that they are relevant for them (Marshall, 1995: 324). If other people’s frameworks, beliefs and values are valid and relevant for them, I must take those frameworks, beliefs and values seriously. I constantly need, too, to try and accommodate whatever conflicts and contradictions arise from entertaining these multiple perspectives. 



What I am particularly interested in, though, are the methods Valerie used to enable the tradition to which she, Rose and the school belonged, to be continued. They were centred on respect for the person of Rose, for example, and took the form of action enquiry which, by its nature, is open-ended. Through freedom, Rose might actually come to an acceptance of her own tradition. That she might not, would also be for me, an important dimension of her freedom; that she would be able to make choices among alternatives.   



Valerie became critical of her previous stance of ‘enforcing faith’ on her pupils. But she is no more neutral now than she had been previously. What has changed is that she is researching, she is finding out the views of her pupils and she is listening to them. In that respect she is more autonomous in feeling free not to ‘enforce.’ And she is enabling her pupils to be more autonomous also. As well as paying attention to her tradition, which is that of the pupils and of the school, she is also taking her pupils’ views into the equation. In the same way as Valerie listened to me when I asked her to allow Rose to do her own research, so she is listening to her pupils. Rose and others noticed it. Because she felt respected as an individual, Rose’s view of how she experienced R.E. changed and she began to enjoy it rather than be bored with, or angry about, it to the point where she was able to say that:



I think R.E. was a lot more relevant this year than in the previous three years. It was more relevant to me because the subjects were interesting and true to life and later on because we dealt with real problems. 



Although Rose did not refer to it, it also entirely possible I think that her experience of respect from Valerie, the establishment of an I-You relationship (Buber,1975) between them, may have enabled her to respect and accept her tradition which it was always Valerie’s desire to effect in the first place.





Rose is looking for a meaning to her life



It also seems to me that Rose, in her search for freedom to choose, to freely debate and think for herself, is perhaps already engaged in at least two of the requirements  the SCAA document (1996) called for and which I duplicate again below:



*	the quest for meaning in life, for truth and ultimate values.

*	the sense of identity and self-worth which enables us to value 	others. 



One of Rose’s pathways to that goal of meaning in life, including her quest for ‘truth’, was the value to her of her freedom to choose. It involved her also perhaps in searching for her own evolving sense of her identity to be recognised and to be respected. Valerie helped Rose in her quest when she decided that she did not want to be an ‘enforcer’ but rather ‘a facilitator of faith,’ as she called it. It seems to me that Rose’s quest, in its own way, is a mirror of my enquiry. I, too, am on a quest for my ‘truth’ which certainly involves my freedom to choose. In the process I believe my sense of my identity is evolving to the extent that I am beginning to recognise, affirm and accept myself. In offering for public scrutiny "a systematic enquiry made public" (Stenhouse, 1975), as I am doing here, my quest for ‘truth’ is I believe moved forward significantly not least because of critical academic attention from my Bath Action Research Group but also because of their recognition and respect. I am most able to facilitate this enquiry because of what I learnt from Valerie, Rose and Marion.      



Of both Valerie and Rose I believe it could be said, that they were engaged in acting morally in the various ways explained in their individual and collective action enquiries. Perhaps it was their form of spirituality, composed as it was of their emergent values, care and empathy on the part of Valerie and freedom on the part of Rose, that was the source of it. In that sense, then, the SCAA Document (1996) is right when it says that: "spirituality can be seen as the source of the will to act morally." Rose’s effort to activate her own spirituality, composed of her value of freedom, apparently  involved her also in "conflict with traditional assumptions about morality" (SCAA Document 1996). Valerie, in her encouragement to Rose to write about her own ‘concerns,’ seemed to accept what some SCAA conference delegates believed - that "Spirituality encompasses an intellectual urge to discovery which may lead to challenging received views" (ibid).   

 

In this combined though separate enquiry of Rose’s, I believe her learning could perhaps be described "as a spiritual activity" (SCAA). Certainly from my point of view, it is spiritual in the sense in which "The human spirit (is) engaged in a search for truth" (ibid), in which Rose is challenged to explore and develop her own spirituality, comprising her exploration of the value of freedom for her, and thus helping her in her own search for truth.





Attempting to move the situation forward 



I wrote to Valerie (27th April 1994) and congratulated her on what both she and Rose had achieved. Then I tried to see in what way she might be able to move Rose forward beyond what she had already done. I knew it couldn’t happen in that particular school year because it had just terminated. I was hopeful, however, for the following school-year, 1994-1995. In my letter to Valerie I was seeking to help Rose realise the importance of being democratic herself: how "to stretch her, so to speak." Among my questions for her were: "In what way, Rose, would you demonstrate that people are unique for you?" and, "If you were a teacher in this class how would you demonstrate your value of encouraging individuality?" I told Valerie, of course, that: "I am sure there are better questions that these ones, but I am wondering how could you stretch your girls in the direction of reflecting on their individual spirituality?" However, on a visit to the school shortly afterwards, Valerie and Marion told me that they would not be continuing in the coming school-year with 'formal' action research. For various personal and professional reasons they needed a ‘break’. They were tired and following the action research cycle closely took a huge amount of their time. The school couldn't offer any alleviation of duties to allow them the extra time they needed to prepare further action enquiries. It was a pity, but understandable!  



  

‘What about the power structures reflected in the actual text itself?’



I sent a copy of my original M.Phil. report (containing the substance of this chapter) to Zoe Parker (fellow Ph.D. student and lecturer at Kingston University, Surrey). In her reply to me (26th January, 1995), she said she was ‘delighted’ that Valerie’s report had the voices of her pupils "apparent/audible." She raised an important question though about: "what happened to Rose in all this, is she any happier now?" It wasn’t a question I had thought of asking, even though it is perhaps a question to do with friendship, with relationship, with fulfilment. In my text above, my final questions for Rose, via Valerie, were not of that kind; rather were they to do with Rose’s capacity to learn to become reflexive.



Zoe also commented on the fact that the "text starts with your voice and moves through hierarchical layers until we reach the voices of the pupils." It is only at the end of the report, she points out, that "we hear from Rose." Zoe asks: "Does this raise questions about the power structures reflected in the actual text itself?"



When I read what Zoe said I felt dismayed that I hadn’t thought more about the "power structures" in my text. Zoe linked "hierarchical layers," starting with my voice and moving on through to ‘the voices of the pupils’ with "power structures." She is perhaps asking if the "hierarchical layers," which she equates with "power structures," is an anti-democratic structure governing my text? It is true that I instituted a hierarchy in my relationship with the various people involved: me and Marion, Marion and Valerie, and perhaps me and Rose. I did it for practical and pragmatic reasons - I wanted all of these people to have the opportunity of doing their own research on their own practice and I couldn’t think of a better way of managing it, especially as my time too was limited. I continued with 'hierarchy' in terms of the writing up of this study.  



I think I could have become tense about Zoe’s "power structures" question if I had passed over or neglected to include and respond to the voices of the various people coming through in my work, including the students’ voices. I don’t believe I did that. I deeply wished to respect them as human beings. I attempted to take seriously the people whose voices are heard in this chapter. I attempted to see in what way I had influenced and been influenced by them. If democracy means tolerance of all views, I was being tolerant in attempting to fully respect the people whose voices are heard. If democracy means being egalitarian, I was attempting to show an equality of treatment, equality meaning for me the requisite amount of time and effort I personally judged I needed to give to each of the participants I was dealing with - Marion and Valerie. ‘Requisite’ means to me making instantaneous judgments regarding the particular circumstances necessary to help move forward the learning of each of the people concerned, including myself. 



In attempting to answer Zoe’s question, "what kind of power structures are reflected in my text as it stands?," I freely admit that it is hierarchical and I am at the apex. I am the writer of this chapter and of this text. However, I want to listen with respect and understanding to the points of view of all those involved in this research. In the end, though, it is my own research and I am taking personal responsibility for it. My originality will come from making my own personal judgments about it, as with my thesis as a whole. I am engaged in that very process now in my argumentation here with Zoe Parker and her views.



I did wonder at various points in my practice whether setting up a hierarchy of relationships (me with Marion, as she acted as tutor to Valerie) inhibited me initially in relating interpersonally with Valerie. Had I, for example, set up an unequal power relationship? In this age of "political correctness," it is necessary for me to point out that I didn’t do so in order that Marion or Valerie would be deprived of their personal power. A hierarchy was already in place and I went along with it. None of the participants had disagreed with it. Perhaps if they had .... but that’s another story, and anyway, it’s hypothetical. 



But let me now consider at more length the issue of power structures, which I think Zoe understands as affecting power relations. In arguing about this issue I do not wish to use the particular terminology that Zoe used. I want to demarcate and name this issue in my own way. In doing so I realise I am using power to define my world (Spender, 1984:194-205). In so doing I hope I am not going to be guilty of "illustrating patriarchy’s power to shape and dominate the world in which women live, and so numb women’s consciousness" (Marshall, 1984:87). I do accept that "organisational, structural and political back cloths" shouldn’t be "lost sight of" in telling women’s stories; that "boundaries, norms and valued goals are established and labels assigned" in the places where women work (Marshall, 1995:18-19). I also realise that my enquiry here involves two women teachers and their pupils, who are young women. My correspondent, Zoe, is a woman too. And I am a man! 



At the risk of being labelled as simplistic or worse naive, I am suggesting that there is another way I can proceed. Can’t I consider this issue of "power structures" or "power relations" at the level of the interpersonal, at the level of the inter-relational? In so doing I can lay aside at least momentarily all "organisational, structural and political back cloths."  Being sensitive is, for me, a relational issue, a personal issue. And it is at the level of the personal and the relational that I believe that most of my energy should be and indeed was directed. I can do something about an issue that is personal. To try to do something about an issue that is ‘political’ may reduce my energy unnecessarily and come to no good anyway. But perhaps at the end of it all I may still come to agree that the ‘personal is political’! This is dealt with in Chapt.5.



When I received Marion’s and Valerie’s research reports (May, 1994) they were hierarchically structured, with "power structures," "power relations" perhaps embedded in them. Rather than concentrate on the import of the "power structures," "power relations" or "hierarchy" perhaps built into these research reports, I felt it was more important to concentrate on what various individuals had positively achieved in terms of the personal, of the relational, and in terms of values like freedom, independence and interdependence.  



For me, "power structures" or "power relations" is like an 'outsider’ concept, a hegemonic, dominant and dominating concept, like ‘patriarchy’ itself, which insists on being heard. I am not, however, saying that Zoe is doing this. I am only saying that this particular phrase has these kinds of connotations for me. It appears to be telling me: "Beware of breaking the rules and regulations, the norms of the present form of 'political correctness!’" For myself, I am committed not so much to rules, regulations or tradition, but to others and their well-being in the existential here and now. While listening and paying respectful attention to Zoe’s point of view, I am here insisting on my own point of view which is an ‘insider’ one to do with my individual action enquiry and the inter-related individual action enquiries of others. Issues that arise are, or become, personal, relational issues. Any difficulties involved are resolved locally and interpersonally as Valerie has shown with her students, particularly with Rose. My stance - and perhaps that of the others too - is one derived from holding values of love and freedom, authenticity and integrity, negating them in my practice, improving or changing them appropriately so that I may renew my practice of them. It is reciprocal too in that I may be - and indeed was - challenged internally by Marion within my research as to my behaviour and meanings. 



Zoe’s concern about "the power structures reflected in the actual text itself" is, I now realise, a concern of less importance to me than how I am treating others practically and relationally as individuals. It is not that Zoe’s concern is not important, it is. But I am making choices here, choices about local issues about which I can do something! I am not implying by this that Zoe wasn’t concerned. Of course she was. She wouldn’t have written as she did, with her customary honesty, if she weren’t. She is as concerned as I am for the ‘democratisation’ of my action research practice so that the voices of the pupils could be clearly heard. But for me, democracy, "power structures," and so on, are really about interpersonal relational values negotiated on the ground constantly and consistently between me and others and between teachers and students, and vice versa. For me they are issues that I, and others I am involved with, can do something practically about within our local individual practices.         



I cannot underestimate what Valerie did, giving her pupils a voice, regardless of the order in which these voices appeared in my text. Ruddock (1996:3) suggests there are two reasons why teachers tend not to make space for students’ voices or give serious attention to what they say: "one is tradition and the other is anxiety." She feels that traditionally, students were not viewed as partners in the educational enterprise. There is the view too that pupils don’t have the capacity to pass judgments on their education. So Ruddock sympathises with teachers who, she says, "may, understandably, be nervous about inviting evaluative comments from pupils; negative experiences are usually more sharply etched in our memories than positive ones and are easier to talk about." She recognises too that teachers may be anxious that their students’ comments will be personalised.



Despite tradition and anxiety, Valerie not only allowed but positively encouraged her students to articulate their dissatisfactions about R.E. They took full advantage of her permission and encouragement as her report shows. They did this not only through the letters Valerie solicited from them but also orally in the classroom. The point is that, through Valerie’s planning and mutual help and cooperation, the R.E. class for her students was turned around. And they played a very active part with Valerie in bringing that about.  



Regarding the report she read, Zoe points out that from a reader perspective, she has "the power to play with the text, I can start at the end, I can ask questions that aren't in the text, I can speculate about what happens to individuals." And she goes on to say, "I can be disappointed when I don't hear from them again." She is wondering, for example, if Rose "thinks/knows about her appearance in Ben's text," and if she did, "would she want a chance to say something more to us?" 



It is a question that is hypothetical now, unfortunately. Rose can no longer talk to us about her concerns - at least in this text. In that sense, Zoe is right. Rose was dependent on being included in Valerie’s report in order to be heard in my text. If Valerie stopped doing action research, so would Rose, at least in the sense of an enquiry being made public (Stenhouse, 1975). So to that extent because Valerie has stopped, so Rose’s voice is stopped - at least in this text! However, for the comparatively brief time when her voice was heard publicly, it was clear to me that her teacher, Valerie, who had institutional power, used it to facilitate Rose’s voice, allowing it to be heard, not only publicly, but also internally within the classroom, as she struggled with issues of democracy and freedom. Rose might or might not be satisfied with the placing of her voice in my text. She was satisfied, though, with the offer from Valerie to write about her own concerns and to get a public airing for them with a sympathetic teacher and class, and presumably to get it included also in my chapter here, even if embedded in Valerie’s text. But can I answer Zoe’s final question about Rose: "is she any happier now?" In so far as I can answer it for somebody else, I believe that Rose achieved the measure of freedom she sought, a freedom consonant with her personal development, a freedom that finally affiliated her to R.E. as it was taught and learned in Valerie’s classroom.





Some final thoughts



At this point (20th June, 1999) I am returning again, even if only briefly, to Zoe Parker's concern that my enquiry started "with your voice and moves through hierarchical layers until we reach the voices of the pupils." It is clear to me at this point that I did not pay as much attention as I could have to Zoe's concern about power structures, hierarchical layers, power relations. Rather, I went on the defensive. While I defended the inclusion of Rose's voice, I was also defending the status quo, that is, the current kinds of hierarchy that operate in many, if not most, institutions including schools. Perhaps I could have been braver and have interrupted existing power relations, including "hierarchical layers." 



But in order to do so, I would have had to take van Manen's (1988: xv) view seriously that "our best examples must be ourselves." My level of awareness at the time all this was happening wasn't as heightened as it could have been. Certainly, I hadn't understood the subtleties of meaning that were available to me then, as I do now. Because I was delighted that Valerie agreed to include Rose's voice in her enquiry, I neglected the larger picture to do with the amount of voice Rose was allowed and, also, how her voice was to be depicted - at the lowest rung of the existing hierarchy. When I heard Zoe articulating these as legitimate concerns I wasn't ready to hear. But, I am now listening. I am listening avidly to Kohli (1989: 105-106), and hearing her and Zoe's voice as Kohli says:



Whose voices are heard? Whose are silenced and why? What are the power relations that open or close access to conversations, whether spoken or written? .... What conditions must be obtained for those who have been silenced to feel safe in dialogue? .... What prior agreements need to be established to ensure a place where each person can speak her or his own mind and heart? What does a teacher need to know, feel, experience, in order to provide mutuality and reciprocity among diverse voices?    



It wasn't only that Rose hadn't sufficient space within which she could speak her mind and heart fully. It wasn't only that I wouldn't directly confront how I hierarchically structured the work I sent Zoe. I also feel I silenced Zoe's legitimate request that I think again about how I structured my text. Because I didn't think reflectively about Zoe's idea at the time, I now feel I silenced her. I now feel I exercised power relations in doing so, the power relations involved in my defensive argument above. I contradicted in my practice my desire to offer a creative freedom. And all of this notwithstanding my own experience of power relations in relation to the 'conflict' I experienced at the college where I worked (1990-1995, in chapter 5). I am hoping that in my future work I will be more alert to the importance "of being (more) an example myself" of fairness, balance and empathy and that I will interrupt existing power relations, including my own, for the sake of others. This is especially the case when others are voiceless or are not given the requisite amount of voice that indicates they are being taken seriously.      



It seems to me that my belated recognition that I silenced Zoe's voice should cause me again to emphasise my need to practise the freedom I say I need for my own creativity. Others need to be enfranchised with freedom, too. Those who come in contact with me need it in order for their creativity to be released. This is true because, as Berdyaev (in Macquarrie, 1972: 180) puts it: "freedom is almost identical with existence itself." Berdyaev's view of freedom is important to me as a person and as a teacher educator:



Berdyaev and other existentialists are passionately insistent that freedom is to be preserved and increased. And the reason for this is clear. If freedom is almost identical with existence itself, there is no humanity without freedom. Freedom may be dangerous (because it may degenerate into chaos), but there is no human dignity without freedom, and the risk of increasing freedom must constantly be taken. 



Following Berdyaev (in Lowrie, 1956: 136-147), I believe that freedom is necessary for others and myself so that we can continually create ourselves. I passionately believe that I should try and enable every person with whom I come in contact to be, and become, creative, despite the 'living contradictions' that occur in my practice, as with Zoe in this instance. While I believe that an undisciplined creativity could lead to chaos, nevertheless, I also believe that it is my creativity which makes me distinctively human. 



In exercising my creativity I believe, too, that my self-transcendence takes place. By that I mean what Macquarrie (in Bacik, 1992: 74) means when he says it is to do with "our fundamental capacity to direct our own personal existence" and to shape our lives. So, transcendence and freedom are linked. Therefore, because I have some freedom, I am not entirely constrained by the determining forces of nature, I can create a better world for myself and others. In my educative relationships with Marion, with Valerie, with Rose and with Zoe too, I wanted freedom and love to flourish so that their creativity - and mine, too - could blossom. However, I have learned a valuable lesson both from Zoe and from Valerie: freedom and love are linked to recognising the importance of difference and separateness, it is an awareness that lets me see that others own themselves. I have learned from Zoe Parker the importance of interrupting "power relations" in order that a more just situation may take place.



At various times I corresponded with Valerie but she didn’t answer. Perhaps she felt that her educative relationship with Marion was sufficient. When I met her at her school we always had pleasant but short conversations. I felt, however, the lack of response to my queries. But now I feel that my relationship with Valerie, which began in freedom and continued in freedom, should also end in freedom for me. Somehow the need for personal boundaries hadn’t impinged on my consciousness. Valerie had obviously decided that not corresponding was one of the boundaries she would demarcate for me, a boundary signifying the need to be different, to have the right to do things differently. Finally the light dawned on me: Valerie is different from me, she is rightly exercising her freedom by showing me the importance of difference to her. Just as she encouraged her pupil, Rose, to learn her own meaning to freedom, so she is perhaps showing me her particular aspect of freedom - the right to be different and that I should see it as a gift that will enhance my learning.





Addressing two of my claims to educational knowledge



In this chapter I have been addressing, through my descriptions and explanations of my relationships with Zoe, Marion, Valerie and Rose, two distinct and original claims (see Abstract) I make to educational knowledge:



I show the meaning of my values as I explain my educative relationships in terms of how I dialectically engage the intrapersonal with the interpersonal.



and,



I show how a dialectic of both care and challenge that is sensitive to difference, is enabling me to create my own living educational theory which is a form of improvisatory self-realisation.



When I received Zoe Parker’s criticism about the “hierarchical layers” apparent in this chapter, I went on the defensive and didn’t realise for some years that my defensive position had all but silenced her voice. I had become a ‘living contradiction’, holding the values of care and freedom but denying them in my practice. I was horrified when I finally came to realise that I had been using oppressive power relations towards Zoe of the kind that I believe sometimes sustains hierarchy (chapter 5) and “hierarchical layers” too. Instead of striving for liberation for Zoe, others and myself, I was, as Freire (Freire and Macedo, 1998) puts it, tending to become an oppressor. I only became free from oppression when I wrote about liberating Zoe’s voice and simultaneously learned from her insight about “power relations.”   



A fellow feeling with Marion regarding her “voicelessness” when she was young convinced me anew of her “inalienable value,” and moved me towards affirming her in order “to make her strong” for her own sake, but also so that she could take up a position of support to her colleague, Valerie, as the latter attempted to undertake her first action enquiry. My own support for Marion helped me to both declare and show in my actions towards her that: “My care is a legitimate anxiety I hold about ensuring that the person I am with in the educative relationship is as free from fears as is humanly possible.”



At my instigation, Valerie facilitated her student, Rose, to write about her concern about freedom. I then experienced Rose’s liberated voice. In listening to Rose’s voice, I recognised that she had enlarged for me the value of freedom to choose, as she declaimed her need to be free in order that she could choose. 



Valerie, as R.E. teacher, facilitated Rose’s value of freedom at my instigation, even though my initial perception of her decision not to reply to my letters, nor to seek meetings with me, was that she was “silencing” me. As I was reflecting and writing this chapter, I came to accept that Valerie was perhaps “showing me her particular aspect of freedom - the right to be different.”  My recognition of Valerie’s right to be different - an aspect of freedom - enhanced my learning as I continued to create my own living educational theory as a form of improvisatory self-realisation.  



In writing this chapter I came to realise that the dialectic of care and challenge, which was sensitive to difference, wasn't in my hands alone. I, too, had been dialectically challenged with care and sensitivity by Zoe, Marion, Valerie, and Rose in different ways.
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