Chapter One: Setting the Scene



In Chapter One I wish to provide some contextual background information and share with the reader some of my beliefs, attitudes and values when beginning action research in February 1994.



I address the following four areas:



1.    A Note about Myself



2.    My Students, My School and My Teaching



3.    A Short Autobiographical Account Regarding My Involvement in Three Approaches

[Mathematics and Chemistry, Guidance and Counselling, and Beginning Action Research]



4.    Wisdom of Practice and the Knowledge Base of Teaching / Relevance in an Irish Context

























1.    A Note about Myself



I was born in Dublin, Republic of Ireland, in 1952, moved to Dundalk (a town on the coast, north of Dublin) in 1961 and then to Ferbane (‘white grass’- after the local bog cotton), a village in the midlands, in 1965. There were eight children in our family, five boys and three girls, and I am the second eldest. My brother, aged four, died in 1964 (knocked down by a car) and my father, aged 61, died in 1986 (a sudden heart attack). The priorities when growing up seemed to be food, learning, and then clothes. As we got better off financially we got new shoes and new clothes more often and our interest in education never deteriorated. Both of our parents were good to us and made considerable self sacrifice in helping to nurture a reasonable degree of love and outward attitude. I thank them. 



I went to College in Galway on the west coast of Ireland from 1970 until 1975 studying mathematics (minor) and chemistry (major), obtaining a research degree in chemistry in September 1975.  After giving up a further postgraduate research degree in chemistry at the University of British Columbia in Vancouver I taught Native Americans in an elementary school in Vancouver Island during 1975/1976, returning to the University of Galway to graduate with a Higher Diploma in Education in 1977. In June 1977 I got a job teaching mathematics and science and health education in St. John’s College, a boys’ secondary school (a grammar school) in the northwest of the Republic of Ireland , and have been teaching there since September 1977. It is now Tuesday, January 6th, 1998: I am on study leave until September 1999 with the intention of writing up a doctorate in education. I would now like to say something about my students, my school and my teaching.











2.    My Students, My School and My Teaching



St. John’s College is a boys’ Catholic diocesan secondary school with 740 students and 45 teaching staff with a priest as president of the college. There is one other priest on the staff. Most of the students come to school by bus and car. Some students walk to school and no student cycles. There used to be a number of boarding students at the college but these were phased out gradually, the boarding section closing eight years ago, a few years after a  secondary school opened up on an island (off the northwest coast) which had been a primary source of boarders for our school. The boarding section has since been converted into classrooms and a library. The priests live in the college giving a particular lived-in character to the school which, while an attractive homely trait in itself, can also help prevent break-ins in a reasonably big town with its allotted share of petty crime.  



This academic year is my twenty first year teaching in St. John’s College and I teach mostly senior and junior mathematics, junior science, senior chemistry, and social and personal education in a timetabled ‘advisory’ class. I have taught all age groups from first to sixth form students of varying academic abilities and degrees of commitment to work. I consider myself to be a firm and fair teacher who probably expects too much silence in class sometimes and is a little too strict sometimes especially with some of the junior classes. Overall, I cope pretty well with discipline problems. Now and then I become frustrated with myself because I allow myself to be trapped into conflict and at times lose my temper. I then get annoyed at myself for getting angry. However, I usually recover fairly quickly from this destructive cycle. To come more speedily to my point, I have found the vast majority of the students at St. John’s College to be courteous and respectful of reasonable requests and I am quite accustomed to the systemics of teaching regarding discipline problems. This is not to deny that occasionally teaching can be very tough, full of tension and quite draining emotionally.





I have no real problems regarding subject content for the chemistry, mathematics and junior science courses, my central concerns in my work being care for the students and myself (treating the students with respect and also expecting to be treated with respect) and helping my students to understand specific subject content. Not unlike Rogers (1961), I consider the relationship I have with the students to be of vital importance and foundational to the whole educative process in my teaching. What has helped to sustain my interest over the years, I believe, is the fact that I like teaching and that I like working with people and building a productive working relationship.



After the above albeit brief introduction to my students, my school and my teaching, I now wish to look at my change in direction in relation to three approaches as a way of mapping an autobiographical trace up to, and including, my initial involvement in action research.





































   3.    A Short Autobiographical Account Regarding My Involvement in Three Approaches [Mathematics and Chemistry, Guidance and Counselling, and Beginning Action Research]        



What follows (pp. 5-13) is an edited version of an autobiographical account of my own learning written in August 1996 (Data Archive).



I.    Mathematics and Chemistry (1970 - 1975): Approach One



How did I end up teaching on Vancouver Island?



I began University in October 1970. I was eighteen years old and had obtained an honour in each of the six subjects I sat for the Leaving Certificate Examination: English, Irish, Latin, Geography, Mathematics, and Physics/Chemistry (combined). I asked the administrators at University College Galway if it was possible to do a BA/BSc combined and was told ‘It is feasible but not advisable’ (What a wonderful statement!). So, I opted for a BSc and decided I would write poetry to keep some balance. I eventually took a first class honours degree in chemistry, a four year degree, in the autumn of 1974. I minored in mathematics. Our final examinations were in early September and we all studied throughout the summer of 1974. On a point of interest there were six girls and seven fellows in our final year in 1974.



In 1974/1975 I obtained an honours MSc in Inorganic Chemistry (by thesis) in ten months and in September 1975 I went to the University of British Columbia (UBC), Vancouver, to begin a PhD in Chemistry. I had a Teaching Assistantship which was offered to every PhD student: you got a stipend and helped out at first year practicals and in the corrections of the write-ups. In October 1975, six weeks after beginning my studies at UBC, I gave up doing the PhD! 



This was a great ‘fall from grace’ in my own eyes at the time and perhaps in the eyes of others. To compound the problem I was dreadfully lonely and also felt very foolish at having travelled all the way from Ireland to Canada to start a PhD only to give up the primary reason for going after six weeks!



Why did I quit the PhD?



When doing the MSc I missed the company of people. I was mostly working on my own in the laboratory and didn’t have any lectures to attend. We synthesised and analysed thirty-nine new molecules (complex donor-acceptor tin compounds) that nobody else in the world had made at the time. I had chosen the particular area of chemistry because I was interested in using a variety of instumental techniques to deduce the structures and compositions of new compounds. One of the techniques we used was Mossbauer spectroscopy (which uses a gamma-ray source to yield structural information), an instrumental technique that came into existence in 1968 - the same year as the birth of the University of Bath!



I can remember sitting on a train home once in 1975 and trying to work out the percentage of chlorine in a compound that we had recently made and, after a while, feeling that the work I was engaged in, while practical in itself, had no practical application anywhere and was therefore of little use to anybody in the world. It was purely academic. It was at this stage that I began to experience and to articulate some of the sheer and utter emptiness and meaninglessness (for me) of what I was doing. In terms of my mood on that particular occasion, I felt bored, empty, and sad - an indicator [which I came to more fully understand later in life as part of a discernment process within Ignatian spirituality (Green, 1984; Hughes, 1985, 1993)] that I needed to change my direction in my working life.



When I went to Canada I talked to about fourteen different lecturers at the University of British Columbia and discovered that my interest wasn’t really fired by anything they were researching. Eventually I chose to work with Anthony Meyer who was a great person but after a short while I discovered that the area of chemistry I had chosen held no real meaning for me. Needless to say, the meaninglessness for me wasn’t immediately evident and I came to understand it more fully later. We had intended studying the energy levels in the short-lived intermediate species permanganoyl fluoride, MnO3F +, using an atomic emission spectrum technique.



I could not have been further from true contact with people in an area of study which was in essence a positivistic approach within the natural sciences.



After a few weeks I knew I wasn’t interested in doing a PhD in chemistry and rather than stay for a year and then give it up, I gave it up after six weeks.



Teaching in an Elementary School (1975 - 1976)



Luckily, I got a job in a Catholic co-educational elementary school on Vancouver Island. I was interviewed by a nun, a priest (with whom I later shared a house for a few months), an Indian Chief - Elsie Bob (who wanted to hire me because I mentioned that I wrote some poetry), and a foreman at the local mill.



I taught a split grade, grades three and four, and most of the students were American Indians (now known as Native Americans). There were twenty-six students in the class, ages eight to twelve. It was a tough year.



I experienced very real pain and suffering that year. It was as if I had to begin to slowly build my self up again from scratch or, more correctly, as if I had to begin to discover and articulate at a much deeper level the person I felt myself to be, amidst all the confusion and uncertainty.



In July 1976 I returned to the Republic of Ireland.



II.    Guidance and Counselling (1986-1988) and a 1990 Proposal 

for an MPhil/DPhil in Counselling: Approach Two



I had read Carl Rogers’s ‘On Becoming A Person’ (Rogers, 1961) in March 1986 and because of my interest in the human person, and partly in order to bridge the gap in my own humanities/science education, I took a Postgraduate Diploma in Guidance and Counselling during 1986-1988 (part-time) with the University of Ulster. 



I enjoyed going into Northern Ireland and meeting some new people (healthcare workers, teachers, social workers, adult educators, and lecturers who were giving the course).

Our group did written assignments during the two years and in 1988 about twelve of us sat two three hour examinations. I got on well.



During 1986/1987 we had a series of sessions on ‘human development’ and were asked to do a written assignment. I chose ‘Identity in Adolescence’ even though the topic had not been covered in lectures. I believe this reflects a disposition towards nurturing a deeper understanding of some of the worlds of the students I teach. It is worth reiterating that I started teaching in St. John’s College after completing the Higher Diploma in Education in 1977.



With regard to my students I believe that I am particularly sensitive, because of the experiences of my own life (especially my time in Canada), to struggles involving ‘experiencing crisis/looking for commitment’, especially with regard to career choice; I discuss interests/career aspirations with most of the students I teach. I have also been involved in career-guidance sessions with students over the last ten years. In this regard, I may possibly be a ‘significant other’ for some of my students.



Many times during the eighties my mind was ‘disturbed’ by the notion of a doctorate (a ‘nagging’ at the back of my mind) - both the sense of failure from my experience of beginning and leaving the PhD in chemistry in Canada and the sense that there could be more to my life than teaching and that some time the opportunity to do a doctorate might again present itself --- but in what area!?



In the mid/late eighties I sensed that if I were to ever do a doctorate that the human person would be at the centre of the study.



My hankering to do research continued and for three months in early 1990 I read some of the 1985-1990 literature in Counselling and eventually put together a thirty page outline for an MPhil/DPhil in counselling with the University of Ulster which was very well received.



I’ll include some of the proposal in this account because it will point, I believe, to my interest in an eclectic approach (borrowing what I believe is best from other areas) and also to my interest in positive human development. Further, it is a much more human area than studying energy levels in the short-lived intermediate species, MnO�3F + ! Finally, it points to an attempt to become involved in a particular approach - a social scientific interpretive approach:



 Area Of Research



The following proposed study is partly in response to a slightly nagging question, ‘Does helping actually help?’. In particular, ‘Is formal helping, as practised in counselling, effective for persons seeking help?’



In recent years, eclectic approaches to counselling have grown in popularity both in America and Britain (Dryden, 1984). However, the number of evaluations for such approaches is limited in British literature. Recent writings (indicating that no single therapeutic orientation is consistently  superior to another) explicitly point the way to much needed efficacy studies of systematic eclectic therapies (Wolfe and Goldfried, 1988). Also, taking cognizance of the ongoing trend toward integrating developmental theory and counselling (Ivey and Goncalves, 1987) and of the many invitations issued for researchers to engage in field-based studies (Kurtz, Marshall, and Banspach, 1985; Baker and Daniels, 1989), it now seems timely to test the effectiveness of a developmental eclectic model as applied by a large counselling agency.



Gerard Egan’s model is chosen because, suppposedly, it is systematic, developmental and eclectic (Egan, 1986), having a strong theoretical and evaluative base, is action-oriented and has an emphasis not only on managing problems but also on developing opportunities. This latter point harmonizes with the claim by Ivey and Goncalves (1987) that the essence of counselling is its orientation to positive human development.



The recommended counselling agency is the Catholic Marriage Advisory Council (CMAC) [Recently CMAC changed its name to ACCORD --- August 1996 comment] who have systematic training (using a microcounselling programme) in Egan’s model for trainee counsellors and follow-up inservice courses to further nurture retention and generalization of skills. CMAC have a large intake of clients for marriage counselling (more than 3000 clients annually since 1984) and operate from centres in Northern Ireland and in the Republic of Ireland which are within a reasonable distance from Derry and from my home in the Republic of Ireland.



The general aim, therefore, of this study is to test the effectiveness of Egan’s model for clients participating in marriage counselling with CMAC and to tease out implications for training of counsellors, for counselling practice and for future research. [Data Archive]



After studying some of the literature in counselling I came up with six hypotheses - before talking to one counsellor or one client! The following was the second hypothesis: 



The following variables are correlated positively with effectiveness:



(a) counsellors’ problem-analysis quality, (b) clarity of counsellor-statements of intentions (for interventions), (c) the frequency of counsellors’ reasoning out aloud,

and (d) the frequency of client reactions exhibited overtly during events classified as significant by clients. [Data Archive]



I was in dialogue with Mary Gallagher, University of Ulster, during this time. Mary was in the process of arranging a meeting between us and Owen Hargie in April 1990. Mary was going to be my supervisor and Owen was going to be the overall supervisor if I decided to go ahead. I enjoyed the experience of drawing up a research proposal on my own. Mary had suggested some literature and I was given great freedom to work. Eventually I decided that I would not meet Owen and that I would not register for a research degree in counselling. Why? 



The following were some of the reasons why I didn’t proceed:



My working life was teaching and not counselling and I wasn’t a practising counsellor.



I was single and not married and felt that I would have less status than a married person with the CMAC administrators and with the counsellors and clients of the study.



I felt the whole project would have involved an enormous burden of travel time.











































III.    Beginning Action Research: Approach Three



A Way of Knowing My Committed Service in Education



On February 15th, 1994 I travelled to Dublin (160 miles from where I live) for a seminar on action research because I was interested in looking at my teaching and was quite weary of, what I considered to be, an overemphasis on administrative, management, organisational and discipline issues and the consequential lack of emphasis on teaching and learning at our staff meetings in St. John’s College. When I arrived at Marino Institute of Education I discovered that the seminar had been cancelled. However, I met Ben Cunningham who introduced me to action research and to some of the work of Jack Whitehead.



Subsequently, in March 1994, I began classroom action research using Whitehead’s action-reflection cycle (Whitehead, 1985 in Whitehead, 1993: p. 54).



I was deliberately slow to register with the University of Bath; I wanted to prove and test my own commitment to researching my own teaching practice firstly as a confidence-building exercise.



In March 1994 I read Jean McNiff’s ‘Action Research: Principles and Practice’ (McNiff, 1988) and in April/May 1994 I read seven of Jack Whitehead’s papers (supplied by Ben) and David Hopkins’s ‘A Teacher’s Guide to Classroom Research’ (Hopkins, 1993). I found David Hopkins’s book enormously helpful for creating a context and informing my research practice.



I used Whitehead’s action-reflection cycle and David Hopkins’s book to inform the section headings in my 1994 report, ‘A Venture into Classroom Research’ (Finnegan, 1994: Data Archive). A third writing of this report is in my Singularity Study Record which constitutes the main data base for my thesis [page 301 of the Appendices gives the list of contents for this study and pp. 61-63 give an action-reflection-cycle summary].



On Tuesday, March 7th, 1995 (after one year’s involvement in action research) I rang Jack Whitehead and subsequently met him at the University of Bath for about four hours on Friday, May 26th, 1995 and we decided that I would register with the University of Bath on September 1st, 1995 for an MPhil/PhD in educational action research.

 

I have engaged in an educational action research critical and creative approach for the last two and a half years� and have found that it is a highly appropriate and meaningful research stance for me.



Tuesday, August 20th, 1996



For the present I do not wish to debate the relative merits/drawbacks of each approach or the issue of whether there are two or three or more approaches. What is pertinent is that I believe an educational action research critical and creative approach provides the best support for me in my endeavours to help my students to become more committed to learning and in my efforts to improve my own teaching and learning.



Wednesday, January 7th, 1998



What is briefly described and partially explained above is a practical and autobiographical movement from (i) a positivistic approach within the natural sciences through (ii) a social scientific interpretive approach within a study of counselling to (iii) an educational action research mode of enquiry where I am researching my own teaching practice and writing up my own work.



I would now like to describe and explain some of my initial motivations for becoming involved in action research and to briefly place my work in an Irish context.

























































    4.    Wisdom of Practice and the Knowledge Base of Teaching / 

Relevance in an Irish Context



A January 1998 Edited Version of My June 1996 Report



Wisdom of Practice and the Knowledge Base of Teaching



In late 1993, I was weary of the predominant emphasis placed on administrative, organisational, management, and discipline matters in our school with the resultant lack of focus on teaching and learning that go on in classrooms.



Around this time, I had read (Burke, 1992: p. 79) that L.S. Shulman (1987a) claimed that the knowledge base of teaching has multiple sources far deeper, richer and more extensive than that provided by empirical research alone and that the ‘Wisdom of Practice’ is one enormously rich source of knowledge about teaching which has remained largely untapped by educational researchers . I felt quite excited and encouraged by these sentiments because of, what I regard as, a potentially fuller and more human understanding of what constitute teachers’ knowledge bases.



As I have just mentioned, on February 15th, 1994 I travelled to Marino Institute of Education, Dublin, and met Ben Cunningham who introduced me to action research and to Jack Whitehead’s action-reflection cycle (Whitehead, 1985). I was clearly in a state of readiness and searching for some release when I went to Dublin and I must acknowledge that Ben helped to nurture within me a sense of being allowed to speak with a teacher’s voice about my own teaching and learning and my students’ learning, and also a sense of having the potential to qualify as an ‘educational researcher’ in my own right.



The notion of being an educational researcher in my own right, very much sown in my conversation with Ben Cunningham as he shared his understanding of Jack Whitehead’s approach to action research, coupled with Shulman’s contention that the ‘Wisdom of Practice’ is one enormously rich source of knowledge about teaching which has remained largely untapped by educational researchers helped to fire my enthusiasm and encouraged me to research my own practice as a means of creating/articulating a significant part of my own knowledge base in teaching. Or, to say it differently, as a means of creating my own educational theory.



On March 8th, 1994 I began researching my own teaching practice. I was later to read in Hopkins (1993: p. 73) that Polanyi (1962) suggested that we know a great deal more than we can put into words, and that we sense and understand more than we can describe or explain; this was twenty five years before Shulman wrote about the ‘Wisdom of  Practice’. In June 1994, when writing my first report (Finnegan, 1994: p. 5: Data Archive), I was fairly fired with enthusiasm (and still am - 1996 and 1998) and felt justified (even more so now - 1996 and 1998) in my belief that classroom action research offers an exciting and energising means of tapping into this rich vein of knowledge whereby teachers can share their findings and also learn to articulate more fully their ‘tacit knowledge’ and practical wisdom.



The following provides a further incentive for my enquiry by connecting to the need for an original contribution within an Irish context�.



















Relevance in an Irish Context   



Sugrue and Ui Thuama (1994) in a paper entitled, ‘Perspectives on Substance and Methods in Post-Graduate Educational Research in Ireland’, noted the following:



It is generally accepted internationally, as evidenced by the title of the AERA publication, Complementary Methods, that to provide a comprehensive picture of any educational system, it is necessary to conduct different kinds of research from a variety of perspectives, employing different modes of enquiry. In the absence of this a very one-sided version of the mutiple realities of schooling is likely to emerge. The dominant position of positivistic research in the Irish context (Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland), with its emphasis on universalisation through decontextualised generalisations of survey findings, and the relative dearth of complementary research data through interpretive enquiry, suggests that the emergent picture is distorted. If many of the assumptions associated with the dominant paradigm of educational research are implicit in the work of forty-two per cent of post-graduate students who completed theses in 1990, and in the work of thirty-six per cent of those who graduated in 1980, this represents significant continuity over time with those characteristics, which, as Lynch (1987)� asserts, have dominated post-graduate educational research in Ireland ---- . (Sugrue and Ui Thuama, 1994: p. 121)



While ‘the pattern has become more complex and varied’ in Ireland in recent years� (Sugrue and Ui Thuama, 1994: p. 121), I believe my work will make its contribution to the Irish context as a different mode of enquiry to the predominantly positivistic mode utilised.



Later in their paper, Sugrue and Ui Thuama (1994) write: 



In so far as the data presented in this paper can be regarded as representative, they suggest that, at the post-graduate level, the nature and substance of theses have not oriented participants to investigate their contexts and professional actions to a significant degree. (Sugrue and Ui Thuama, 1994: p. 123)



It seems to me that my educational action research work with its emphasis on my students’ learning and on my own educational development in my workplace will be one work that will help to redress this imbalance.



Thursday, January 8th, 1998



A highly pertinent comment that I now add is that rather than focusing on an 



‘emphasis on universalisation through decontextualised generalisations of survey findings’ (Sugrue and Ui Thuama, 1994: p. 121), 



the focus in my enquiry is on making meaning through time-bound and context-bound studies of singularities (pp. 57-58) where I nonetheless take on the task of addressing the notions of generalisability (Whitehead, 1993: p. 73;  Lomax, 1994: pp. 118-119), transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: p. 124) and relatability (Bassey, 1995: p. 111)� as I research my own teaching practice and create my own educational theory through dialogic reflection with self, students, critical friends, key respondents, and researchers in the literature.



In ‘Setting the Scene’, my intention has been to state some of my early 1994 beliefs, attitudes, and values which I brought to my educational action research enquiry.















Chapter Two: Creating My Own Educational Theory



How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations

as an action resesearcher and as a teacher ?



In this chapter, in order to further include, but move beyond, the Irish context (pp. 17-18), I engage in dialogue with some literature from the Republic of Ireland, the United States, and Britain regarding the constitution of a teacher’s knowledge base and the role of ‘foundation’ disciplines� within that knowledge base. Alongside my interest in interpretations of what constitutes the knowledge base in teaching, I have a particular interest, as a teacher and as an action researcher, in who proposes the make-up of those knowledge bases and what roles teachers play in those understandings. My own view is that teachers, if they so wish, should be included in, and that they have the capacity to contribute to, the construction of a significant part of their own knowledge base in teaching. It is my hope that my efforts at describing and explaining my way of knowing my educational development within and through the four studies of singularities in this thesis will form an evidential support for such a view.



One of the original prompts for action to become involved in researching my own teaching practice stemmed from reading about Shulman’s notion of ‘Wisdom of Practice’ (Shulman, 1987a) in Andrew Burke’s ‘Teaching: Retrospect and Prospect’ (Burke�, 1992) in autumn 1993 [page 15]. The notion of articulating one’s ‘tacit knowledge’ as a teacher has also been mentioned earlier [page 16].



However, before further addressing the notion of tacit knowledge I would like to draw attention to Shulman’s enumeration of four major sources for the teaching knowledge base within a ‘pedagogical content knowledge’� model of teaching (Shulman, 1987a: pp. 8-12):



(1) Scholarship in content disciplines: The knowledge, understanding, skill, and disposition that are to be learned by school children - resting on two foundations: (a) literature and studies in the content areas and (b) the historical and philosophical scholarship on the nature of knowledge in those fields of study.



(2) The materials and settings of the institutionalised educational process.



(3) Formal educational scholarship: Here, Shulman includes philosophical, critical, and empirical literature which can inform the goals, visions, and dreams of teachers.



(4) Wisdom of practice: This is constituted by the maxims that guide or provide reflective rationalization for the practices of able teachers. [Shulman, 1987a: pp. 8-12]



While Shulman (1987a) overtly mentions drawing on philosophical, psychological and historical studies, he later� came to state, correctly in Burke’s view (and in mine), that the ‘foundations’ metaphor was inappropriate and suggested that the disciplines� in question be thought of as the ‘scaffolding’ or the support ‘framework’ of the educational enterprise (Burke, 1992: p. 118). Later in the chapter, I will develop more fully my arguments for the role that I see for the disciplines of human science within my own knowledge base in teaching.



In connection with the fourth source of teachers’ knowledge base, wisdom of practice, Shulman (1987a) writes:



A major portion of the research agenda for the next decade [1987-1997] will be to collect, collate, and interpret the practical knowledge of teachers for the purpose of establishing a case literature and codifying its principles, precedents, and parables. (Shulman, 1987a: p. 12)



Rather than case studies, I refer to my own studies as studies of singularities and justify this nomenclature later (pp. 57-58). Nonetheless, in attempting to build a connection between Shulman’s notion of a ‘case literature’ and my own notion of a complementary ‘singularity study literature’�, I return to the joint themes of  teachers’ tacit knowledge and its articulation which will hopefully function as a bridge between the two kinds of literatures: Shulman (1987a: Footnote 5, p. 12) states:



It might be argued that the sources of skilled performances are typically tacit, and unavailable to the practitioner. But teaching requires a special kind of expertise or artistry, for which explaining and showing are central features. Tacit knowledge among teachers is of limited value if the teachers are held responsible for explaining what they do and why they do it, to their students, their communities, their peers. (Shulman, 1987a: Footnote 5, p. 12)



When I first read this footnote I was convinced that Shulman had omitted the word ‘not’ between ‘are’ and ‘held’. But after re-reading the paper and the ensuing debate between Sockett (1987: pp. 208-219) and Shulman (1987b: pp. 473-482) I was disappointed to discover that there was no omission. It seems that Shulman (1987a) is dismissive of the possibility of teachers articulating their own tacit knowledge through dialogue with critical friends and key respondents and that he views such tacit knowledge as being ‘of limited value’. When this oversight is juxtaposed with Shulman’s statement that ‘the  neophyte’s stumble becomes the scholar’s window’ (Shulman, 1987a: p. 4), it appears that Shulman’s interpretive approach to constructing a knowledge base for teaching infers a significant power difference, in the sense of ‘knowledge is power’, between educational researchers who are scholars constructing the explanations for teachers’ wisdom of practice and teachers who are practitioners. Admittedly, Shulman (1987a) states that ‘A teacher is a member of a scholarly community’  (Shulman, 1987a: p. 9) and that 



‘At base - we believe that scholars and expert teachers are able to define, describe, and reproduce good teaching’  (Shulman, 1987a: p. 12). 



But Shulman (1997a and 1997b) does not go as far as granting a teacher a role as an educational researcher and that centrally is where I differ with Shulman’s viewpoint. I am not claiming to be an expert teacher but I am claiming to be an educational researcher and an experienced teacher who is capable of a dialogic construction and articulation of a significant part my own knowledge base in teaching, thereby making some of my tacit knowledge more explicit. Possibly, my work may be regarded as scholarly.



Sockett (1987: p. 214), who challenges Shulman for dismissing the importance of teachers’ tacit knowledge, most amazingly claims that ‘(how) far the agent (teacher) can articulate it is irrelevant’ and, like Shulman (1987a), seems to miss the possibility of teachers forming a more explicit articulation of such tacit knowledge through dialogic reflective conversations and written correspondences between teachers and critical friends/key respondents. Gladly, Shulman (1987b), in responding to Sockett’s paper, admits that he himself was far too hasty in dismissing the importance of tacit knowledge and then goes on to challenge Sockett in the following fashion:



‘How far the agent [teacher] can explain it is irrelevant’. That is simply not the case. When a teacher performs skillfully or beautifully, we may not be able to understand why until we consult the teacher. As teacher educators, our goal is for the teachers to gain both sufficient control over her (sic) teaching, and sufficient purpose and agency, that she (sic) can teach well when it is called for. To me this seems inherent in the very notion of reflection as a source of future wise action. The ability to explain good teaching is far from irrevelant; it may well be the key to whether the desired actions can be engaged in in the future.  (Shulman, 1987b: p. 479)



The ‘we’ in Shulman’s ‘we may not be able to understand why until we consult the teacher’ implicitly communicates, despite the fact that later studies include experienced teachers in roles as key informants (Shulman, 1987b: p. 479), that the teachers are not the educational researchers constructing and articulating the final written explanations for the teachers’ wisdom of practice. However, understood in a different light, ‘we may not be able to understand why until we consult the teacher’ taken together with Shulman’s notion that ‘(the) ability to explain good teaching is far from irrevelant; it may well be the key to whether the desired actions can be engaged in in the future’ create an opportunity for me, as a teacher, to claim my right with a reasonable degree of self-advocacy� to become one of the ‘we’ who can proffer written descriptions and explanations for my own wisdom of practice, thereby qualifying as an educational researcher in my own terms. It is in this sense that the joint themes of teachers’ tacit knowledge and its construction/articulation�, both by teachers and teacher educators, can function as a significant bridge of communication between Shulman’s notion of a ‘case literature’ for teaching (written by interpretive researchers) and my own notion of a complementary ‘singularity study literature’ for teaching (written by educational action researchers)�. At this juncture, I also believe it is important to state that I do not wish my ‘bridge of communication’ language to be understood or read as rhetoric artificially dissolving genuine difference of opinion, but rather read and understood as rhetoric for communicating with one another despite differences of opinion�, especially in regard to what constitutes educational research and who qualify as educational researchers.



In the above I have shown that although Shulman is dismissive of teachers’ tacit knowledge in his earlier 1987 paper, he recognises this oversight in his follow-up paper 

later that year which was written in response to Sockett’s criticisms� of his first paper. But, whilst showing deep respect for teachers� and for dialogue, Shulman does not go as far as seeing the teacher in the role of an educational researcher constructing/articulating, through a dialogic coming to know, a significant portion of her/his own wisdom of practice. This extra democratic leap of faith, in the sense of granting greater equality despite knowledge and power differences, may have been epistemologically impossible (but not impossible) for Shulman because of his interpretive outsider-looking-in approach geared to enhancing present and future understandings and future practices of others. Such an approach has a different but overlapping research terrain and stance to my own educational action research insider-looking-out approach geared to enhancing present and future understandings and present and future practices of self with others. 



Summarising, in addressing the issue of teachers’ knowledge bases, Shulman (1987a and 1987b) failed to acknowledge the possibility of teachers writing the final accounts of their own practice and thereby contributing to the construction of a significant part of their own knowledge bases in teaching. However, despite this limitation, the emphasis he places on the roles and interactions of both content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge in teaching practice is eminently worthy of note in my view.









Returning to the theme of ‘foundation’ disciplines and their connection with teaching practice and teachers’ knowledge bases, the following triangulation of sources of information seems to infer that the ‘foundation’ disciplines are, in fact, not necessarily foundational for successful teaching:



Burke (1992: p. 118): ‘people can teach and even teach well, without having studied foundation disciplines’.



Hoyle and John (1995: p. 50): ‘many successful teachers, some of whom have never been formally trained, can often achieve success by apparently by-passing this ‘stock of professional knowledge’, relying instead on their own common sense, intuition and experience’.



Hargreaves (1996: p. 2): ‘It was once hoped that the so-called foundation disciplines of education - psychology, sociology, philosophy and history - would provide this knowledge-base and so were given great importance in the curriculum of teacher training, B.Ed. courses especially. Unfortunately, very few practising teachers themselves had this knowledge-base or thought it important for practice. It remains true that teachers are able to be effective in their work in almost total ignorance of this infrastructure’.



Again, consistent with my dialogic approach to theorising, I will converse critically with 

what the above researchers have to say about teachers’ knowledge bases, concomitantly drawing out the distinctiveness of my own stance.



Burke, a teacher educator lecturing in the philosophy and history of education in Dublin (Footnote 2, p. 19), believes that 



‘the integration of foundation disciplines and the demonstration of their relevance to practice is, perhaps the most difficult problem in professional education’ (Burke, 1992: p. 122). 



Although he agrees with Shulman’s view, as I do, that the ‘foundations’ metaphor is inappropriate (page 20), Burke still sees each of the disciplines (philosophy, psychology, sociology, history, and economics of education) as a critical part of the teaching knowledge base. 



Whilst noting that the separate treatment of the foundation disciplines has been abandoned in many teacher education programmes in Europe and the USA and that they are now dealt with as they arise in the context of practice teaching and/or case studies, or the students are given a choice as to which foundation disciplines they wish to take, Burke queries the wisdom of the latter option if each discipline, in his view, constitutes a critical part of the knowledge base of teaching. Further, Burke (1992) has reservations about the practice-based approach as the sole means of dealing with the foundation disciplines maintaining that 



‘A strong case could be made for a solid grounding in each of these areas (philosophy, psychology, sociology, history, and economics of education) through well-planned lectures/discussions/workshops prior to extensive guided engagement in practical work’ (Burke, 1992: p. 122).



In justifying a solid grounding in each of the disciplines prior to extensive engagement in practical work, Burke (1992: p. 122) refers to a similar approach in other professional areas (for example, engineering and medicine) and states that, if guided by practice alone, a student-teacher’s knowledge of the disciplines is likely to be haphazard and superficial. As the latter notion is probabilistic and predictive without a sufficient evidential base, the probability is not necessarily high, in my view: for example, timetabled systematic reflection on teaching practice for the student-teacher over a lengthy period of time along with concurrent lectures, discussions, and workshops relating to such reflection could lead to a wholesome knowledge of the ‘foundation’ disciplines and possibly make them more meaningful for the student-teacher. Nevertheless, I agree with the contention that some initial input on the disciplines prior to practice (together with later inputs) could contribute to a fuller treatment of the disciplines and is a worthwhile enterprise for the following reasons: (i) initial input on the disciplines could have a positive influence on near future student-teacher actions and reflective practice in the classroom, (ii) the disciplines which relate to education, not necessarily always in a practical manner, are a means of intellectual sustenance in themselves and need not be solely associated with the young person’s future role as a teacher; that is, I believe the minds of student-teachers need intellectual stimulation which has a bearing on education (e.g. philosophy of education rather than astrophysics)  but need not necessarily at all times and in every situation relate directly to particular student-teachers’/future-teachers’ specific work practices. For example, one might study research on gender equity among co-educational secondary school students in South Africa but end up teaching in a girls’ secondary school in London. In the above I am neither inferring that the disciplines ignore specific teaching practices nor that the initial input prior to extensive teaching practice (and later inputs) be composed only of the ‘foundation’ disciplines.



When I read for my Higher Diploma in Education (HDE) in University College Galway (west of Ireland) in 1976/1977 we studied the philosophy of education, educational psychology, education and society (which was a mixture of history and sociology), curriculum and assessment, science teaching , and mathematics teaching. Does the fact that I never formally studied the economics of education mean that I am lacking a critical part of the knowledge base of teaching as Burke (1992: pp. 121-122) would believe? If some other teachers can teach successfully without a formal study of the five ‘foundation’ disciplines, is it possible that I can teach successfully without a formal study of only one of those disciplines? How can I make a judgement on this matter? Perhaps the fact that I later came to read John Kenneth Galbraith’s The Nature of Mass Poverty (1979) in the mid-1980s and The Culture of Contentment (1992) in 1993, two books that I find inspirational in their clarity of thought and leanness of language and which I rate among the best books 

I have ever read, may infer that I have enough tacit knowledge of economics to be reasonably successful in teaching and that in my particular work situation I may know more about economics than I think I know? As I say, ‘Perhaps’!?



Suppose, for the present, I accept Burke’s notion that each discipline constitutes a critical part of the knowledge base of teaching (Burke, 1992: pp. 121-122), a very significant and central question is, ‘Do the “foundation” disciplines constitute the whole “scaffolding” for the education enterprise?’. The fact that the ‘foundation’ disciplines in England and Wales have been reduced to an estimated 10% or less of the current B.Ed. programme (Burke, 1992: p. 117) seems to infer that the ‘foundation’ disciplines do not, in effect, constitute the whole ‘foundation’ of teaching. Indeed, regarding the term ‘foundation’, it has been mentioned earlier (page 20) that Burke (1992: p. 118) agrees with Shulman’s contention (Shulman, 1990: pp. 300-310) that the ‘foundations’ metaphor is inappropriate and that the disciplines in question be more appropriately thought of as the ‘scaffolding’ or the support ‘framework’ of the educational enterprise. While the term ‘scaffold’ may seem to imply a rigid structure, it can be used flexibly to denote continuous revision of action in a socially interactive situation [Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) in Schaffer (1996: p. 270)]. Further, Rogoff (1990) suggests adopting ‘guided participation’ (which includes the notion of a flexible web of relationships) as a more inclusive concept than terms like ‘scaffolding’ (Wood, 1998: p. 101). As a teacher can also guide her/his own participation in teaching, it is my contention that a teacher is therefore also capable of creating, or at the very least of contributing to, ‘scaffolding’ for her/his own actions, understandings, judgements, and decisions in the teaching enterprise. It is in this sense that I contend that the ‘foundation’ disciplines do not constitute the whole scaffolding for the education enterprise and that teachers can construct some of the ‘scaffolding’ of their own considered judgements in teaching. Further, in connection with my studies of singularities and the notion of educational theory, it is precisely at such a juncture that I draw on the work of Whitehead (1993) who states that 



‘the presentation of our claims to know our own educational development has the capacity to allow the inclusion of the concepts from the disciplines of education whilst being itself irreducible to the form of any of the present disciplines of education’ (Whitehead, 1993: p. 57).



It is also my belief that flexible utilization of terms like ‘guided participation’ and ‘scaffolding’ could create a new meeting ground for constructive dialogue between the classical and context-bound conceptions of professional knowledge (Hoyle and John, 

1995: p. 49) in teaching, especially with regard to openness about who and what guides participation and who and what builds scaffolding in teaching. It seems to me that Burke leans towards a classical conception of professional knowledge in teaching, while my own approach to constructing professional knowledge from my singularity studies is much more context-bound but is also open to the notions of transferability, relatability, generalisability, and to the question, ‘What’s in My Work for Others?’ [Chapter Twelve].



Yet, an earlier question (inferred on pp. 27-28) still remains, ‘Is each discipline a critical part of the knowledge base of teaching?’. As Burke (1997) states that 



‘the professional person is one who is considered competent to operate at a critical decision-making level in - a complex context and who has the knowledge and technical skills to effectively implement decisions taken’  (Burke, 1997: p. 132), 



he places a central emphasis in professionality on the understandings, judgements, decisions and actions of practising teachers in particular contexts. Taking such a statement together with an earlier acknowledgement (Burke, 1992) that the 



‘attempt to re-focus attention back on to the content, context, and practice of education and to end the isolated treatment of the foundation disciplines has certainly been a move in the right direction, for these disciplines are relevant insofar as they enlighten practice and contribute to the education of the practitioner’ (Burke, 1992: p. 123), 



may open up the possibility of the criticalness of a particular ‘scaffolding’ discipline being dependent on the context of a particular teacher’s practice (e.g. pp. 17-18).



Nevertheless, apart from the fact that Burke is a lecturer in both the philosophy of education and the history of education - two of the ‘foundation’ disciplines, it may well be the case that Burke’s attitude to the criticalness of the ‘scaffolding’ disciplines in the knowledge base of teaching in his 1992 writings was strongly influenced in a consensual manner by the education research climate of the time in the Republic of Ireland�. Relating more fully to action research activity in the present education research climate in the Republic of Ireland, Hyland and Hanafin (1997: p 162) in a paper entitled ‘Models of Incareer Development in the Republic of Ireland’ note:



Action research has gained considerable ground as a model of teacher professional development internationally, although it has made relatively little impact in Ireland apart from its introduction into some accredited university/college courses and various curriculum projects (Leonard, 1995). One example of action research used for incareer development in Ireland is the Marino Institute of Education Action Research Pilot Project which comprised nineteen case studies (McNiff and Collins, 1994). It was led by five staff at Marino who provided support for teachers involved in the project. ---- Leonard (1995) notes that current inservice education reflects a view of the teacher as recipient rather than creator of knowledge: “it typically transmits to teachers other people’s knowledge”.  (Hyland and Hanafin, 1997: p 162)



Leonard’s discernment of a professional development culture which views ‘the teacher as recipient rather than creator of knowledge’ infers that I need to exert a reasonable degree of self-advocacy in making a counter-cultural claim in the Republic of Ireland that I, as a teacher, can dialogically create a significant part of my own knowledge base in teaching.



I have the following senses in mind when using the term ‘self-advocacy’ (Collins, 1994):



1. the practice of having mentally handicapped people speak for themselves and control their own affairs, rather than having nonhandicapped people automatically assume responsibility for them.



2. the act or condition of representing oneself, either generally in society or in formal proceedings, such as a court.



In a cultural sense I am a ‘mentally’ handicapped person trying to speak for myself in an educational arena, rather than allowing some university academics assume sole responsibility for articulating my particular kind of teaching knowledge.



Finally, Burke (1997: p. 137) states that teacher professionalisation implies more trust in teachers, more freedom for teachers, and more control over their own enterprise and suggests that, while Teacher Empowerment has been coined as a name for such a process, the French word for Empowerment - Responsibilisation - may be more appropriate as it stresses the sharing of responsibility rather than of power. Burke proffers the term responsibilisation primarily because those already in control of education - especially those bearing ultimate national responsibility - might perceive in the term ‘Empowerment’ a threat to their position of power and/or to the quality of national education. However, while I am attracted to the term ‘Responsibilisation’, to my mind, when I am sharing in responsibility I am also sharing power understood not only in a ‘rank’ sense but in a ‘service/rank’ sense with the emphasis on ‘service’; therefore, I disagree with Burke’s primary reason for choosing ‘Responsibilisation’ and proffer a both/and stance regarding responsibility/power which contrasts with Burke’s either/or stance. Another important reason why the term responsibilisation appeals to me is that potentially responsibility can respond positively to, and also move beyond, any call to accountability�, �.



Continuing my dialogue with the group of researchers mentioned earlier (page 25) and what they have to say about teachers’ knowledge bases, Hoyle and John (1995: pp. 44-76) analyse the issue of professional knowledge in terms of: (i) knowledge and the professions, (ii) the emergence of professional knowledge in teaching, and (iii) how professional knowledge is used in teaching. Regarding (i) knowledge and the professions, the classical and context-bound conceptions of professional knowledge have already been discussed somewhat (pp. 28-29). One further point worth stating in connection with the classical conception of professional knowledge, where it is held that rooting education in the social sciences mirrors the professionality of medical doctors rooting their medical practice and knowledge in chemistry, physiology and biology as the base sciences for medicine, is that academics now acknowledge that 

‘they misunderstood many of the key variables that operate in classrooms, and that bridging the gap between knowledge and practice was more complex than they first realized’ (Hoyle and John, 1995: p. 49). 



In my view, this acknowledgement can provide support for both classical and context-bound conceptions of professional knowledge; support for a classical conception of professional knowledge where it is claimed that enough is now known to guide practice�; and support for a context-bound conception of professional knowledge where specific complexities and practical particularities within skills, understandings, judgements, decisions� and actions can be emphasised. As the latter interpretation potentially contains within itself (a) an appreciation of studies of singularities in which there are boundaries and also (b) a view of the knower and the individual human mind that acknowledges the capacity of the knower to objectify - make explicit - the contents of her/his own consciousness, this is where I make my stand.



In relation to (ii) the emergence of professional knowledge in teaching, Hoyle and John (1995: pp. 56-65) name and expound on five typifications of professional knowledge: the cognitive, the practical, the biographical, the contextual, and the subject (Shulman’s work on ‘pedagogical content knowledge’ fits into this last-named category). While these categories are insightful and helpful as ‘outside-in perspectives’, I am in agreement with Eames (1995) when he writes:



A sixth ‘typification’ - teachers’ professional knowledge - is necessary, I believe, to show how an insider perspective differs from more traditional views of what knowledge in education is assumed to be. (Eames, 1995: p. 428)



However, while there is a lot to be admired in Eames’s work in terms of his consistent and long-term commitment to a dialectical, action-research-based form of knowledge, it is my belief that he was working from within singularity studies in his thesis and to infer [as I believe he does (Eames, 1995: p. 441)] that potentially there is a single epistemology underpinning the professional knowing of teachers (which they have not yet got according to Eames!) is to, perhaps inadvertently, venture into making a major predictive and prescriptive generalization not necessarily warranted by the singularity-study nature of Eames’s work. However, I think Eames’s claim to ‘have given evidence, embodied in (his) thesis, that a dialectical form of educational knowledge might appropriately constitute a form of teachers’ professional knowledge’ (Eames, 1995: p. 429) is fully justified. My reservations come alive especially when there is the faintest hint that there is only one educational epistemology of practice for teachers and that the only possible form of ‘insider’ professional knowledge for teachers is dialectical! This is not to deny a dialectical way of knowing within my own singularity studies.



In connection with (iii) how professional knowledge is used in teaching, Hoyle and John (1995) write:



By grounding professional knowledge within the ‘wisdom of practice’ (Elliott, 1989), it is hoped that teachers will be able to ------ gain some semblance of control over their professional destiny. The popularity of such a conception, particularly among teacher educators and some educational academics, is based on an emancipatory perspective which it is believed will lead to greater personal-professional empowerment. (Hoyle and John, 1995: pp. 75-76)



Analysing Elliott’s paper (Elliott, 1989), with a particular interest in ‘wisdom of practice’, I wrote the following in July 1997:



One vision of professional development proffered by research communities has a philosophical base in ‘the philosophy of knowledge’ perspective on the aims of the academic disciplines where the central idea is



‘that enquiry can best help us realise what is of value in life by devoting itself, in the first instance, to achieving the intellectual aim of improving knowledge, in a way which is dissociated from life and its problems, so that knowledge thus obtained may subsequently be applied to helping us solve our problems of living’�.

Professional knowledge, stemming from this view on educational theory, consists of a theoretical understanding of ideas about various aspects of education drawn from disciplines such as philosophy, psychology, sociology and history, and ‘knowing how’ to apply them in particular practical situations (Elliott, 1989: p. 81). The ‘disciplines’ approach, therefore, claims that educational theory is constituted by those disciplines.



An alternative philosophical outlook on the aims and purposes of the academic disciplines [leading to an alternative vision of professional development] - ‘the philosophy of wisdom’ approach - maintains that



‘enquiry, in order to be rational, in order to offer us rational help with realizing what is of value, must give absolute priority to our life and its problems, to the mystery of what is of value, actually and potentially, in existence, and to the problems of how what is of value is to be realized. Far from giving priority to problems of knowledge [which is still a valued priority (own comment)], enquiry must, quite to the contrary, give absolute priority to articulating our problems of living, proposing and criticising solutions, possible and actual human actions. The central and basic intellectual task of rational enquiry, according to the philosophy of wisdom, is to help us imbue our personal and social lives with vividly imagined and criticized possible actions so that we may discover, and perform, where possible, those actions, which enable us to realize what is of value in life --- for each one of us the most important and fundamental enquiry is the thinking that we personally engage in --- in seeking to discover what is desirable in the circumstances of our lives, and how it is to be realized’�.



The aim of educational action research, in a ‘philosophy of wisdom’ approach to the aims and purposes of the academic disciplines, is not the generation of highly specialised and differentiated theories about education, but the [articulation and] generation of practical wisdom (Elliot, 1989: p. 83).

 

Conceived as an educational theory, wisdom constitutes a complex structure of ideas [and actions] which cannot be broken down into its constitutive elements - as propositions - without loss of meaning [and Elliott (1989: p. 84) contends that] such an holistic appreciation of educational practice cannot be atomised into psychological, sociological, philosophical theories and retain the status of an educational theory. It may be constituted in part by such theories, but these in isolation do not constitute educational theories, although they may be called theories about education (Elliott, 1989: p. 84).



Elliott’s notion that educational theories (from a ‘philosophy of wisdom’ perspective) can be constituted in part by theories about education is consistent with my stance that 

the ‘foundation’ disciplines do not constitute the whole scaffolding for the education enterprise and that teachers can construct some of the ‘scaffolding’ of their own considered judgements in teaching (page 28). Interestingly, Bassey (1995: 37-47) makes a similar adjectival/prepositional distinction to Elliott’s in distinguishing between educational research� (of which educational action research is a subset) and sociological, psychological, historical, philosophical, and economic researches in education:



In my view research in educational settings is only educational research if it is concerned with attempts to improve educational judgements and decisions. Research in educational settings which aims to develop sociological theory, psychological theory, philosophical constructs or historical ideas is not educational research, but sociological, psychological, philosophical or historical research in educational settings�. It is time for educational research to assert that it has come of age. It is time to leave the parental home (if sociology and psychology were the parents) and stand firmly on our own ground. That ground is the educational process of the making of decisions and judgements by practitioners and policy-makers, from the standpoint of trying to improve them. (Bassey, 1995: p. 37)



It seems to me that Elliott’s and Bassey’s adjectival/prepositional distinctions are but one means of discerning the roles that the ‘scaffolding’ disciplines and the social sciences play in educational research, in general, and in educational action research, in particular. For me, it’s crucial that the adjectival/prepositional rhetoric be understood as inclusive rather than exclusive in character. That is, it is my belief that insights from theories about education can be integrated into my own educational theory, but without the latter being reduced solely to any one of the former�.



In stating that educational action research is a subset of educational research, Bassey (1995: p. 46) notes that, while educational action research ‘aims critically to inform educational judgements and decisions in order to improve educational action’, it differs from other kinds of educational research in that it is research carried out by the actors themselves. It is research carried out by practitioners to improve their own practice. 



However, critics of an ‘insider’ educational action research approach to educational research may proffer that



the proclamation of reflective practice may be leading teachers down a blind alley where teaching and reflecting simply become routine matters and where practice itself is never tested against a broader public context of ideas and issues. ----- encouraging teachers to be reflective practitioners ----- may be limiting them to the confines of their personal knowledge and to a private engagement with it. (Hoyle and John, 1995: p. 76)



I believe the above is a possible ‘shadow side’ of engagement in reflective practice only where there is insufficient high quality dialogue with self and others (including researchers in the literature) and insufficient openness to engage critically and creatively with the ideas of others within a dialogic coming to know. In my own approach to dialogue with self, students, critical friends, key respondents, and literature in this chapter and in the remainder of my thesis, it is my hope that the reader will agree with my claim that I have tested my practice and understandings ‘against a broader public context of ideas and issues’ and that my subjective knowledge, which is also intersubjective to the extent that I have engaged in a dialogic coming to know, extends beyond the personal and my own private engagement with the personal.



Leonard (1997), an educational action researcher and a professor of education in the University of Limerick, Republic of Ireland, clearly recognises ‘a broader public context of ideas and issues’ when, in relation to the 1996 Educational Studies Association of Ireland conference, he notes: 



‘A major contribution of the 1996 conference was to demonstrate that responsibility to realise the scope that teaching careers offer for teachers’ growth and professional development does not belong only to teachers but is widely diffused’. (Leonard, 1997: p. ix)



I believe my ready agreement with Leonard on this matter is not cancelled by my claim that responsibility for realizing the scope within this thesis for creating my own educational theory largely belongs to me as an action researcher and as a teacher.



Once again, returning to my dialogue with the group of researchers mentioned earlier (page 25) and what they have to say about teachers’ knowledge bases, Hargreaves (1996: p. 2) has noted that, for teachers, there is ‘no agreed knowledge-base’ for teaching and that ‘the disciplines of education are seen to consist of “theory” which is strongly separated from practice’. Hargreaves (1996: pp. 1-8) believes that a far more productive relationship between research and professional practice exists in other professions (e.g. medicine) and that, in a positive imitation of medicine, if an evidence-based body of knowledge for teaching is to be formed�, a major change in educational research is needed to make it more relevant to the professional practice of teachers. While, at this juncture, I don’t see it as necessary to explore in detail whether teaching can be based solely on research knowledge, it may be worth mentioning that Hammersley (1997: p. 147), debating with Hargreaves, uses Hargreaves’s thinking about the ‘largely tacit nature’ of a ‘teacher’s common sense knowledge of life in classrooms’ to support his own view that teaching cannot be based on research knowledge. However, while I am in agreement with Hammersley’s conclusion if ‘solely’ is added after ‘based’�, I feel Hammersley’s  argument is quite flawed as it seems to rest on the unexamined assumption that a teacher’s present tacit knowledge remain ‘tacit’ in the future and it also seems to ignore the fact that some teacher tacit knowledge can become more explicit through teacher involvement in educational research or educational action research. Interestingly, D’Arcy (1994) makes a similar point in response to Hammersley (1993: pp. 425-445): 

‘As for “the knowledge teachers have which will have been processed implicitly” - one of the most valuable outcomes of TR (teacher research) is the demand that it makes on the investigator to formulate her intentions, observations and reflections explicitly’ (D’Arcy, 1994: p. 292). 



In a later response to D’Arcy (1994: pp. 291-293), Hammersley (1995: pp. 117-119) is curiously silent on D’Arcy’s statement regarding a teacher’s tacit knowledge becoming more explicit through a teacher’s engagement in research. Nevertheless, despite this apparent oversight, Hammersley (1995: p. 119) does acknowledge that he has ‘no doubt at all that teachers and advisors can do excellent research’.



While I don’t consider it my task in this thesis to fully open the debate as to whether teaching can be based on research, I believe it is important to state overtly that I do not hesitate to accept that educational research potentially can make a significant contribution to a teacher’s knowledge base. However, what is really significant in the present context, I believe, is the potential role within a reformed educational research that Hargreaves sees for some teachers to create/articulate some of their own knowledge base in teaching. It is my hope that this thesis provides a particular exemplar for the creation/articulation of a significant part of my own knowledge base in teaching through my constructions/articulations of experiences, understandings, and judgements relating to more democratic actions in the classroom, more socially just actions in the classroom, and a greater appreciation of a sixth form student’s ‘conceptual vision’ in mathematics.



Unlike Shulman (1987a), who did not go as far as granting a teacher a role as an educational researcher (pp. 21-22), Hargreaves (1996), in advocating changes for educational research, suggests that some of his recommended £10-20 million allotted to provide research evidence on effective practice go towards funding 



‘teachers as researcher-practitioners rather than (teachers as) the objects of the activities of academic researchers’ (Hargreaves, 1996: p. 7). 



Admittedly, in highly prizing Lewin’s contention that research has a double function of producing high quality social science and generating applications for human betterment, Hargreaves (1997) claims that 



‘some action researchers in education --- seem largely to have abandoned the first element in (Lewin’s) double function’ (Hargreaves, 1997: p.412). 



Further, Hargreaves (1997) states that he has 



‘no evidence that, taken as a whole, teachers-as-researchers and their supervisors have generated the cumulative body of knowledge of the kind that Lewin envisaged or that the outcomes have been widely disseminated’ (Hargreaves, 1997: p.412). 



Nevertheless, he acknowledges that a diversity of research approaches is most likely to produce high quality applications and a scientific infrastructure. While Hammersley (1997: p. 155), in similar ‘no doubt’ rhetoric to that mentioned above (page 38), acknowledges that he has ‘no doubt that practical research carried out by teachers and educational managers can be useful’, he believes ‘there are dangers -- in this kind of work being required to be scientific’ and in support of his latter statement Hammersley cites Hargreaves’s seeming recognition that 



‘what may be most useful in developing the professional culture of teachers is not so much scientific research as “accumulated wisdom” in the form of case records, with commentaries and critiques’ (Hammersley, 1997: Footnote 22, p. 158). 



It seems to me that Hammersley in this particular instance of argumentation implies that the last-named viewpoint is wholly Hargreaves’s whereas only part of it is Hargreaves’s [that is, the quotation less the bold type]; it is wholly Hammersley’s and then Hammersley uses it to support his own viewpoint that ‘there are dangers -- in this kind of work being required to be scientific’.







To summarise, it appears to me that the debate between Hargreaves and Hammersley, in terms of my particular fine-tuned focus on the roles that teachers can play in educational research and knowledge production, shows that Hargreaves accepts, with reservations, that teachers as educational action researchers can qualify as educational researchers just as university researchers can, whereas Hammersley, with his slightly dismissive pattern of ‘no doubt’ rhetoric towards teachers as researchers, wishes to retain the distinction between the practical research of teachers and the academic research of university researchers (Hammersley, 1997: p. 155). While I have no problem with Hammersley’s wish to retain such a distinction, I think the tone of his argument, especially in regard to teachers, betrays an allergy to letting what he views as ‘theory’ come too close to what he views as ‘practice’. My own belief is that it is eminently possible to retain a distinction, if one wishes, between the practical research of teachers and the academic research of university researchers and also believe in the possibilty of teachers creating their own educational theory in an a posteriori fashion from and through their practice as I will attempt to do in my thesis.



In my particular dialogue with the above limited selection of literature from the Republic of Ireland, the United States, and Britain regarding the constitution of a teacher’s knowledge base, the role of ‘foundation’ disciplines within that knowledge base, and the role (real and potential) for teachers to engage in educational research and knowledge construction relating to their teaching practice, I think it is easy to discern that a massive counter-cultural push is still needed in all three countries for teachers engaged in researching their own practice to gain recognition as educational researchers capable of creating educational theories.



One final point, Hargreaves’s (1997: p. 412) pluralist acknowledgement, mentioned above (page 39), that a diversity of research approaches is most likely to produce high quality applications and a scientific infrastructure partially� echoes Sugrue’s and Ui Thuama’s (1994) pluralistic approach to educational research stated earlier (page 17):



It is generally accepted internationally, as evidenced by the title of the AERA publication, Complementary Methods, that to provide a comprehensive picture of any educational system, it is necessary to conduct different kinds of research from a variety of perspectives, employing different modes of enquiry. In the absence of this a very one-sided version of the mutiple realities of schooling is likely to emerge. (Sugrue’s and Ui Thuama, 1994: p. 121)



Whilst I fully acknowledge that my particular contribution is but a small part of the comprehensive picture of the ‘world’ of education in the Republic of Ireland, I think its relative smallness in these terms will not unduly deflect attention from its potential significance as an original contribution to knowledge construction in relation to (i) more democratic actions in the classroom, (ii) more socially just actions in the classroom, 

(iii) a greater understanding and appreciation of a student’s ‘conceptual vision’ as an individual learner of a specific subject in the classroom, and (iv) a more profound recognition and acceptance (e.g. by the academy, by policy-makers, by the state, and by teachers themselves) of the capacity of an individual teacher to dialogically create/articulate a significant part of her/his own knowledge base in teaching - that is, to create his/her own educational theory.

















Chapter Three: My Action Research and 

Standards of Judgement



1.    Three Working Definitions of Action Research



Since April 1994, two months after I began my action research, I have been attracted to the improvement focus within the following definition of action research:



Action research is - a form of self-reflective enquiry� undertaken by participants in social (including educational) situations in order to improve the rationality and justice of 

(a) their own practices, (b) their understandings of these practices, and (c) the situations in which the practices are carried out. (Carr and Kemmis, 1986: p. 162)



I fully appreciate that the notion of ‘rationality’ is a highly contested notion in an era of high modernity� and postmodern challenge. Nonetheless, consistent with the singularity-study nature of my enquiry, I maintain, in agreement with Giddens: 



‘that the rationalization of social action is a skilled accomplishment tied to particular social contexts’ (Tucker, 1998: p. 80). 



Indeed, consistent with this emphasis on a contextual, but dynamic, view of rationality, Carr (1995) claims that ‘there are no universal standards of rationality external to history and tradition’ (Carr, 1995: p. 81). Further, it seems to me that the following quote implies that Kemmis (1996) supports, as I do, a contextual notion of rationality within action research:







When this ‘we’ is used in purportedly emancipatory-critical theorising as a universal category, there is no doubt that it involves a ‘prodigious abstraction’ (Habermas, 1990a: pp. 212-213) which obscures differences between people, groups, cultures and interests. (Kemmis, 1996: pp. 231-232)



Another definition of action research that appeals to me is from Hopkins’s ‘A Teacher’s Guide to Classroom Research’, a book that made a great impression on me when I first read it in April 1994:



Action research combines a substantive act with a research procedure; it is action disciplined by enquiry, a personal attempt at understanding while engaged in a process of improvement and reform. (Hopkins, 1993: p. 44)



Finally, I have garnered the following definition of educational action research from Bassey (1995):



‘action research is systematic, critical and self-critical enquiry’ made public, which is carried out by practitioners and ‘aims to inform (their) educational judgements and decisions in order to improve educational action’. (Bassey, 1995: p. 2 and p. 46)



As noted earlier [Footnote 2, page 32], I have learned from Lonergan (1972: pp. 3-25) to appreciate a particular view of the dynamic structure of human consciousness, of rationality, of the human mind, and of the human being as a knower, which includes an appreciation of experiencing, understanding, judging, and deciding as key dynamic ‘operations’ within that ‘structure’. Indeed, it is fair to say that Lonergan has had quite a profound influence on my own understanding of what I mean when I say I know, or come to know, something. Of particular importance is Lonergan’s claim that it is the ‘notion of being’, articulated in the transcendental precepts be attentive (experiencing), be intelligent (understanding), be reasonable (judging) and be responsible (deciding), which functions as the normative criterion in knowing� (O’ Shea, 1995: p. 38). It seems to me that the above definition of educational action research, which I have garnered from Bassey (1995) and which places a strong emphasis on understanding, judging, deciding, and acting, sits comfortably with Lonergan’s notion of human rationality. Indeed, Bassey, following Stenhouse, defines research as ‘systematic, critical and self-critical enquiry which aims to contribute to the advancement of knowledge’ (Bassey, 1995: p. 2). Whilst I fully realize that many differences and debates arise with the variety of meanings given to ‘the advancement of knowledge’, the focus in this thesis is on my own stance as a knower who is coming-to-know: further, my own educational theory is ‘defined’ cumulatively throughout the course of my thesis.



From the above, it can be inferred that I value the notion of a contextual human rationality within a singularity-study educational action research enquiry. In my thesis, there is a particular emphasis on my own contextual human rationality�. Not surprisingly, I consider the central focus on ‘(improving) the rationality and justice of’ within Carr’s and Kemmis’s definition of action research (Carr and Kemmis, 1986: p. 162)� to be eminently relevant for my own enquiry. Highly consistent with my prizing of one’s own human rationality is my utilization of Whitehead’s notion of ‘unit of appraisal’ (Whitehead, 1993: p. 54), where a central unit of appraisal within my action research work is my claim to know my own educational development. This unit of appraisal is included in my overarching research question for my thesis:



How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations

as an action researcher and as a teacher?



It is included in the sense that when I create my own educational theory I am describing and explaining my own learning and some of the learning of my students that occur during my enquiry as I attempt to improve my practice and my understanding of my practice. 

At this juncture, it seems to me that a most appropriate question to ask is, ‘How can I or the reader make judgements about improvements in the rationality and justice of 

(a) my own practices and (b) my understandings of these practices. The practices I have in mind are my teaching and action research practices [which include thesis submissions I and II]. Asking the question in another way, and drawing further on some of Jack Whitehead’s influence in my work, ‘How can I or the reader make judgements about the descriptions and explanations that I offer for my own educational development (and some of the educational development of my sixth form students) over the time of my enquiry (1994-1999) as I ask, and respond, in particular, to the question, “How can I help you to improve your learning?” (Laidlaw and Whitehead, 1995: p. 2)’? There arises, therefore, the notion of some of the standards of judgement (Whitehead, 1993: p. 54) by which I wish my work� to be judged by myself and by a reader of my thesis.



2.    Standards of Judgement



Before suggesting to the reader some contextual standards of judgement by which I wish my work to be judged and which I consider to be particular to my enquiry, I wish to fully acknowledge the importance of the following three examination criteria mentioned in the 1999-2000 Handbook for Research Students for PhD candidates at the University of Bath [Handbook, page 40]�:



The work (written thesis and oral examination):



(a)   shows evidence of industry, application and scholarship,

(b)   forms a distinct and original contribution to knowledge, and



(c)   displays knowledge and understanding of the relevant literature. 



In relation to the second standard of judgement above, I think it is worth stating at the outset that if a central unit of appraisal in my thesis is my claim to know my own educational development and if a central task in my action research enterprise is to create my own educational theory (Whitehead, 1993), then, not surprisingly, I intend my work to form a distinct and original contribution to knowledge - however contested the notion of knowledge may be.



My Particular Contextual Standards of Judgement



This brings me to my own particular contextual standards of judgement which constitute some of the standards of judgement by which I wish my work to be judged by a reader�. I think it is worth stressing that these standards of judgement evolved in my practices and understandings over time (1994-2000). The informational bases - my four singularity studies and, especially, my thesis - on which the particular contextual evaluative judgements� are to be made, also evolved in an emergent-design fashion. 



Acknowledging this dynamic complexity, and the human struggle involved in experiencing and coming to appreciate this kind of complexity, the following are the standards of judgement which I believe are central to a just appreciation of my enquiry:







I.      Methodological Standards of Judgement.

II.     Educational Standards of Judgement.

I11.    Social Standards of Judgement.



I will expound on these criteria sequentially.



I.    Methodological Standards of Judgement



Action-Reflection Cycle



Firstly, it is important to state that in my first three studies of singularities [1994 (chemistry), 1995 (mathematics), and 1996 (chemistry)] I asked sixth form students (17-18 year-old students) to suggest ways in which they felt I could improve my teaching, thereby eliciting/creating a number of teaching/learning communicative activites which I would attempt to live out more fully with my sixth form students in my teaching practice over an 8-10 week period. In my fourth singularity study [1997 (mathematics)] I eventually concentrated on helping one sixth form student whom I believed was one of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students in a group of sixth form mathematics students.



Drawing on the work of Whitehead (1993), in my four studies of singularities I utilized systematic action-reflection cycles [using Popper’s views on the method of scientific discovery (Whitehead, 1985 in Whitehead, 1993: p. 57) but significantly transformed by Whitehead’s notion of living contradiction and the primacy of ‘I’ as an active agent of consciousness�] which constituted a method for improving my practice and for bringing my enquiry forward. The cycle is:







I experience a concern/problem when some of my educational values are negated in my practice. [problem]



I imagine a solution to my problem. [idea]



I act in the direction of a chosen solution. [action]



I evaluate the outcomes of my actions. [evaluation]



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



                                                                          [Whitehead, 1985: p. 54]



I followed this methodology in my four singularity studies, along with the criterion of dialectical logic where I worked to negate the ‘living contradiction’ aspects associated with the first step of the above action-reflection cycle - for example, the ‘living contradiction’ aspects of me not living LI, ECSTOT, ECTW, GS, IQ and SU� sufficiently while valuing living the six teaching/learning communicative activities more fully in my 1995 singularity study (Singularity Study Two: p. 88).



In relation to my writing, it is also worth noting that the ‘headings’ of the main sections of my four singularity studies in my Singularity Study Record [Appendices (pages 301, 325, 334, and 346)]  harmonise with the steps in the above action reflection cycle and with some of the chapter headings in David Hopkins’s book, ‘A Teacher’s Guide to Classroom Research’ (Hopkins, 1993: p. ix), a book I studied with great care in April 1994 and which helped me enormously in my understandings when beginning action research.



Pages 61-74 and pp. 295-300 show six action-reflection cycles for my four singularity studies and for my two thesis submissions.







Triangulation



In all of my singularity studies (1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997) I have been in dialogue with sixth form students, critical friends, and key respondents. For example, the first edition of Singularity Study One (written in June 1994) was read by five key respondents�. The second edition of Singularity Study One (written in June 1996) was read by Jack Whitehead and Hugh Lauder of the University of Bath. I wrote the third edition in January 1998 and this is in my Singularity Study Record which constitutes the main data base off which I theorise in my Singularity Study Report (my thesis). All editions of Singularity Study One are in my Data Archive. The second editions of my other three singularity studies which were written in January-March 1998 are also in my Singularity Study Record, whilst all editions of these studies are in my Data Archive. So, my thesis has grown in the following way:



Data Archive ( Singularity Study Record ( Singularity Study Report [My Thesis].



Regarding face-to-face critical friends, there was more frequent and higher quality contact in my second (1995 - mathematics) and fourth (1997 - mathematics) singularity studies than in my first and third singularity studies. In my first study, two critical friends each observed 10 minutes of a chemistry lesson (one in the classroom and one in the laboratory) and in my third study, a sixth form student videoed a laboratory session which Paraig Cannon observed�.



The following excerpt indicates the kinds of triangulations utilized during my 1995 singularity study:

I contend that I have engaged in triangulation (Denzin, 1978 in Forward, 1989: p. 35) of: evaluators [students, Joe (a working colleague and a critical friend), and myself]; sources of data (questionnaires, audiotapes, videotapes, observations); methods for a single event [for example, Thursday, January 12th, 1995, students writing on their own, followed by groupwork, followed by an open discussion, and finally followed by an audiotaped conversation with Ronan (a sixth form mathematics student and a critical friend) on Friday 13th]; and, finally, of different perspectives to interpret data (I utilize some statistical analysis within a qualitative action research mode of enquiry). [Singularity Study Two: p. 89]



Additionally, in all four singularity studies, the sixth form students and I engaged in ‘time triangulation’, where data were collected from the same groups at different points in the time sequence (Cohen and Manion, 1994: p. 236) during the action-reflection cycles.



The Rigour of My Methodology



Firstly, I believe two of Winter’s suggested six principles for the rigorous conduct of action research act as a testing ground against which to judge some of the rigour of my work. These are: (i) Collaborative Resource and (ii) Risk (Winter, 1989: pp. 38-68). 



(i) I am taking ‘Collaboration’ to mean:



everyone’s point of view will be taken as a contribution to resources for understanding; no-one’s point of view will be taken as the final understanding as to what all the other points of view really mean. (Winter, 1989: p. 56)



I think the reader will grow to appreciate the way in which I have accommodated and not eclipsed the ‘voices’ of others in my thesis, whether the other is a student, a critical friend, a key respondent, or a researcher in the literature. The last-mentioned example, strictly, extends my work beyond Winter’s notion of ‘Collaborative Resource’. However, it is incorporated into one of my educational standards of judgement ahead [pp. 52-53].







(ii) Regarding ‘Risk’, I took the risk of asking senior students to suggest ways in which I could improve my teaching practice in 1994, 1995, and 1996. I found this somewhat nerve-wracking and experienced a moderate to high degree of personal and professional vulnerability in initiating the action research process each year where I attempted to elicit ‘living contradiction’ elements in my teaching practice� which some of the students felt I needed to work on as one way of helping them to improve their learning. Also, there was some risk involved in having my accounts, ideas, and practice subjected to critique by critical friends and key respondents. For example, Professor Hugh Lauder gave me some important critical feedback on Chapter Eight, which I respond to in Chapter Nine.



Secondly, I contend that I have engaged in ‘Reflexivity’ in the process of writing my singularity studies� and my thesis. Just as there is an in-built reflexive process within the action-reflection cycle so too is there a reflexive process at work in my writing where I am constantly reflecting back critically on previous critical reflections. 



























II.    Educational Standards of Judgement



A.    Educational Standards of Judgement Relating to Democracy, 

Social Justice, and a Greater Appreciation of a Student’s Conceptual Vision



Three of my educational standards of judgement by which I wish my work to be judged connect to three central themes articulated and developed in Part Two, Part Three, and Part Four of my thesis, respectively. The following questions arise:



Do I truly engage in more democratic actions in the classroom as I help my sixth form students to improve their learning? [Part Two]



Do I genuinely partake in more socially just actions in the classroom as I help some of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students to improve their learning? [Part Three]



Do I communicate a greater appreciation of a sixth form student’s conceptual vision in mathematics in my fourth singularity study as I help one of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students to improve his learning? [Part Four]



My fourth educational standard of judgement, which I term an educative-relational standard of judgement, flows naturally for me from a combination of the above three criteria.



B.    My Educative-Relational Standard of Judgement



The Dialogic Aspect



Elliott (1989), in relation to reflecting about one’s practice in private and participating reflectively in practical public discourse, claims:

‘a process of private reflection should operate concurrently and interactively with a process of public dialogue. But --- the capacity for private self-reflection is ontologically prior to the capacity to self-reflect in public.’ (Elliott, 1989: p. 99)



Reflecting on the above quote, which is part of Elliott’s (1989) incisive analysis of some of Whitehead’s (1989) work, I framed the following dialogic standard of judgement in July 1997 when writing up my fourth study of a singularity:



Along with my ontologically prior dialogic reflections with self do I engage in sufficiently high quality dialogic reflections with others [sixth form students, critical friends, key respondents, and researchers in the literature] in my educational action research enquiry? (Singularity Study Four: p. 104)



The Particular Dynamic Nature of My Dialogue



Building on the above standards of judgement [pp. 52-53], my educative-relational standard of judgement for my enquiry is:



When creating my own educational theory, alongside my dialogic reflections with self, do I engage in sufficiently high quality dialogic reflections with others [students, critical friends, key respondents, and researchers in the literature] in a way which shows a sustained and growing commitment� to democracy, social justice, and an appreciation of the other’s conceptual vision?



I am taking ‘conceptual vision’ in its broadest sense to include cognitive and affective understandings. In my dialogic reflections with self I am comfortable with the notions of the thinking and feeling parts of my mind, which I tend not to separate.





 



III.    Social Standards of Judgement



Following the influence of Habermas on Whitehead (1993: p. 55 and 1998: p. 4)�, the social criteria� I choose for judging my account are Habermas’s validity claims for argumentation in discourse which can be analysed and tested only discursively (Carr and Kemmis, 1986: p. 141). While I acknowledge that there are social dimensions to the standards of judgement described and explained above, my concern in the present criteria is with a particular mode of language use I employ in my thesis where I make an assiduous effort to say something to an other (e.g. a student, a critical friend, a key respondent, the reader) ‘in a way that allows [the other] to understand what is being said’ (Habermas, 1990: p. 24). This contrasts with, and extends beyond, a second mode of language use identified by Habermas, where ‘one says what is or is not the case’ (Habermas, 1990: p. 24). It is important to recognise that I employ the two kinds of language use in my thesis but that I stress the importance of the former as it is more dialogic than, and can incorporate, the latter. I am in agreement with Habermas (1990) who maintains:



In everyday life we agree (or disagree) more frequently about the rightness of actions and norms, the appropriateness of evaluations and standards, and the authenticity or sincerity of self-presentations than about the truth of propositions. That is why� the knowledge we use when we say something to someone extends beyond strictly propositional or truth-related knowledge. (Habermas, 1990: p. 27)



Habermas (1984) argues that when language is used for reaching an understanding with an other [not necessarily involving final agreement (Habermas, 1990: p. 24)], the following ‘musts’ constitute the validity basis of such communicative action:



The speaker must choose a comprehensible expression --- 

The speaker must have the intention of communicating a true proposition ---

The speaker must want to express his(/her) intentions truthfully so that the hearer can believe the utterance of the speaker [can trust him(/her)].

Finally, the speaker must choose an utterance that is right (appropriate, legitimate, justifiable�) --- (Habermas, 1984: pp. 2-3).



These four social criteria can be collapsed, if necessary, to (i) comprehensibility, (ii) truth, (iii) authenticity, and (iv) appropriateness. However, it is important that this ‘collapsing’ does not give the mistaken impression that the intended meanings within Habermas’s ‘communicative actions’, or within my own dialogic-coming-to-know approach in my thesis, are limited solely to propositional knowledge. The following are the kinds of questions I have in mind when applying the above social standards of judgement to my account and my claims�: 



(i)     Is my report comprehensible?



(ii)    Is there sufficient evidence to support my claims?



(iii)   Does my account offer an explanation for my educational development which shows 

         a sustained commitment to living prized values more fully over time (e.g. making 

         room for the ‘voices’ of others) in my teaching and action research practices?



(iv)   Are the meanings of the values shown and justified (i.e. appropriate) in the course of   

         their emergence through practice (i.e. my teaching, my action research, and my 

         writing of my account)?

October 27th 1999 Comment: Pages 299-300 of the Appendices show that I am more fully living out these social standards of judgement in the second submission of my thesis, especially in relation to (i) the comprehensibility of my report (my thesis), 

(ii) truth (i.e. more evidential support for some of my claims and statements), and 

(iv) the appropriateness of what I write.



Summary



The above (I) methodological, (II) educational, and (III) social criteria are my own particular contextual standards of judgement and constitute some of the standards of judgement by which I wish my work to be judged by myself and by a reader. Focusing more incisively, it is important to appreciate that these criteria are both (a) values that I attempt to live out more fully in my account and my practices and (b) some of the standards of judgement by which I wish the validity of my claims to knowledge to be judged by a reader of my thesis�. Consistent with the singularity-study nature of my work, the ‘validity’ I have in mind is mostly ‘internal validity’ or credibility (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: pp. 290-296), which is a term I prefer, and which Ely regards as the ‘bedrock of trustworthiness’ in qualitative research (Ely, Anzul,  Friedman, Garner, & McCormack-Steinmetz, 1991: p. 156). However, I also address the notion of ‘external validity’ or - terms I prefer - transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: pp. 296-298) and relatability (Bassey, 1995: p. 111), in Chapter Twelve, along with the notion of ‘What’s in My Work for Others?’.









Chapter Four: My Four Studies of Singularities - A Summary



What is a Study of a Singularity?



Bassey (1995: p. 7) maintains that the search for generalisations and the study of singularities probably constitute the most important dichotomy in social research. In Bassey’s conception of the term, a ‘study of a singularity’ embraces



virtually every kind of empirical study other than where the subjects of study have been carefully selected as a representative sample of some population about which it is intended to make general statements. (Bassey, 1995: p. 112)



It constitutes research into a set of particular events:



When we decide that something is sufficiently significant to warrant being researched, it is usually not just one particular event but a set of related particular events that are the focus of interest. This means a set of events around which a boundary can be drawn. Strictly speaking, of course, it is the anecdotes describing the events with which we are concerned. The boundary can be defined in space and time, for example as a particular classroom, or school, or local authority, or as sets of these, in a particular period; or it may be defined as a particular person, or group of people, at a particular time and in a particular space (Bassey, 1995: pp. 110-111).



It appears that the main reason why Bassey (1995: p. 112) opts for the term study of a singularity rather than case study is to distinguish between a study as ‘a bounded system’ and the notion of case study which places a strong emphasis on enquiry leading to generalisations. A definition of the latter notion of case study is proffered by Cohen and Mannion (1980) in their text Research Methods in Education (and repeated in the 4th edition of 1994: pp. 106-107):

 

Unlike the experimenter who manipulates variables to determine their causal significance or the surveyor who asks standardised questions of large, representative samples of individuals, the case study researcher typically observes the characteristics of an individual unit - a child, a class, a school, or a community. The purpose of such observation  is to probe deeply and to analyse intensively the multifarious phenomena that constitute the life cycle of the unit with a view to establishing generalisations about the wider population to which that unit belongs. (Cohen and Mannion, 1994: pp. 106-107)



While I will later address the notions of transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: p. 124), relatability (Bassey, 1995: p. 111), and generalisability (Whitehead, 1993: p. 73;  Lomax, 1994: pp. 118-119) in Chapter Twelve, the primary purpose in my enquiry is not to establish generalisations about the wider populations to which the groups of sixth form students whom I have worked with belong, but to make meaning in particular contexts as I seek to improve my practices. On this basis, I adopt Bassey’s choice of term for my kind of enquiry and therefore hold that I have engaged in studies of singularities rather than case studies� during 1994-1997. 



Below I give (i) the duration of data gathering for each of my studies, (ii) the titles of my reports; I also provide (iii) action-reflection-cycle summaries of my four singularity studies.



























Table S.1 below� displays the duration of data gathering for Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4�.



Table S.1.  Studies of Singularities and Duration of Data Gathering.



Study 

�

Academic Year�              

              Students�

Duration of Data Gathering��

   1

�              

   1993/1994�

       21 Sixth Form 

       Chemistry Students

�

  Mar 8th ‘94 - May 17th, ‘94��

   2

�

   1994/1995�

       23 Sixth Form

       Mathematics Students

�

Jan 12th, ‘95 - May 22nd, ‘95��

   3

�

   1995/1996�

       11 Sixth Form 

       Chemistry Students

�

Nov 23rd, ‘95 - May 17th, ‘96��



   4

�



    1996/1997�

One Sixth Form Mathematics Student within a group of 13 Sixth Form Mathematics 

Students

�



  Oct 8th, ‘96 - May 19th, ‘97



��

I wrote the four reports for Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the summers of 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 respectively. Their titles are displayed in table S.2 below. To my mind this is one way of seeing some of the whole picture before zooming in on particular pathways through my enquiry where two of my primary purposes are (i) to help my students to improve their learning as I work at improving my teaching [improving my practice], and

(ii) to grow in my own understanding of how I help my students to improve their learning as I work at improving my teaching [improving my understanding of my practice].



Table S.2.  Studies of Singularities and Titles of Reports.



Study 

�

Year�              

         Students�

                     Title of Report��

   1

�              

1994�

21 Sixth Form

Chemistry Students

�

           A Venture into Classroom Research��

   2

�

 1995�

23 Sixth Form

Mathematics Students

�

           A Dialogic Venture into Classroom 

           Action Research��

   3

�

1996�

11 Sixth Form 

 Chemistry Students

�

           A Way of Knowing My Committed 

           Service in Education��

   

   4

�



1997�

One Sixth Form

Mathematics Student within a group of 13 Sixth Form Mathematics Students

�



          A Story of Some of Hugh’s Learning 

          in Sixth Form Mathematics��

In the remainder of Chapter Four, I provide an action-reflection-cycle summary of each of these four singularity studies [1994-1997]. Richer analyses of the studies will come later in the thesis [thereby explaining some of the forward-referencing in my summary]. Two centrally important points which I wish to draw the reader’s attention to in relation to the summaries which follow are: (i) a spiral of action-reflection cycles occurs in these studies, and (ii) the singularity studies, which are not without theory, constitute the main data base off which I theorise in my thesis. 











Singularity Study One [Mar 8 1994 - May 17 1994]



Context



21 sixth form chemistry students and I revised the chemistry course [of physics/chemistry combined taken as a single subject] between March 1994 and May 1994, doing lots of examination questions from the 1989-1993 Leaving Certificate papers.



Action-Reflection Cycle



Problem



10 out of 21 sixth form students failed a Nov 1993 chemistry test on recent material. The same 10 students along with 3 others failed a longer Feb 1994 chemistry test on the whole course. 9 out of these 13 students were dissatisfied with my chemistry teaching [responding to Q.15 of QUEST1 in the Appendices (page 302)].



Imagined Solutions



Consistent with the thematic emphasis in my thesis on teaching/learning communicative activities, the eight activities on page 78 constituted the main set of imagined solutions for the 1994 study. However, other specific imagined solutions were: (i) We initially concentrated on examination questions in content areas that the students said were problematic for them [Appendices (page 308)], (ii) 4.5 hours of extra time were created for chemistry lessons, (iii) We used a special kind of groupwork twice, once in the laboratory and once in the classroom, where the students with better results were grouped with those of poorer results [page 160].



Implementation of Imagined Solutions and Gathering Further Evidence



Here, the main focus was on the 8 activities on page 78. I monitored my teaching practice in the eight areas [table S1.4 of Appendices (page 307)] in order to appraise my own practice but, in particular, to raise my own consciousness. Valuing triangulation, I gave the students three feedback sheets, FB1, FB2, and FB3, in March, April and May respectively. They were given at the end of a double period without prior notice. This was one way in which I attempted to raise the students’ consciousness regarding the improvements I was trying to bring about in my teaching practice. Also of relevance in this part of the action-reflection cycle are: the Final Questionnaire (FQ) [Appendices (pp. 314-315)], the chemistry test given the following day (May 17 1994) [comparative results in Appendices (page 321)], and feedback comments from three repeating sixth form chemistry students obtained in late May 1994 [pp. 107-108 of thesis].









Evaluation



My Teaching



The responses from the three repeating sixth form chemistry students (Paul, Darren and John) [pp. 107-108 of thesis], the students’ increased satisfaction with my teaching between March 1994 and May 1994 [table S5.1, page 104 of thesis and Appendices (page 316)], their improvement ratings for my overall chemistry teaching (mean = 1.57) [Appendices (page 316)], and, of central thematic importance for my thesis, the students’ improvement ratings for 7 of the 8 teaching/learning communicative activities [page 78 of thesis and Appendices (page 314 and pp. 317-318)], all point to a significant improvement in my teaching practice during this study.



The Students’ Learning



The students’ increased satisfaction with their chemistry learning in the classroom and at home between March 1994 and May 1994 [table S5.1, page 104 of thesis, and Appendices (page 316)], the particularly important student ratings for their improvement in chemistry learning in the classroom and at home (means = 1.86 and 1.76 respectively) [Appendices (page 316)], the subsequent May chemistry test results [Appendices (pp. 321-322)], and the subsequent June Leaving Certificate results in the physics/chemistry combined test [Appendices (page 324)], all point to improved chemistry learning for the majority of the 21 sixth form students during the first singularity study.



The above two paragraphs support the claim I make on page 105 of my thesis.



Values



Participatory democracy, greater social justice, students more fully realizing their potentials in chemistry learning, and respect for students and their views about change were some of the central values lived out more fully in this study.



Variety of Sources of Data



There was a variety of sources of data: questionnaires, short interviews, own journal, two observations [page 160 of thesis and Appendices (pp. 310-313)], written reports (students), and a little document analysis (focusing on verbs used in examination questions).



Modifications



(i) After 1994 critical feedback from two key respondents, Jim Callan of Maynooth University (in particular), and Ben Cunningham of the Marino Institute of Education, Dublin, I subsequently fine-tuned my treatment of statistics in the second and third editions [June 1996 and January 1998 respectively] of my first singularity study, placing greater emphasis on underlying values and on qualitative aspects of the study.



(ii) The following excerpt from my 1995 report [Data Archive: Singularity Study Two, 1995: p. 174] gives an indication of some modifications in my methodological understandings and practices between my 1994 and my 1995 studies of singularities: 



In the 1995 singularity study, I have used more of a dialogic approach in eliciting student needs [see top paragraph of page 50 of thesis] and in describing change.



There have been more observations (structured and open) than last year and each observation has been longer [students, Joe English - a teaching colleague and a critical friend, two Austrian girls (visiting students), and Guido - a teacher from Germany].



There have been audiotaped conversations with my students (twice) and with Joe English (twice), seeking feedback on the implementation of teaching/learning communicative activities: the videocamera has been used twice in class to gain data for this purpose.



I have a deeper understanding of the action-reflection cycle (Whitehead, 1985: p. 54) and of the place of teaching/learning communicative activities as ‘living contradiction’ elements of my teaching practice within the action-reflection cycle: specifically, I more fully appreciate that the greater enactment of teaching/learning communicative activities constitutes the central web of imagined solutions in my 1994 and 1995 singularity studies.







































Singularity Study Two [Jan 12 1995 - Mar 30 1995]



Context



23 Leaving Certificate students were completing their higher level mathematics course - first time coverage and not revision as in the 1994 study. I wished to improve my methodology over the 1994 study by engaging in more dialogue with students and critical friends and also by utilizing audiotaped and videotaped material. I was more critically aware of issues of legitimation and representation.



Action-Reflection Cycle



Problem



The initial problem, which arose in an emergent-design fashion through interactive journalizing with one of the sixth form students (Ronan), was lack of question-asking by the sixth form group of mathematics students during lessons. Table S2.1 in the Appendices [page 327] provides evidential support for this concern.



Imagined Solutions



An open discussion with the students on question-asking led to some areas that I could work on in my teaching. The greater enactment of the six teaching/learning communicative activities [page 109 of thesis] constitutes the central web of imagined solutions for the 1995 study. The session on question-asking and the way in which the imagined solutions arose are described and explained in the Appendices [pp. 326-329].



Implementation of Imagined Solutions and Gathering Further Evidence



The following is a diary of, what I would view as, significant events:



A.   Raising Consciousness --- My Own (between 12-01-1995 and 30-03-1995)

B.   Raising Consciousness --- The Students’ (between 12-01-1995 and 30-03-1995)

C.   Video One (02-02-1995) and Feedback (five students, ‘critical friend’, self)

D.   Observations by a Teacher from Germany (09-03-1995)

E.   Video Two (30-03-1995) and Feedback (five students, ‘critical friend’, self)

F.   Questionnaire (30-03-1995) [Appendices (page 330)]

G.   Final Questionnaire (03-05-1995)

H.   Comments from Two Students --- Kenneth (03-05-1995) and Ronan (22-05-1995)





Evaluating Our Actions - Further Analysis of 

Classroom Action Research Information



Teaching and Learning



Pages 109-113 of the thesis and pp. 330-333 of the Appendices support the following two overlapping claims from Singularity Study Two (1995: page 74 and page 77):



My improved practice [slightly to a reasonable amount; the average of the mean values for the six key areas = 1.86] was a contributory factor in helping to bring about a slight to reasonable improvement in the majority of students’ [20 students out of 23 students] understanding of mathematics [mean value for UM = 1.95] during the time of this action research enquiry [January 12th, 1995 until March 30th, 1995]. 



I believe my improved practice during this classroom action research enquiry contributed to the sixth form students’ improved understanding of mathematics between February and June, and to their better examination results in June 1995.



There is evidence of transferability between the 1994 and 1995 singularity studies on pp. 267-269 of the thesis [Chapter Twelve]. 



The following response from Kenneth, a sixth form mathematics student, on May 3rd, 1995, to a questionnaire on ‘Taking More Responsibility’, is a fair assessment of the power of influence of the students on my teaching practice during the 1995 project:



Kenneth   The project allowed in some ways a limited but constructive ‘criticism’ of a teacher’s techniques, without inferring any insult or offence. This meant that our comments would affect the way in which we were taught, thus we had to be responsible in our attitudes and comments to take advantage of this. [Singularity Study Two (1995: p. 78)]



While Joe (a teaching colleague) and Guido (a visiting teacher from Germany) gave structured feedback on the enactment of the teaching/learning communicative activities which was positive, they also gave open critical feedback on issues like teacher talk-time, tone of voice, humour (Joe), supporting curiosity, and developing ideas - not giving solutions too early (Guido). Although my awareness of these other issues was appreciably heightened, I did not systematically analyse them in my teaching practice.



Methods of Data Gathering



Triangulations, observations, audiotapes, videotapes, questionnaires, statistics, interactive journalizing, interviews, and a reflexive journal (my own) were employed as part of my methodology - a broader pattern than the 1994 singularity study.





Standards of Judgement



Drawing on the work of Lincoln and Guba (1985), I began to see credibility and transferability, particularly the former, as most appropriate criteria for my action research work. Following Whitehead (1993), and utilising some of Hopkins’s ideas on validation - triangulations and key respondents (Hopkins, 1993), I gained a growing awareness of the importance of legitimating one’s claims to knowledge and also felt it was important that teacher-researchers had the freedom dialogically to evolve their own set of criteria:



Part of the struggle against oppressive constraints WITHIN classroom action research, it seems to me, involves battling against any tendency to create, what some researchers would call, sets ‘of “technical” prescriptions as a means of controlling others’ research’ (Clarke, Dudley, Edwards, Rowland & Winter, 1993: p. 491). In the effort to create truly emancipatory criteria that are used to judge teacher-researchers’ work, I believe it is vital to let teacher-researchers speak for themselves regarding what they consider to be appropriate standards of judgement for their work. [Singularity Study Two (1995: p. 101); also page 200 of the first edition of the 1995 study (August 1995) - Data Archive]



A Particular Response to a Policy Aspiration



Classroom action research such as the 1995 singularity study, being school-based and having a high level of student and teacher participation, is, in my view, one means of nurturing professional and personal development and lending support to the following policy aspiration from the Republic of Ireland White Paper on Education (Department of Education, 1995: p. 128):



‘Both in the literature and among many providers, there is a consensus that an effective and comprehensive programme of professional and personal development for teachers requires a diverse range of measures and a variety of providers. Additionally, the strong message emerging consistently from all quarters is that the approach to professional and personal development should be decentralized, school-focused and conducive to high levels of teacher participation in all aspects of the process.’



Feedback from a Key Respondent



On September 25th, 1995, I received the following as part of Jack Whitehead’s reponse to my 1995 report:



I liked the way you integrated the statistics work --- . I think you made your case for the way you worked to improve LI, ECSTOT, ECTW, GS, IQ, and SU [page 109 of thesis]. The dialogic quality which pervades your work shows the quality of the learning/educative relationships you are establishing with your students. --- I think you were right to stress (when in conversation with Joe English) [page 93 of the first edition of the 1995 study - Data Archive]:



‘I suppose it’s a thing I’ll have to be careful about - that it’s not just about my teaching practice. The thing in the end - it’s their understanding of mathematics and their learning. --- That really is the most important thing.’



You might like to think about how to get more on the inside of the growth in the students’ learning and understanding of the curriculum area that you are interested in. [Singularity Study Two (1995: p. 91)]



Modifications



In the 1996 study there was more democratic participation by the students in contributing to the teaching/learning communicative activities than in the 1994 and 1995 studies [see pp. 78-79 of thesis and Appendices (pp. 335-336)] and I made a reasonable attempt to gather evidence of the sixth form students’ improved learning in a specific area of chemistry (electrolysis) [pp. 116-117 of thesis and Appendices (pp. 341-344)]. On the statistical front, I asked the sixth form students for initial and final % assessments of the teaching/learning communicative activities so that I could use the related t value test of statistical significance and also make some judgement about the validity of the rating scale [page 113 of thesis] I had devised for the students’ assessments of my changing practice. Regarding greater enfranchisement of the students’ voices, towards the end of the 1996 study I had audiotaped conversations with all of the 1996 sixth form chemistry students [eleven students: 5 audiotaped conversations (with two, three, three, two, and one student, respectively)].











































Singularity Study Three [Nov 28 1995 - Jan 30 1996]



Context



11 sixth form students were covering some first-time material from their higher level Leaving Certificate chemistry course. As well as eliciting/creating, enacting more fully, and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities in this particular study, I attempted to get closer to improved student learnings in a specific content area of chemistry (electrolysis).



Action-Reflection Cycle



Problem



The high failure rate among the eleven sixth form chemistry students in their summer examination of 1995 was a serious cause of concern for me [page 161]: eight of the eleven students failed this pure chemistry test with six of the students scoring less than 30 %. Also, as noted above, there was the issue of trying to get much closer to specific improvements in student learnings than I did in the 1995 study. A more minor problem involved devising some means for testing a rating scale [page 113 of thesis] I utilized for the 1994/1995/1996 studies.



Imagined Solutions



Page 79 of the thesis and pp. 335-336 of the Appendices describe the way in which the central web of imagined solutions for the 1996 study - nine teaching/learning communicative activities - was elicited with the sixth form chemistry students by majority decision and by consensus.



Implementation of Imagined Solutions and Gathering Further Evidence



Diary of Data Gathering Events [1 and 2 are included to create a fuller picture]



1.   Foundational Questionnaire [Appendices (page 335)] and Chemistry Test One (November 23rd).



2.   75-Minute Discussion with the Students (November 28th).



3.   Member-Check Questionnaire (November 29th) - Appendices (page 336) 



4.   Percentages for the Nine Communicative Activities Questionnaire (December 4th). I asked the following:



Please rate your chemistry teacher’s practice up to now for each of the following nine communicative activities [page 114] on a scale 0 ---100 - no more than two decimal places please! - using the same meanings that are applied when your tests are being corrected by teachers in the college.



5.   Monitoring Questionnaire (December 12th). I asked the students to rate my teaching practice for Disimprovement (D)/Same (S)/Improvement (I) for the nine teaching/learning communicative activities.



6.   A New Year Letter/Questionnaire from James Finnegan (January 9th). Here I had five concerns - trust, truth, going over class work, understanding of electrolysis, and  improvement in homework practice, if any.



7.   Gathering Evidence During a Project Questionnaire and Chemistry Test Two (January 18th). The thematic considerations in this questionnaire were, no/yes for the nine communicative activities, written information on the students’ changing (if there was a change) understanding of electrolysis, information on values the students perceived I was failing and succeeding to live out more fully. Test Two results (and Test One results) are in the Appendices (page 341).



8.   Video of Laboratory Practice (January 25th). There were only eight students out of eleven students present. The video is a 35 minute recording and was made over a 75 minute session. The students and a ‘critical’ friend viewed the video and gave feedback.



9.   ‘Final’ Questionnaire (January  30th). In this questionnaire I sought %’s and ratings (using the scale -5 to +5) for disimproved/improved teaching practice for (i) the nine communicative activities over the time of the project [page 114 of thesis]. I also asked the students to rate their disimprovement/improvement for (ii) understanding of chemistry, (iii) understanding of electrolysis, (iv) understanding of organic chemistry, and (v) homework practice [Appendices (page 345)].



10.   Consciousness Raising --- The Students’ (28-11-1995 to 30-01-1996). The nine communicative activities were mentioned explicitly in written form on:



28-11-1995 ------------ Discussion Day.

29-11-1995 ------------ Member-Check Questionnaire.

04-12-1995 ------------ Percentages Questionnaire.

12-12-1995 ------------ Monitoring Questionnaire.

09-01-1996 ------------ Nine Codes On The Board.

15-01-1996 ------------ Nine Codes On The Board.

18-01-1996 ------------ Gathering Evidence Questionnaire.

30-01-1996 ------------ ‘Final’ Questionnaire.



11.   Correction of Homework (H), Tests (T), and Practicals (P) [23-11-1995 to 29-01-1996]. Table S3.1 [Singularity Study Three (1996: p. 14)] displays these results.



12.   Consciousness Raising --- My Own (28-11-1995 to 30-01-1996). Along with the above ‘interventions’ (in item 10) with the students, I wrote the nine codes on the right hand side of the board and rated myself for the nine communicative activities on seven occasions [Table S3.2 of Singularity Study Three (1996: p. 14)]



13.   Five Audiotaped Conversations (late January - early February). All eleven students were interviewed.



David O and Jarlath T (29-01-1996)

David M, Gary P and Paul R (31-01-1996)

Afnan HZ, Aidan R and Kevin R (01-02-1996)

Ethan G and James K (05-02-1996)

Eamonn F (07-02-1996)



14.   ‘Video Feedback from the Students’ Questionnaire (April 19th).



15.   Written Feedback from Eamonn F on the Issue of  ‘Too Controlling’ (May 7th).



16.   Audiotaped Dialogue with Paraig Cannon, a ‘Critical’ Friend who Viewed the Video (May 17th).



A lot of information evolved from the above sixteen ‘data gathering events’. In the evaluation section I will limit my analysis to what I regard as significant themes.



Evaluating Our Actions - Further Analysis of 

Classroom Action Research Information



My Teaching and the Students’ Learning



Table S3.8 [page 114 of the thesis] and the Percentage and Affirmative Tables on pp. 339-340 of the Appendices confirm:



that I was quite effective in responding (over the duration of the project) to the students’ elicited suggestions for particular changes to my teaching practice which the students believed would help their learning. [Singularity Study Three (1996: page 53)]



Pages 115-118 of the thesis and pp. 341-346 of the Appendices lend support to my assertion that:



my improved teaching practice helped to bring about improved chemistry learning for the majority of the students in the sixth form chemistry group over the duration of the 1996 enquiry. [Singularity Study Thee (1996: page 54)]



I contend that these improvements contributed to the improved chemistry results in table 

S3.10 [page 163 of thesis].



Comparing the 1995 and 1996 Studies



In the 1995 singularity study there were more classroom observations and quite a lot of high quality dialogue with colleagues and students. This dialogue was mostly about the teaching/learning communicative activities and other aspects of my teaching and some of it was about the students’ learning. However, the 1996 singularity study had more specific comments from the students (both written and on audiotape) regarding their own learning in a specific content area of the chemistry course (electrolysis). [Singularity Study Three (page 55)]



Rating Scale



Table S3.3 and some of the following comments [Appendices (pp. 339-340)] help confirm the credibility of the -5, -3, -1, 0, +1, +3, +5 rating scale I devised for the third (and second and first) singularity study.



Feedback from Key Respondents



After sharing a paper on my 1996 study in Bath (July 8th, 1996), Jack Whitehead, Terry Hewitt and one other person who lectures in the University of Bath felt that I still needed to get closer to the learning of the students. I shared this feeling and also felt that my empathic utilisation of statistics was inadvertently leading me to place too much focus on my teaching and not enough on the students’ learning. [Singularity Study Four (1997: page 3)]



Standards of Judgement



While I addressed the notions of logical, practical, ethical, and aesthetic standards of judgement (Whitehead, 1993) in my third singularity study, I hadn’t, at that stage (June 1996), developed a set of sufficiently meaningful personal criteria for my work. These emerged more fully in later practices, which include the fourth singularity study (1997), the writing of the third edition of the 1994 study, the writing of the second editions of the 1995, 1996, and 1997 studies [between January and March 1998], and the subsequent writing of my thesis which was submitted in May 1999.



Modifications



While I began to elicit teaching/learning communicative activities in the early part of the 1997 study, I chose not to pursue this direction, mainly because I wished to zero in on individual learnings, but also partly because I felt my methodology was in danger of becoming too formulaic and routinised. Pages 347-348 of the Appendices outline my abandonment of statistics in the 1997 study and my decision to get much closer to an individual student’s learning in a particular area of mathematics.

Singularity Study Four [Oct 8 1996 - May 19 1997]



Context



In this fourth singularity study I worked with 13 sixth form higher level Leaving Certificate mathematics students, eventually concentrating on the learning of one of the most disadvantaged (in relation to results and aptitude) in the group - Hugh.



Action-Reflection Cycle



Problem and Developing a Focus



The following excerpt explains my overall central problem coming into the fourth singularity study:



In July 1996 [after feedback on my 1996 study] I felt that I still needed to get closer to the learning of the students. I valued gaining a greater understanding of a student’s understanding but I was failing to do so [living contradiction]. Although I valued using empathic statistics to get closer to students’ learnings, it seemed that the ‘bigger group’ approach (the way I was using it) was ‘blocking’ me from a more committed accompaniment of an individual and his understanding. [Singularity Study Four (1997: p. 67)]



Pages 347-348 of the Appendices outline my decision not to uses statistics, my concomitant decision to focus on a smaller group of students, and my eventual decision to focus on Hugh’s learning. Pages 164-169 of the thesis give more detail.



Implementation of Imagined Solutions and Gathering Further Evidence



The top half of page 236 and the top of page 239 of the thesis summarize some of the problems I discerned in Hugh’s understanding of mathematics, the eventual central focus being Hugh’s difficulty building up a function in terms of one variable in maxima/minima problems. Pages 233-239 of the thesis explain in more detail how I arrrived at these judgements.



Following Selinger (1994), I obtained ‘metaphors’ or ‘images’ for learning mathematics from Hugh on December 17th, 1996 and May 7th, 1997 in order to tease out some attitudinal information. An audiotaped conversation with Hugh on January 13th, 1997 also yielded some relevant information on this matter. Pages 256-261 of the thesis provide an evaluation of the ‘images’ issue.



When zeroing in on the maxima/minima differential calculus problems, Ann Carroll, a very helpful critical friend and a mathematics teacher from a local convent secondary school, interviewed Hugh on two different occasions after he had covered recent material in class. I let Ann know the content of the mathematics lessons I was teaching Hugh before the interviews.



The sixth form students and I covered the maxima and minima section of the further calculus option in a two week period between Monday, January 20th, 1997 and Friday, January 31st, 1997, inclusive. The following is a chronological list of  Eleven Events whereby high quality ‘evidence’ was gathered in a reasonably short time:



Event One: Thursday, January 16th: Ann Carroll introduced herself to the three students.



Event Two: Tuesday, January 21st: I had an audiotaped planning meeting with Ann Carroll.



Event Three: Wednesday, January 22nd: Videotape I of two mathematics lessons.



Event Four: Thursday, January 23rd: Ann Carroll had an audiotaped conversation with Hugh, Felim and Paul about the previous day’s work.



Event Five: Thursday, January 23rd: I had an audiotaped meeting with Ann Carroll.



Event Six: Friday, January 24th: I had an audiotaped conversation with Hugh.



Event Seven: Tuesday, January 28th: Ann Carroll and I had another planning meeting.



Event Eight: Wednesday, January 29th: Videotape II of two mathematics lessons.



Event Nine: Thursday, January 30th: Ann Carroll had an audiotaped conversation with Hugh.



Event Ten: Thursday, January 30th: I had an  audiotaped conversation with Ann Carroll.



Event Eleven: Thursday, February 6th: I had an audiotaped conversation with Felim and Paul and a separate audiotaped conversation with Hugh.



Evaluating Our Actions - Further Analysis of 

Classroom Action Research Information



A more refined and 1998 evaluation of the 1997 singularity study is proffered in Chapter Eleven (pp. 229-266). Nonetheless, the following reflect some of the central content of my July 1997 evaluation of the 1997 study where I got much closer to an individual student’s learning than in any of the 1994/1995/1996 singularity studies:





Claims to Knowledge



Four ‘first order’ claims to knowledge for the 1997 study are stated on page 263 of the thesis. Briefly, the four claims infer that there is evidential support that: (i) Hugh’s aptitude and knowledge of basics were stumbling blocks for his progress in mathematics, (ii) Hugh’s understanding of mathematics improved during the course of the enquiry, 

(iii) Hugh developed a more positive ‘image’ for learning mathematics between December 1996 and May 1997, and (iv) my more empathic understanding of Hugh’s understanding of mathematics helped Hugh to improve his learning and his confidence in mathematics.



Standards of Judgement



In July 1997 I utilized (i) methodological, (ii) dialogic-ontological, and (iii) social standards of judgement identical to those on (i) pp. 47-51, (ii) pp. 52-53, and (iii) pp. 54-56 of the thesis. My ‘ethical’ standards of judgement were somewhat naive, different to, and not as developed as the more personally meaningful educational standards of judgement on pp. 52-53 of my thesis.



Standards of judgement are central to a living educational theory approach to action research (Whitehead, 1993: p. 54) and are a centrally important epistemological strand of argumentation in my thesis as reflected in my Abstract:



In creating my own educational theory, I demonstrate how I have become a more reflective educational action researcher in developing and defining an original set of standards of judgement for judging my action research and teaching practices. These include my methodological, educational, and social standards of judgement.





Modifications



My next task was to try to more accurately discern appropriate patterns and themes in my singularity studies in order to set about constructing a unified thesis. I wrote the following to Hugh Lauder in early December 1997:



One of the primary tasks before me as I set out to write a full thesis is to more accurately discern the pattern of themes within the four singularity studies. [Data Archive]



Lomax’s (1994: p. 121) notion that the ‘patterns and themes are the “green shoots” of theory that is grounded in the events you describe’ has been a centrally important influence in my decision to adopt a thematic approach in more fully understanding my work and when writing my thesis.



[Action-reflection cycles for Thesis Submissions One and Two are given in the Appendices (pp. 295-300) and complete the spiral of action-reflection cycles for my work.]

� ‘An Autobiographical Account of Some of My Learnings’ was originally written in August 1996.

� In Chapter Two, ‘Creating My Own Educational Theory’ (pp. 19-41), I extend the context to include an incisive look at a relevant, although limited, selection of literature in the United States, Britain, and the Republic of Ireland.

� Lynch (1987: pp. 101-122) has argued cogently that the dominant ideologies in Irish educational research (Republic of Ireland) have been consensualism (i.e. uncritical acceptance of prevailing social norms and of those interests served by existing institutional arrangements), essentialism (the belief that traditionally acclaimed ‘essential’ truths are impervious to circumstance) and meritocratic individualism (perpetuating the meritocratic ideal by enhancing one’s place in it to the detriment of others).

� Comparing 1990 theses with 1980 theses.

� Addressed in Chapter Twelve (pp. 267-281), as is the important reflective-transfer question, ‘What’s in My Work for Others?’.

� Following Burke (1992: p. 116), I am including the philosophy, psychology, sociology, history, and economics of education in the ‘foundation’ disciplines. My inverted commas infer a query regarding the appropriateness of the word foundation and will be justified later in this chapter.

� Burke, who specializes in the philosophy and history of education, is a teacher educator for those studying for primary school teaching at St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra, Dublin, Republic of Ireland, and also acts as a consultant to the World Bank on the reform of teacher education in the Philippines.

� See Hoyle and John (1995: p. 53 and p. 65).

� Shulman, L. S. (1990) Reconnecting foundations to the substance of teacher education. Teachers College Record, 91(3), pp. 300-310.

� Footnote 1, page 19.

� The two literatures that I envisage aren’t necessarily mutually exclusive.

� There is a full explanation of this term ahead (page 30).

� In the sense of transforming practical consciousness into discursive consciousness (Giddens, 1979: p. 5):

Giddens defines ‘practical consciousness’ as ‘tacit stocks of knowledge which actors draw upon in the constitution of social activity’ and ‘discursive consciousness’ as involving ‘knowledge which actors are able to express on the level of discourse’ (Giddens, 1979: p. 5). Elliott (1993: p. 184) defines ‘discursive consciousness’ as ‘the ability to describe what one is doing and why one is doing it’ to others.

� I am in no way implying that all ‘case literature’ is written by interpretive researchers and that all ‘singularity study literature’ is written by educational action researchers. I am merely comparing my research stance with that of Shulman.

� An interesting contextual matter is that I am writing this on Friday, May 22nd, 1998, the day of the Northern Ireland/Republic of Ireland referenda on the recent Good Friday/Belfast Agreement (April 10th, 1998).

� I don’t think Sockett’s criticisms of Shulman’s earlier 1987 paper of lack of attention to context, inadequacy of its language of description of the moral framework of teaching, and lack of sophistication in Shulman’s account of the relation between reason and action in teaching were sufficiently substantiated by Sockett to warrant further discussion in this chapter.

� For example, Shulman (1987b: p. 481) writes: ‘The concept of a National Board of Professional Teaching Standards is not that of a top-down imposition of standards from the academic ivory tower onto the teaching proletariat. ---- The Board is composed of a clear majority of working classroom teachers in the company of teacher educators, subject-matter specialists, and representatives of school administration, school boards, government, business, and families’.

� See the Sugrue and Ui Thuama (1994) quotes on page 17 and Footnote 1 on the same page.

� See Hoyle and John (1995: pp. 103-128) for an interesting discussion on the issue of responsibility and of the relationship between responsibility and accountability.

� Without complacency towards my own government on my part as a teacher in the Republic of Ireland, a pertinent contextual matter worth noting at this juncture is that teachers in the Republic of Ireland have not experienced the same kind of ‘state pressure’ as their British counterparts ‘to conform to an accountability structure which has done much to undermine’ teacher autonomy in the workplace (Hoyle and John, 1995: p. 74). 

� Hoyle and John (1995: p. 49) mention Good (1992) as one academic supporting this stance.

� From Lonergan (1972: pp. 3-25) I have learned to appreciate a particular view of the dynamic structure of human consciousness and of the human being as a knower, which includes an appreciation of experiencing, understanding, judging, and deciding as key dynamic ‘operations’ within that ‘structure’.

� Maxwell, N. (1984) From Knowledge to Wisdom: a revolution in the aims and methods of science. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. I tried to get this book from the USA, Britain and the Republic of Ireland but it is out of print. However, AK, an academic at the University of Bath, felt that the content of this book was not necessary for my thesis.

� Maxwell, N. (1984) From Knowledge to Wisdom: a revolution in the aims and methods of science. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

� Bassey (1995) defines educational research in the following manner: ‘Educational research “is systematic, critical, and self-critical enquiry (made public) which” aims critically to inform educational judgements and decisions in order to improve educational action’ (Bassey, 1995: p. 2 and p. 39).

� Bassey’s underlines.

� Whitehead (1993: p. 57), making a similar point, has influenced my understanding on this matter.

� Hargreaves (1997: pp. 405-419) notes differences as well as similarities between: (i) teachers and doctors, (ii) the nature of research in the two professions, and (iii) the relation of research to professional practice in both education and medicine. Hargreaves’s point, I believe, is that the similarities between education and medicine are sufficiently significant, despite the differences, to warrant education’s imitation of medicine’s evidence-based approach to practice.

� My own belief is that a central role is played by teachers’ experiencing, understanding, judging, deciding (Lonergan, 1972: pp. 3-25) and concomitant/consequent/subsequent action in teaching and that educational research potentially is one significant source informing these activities. It is also my contention that these activities, the first four of which are operations of the human mind (in a social context), can help shape educational research. In my reading, Bassey (1999: p. 50) supports this view.

� I write ‘partially’ because Sugrue and Ui Thuama (1994) by no means infer ‘a scientific infrastructure’ for the diverse approaches to educational enquiry to which they lend support. In my view, both the humanities and the social sciences have a role to play in helping to form and inform teachers’ knowledge bases.

� Following Lawrence Stenhouse, I prefer the phraseology ‘systematic, critical, and self-critical enquiry (made public)’. [Bassey (1995: p. 2)]

� I borrow this term from Giddens (1991: pp. 10-34), whom I view as an astute reader of the ‘signs of the times’ in which we are living.

� Although it is beyond the scope of my thesis to justify or refute ‘objectively’ that the ‘notion of being’ is ‘the normative criterion in knowing’, I consider the ‘notion of being’ to be a highly significant criterion in my own contextual coming-to-know in my enquiry.

� While my language may be somewhat objectifying my meanings here, I believe it is important to appreciate that I do not see my own human rationality as something totally disconnected from me as a person or from the dialogic contexts in which I work.

� See page 42.

� The following are four overlapping arenas which I consider to be part of my work and which I view as a central ‘unit of assessment’ in my enquiry: (1) my research report (my thesis), (2) my claim to know my own educational development (and some of the educational development of my sixth form students), 

(3) the action research process I attempt to live with others, and (4) my teaching practices which act as incentives to action research [Whitehead (1993: p. 54) and Lomax (1994: p. 115)].

� Regarding the fourth standard of judgement mentioned in the Handbook, my work contains material worthy of publication. In April 2000, I had a paper published in Irish Educational Studies, Vol. 19, Spring 2000, pp. 120-138, based on some of my work for this thesis. This paper in included in the Appendices.

� Clearly, I respect the freedom of the reader to bring other standards of judgement to my work.

� Borrowing from Sen (1992) and stating it simply, if I am to make a judgement - an ‘evaluative judgement’ - I need some information. This information constitutes the ‘informational basis’ of that judgement (Sen, 1992: p. 73). I am taking information to mean data which has been given meaning.

� For me, both action and consciousness are important.

� These abbreviations are explained on page 109.

� Jim Callan (University of  Maynooth), Jack Whitehead (University of Bath), Ben Cunningham (Marino Institute of Education, who completed his PhD at the University of Bath in 1999), Billy Ward (Deputy Principal in a local convent secondary school), and Joe English (a teaching colleague and critical friend from St. John’s College but now on secondment for Curriculum Development with the Department of Education and Science).

� Paraig was then (1996) teaching in a primary school but is now (since November 1998) lecturing as a teacher-educator to those training to be primary school teachers in Marino Institute of Education, Dublin.

� The teaching activities on page 78 and page 109, for example.

� As already noted [page 49], I wrote three editions of my first singularity study and two editions of each of the other three studies of singularities: the final editions constitute my Singularity Study Record (330 pages, single spacing) which is the main data base for my thesis.

� Footnote 2, page 23, is relevant here.

� Although Whitehead draws on the work of Habermas in Whitehead’s utilization of social criteria for judging claims to knowledge, it is important to recognise that living educational theory, whilst critical and creative, is not a critical social science like that employed by Carr and Kemmis who also draw on the work of Habermas (Carr and Kemmis, 1986: pp. 134-150).

� After a query from me, asking why he chose the term ‘social’ [rather than, say, ‘communicative’] for the criteria he adapted from Habermas in Whitehead (1985), Jack Whitehead responded: ‘I chose social criteria because I wanted to emphasise that as well as the personal criteria I used from personal knowledge I also wanted to submit my accounts for public criticism. --- I liked the idea of using both my own personal criteria from the base of my personal knowledge and the idea of emphasising a social influence on my knowledge claims through a process of public accountability using Habermas’ four criteria. I’ve found them really helpful as part of the heuristic process of taking my enquiry forward.’ [email, May 19th, 2000].

� In my view, the preceeding ‘reasons’ proffered by Habermas are by no means the only justification for Habermas’s ‘conclusion’ here.

� These ‘synonyms’ for ‘right’ are proffered by the translator, Thomas McCarthy (Habermas, 1984: pp. xviii-xix).

� I have drawn on Whitehead (1998: p. 4) when formulating these questions.

� Communicating a similar double dynamic perspective towards criteria, Eisner has recently (December 1998) argued ‘that the criteria to be applied to any form of work should be guided by the features of the work itself’ (Suppes, Eisner, Stanley & Greene, 1998: pp. 33-35). Eisner argues thus: One does not apply criteria appropriate for appraising the quality of cubist painting by importing criteria that are appropriate for impressionist works of art. Wisdom in this matter consists of understanding the genre and using criteria that suit it. (Ibid: p. 34)

� Admittedly, Bassey (1999: p. 25) acknowledges that not all commentators see generalization as an essential outcome of case-study work.

� Tables with primary label S occur on pages 59-60 of Chapter Four only. In the remainder of my thesis, tables with primary labels S1, S2, S3, and S4 refer to tables constructed for my first, second, third, and fourth singularity studies respectively; tables with primary label S5 refer to tables constructed for my development of theory in my thesis.

� I focus on these four studies of singularities because in them I am looking at my teaching and the students’ learning of mathematics and chemistry in the classroom. Also, the sixth form students sat their Leaving Certificate tests in these subjects at the end of the respective school years, thereby allowing public examination results to be one indicator of improved/disimproved learning. Another reason for focusing on these four singularity studies is that their nature (e.g. sixth form students, chemistry and mathematics) and timing (1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997) allow for greater comparison over time during my enquiry.
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