Chapter Twelve: Addressing the Issues of Transferability, Relatability, and Generalisability - 


What’s in My Work for Others?





I now come to the issues of transferability, relatability, and generalisability. For example, in connection with my claims stated on page 140 [Chapter Seven], ‘How transferable are my knowledge claims relating to teaching/learning communicative activities?’





1.   My Own Practice





It is my belief, regarding the potential transferability of eliciting/creating, enacting more fully and evaluating ‘teaching/learning communicative activities’ in the classroom and therefore of engaging in ‘more democratic actions in the classroom’ with the concomitant facilitation of greater expression of ‘student voices’, that the following statement indicates a reasonable degree of openness on my part to the notion of transferability from the early stages of my educational action research work:





In the earlier [the first two] singularity studies I felt it was important that [the elicitation/creation, greater enactment and evaluation of] teaching/learning communicative activities had the potential for transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: p. 297) to other subject areas apart from chemistry and mathematics and that teachers or lecturers who read my work might engage with their own students in collaboratively eliciting/creating, more fully enacting, and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities which the students felt could be lived out more fully in a particular subject with a view to helping the students to improve their understandings. [page 90]





However, commenting on my openness to the potential transferability of my work is clearly not the same as claiming that my work is transferable to other contexts. Bassey (1995), referring to studies of singularities, notes:





The point about the relatability of findings from one situation to another is that there is no guarantee that they can be applied, but the merit of the comparison is that it may stimulate worthwhile thinking. (Bassey, 1995: p. 111)





Further, Lincoln and Guba (1985) note:





Even if the applier believes on the basis of the empirical evidence that sending and receiving contexts are sufficiently similar to allow one to entertain the possibility of transfer, he or she is nevertheless well advised to carry out a small verifying study to be certain. (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: p. 298)





Whilst it is appropriate that other investigators in other ‘receiving’ singularity study contexts similar to my own singularity study contexts are to be considered, in my view, the primary (but not the only) assessors regarding judgements about the transferability of my claims to their contexts, the following excerpt from my second singularity study (Singularity Study Two: pp. 85-86) provides some significant evidence I believe for transferability within my own work, where I am the investigator in both a ‘sending’ singularity study context (1994) and a similar ‘receiving’ singularity study context (1995):





Regarding teaching activities [that is, ‘teaching/learning communicative activities’] empathically generated [with] the students with the intention of improving their learning ------, the following table compares mean values for EC (Explaining more Clearly), GS (Going more Slowly), and IQ (Inviting Questions from students) for the two years:





Table S2.13.     Comparing EC, GS, and IQ for 1994 and 1995.


Teaching Activity�
EC�
GS�
IQ�
�
1994 Singularity Study�
1.86�
1.29�
2.00�
�
1995 Singularity Study�
1.70�
1.26�
2.70�
�



[1 = improved slightly, 2 = improved a reasonable amount, and 3 = improved ‘a fair bit’]





[EC for 1995 is obtained by halving the sum of the mean values for ECSTOT (1.72) and ECTW (1.67) from table S2.3 (page 47 of Singularity Two Report).]�





In 1994, I was working with 21 sixth form chemistry students from March to May, and in 1995 I was working with 23 sixth form mathematics students from January to March. It was my second year teaching both groups, so there was a ‘relationship base’ established which I believe is useful in action research and makes risk-taking a little bit easier. Despite the fact that they were two different groups in two different subjects, there is a lot of harmony between the mean values� (EC, GS, and IQ were the only student-generated ‘variables’ common to the two years).





[The Mann-Whitney U test confirms that there is no significant difference between the means for EC, GS, and IQ between 1994 and 1995�. (Data Archive)] 





Table S2.14, comparing the means of the mean values for the teaching/learning communicative activities [8 activities last year (1994), and 6 activities this year (1995)] and the students’ mean values for learning (I’m taking the students’ ‘understanding of mathematics’, UM, to mean ‘learning’) for the two years, further nurtures the view that transferability, Lincoln’s and Guba’s second criterion for validating an enquiry (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: pp. 297-298), is possible between my first two singularity studies.





Table S2.14.  Mean Values for teaching activities and learning, 1994 and 1995.


Classroom Action Research�
Mean Value For


Teaching Activities�
Mean Value For Learning�
�
1994 Singularity Study�
1.92�
1.86�
�
1995 Singularity Study�
1.86�
1.95�
�



I am encouraged by the consistencies within and between the studies. My deceptively simple but efficacious knowledge claim, grounded in my action research practice, is that a slight to a reasonable improvement in my teaching [primarily realized through the elicitation/creation and greater enactment of teaching/learning communicative activities - which to a responsible degree of proficiency democratically embodied ‘student voices’] helped to bring about a slight to a reasonable improvement in learning for my students from the perspectives of the majority of the sixth form students, based on the 1994 and the 1995 evidence. This lends support to the assumption that ‘ownership of learning promotes an improvement in that learning’ (Laidlaw, 1993 in Whitehead, 1993: p. 160); additionally, it encourages me to live a more democratic form of social action in my teaching practice. [Singularity Study Two: pp. 85-86]








The main inference which I wish to draw from the above data, where I claim to display some significant evidence for transferability within my own work and where I am the investigator in both a ‘sending’ singularity study context (1994) and a similar ‘receiving’ singularity study context (1995), is that such apparent transferability within my own work increases the potentiality for the transferability of my claims by other investigators to their singularity study contexts. Along with the intention of improving learning, the claims I have in mind are concerned with eliciting/creating, enacting more fully, and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities as a particular embodiment of ‘student voices’ and more democratic actions in the classroom. I fully acknowledge that this is a probabilistic notion: that is, I contend that the greater the internal consistency and credibility� of my own singularity study claims, the richer the ‘sending’ information that is available to investigators in ‘receiving’ singularity study contexts; therefore, the greater the transfer potential of my work and knowledge claims because other investigators can make more informed judgements about the similarity/dissimilarity of my ‘sending’ and their ‘receiving’ singularity study contexts.





Teaching/Learning Communicative Activities - Beyond My Own Frame of Reference





Joe English, a teaching colleague and critical friend in my school, pasted my 1994 teaching/learning communicative activities to his desk during 1995. In 1996, David Kennedy, Head of Mathematics in the local Institute of Technology, asked me for a copy of my 1995 teaching/learning communicative activities [mathematics study] when I was discussing some of my work with him. In April 2000, I had a paper published (Finnegan, 2000) in Irish Educational Studies, which is based on my 1995 singularity study and centres on the following claim in my Abstract:





In helping to facilitate an expression of student voices in my teaching, as I seek to improve their learning, I enable my sixth form students and myself to engage in more democratic actions and more egalitarian power relations in the classroom, primarily through the elicitation/creation, greater enactment, and evaluation of teaching/learning communicative activities. [page ii]


2.   Transferability/Relatability/Generalisability





The above [pp.267-270] provides some significant evidence for transferability within my own work where I am the investigator in both a ‘sending’ singularity study context (1994) and a similar ‘receiving’ singularity study context (1995) [Time Dimension].





I have also explained earlier [pp. 186-189] how the notion of poetic metaphor, which includes the notion of root metaphors of religious thought, has helped me to extend my theorising around more socially just actions in the classroom [Extending the Range of Interests].





My theorising on pp. 145-156, which centres on appreciating expressive modes of treatment of poetic forms of representation in my theory construction [Depth Dimension], can further bolster, in my view, the above exemplar of theory development around social justice. In this way, I believe I have further extended the potential transferability and relatability of my work, because more relevant information is available to potential educational researchers in ‘receiving’ singularity study contexts.





The above three dimensions, to my mind, point in a meaningful triangular fashion to the importance of the task of establishing a high degree of internal consistency and credibility within my own educational action research work and claims to knowledge before an educational researcher outside my time-and-context boundary is to make any significant judgement about the transferability, relatability, and generalisability of my work.














In harmony with my own approach, Ely, Anzul, Friedman, Garner, and McCormack-Steinmetz (1991), stress the centrality of the criterion of credibilty in judging qualitative research work:





a qualitative researcher pays continuous, recursive, and, we dare say, excruciating attention to being trustworthy. This concern begins before the first word is written and does not end until the research is completed. The quest is to make the research project credible, produce results that can be trusted, and establish findings that are, to use Lincoln and Guba’s phrase, ‘worth paying attention to’ (1985, p. 290). --- Here ------ we focus on --- establishing credibility because, to us, this is the bedrock of trustworthiness. (Ely, Anzul, Friedman, Garner, and McCormack-Steinmetz, 1991: p. 156)





However, accompanying the emphasis that I place on the importance of establishing the criterion of credibility in my action research is a prudent caution in regard to making claims to transferability beyond the space-and-time boundary of my work. [This point is taken up again on page 277.]





                                                Generalisability





Strongly resonant with the above emphasis on credibility and appropriate caution in making claims, Lomax (1994), addressing the notion of generalisability in action research studies, states:





I am proud to be associated with the ultra caution with which most action researchers make their claims. Generalisation in the sense that an experiment replicated in exactly the same controlled conditions will have the same results a second time round seems a nonsensical� construct in the hurly burly of social interaction. However, I do believe it important that action research projects have an application elsewhere, and that action researchers are able to communicate their insights to others with a useful result. --- The action research process needs to be made transparent so that a ‘knowledgeable’ outsider has sufficient information to judge whether the research is relevant to their situation�. The claims made about the outcomes of the action research need to be carefully scrutinised by professional peers who can validate their authenticity --- In terms of criteria for judging action research it seems that the transparency of the research process and the authenticity of the research claims are the key criteria �. (Lomax, 1994: p. 118)





October 27th 1999 Comment: Like Lomax (1994: p. 118), I too believe it is important that ‘action research projects have an application elsewhere’. In Section 3 of this chapter, I directly address the question, ‘What’s in My Work for Others?’�.





To my mind, the following two significant questions emerge from the above excerpt from Lomax’s paper (Lomax, 1994: pp. 113-126):





How can I make the action research process more transparent? [e.g. after feedback from my first viva [pp. 298-300] and after feedback from key respondents to my second thesis submission]





How can I become more authentic in my articulations and communications of my claims?





The reason why I phrase the questions in terms of bringing about improvement is that forward movement can therefore be impelled through experiencing oneself as a living contradiction within a particular situation. Also, positive lived responses over time to such questions, in my view, will help extend the potential transferability of an educational action researcher’s work and knowledge claims by providing clearer and more congruent� information to educational researchers in ‘receiving’ singularity study contexts.





Whitehead (1989: pp. 41-52 and 1993: p. 73), also addressing the notion of generalisability within action research, views generalisability as shared values and meanings embodied in the practices of researchers engaged in living educational theory:


To the extent that the values underpinning the practices, the dialogues of question and answer and the systematic form of action-reflection cycle, are shared assumptions within (the) research community, then we are constructing an educational theory with some potential for generalisability. (Whitehead, 1993: p. 73)





Consistent with Whitehead’s notion of generalisability, in an email (August 31st, 1998) to Michael Bassey, I referred to generalisability (in terms of shared meanings and values), and also expressed some reservations with the notion of ‘fuzzy generalisation’ which was the topic of Bassey’s August 27th 1998 paper at the BERA Conference in Belfast (Bassey, 1998a: pp. 1-10): 





Dear Michael,





--- from my own point of view, as I am engaged in educational action research singularity studies with sixth form [17-18 year-old] students, I would have preferred to see the notion of relatability (and transferability) developed as a means to giving greater expression to the notion of generalisability (in terms of shared meanings and values) rather than seeing the term ‘fuzzy generalisation’ introduced.





The following, from your QUB� paper, sits uncomfortably in my mind:





‘The fuzzy generalisation is drawn that in other similar situations x is likely to lead to y. There is no statistical measure of “is likely to”.’ (Bottom of page 6 of your BERA 1998 paper, August 27th)





--- In my view, your claim that ‘There is no statistical measure of “is likely to” ’ does not obviate that fact that when you use language like ‘is likely to’ and ‘may’ you are engaging with probabilistic notions. My own fear regarding your notion of ‘fuzzy generalisation’ is that, in making a statement that is both (a) predictive (and possibly retrospective for some readers) - ‘in other similar situations’, and (b) probabilistic - ‘x is likely to lead to y’, and which is based on a small number of opportunistically chosen situations, you might inadvertently enhance the importation of a connotation of low probability into the sphere of studies of singularities, thereby devaluing the potential for a richer kind of generalisability that is possible through the development of terms like ‘relatability’ and ‘transferability’.





I give this criticism in good faith Michael and wish you well in your work. 





Warm regards,


James Finnegan.


A more fine-tuned point I wish to make in connection with the above email, is that, in my opinion, the notion of ‘fuzzy generalisation’ is inappropriate for educational action research singularity studies. In apparent agreement with this view, it must be acknowledged that Bassey, in his ‘Overview of Empirical Educational Research’ (Bassey, 1998a: p. 9; Bassey, 1999: p. 4)  sees ‘Action Researches’ leading to ‘Stories’ within ‘Outcomes as Interpretations’ rather than leading to ‘Fuzzy Generalisations’ within ‘Outcomes as Predictions’.





As a possible challenge to the above email [page 274], Bassey (1998b) notes:





It is important to stress the relationship between a fuzzy generalisation and the written report which supports it. The fuzzy generalisation on its own may be memorable, but has little credence. But read in conjunction with the research report it may gain high credence and in consequence may encourage others to act on it in their own school and circumstances. (Bassey, 1998b: p. 23)





However, acknowledging the time-and-context-boundary nature of a singularity study, it seems to me that the notion of ‘high credence’ within singularity study claims to knowledge has a much more profound epistemological association with the criterion of credibility than it has with the notion of fuzzy generalisation which is predictive and probabilistic and which extrapolates beyond the boundary of a study of a singularity. I’m not saying that an educational researcher or educational action researcher involved in singularity studies should not engage with the notion of generalisability. My point, rather, is that the approach of extending the credibility of one’s work and knowledge claims, thereby extending the potential transferability and potential relatability of one’s findings, may be a more appropriate and more meaningful approach to adopt in singularity study enquiries than the development of the notion of ‘fuzzy generalisation’. In my view, the latter notion, on close analysis does not push the probability� of transferability and relatability forward from the viewpoint of the educational researcher in the ‘sending’ singularity study context. 


I shared the above [pp. 271-275] as an attachment to an email to Michael Bassey on Thursday, December 3rd, 1998. The following is an excerpt from Michael Bassey’s email response on Friday, December 4th, 1998:





Dear James





Your comment that I have seen case study as leading to quite different ends is I think the right answer to your quarrel with my concept of fuzzy generalisation. Some case studies lead to the story (or picture) which is an extended account of the case, others can lead to the sound-bite conclusion in the form of a fuzzy generalisation.  They serve different


ends, the former leading to reflection on the part of the reader, the latter to action.  Of course the reflection may lead to subsequent action (which I guess is its long term objective) and the action may lead to reflection (which we would all want).  I guess what I am trying to do is to put a new kind of arrow in the quivers of the reflective practitioners - certainly not in their chests!  --- Best wishes, Michael.





This email excerpt prompts me to overtly state what I believe has been implicit in my argument thus far, that the notions of potential transferability and potential relatability are eminently open to informing and helping to form actions and praxes in other singularity-study and case-study contexts. 












































3.    What’s in My Work for Others?





A Question Worth Asking





Whilst I have some reservations regarding the term ‘fuzzy generalizations’ [pp. 274-276], I believe the question, ‘What’s in my work for others?’, is a question worth asking. However, before addressing this question, I think it is necessary to state that I see the following readers as my potential audience: university lecturers in education, teacher educators, primary school teachers, and secondary school teachers, who have an active interest in educational research, educational action research, and classroom research.





Areas Where Readers Might Look For Ideas





Further, although I have an epistemological commitment to not generalizing beyond the boundary of my enquiry [for example, only ‘time- and context-bound working hypotheses (ideographic statements) are possible’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: p. 37)], there is a sense, perhaps, in which such a stance can hamper - or philosophically ‘cramp’ - a creative leap that one might take in suggesting areas of one’s work where readers might look for ideas to import into their own practices, understandings, and situations: I take such a leap now.





The following seven related areas constitute my educational theory: 





1.    Democracy and Teaching/Learning Communicative Activities





In my 1994, 1995, and 1996 singularity studies, I have shown that the elicitation/creation, greater enactment, and evaluation� of teaching/learning communicative activities is one way of allowing students to have an input into teaching with a view to helping their learning. I found it a tense and challenging process to initiate and sustain at times but overall it did lead to more relaxed and better learning classroom-atmospherics: in each of the studies the majority of the students felt that their learning improved [see, for example, pages 316, 332, and 345 of the Appendices].





2.    Social Justice and Helping the Most ‘Disadvantaged’ Students





In my 1994, 1996, and 1997 singularity studies, I worked with sixth form students who had obtained the poorest examination results in mathematics and chemistry. This was one way in which I lived out a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students - a social justice issue. In terms of gaining a fuller understanding of my changing practices, I have come to value the difference principle [page 199] operative within a liberal egalitarian approach to justice over the ‘maximization’ tenet of an utilitarian approach, ‘which in one form or another has long dominated the Anglo-Saxon tradition of political thought’ (Rawls, 1987: p. 416). On a more personal note, I am challenged by Ricoeur (1991: pp. 35-36) to favour a logic of superabundance - ‘Give because it has been given you’ - over a perverse interpretation of a logic of equivalence - ‘I give in order that you will give’ - in my practice of social justice in the education workplace.





3.    A Sixth Form Student’s Conceptual Vision in Mathematics 


and Some of Vygotsky’s Work





Singularity Study Four (1997) [Chapter Eleven] is a good example of how a teacher working closely with a critical friend [for example, page 73] can zero in on, and collaboratively gather evidence of, specific learning improvements of a sixth form mathematics student [Hugh], who, in terms of results, was one of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students. Hugh’s metaphors for learning mathematics, following Selinger (1994), provide valuable insights into his feelings of self-efficacy in the subject. There is a useful mapping of some of Vygotsky’s ideas into this study [e.g. the internal examiner found it interesting]: (a) the zone of proximal development, (b) the emphasis on social interaction (different to Piaget), and (c) the connection between learning and development of appropriate conceptual structures for understanding and solving problems.





4.    Relevance in an Irish Context





The fact that I worked with final year sixth form students who were doing their Leaving Certificate Examinations in all four singularity studies means that my thesis can give some indication of what is possible in an educational action research study with 17-18 year-old secondary school students [boys] in the Republic of Ireland. As noted earlier [pp. 17-18], my work has relevance in an Irish context because, unlike a lot of 1980 and 1990 theses in Ireland, it examines my working context and professional actions to a significant degree and is a different mode of enquiry to the predominantly positivistic mode utilised. The recent publication of a paper (Finnegan, 2000)� is evidential of the relatability of my work and of the fact that I am making an original contribution in an Irish context.





5.    Creating My Own Educational Theory





Connecting to the values of democracy and social justice in 1 and 2 above, but focusing on a teacher’s voice, in Chapter Two I argue for the need for self-advocacy in creating/articulating a significant part of my own knowledge base in teaching [creating my own educational theory]. This is political language, I realize. But necessary, I believe. I maintain that reasonable and responsible self-advocacy is needed to gain greater structural acceptance, amongst the academy, of teachers’ voices and capacities as creators of educational theories from their practices. 


In a similar democratic vein, Dadds (1995, 1998) argues for ‘democratic validation’, where the voice of ‘the practitioner researcher’ as well as other voices can ‘be heard in the academy’s validation discourses’ (Dadds, 1998: pp. 45-46).





6.    A Particular Living Educational Theory Study and Standards of Judgement





In connection with the above, my thesis is a particular example of a living educational theory study and may be of interest to readers, as an educational action research epistemology, especially with regard to the central standards of judgement which I proffer� for judging my practices, my account and the credibility/validity of my claims to knowledge. These criteria are characteristic features of my work� and include my methodological, educational, and social standards of judgement [pp. 45-56]. 





7.    Social Philosophy Informing My Fuller Understanding of My Educational Practice





Apart from attempting to improve my practice, a central aspect of my thesis, following the action research influence of Carr and Kemmis (1986: p. 162), is improving the ‘rationality and justice’ of my understandings of my changing practices [page 42 and page 44]. One of the research questions in my thesis that has impacted on me most at a feeling level is ‘How can love enable justice to see rightly in my practice?’. I really hesitated to use the word ‘love’, but Ricoeur (1991) helped me to justify its usage. I think it is also relevant to note Rawls’s (1971) claim that ‘Justice is the first virtue of social institutions’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 3). Page 222 states my own practical vision for acting more justly in the education workplace. In developing this understanding, as well as drawing on my own practice and the work of Eisner (1996) [page 271] and Vygotsky [page 266], I have drawn on the social philosophical understandings of Civille (1981), Giddens (1979), Rawls (1971 and 1993), Ricoeur (1991), and Sen (1992). My point here is that social philosophy can be worked into an action research enquiry at the level of contributing to a fuller understanding of one’s changing educational practice. In my situation, because of the trade-off incurred in changing my social-educational practice in January 1998 from teaching to writing a thesis [Appendices (page 296)], whilst I have shown that social philosophy can enhance my understanding of my changing practice, I clearly haven’t shown that social philosophy can change my teaching practice for the better. Nonetheless, I think that the connection I have established between social philosophy and educational practice in my thesis, in the sense of contributing to a personal vision for social justice in the education workplace, will be of interest to some educational philosophers. Another interesting aspect, I think, is that my work helps to extend the social justice dimension of a living educational theory approach to action research. Whitehead (1993: p. 118) has noted that the ‘integration of social understandings does need to be strengthened’ in the action research case-study collection at the University of Bath.





Closure





My thesis and the particular dynamic way in which I theorise from and through my educative relations� is one example of how I, as an action researcher and as a teacher, can respond to Walker’s (1995 : p. 24) plea for ‘theoretically informed accounts’ in educational action research. However, it is important to recognize that the democracy / social justice / conceptual vision pattern of my work - the ‘green shoots’ of my educational theory (Lomax, 1994: p. 121) - emanates predominantly from my 1994-1997 singularity studies and educational practices in the classroom.





My original set of standards of judgement [pp. 45-56]� proffered in Chapter Three are central to appreciating the above seven related areas [pp. 277-281] as constituting my educational theory. In adopting a living educational theory approach to action research in my enquiry as I create my own educational theory, I hope I have demonstrated originality of mind and critical judgement.


� Page 109 gives the meanings of ECSTOT and ECTW.


� In my view, the similarities between the two singularity study contexts were sufficiently significant to warrant a consideration of transferability of claims.


� For EC, GS, and IQ, z = .16, 1.05, and 1.12 respectively. As these statistics are not greater than 1.96, the null hypothesis holds in each case; that is, there is no significant difference between the EC, GS, and IQ means for 1994 and 1995. In calculating these statistics I have used Clegg (1990: pp. 164-165) and Robson (1973: p. 110).


� While I have employed a particular kind of judgement (part of which involves the utilization of the Mann-Whitney U test) which, in my view, confirms a degree of transferability between my 1994 and 1995 singularity studies, I consider this degree of transferability within my work to fall within the realm of the internal consistency and credibility of my singularity study ‘findings’ when considering the transferability of my claims by other investigators to their singularity study contexts.


� I would prefer the word ‘inappropriate’ to ‘nonsensical’ [see pp. 150-151].


� Here, I believe the notions of ‘transferability’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: pp. 296-298) and ‘relatability’ (Bassey, 1995: p. 111) readily come to mind.


� The bold type is my own.


� This question was prompted by the following July 20th 1999 written comment from my external examiner: ‘Isn’t there an expectation that others may gain something that they can apply from it in their own situations? This is not overt in my reading of the thesis.’


� I am using ‘congruent’ in the Rogerian sense where ‘congruence’ means harmony between what I experience, what I am aware of, and what I appropriately communicate to another (Rogers, 1961: p. 61). 


I am taking ‘authenticity’ to be synonymous with ‘congruence’.


� Queen’s University Belfast.


� With an accompanying healthy degree of uncertainty.


� In the 1994, 1995, and 1996 singularity studies, the sixth form students were involved in the elicitation/creation and evaluation of the teaching/learning communicative activities.


� Finnegan , J. (2000) Utilising an Educational Action Research Approach: Facilitating More Democratic Actions in the Classroom, Irish Educational Studies, Vol. 19, pp. 120-138, is now in the public domain. A copy of this paper in included in the Appendices. The Editor of the annual journal of the Educational Studies Association of Ireland notes in the Preface: ‘Finnegan, in the final paper situated in the secondary context, has the courage to take the considerable risk of holding his own practice of teaching Leaving Certificate students up to critical scrutiny and of involving colleagues and students as critical friends in the process. This action research study advocates the paper’s substantive focus and method as means of improving the quality of teaching and learning as well as advancing democracy in schools’ (Sugrue, 2000: p. ix).


� In an era of high modernity [Footnote 2, page 42] and postmodern challenge.


� Footnote 1, page 56, is relevant here.


� See my educative-relational standard of judgement on page 53.


� My originality, in this context, is in the particularity of the criteria and the originality of the set.
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