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Section 1

Setting out on my epistemological journey

This section provides the background to my studiegplain how | came to identify a
research question. | explain how | articulated mceon about my practice and how the
focus of my research then shifted to a consideratiothe possible reasons for my
concern, and how this became the beginning of rpgaty to theorise my practice. In
order to look at how and why my journey into catithinking began in the first place, |
outline my personal professional history, and shmw my early experiences had a
direct influence on later pedagogical practicesxglain and justify why | chose a self-
study action research methodology and | outline esah the practical details of
conducting my enquiry. | organise this section itmee chapters which segue into and

inform each other.

| now begin my story.
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Chapter 1

Background to my research

Inevitably, my thesis is a retrospective accourgxplain the past in light of current
understandings. Often those understandings wergvach with difficulty, and are

therefore possibly more worthwhile than if they hamime easily. In this chapter |
explain how | came to identify a research questma how the question itself evolved
in light of new insights that emerged through threcpsses of studying my own

practice.

How and why my research question evolved

My research question as it has evolved is in twitspa

How can | improve my practice and develop my ait@wareness so as to live

in the direction of my values of care, freedom prstice?

While endeavouring to live my practice in the dii@t of those values, how do
| develop pedagogies that provide my studentseagiles and myself with
authentic opportunities to work in ways that denti@ts our capacities to think

critically and to co-create knowledge for ourse®es

This was not the research question | identifiethatbeginning of my study. Following
completion of my master’s study programme (Roch@0B) in which | had begun to
investigate my practice as a primary school teaaliner was trying to teach children to
philosophise, | decided to undertake a doctoralistuprogramme in order further to
develop my understandings. | have maintained thesid in my work, but have now
deepened my understanding of what | am doing asilooting to children’s capacity to
think critically. However, back in 2001, | began action enquiry into ‘improving the
higher-order thinking of my pupils through classrodiscussion’ (see Appendix A.2.
and Roche 2002a). That title tells me now that,lmegan my study, | positioned myself
within propositional epistemologies and logics, andpted the ontological perspective

of one who is separate from the action and outsidestudy. By propositional logics |
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mean a form of logic grounded in the idea that Kedge exists separate from the

knower, and is reified and abstracted.

I would probably have argued back then, that mglystuas insider research, grounded
in a dialectical form of knowing, an understandiocated in the idea that knowledge is
created in the to-and-fro of question and answet,ia conversational relationships. |
appreciate now that | had not fully explored mysggnological stance. | was clearly
confused about the assumptions underpinning myaresethinking that, because | was
both a practitioner and a researcher, | was de fdoing self-study’. | now see that in
order fully to understand what | was doing, | finstd to enter into a double dialectic of
meaning-making about my practice (Lomax 1999). fiémnt that | had also to engage
in a deep and systematic way with a reflectiveimgiprocess both as a sense-making
activity for myself, and as a way of communicatmyg ideas to others.

| began by studying what happened as | engagedtuagrds in a weekly process of
classroom discussion called Thinking Time (seevdty an explanation of ‘Thinking
Time’). | planned to foreground this aspect of prgctice and faithfully record what
took place during these discrete discussions oyperiad of years. | did not see that in
relegating it to the background | was making arum@ggion that the ‘rest’ of my
practice was not in need of improvement. Whendaberesearching | was not fully
aware of the dialectical nature of the relationdb@ween the knowledge | create and
myself, or between my practice and my theory, @nebetween my teaching and my
learning, partly because | had not yet begun thk ¢d trying to internalise and then
explicate my ideas through the writing process. Wheeflect on my early field notes
and diary, | can see that | thought in logics thate more technical-rational than |
realised. For example, in the data excerpts befollgwing some Thinking Time
activities, | transcribed what the children hadisaithe discussions and then wrote in

my journal:

The discussion lasted 35 minutes. Most childreraimec engaged |
discussion. Only C, S and R failed to contributete@ided to get up and
walk around at times, but it did not seem to dattae others. Ther
were no interruptions, and no noise from next d@eDR 16-01-02)

-

D

15



© Mary Roche 2007

The children are getting used to the idea of Timgkiime and are nov
able to prepare the room for the cirgideo link: Preparation for
circle). CD insisted on holding her teddy for the duratioh the
discussion. (RD 05-02-02)

<

The sun shone ... | took the circle out of doors. dmc worked well:
I'll recommend that colleagues try it. I'll need ttheck on R’S
participation in future discussions. Not sure ifukderstood concept:
perhaps | should have him assessed for languagegsiag difficulty.
(RD 12-02-02)

(To note: | place excerpts from my research diaty this kind of textbox and refer to
them as RD.)

Many entries in my reflective diary are similareyhare concerned with case study type
analyses, dates and times, and what my studenty diaid. They contain observations
of what others and | were doing but few reflectiamswhat | thought, and they offer
my suggestions as to what ‘ought’ to be done. Theekartually no problematising or
critique, and little or no theorising. My ‘I’ is sliant and abstract, and communicated in
the voice of one who is observing and describirggittions of others.

I now see that | could have learned far more frbwsé episodes of practice had |
reflected on my learning from them and theorisedpmagctice by offering explanations
as well as descriptions, and without then usingehdescriptions as prescriptions for
the practices of others. Instead, my initial foatas to gather data about the children’s
behaviour, rather than any accounting for my peactin looking for ways of improving
what the children might do better, rather than whmaight do differently, | failed to ask
myself important critical questions because | wassthinking critically at that time. |
was not, for example, asking critical questionsualdhy | believed that an intervention
in my practice was necessary — why | was doing Kihgn Time in the first place, or
why, for instance, | felt that C's wandering (datacerpt above) was acceptable. In the
same way that | can now appreciate that my valbesitacare, freedom and justice
influenced my decision to adopt pedagogical strase@such as Thinking Time) that
would provide my children with greater opporturstier dialogue, | can now see that

the same values informed my decision to acceptr@sg, and not to insist that he
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conformed. Those values also possibly influenceddegysions to take the children out
of doors frequently (data excerpt above). At thgitm@ng of my research, however, |
had only superficially articulated my values: | haat carried out any deep inquiry into
why | held them or how they might synthesise imng practices and standards for
judging my practice (McNiff and Whitehead 2005)néither recognised the link
between ontological and epistemological values,anitically analysed them as living

standards by which | could judge my practice.

| have also become aware that, when | began my,skutid not engage critically with

literatures: | accepted underlying assumptionsiesng, and reported the thinking of
others in my writing, rather than think for mysdlfnow understand that engagement
with literatures means that | must demonstrateabdtread, | can critique, and arrive at

my own conclusions.

I shall shortly outline how and why my critical @mities began to emerge, but here, |
will show why they had not, including the experieraf being lulled into a sense of
complacency about my thinking and my pedagogiéggin with my experiences as a
student teacher.

My experiences as a student and student teacher

Perhaps my personal experience of education catedbto my being an uncritical
thinker. | was schooled as a student and trainea @scher to rely on propositional
knowledge. When | read the prescribed educatioteabtures, | read for information,
which | automatically accepted as valid knowledwe] | believed most of what | read.
| felt that academic books were recommended by rexgeny college professors),
written by experts, and, being ‘only a teacherhald not enough academic status or
knowledge to critique them. | can now explain htwg stance needs to be challenged,

as follows.

I now understand how teachers have until recentlgnbpositioned as objects of
educational research carried out by academic r&ds&a@r, rather than as theorists (see
McNiff and Whitehead 2005). Thérese Day (2005) ésample clearly delineates
between practitioner-researchers and academiccbses:

... the teacher-as-researcher movement makes thdarag@unding research
collaboratively with teachers in their own practtbeough methodologies such
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as action research and ensuring that there isigedtanteractivity between

both teachers and researchers ... This sort of wdflrso promising

possibilities for collaborative research betweeacpcing teachers, teacher

educators and educational researchers.

(T. Day 200B. 27-8)

From my more critical reading of contemporary edocal literatures, it would appear
that Day’s assumptions are far from unusual. | hdereloped the capacity to critique
such perspectives. My ontological and epistemoligialues are such that | value
individuals as unique knowers, and | believe tledichers have the capacity for
researching and theorising their own practices. él@y, many teachers are often
reluctant to accept the responsibility of reseaghand theorising their practices, as
explained by McNiff and Whitehead (2005 p.2), whHsoaargue that many teachers

adopt discourses of derision to explain away ttedirctance to engage with theory.

Without wishing to portray myself as a victim ofpressive educational cultures, |
believe that my reliance on propositional thougbuld be perceived as a form of
internalised oppression. Internalised oppressiom isoncept widely used across a
variety of disciplines and critical projects, inding contemporary critical pedagogy.

Tappan (2001) suggests that the concept is used

. to describe and explain the experience of thote® are members of
subordinated, marginalized, or minority groups,sthevho are powerless and
(often) victimized (both intentionally and unintemtally) by members of
dominant groups.

(Tapp2001 p.3)

The word ‘unintentionally’ is important in this cabion. My teachers were
hardworking and conscientious nuns who wanted &t for us. My personal form of
‘internalised oppression’ relates more to my depegy since my schooldays on
absorbing the ideas of others, rather than workuigmy own ideas and theory, and |
carried this legacy into my practice as a teadchem conversations with colleagues,
and from my experience of presenting teacher washand in-service courses (see
Appendices B. 4. and B. 5.), | consider that | asfrom unusual in denigrating my
own knowledge as inferior ‘practical’ knowledge, ilehbelieving that all abstract

theoretical knowledge was superior to any knowlddgeht have.

Despite these initial ontological and epistemolabaonfusions, though, | felt justified

in arguing that | was engaged in a self-study acénquiry simply because my data
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were concerned with me and with my practice, myestis, and my classroom. This
begs the questions as to why | had adopted a matwdwith which | obviously was

not initially fully conversant.

The evolution of my methodological stance

I initially chose a self-study action research mdthlogy because ‘it felt right’. | could
not say why I knew it was right for me: | ‘just kse(McNiff 2000 p.41). This kind of

intuitive personal knowing finds resonance in therkvof Polanyi (1958, 1967).
Polanyi argued that hunches, guesses, and imagir(@ investigative acts) are
motivated by what he suggests are passions, andcaralways easily articulated in
formal terms. The evolving understanding about mgthmdological stance was

accompanied by a similar evolving understandinthefature of my research question.

Two factors were key to enabling me to becomecaititithe first was working with my
study group at the University of Limerick; the sedavas a change of school. | explain
here how these two factors came together and dtaréeon my journey of becoming
critical. At the same time, | explain how my res#aquestion emerged from a concern
with my existing practice. This involves a consatem of the idea of Thinking Time,

and how that informed my emergent understanding.

The evolution of my research question

My research question began with a concern thaeth&s something amiss in my
practice, and that discovering it would help mearsthnd the reasons for why | feel
compelled to work in the way | do. As my study exal | wanted to know the nature of
the passion that drives me to seek to involve myesits in dialogue as | encourage
them to search for meaning in their world and theas; and to understand why | could
not accept the status quo and simply let thingd heeded to know what it was about
the Irish education system that troubled me toxaent¢ where | was willing to engage

in a systematic research programme. Eventually|sé aanted to find ways of

contributing to public debates about education, sathers’ capacity for thinking

critically about education, and teaching in wayat trespect and honour children’s
capacity to think for themselves. | wanted to tryrhprove the educational experiences

of my students and help them to become more dritiggkers than | had been.
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So my research question began initially in my exatmon and articulation of my
educational and epistemological values. The engemnant to begin to interrogate my
values began in the experience of being involveith wthers in the study group that
convened as part of a guided doctorate programntigeat/niversity of Limerick, as
well as systematically engaging with literatureat tadopted a focused critical stance.
Through reflecting on and interrogating my valueghe company of others who were
doing the same, | came to understand that | greadlye care, freedom and justice.
Furthermore, through the experience of studyingttogy with others who were also
developing their critical capacities, and respogdia their critical feedback to my
accounts of practice, | came to see that thoseitiggalvere often lacking in my
practice. | was troubled that | was experiencingatfyas a living contradiction in that
my values were denied in my practice (Whitehead®aR8Having experience of using
an action research approach for my MA studies|tltfat the methodology would

enable me to investigate and improve my practidbaomy values could be realised.
| therefore began to introduce a range of intefeestin my practice, as follows.

Thinking Time

One of my first interventions entailed introducimg students to a process of classroom
discussion called Thinking Time. | had heard alibigt process in the early 1990s and
felt drawn to it. Thinking Time was developed byrbelly (1994), an Irish primary
school teacher who adapted the work on Philosophghildren of Matthew Lipman,
an American analytical philosopher (see Lipman 19884, 1985, 1988, 1991, 1993,
1996).

In my classroom, a Thinking Time session is a éisctime for class discussion on a
topic of interest to the children. The children arsit in a circle, and | participate both

as facilitator and ordinary member of the circlg(ffes 1.1 and 1.2).
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Figure 1-1: Photo of a Thinking Time circle in my hfant classroom

Figure 1-2: Video still from a Thinking Time with 3rd Class

Many claims about the efficacy of Thinking Timeaslialogical pedagogical strategy
have been made by Irish teachers who have adopiedtheir classroom practices
(Campbell 2001, Donnelly 1994, 2005; Hegarty 20@Qrnane 2000, J. Russell 2005).

Russell comments:

[Thinking Time] becomes a community of enquiry @ngnunity of persons-
in-relation, speakers and hearers, who communigétie each other under
conditions of equality and reciprocity and with dlimgness on the part of the
participants to reconstruct what they hear from anather and to submit their
views to the self-correcting process of furtherwgng

(J. Russé€lD3 p.5)

Lipman and Sharp (1994) likewise assert that conmresnof enquiry that are
encouraged by programmes that promote philosopbiogliiry with children, such as
Thinking Time does, are grounded in values of mecigl care and respect for others’
views. Throughout my research, | gathered datadbatonstrate how | live my values
of care, freedom and justice in my practice anddaya also show the development of
similar values in my students as they listen witieliest and respect to each other in our

classroom discussions. The excerpt below, for el@nghows children reflecting on
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important issues such as imagination and the infleeeachers can have on children, as

they examine and analyse their conceptual undeisigsfrom multiple perspectives.

During a discussion on ‘school’, based on the st@wce upon ar
ordinary school day’ (McNaughton 2004) some childmade insightfu
comments that displayed critical awareness abaoeitirtiportance of
children being free to imagine possibilities.

M: Everybody should get the chance to let their imatgpn go free ..
get the thoughts out of your head instead of hatheq just stuck ...

A: ... That teacher was fun. Every child should havweacher like that.
That boy really needed to have a teacher likeftradt least one year of
his life.

M: | think that imagination is like water. It'&ke water because it can
be frozen and the only time it freezes up is whsnnot running ang
being used. It freezes up if you don'’t use it.

D

B: | think he did have an imagination all alongheTteacher didn't giv¢
him an imagination, he just allowed him to useyiplaying the exciting
music...

=

S: ... sometimes | start off with no ideas in my hadwn we begin OUL
talking, but afterwards | often have loads, becaddszar all the differen
thoughts from all different kids

Along with my pleasure at the richness of the ¢kiics thinking in
general, S’'s comment struck me as interesting. (RBLO-05, full
transcript in Appendix C.7.)

S’s response enabled me to understand why | pesistcarrying on with Thinking
Time despite often being stressed by the time caing$ of the curriculum and tempted
to forego allocating time for discussion. Her resg reinforced my commitment to
living my values in my practice, and throughousttdocument | show how | attribute
importance to giving children space to reflectrdle as well as opportunities to talk.
My students appeared to enjoy discussions. They a&kpressed their delight, as in the

interchange here:

P: It's fun ... we're thinking about solutions foll &lnds of [problems]
and for all kinds of reasons and that’s school Wwork

CO: It actually gives your brain energy in it.

CF: One it's fun — children like it: and two, itightens up your mind.
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CM: | think sometimes it's a bit of a challengechese there could he
yappers in our class and they have to be quietedis \But it's also ...
good for the teachers because they sit down ateh lte what the kid
have to thinkand they could have been learning something eanligre
day that they could be mentioning now and you'daeothat they'd
been listening in. (RD 21-04-06Yideo Link: A bit of a challenge)

\"44

W, however, insisted that Thinking Time was only hecause it ‘wasted school time’:

W: I love [it] cos it’s a bit of fun ..and it's wasting time in school.

Me: I'm interested in that word ‘wasting’. Is ‘wa$ the word you
wanted to use there?

W: Yeah. (RD 21-04-06)Video Link: Wasting time in school)

Other children disagreed with W’s perspectivesifathe earlier video link above):
Then A said

A: Well OK, you're not working — not like in Maths you’re not doing
anything, just talking and thinking. (RD 21-04-06)

This comment later made me reflect on how | cowddetbp dialogic pedagogies to

make Maths more interesting.

No ‘right’ answer

Perhaps for W, areas such as Thinking Time, PEaraitmusic, which he also liked,
differed from ‘ordinary’ school work because thdipwaed for self-expression and were
less likely than ‘regular’ classwork to involve hild being requested to provide ‘right
answers’. Discussing issues in a circle formaterssmany children, perhaps for the
first time, with the opportunity to reach an undansling that for some questions there
are no ‘right’ answers and that in fact, many answan be right. It provides a freedom
of expression that may not be available in didactasswork. The same dialogue

transcript contains the following interaction:

DH: When someone talks you can have a new thoughihen you're
thinking in Maths, still, that doesn’t happen.

Me: I'm interested in what D said about Maths ..attl’s a different
kind of thinking. | agree, because in Maths yo@xpected to get a right
answer, and there’s only one right answer, wherredhinking Time
there’s ...

CF: (Interrupts) — ‘no right answer?’
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Me: (handing over the microphone) Yes? What dotpowk?

Laughter from group

\"i4

CF (smiling broadly): Well there’s no right answand it's great! Cos
you're allowed to think freely and no one else lisveed to boss you
around and it's just ... great! (RD 21-04-08)ideo Link: No right

answer).

Another example of the awareness of there beingértian one right answer’ occurred

in a discussion following the reading of ‘The Whal8ong’ (Sheldon 1997), in which

conflicting views of whaling are presented:

Em: Well I've got a bit of a problem here: see,gree with Lily’s
Granny that whales are splendid beautiful creatares they must be
protected, but | can also see Uncle Frederick’stpuiview that whalers
have to make their living too. It's terrible hargling to decide who is
right ... Maybe they are both right! ... Maybe morertlame thing can
be right at a time! | never thought about that bef@RD 06-12-06)

Participating in a discussion with peers can alffer achildren the opportunity to

reconsider their opinions in light of the beliefglaexperiences shared by others.

H: ...when other people say something your ideas gdaand you
actually start thinking more ... when you read a\stoy yourself and
you don’'t do any thinking about it then you don’etgthe point
sometimes, unless they tell it to you, but in TingkTime you get the
point and other people’s points as well.

J: Thinking Time reveals thoughts. You might havéhaught at the
start, but by every person speaking you might chahglightly each
time and you might end up with something totallffedent at the end.
(RD 21-04-06)Video Link: Listening to others’ thoughts).

There is an echo here of Bruner's (1960, 1986, 1&##hs about communication and
learning and Vygotsky's (1962) ideas about scaffigdlearners and about how
learning occurs in social situations. Observerslistussions in my classrooms have
frequently expressed surprise at the ease withhwthddren change their views as they

assimilate others’ ideas. For example, P, an 8-giehchild, announced in a discussion

| actually completely disagree with myself now! (RB-10-05) |

In the dialogue from 21-04-06, featured above, \&héwally said
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W: I've actually changed my mind, | disagree witlyself: Thinking
Time is fun but it isn’wastingtime, it's usingtime in a fun way.” (RD
21-04-06)

When | ran a series of workshops for teachers letv902 and 2004 (Roche 2002b,
2002c, 2003a, 2003d, 2003f, 2003h, 2004a) thisicoéat aspect of my videos —

children disagreeing with themselves in the lighperhaps, new critical understanding
that had been influenced by others’ thinking — rofegpeared to be one of the most

remarked upon aspects. A teacher with thirty yeaperience said:

Hearing those children change their minds so hiynesid matter-of-
factly is a humbling experience. | think many aslulflaughing

especially politicians, could learn from them imttmespect. | wish I'g
seen these videos when | began teaching. It woale lthanged my
style completely. (RD comment by MR 27-08-04)

My data show children engaging critically with ashelveloping each other’s ideas. This
resonates with Bohm'’s (1998) ideas of how he unaeds a ‘spirit of dialogue’ or ‘a
stream of meaning flowing among and through uslketdeen us’ (p.2). He describes
how it is possible for new understandings to emdrgm the dialogue, which can
enable people to create and share meanings togdtliee his analogy of these shared

meanings acting as a sort of social ‘glue’ or ‘cethe

Even one person can have a sense of dialogue vhitimiself, if the spirit of the
dialogue is present. The picture or image that dieisvation suggests is of a
stream of meaning flowing among and through us lagttveen us. This will
make possible a flow of meaning in the whole graug,of which will emerge
new understanding. It's something new, which maynay not have been the
starting point at all. It's something creative. Atlds shared meaning is the
‘glue’ or ‘cement’ that holds people and societiggether.
(Bo 1998 p.2)

While | agree largely with Bohm’s ideas, | am notsure about the importance he
places on distinguishing between discussion arfdgiia:

Contrast [dialogue] with the word discussion ...dalty means to break things
up. It emphasizes the idea of analysis ... whereokbject ... is to win and get

points for yourself ... but a dialogue is somethingren of a common
participation in which we are not playing a gameaiagt each other butith
each other.

(Bohm 1998 p.2 my empéias

From my research, | am beginning to think it imgassto label interaction like this.

Ironically such labelling also ‘emphasises the ideéanalysis’. When my students and
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| are engaged in lively verbal interaction | cansay: “This constitutes dialogue here,
and this is discussion, and this is only convessdtil do value informal or ‘ordinary
conversation’ (Noddings 2002 p.126) for its roledeveloping relational knowledge
(McNiff 2000) (see also Chapter 7 this document}, Ilsuggest that when my students
and | talk together, all these elements are oft@segmt, interweaving through each
other. However an overall ‘spirit of dialogue’ rems throughout. In our Thinking
Time circles we are not about trying to ‘get pdirds make ‘any particular view
prevail’ (Bohm 1998 p.2), but are rather, intent simaring thoughts and making

meaning with each other.

So, back to my account of how and why | began teld@ my capacity for critical
thinking: initially, developing the idea of the ual of classroom discussion became the
focus of my research, so, in 2001, | began to tlab&ut how | could use Thinking
Time as a means of improving my students’ thinkibgook me until 2005 to realise
that by focusing solely on what my students thougtds engaged in outsider research,
in a traditional spectator stance. Then | begase®that in order to generate my own
living theory of practice (as opposed to a tradaiopropositional theory about practice)

| would have to re-evaluate my ontological assuamgiand begin to research my own

thinking also.

| became aware of anomalies. In my MA dissertatidmd failed to see the irony in
stating that ‘This kind of work is now given a slotmy weekly timetable and | value it
hugely’ (Roche 2000b p.78). Reflecting now on thiglence | generated at the start of
my doctoral studies to test my claim that, by pdowy my students with time for
Thinking Time sessions, | was encouraging the oiildto think for themselves, it
eventually became clear to me that | was still doeninant talker and controller of
interchanges in my classroom. My early data apfgeanggest that | would ‘allow’ my
students the freedom to think in a critical mandering discrete weekly discussion

sessions.

| have scheduled my Thinking Times to take placeaowednesday
straight after mid-morning break. Wednesdayslsetause the children
have settled down after the weekend, there aretna-eurricular events
like speech and drama classes to work around. Il recommend
Wednesdays to colleagues - from 11.30 to 12.15{RiD.06-02-02)
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| never asked myself the question: What about mgestts’ thinking (or my practice)
during the rest of the week? | also failed to exammthe nature of the power
relationships in my classroom whereby | would cointtassroom discourses and would
make decisions about when to ‘grant’ my pupils freedom to speak or the

prescriptive nature of choosing a day for colleagoedo’ Thinking Time also.

| believe that the reason it took me so long toteeecontradictions in my thinking at

that time may have had something to do with my @ehool experiences of being

taught to think about knowledge as information ‘thére’ rather than something that |
can generate for myself. Perhaps too, the fornprefservice teacher-education |
received led me to see myself as an implementethefrs’ theory. It also probably had

to do with my lack of critical development to thdent whereby | had accepted both of
these situations for so many years.

Whatever the case may be, as my research develapddas | became aware of the
existence of critical pedagogy literatures, | beg@amaise questions. | wondered why,
for example, student teachers seemed not to beserged to read critical literatures.
While | had no personal experience of being expdsedny critical literatures of
education when | was in college in the early 19p@shaps things had changed in the
intervening period. | decided to talk with some hetrained colleagues in my school.

| found that they were unaware of these issuesotewr

They did not even recognise the term ‘critical medp’. | then
presented them with some names — Apple, FreirgusirKincheloe,
McLaren — of which only the name Freire seemed &bgtamiliar.
(Informal interviews with OD; DOS; KOC; DM; DW, SERRL. RD 22-
05-05)

| asked the same questions when | presented my todikal year teacher education

students in a college of education and wrote latery diary:

Once again my query regarding critical pedagogy wa$ by blank
stares and only Freire’s name seemed to ring aisy (RD 15-05-05)

| began to wonder if student teachers are discedrdghm studying literatures that
might encourage them to ask critical questionsf, pressures of study mean they have
no time for reflection and critique. This has ralege for my study because | believe

that if people are to become critical thinkers th@ginning the process of thinking
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critically should take place early in a child’s edtion, encouraged by critically aware

teachers.

| can demonstrate that | have now begun to thinkeneaotically through engaging in
my research. As outlined here, the first fact@t thegan my transformation, started
during my MA studies, and developed into my dodtgpaogramme, when |
experienced some of the transformative potentiadéeion research for improving both
practice and understanding of practice. A secowrtbifavas the introduction of the
Revised Primary School Curriculum in 1999 (Governtnef Ireland 1999) and my
attempts to grapple with its underlying philosog@syl endeavoured to realise some of
its stated aims in my practice. Another factor wam/ing, in 2001, from an institution
in which | had felt silenced, to a new school iniahhprofessional development was

encouraged, as | now explain.

New school, new practice: beginning my action refle ction cycles

| will deal in more detail with the context of ti®99 Primary School Curriculum in
Chapter 5 and in Chapter 2 | will examine the iafice that changing workplaces had
on my studies. Here now | will describe and explabw initially | set about

researching my practice.

When | changed schools in 2001 | concurrently begsiresearch programme. Over
the course of my research | organised the diffepbiaises as three Action Reflection
cycles (Chapters 6, 7 and 8). On changing schbfidsused on the first cycle, in which
I monitored my weekly continuing programme of Thimk Time, while working
mainly with Junior Infants. This phase lasted fr@001 to 2003 (Action Reflection
Cycle 1, Chapter 6). As this cycle developed, | eamrealise that | was encouraging
the children to perceive themselves as competdtitatrthinkers (Video Link:
Interesting questions)The video clip shows the children suggestingtwinay consider

to be ‘good’ topics for discussion. One little gi@, proposes that we might discuss
‘what lives and what doesn't’ (RD 12-11-03). | c#fle children’s attention to her
question: two other children immediately interrwgth ‘That's a good question by C!’
and ‘That's an interesting question by C!" Thesidcen appear to demonstrate critical
awareness in recognising the discursive potentialee topic. The rules of Thinking
Time — respectful listening and turn-taking — weegotiated by the children. The video

clip also shows how | gave each child plenty oftitm speak.
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A second video clip from the same research cyatevsichildren arguing about why
Jack should be considered a hero in the storya dad the Beanstalk (see Shermis
1999):

M: but it was his Dad’s; and ... since the giantesthle hen and Jack got
it back, well that's what made him good! (RD 12-03) (Video Link:
Jack and the Beanstalk)

In this clip the children can also be seen inteémngpin their eagerness to make their
point. However, when | said, ‘Hang on C: it's natuy turn,” the child whose turn it
was, is ‘tipped’ by the speaker before him (‘tiggpimeans a tap on the shoulder that
passes on the opportunity to speak from child iw};hand the children can be seen
listening to him intently. This demonstrates ttte children are becoming familiar
with the format of the circle and they recognisd ancept the fairness of taking turns.
In Thinking Time, the ‘tip-around’ continues gerlgreor two or three full circles
(depending on the level of engagement and the cfizbe group) with each child
deciding whether to speak or pass when her turrecafmother rule negotiated with
the children was that after two or three round#hef children wished to continue, there
would an ‘open floor’ with priority being given whildren who had ‘passed’ earlier. (In
the same video clip, sounds from the classroom deat can clearly be heard, yet it
does not seem to impinge on the children’s padteyp — a measure perhaps of their
engagement). However my data from this phase oftmgy shows that | adopted a

largely propositional outsider researcher stance.

In the second phase of the study, Action Reflecyule 2 (Chapter 7), | can show
from my journal entries that my research moved poiat where | began to interrogate
my practice more critically. During this cycle, fino2003 to 2004, | worked with a class
of Senior Infants. Now | began to appreciate tha¢eéded to make serious changes to
my practice in light of my realisation that my stats were beginning to generate
general classroom discussions outside of discieteking Time sessions.

Y, a Special Needs Assistant who was present iclass daily and wh
had been with these children the previous year, edsoarked one day:
never knew children so young could get so involweddiscussing
They're ready to discuss anything! (RD 14-01-03)

—

Because the children were talking so actively néwoughout the school day, |

wondered if | could abandon Thinking Time, but ded not to, resolving however to
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investigate how | could incorporate more opportasitfor critical thinking and

discussion into my everyday work. This led me tobgmatise the specific processes
of Thinking Time and my practice generally, toocéese now that my students had
begun to assert themselves as critical thinkemy there also demonstrating their
independence of mind by challenging establishedachorms and practices. For
instance when lining up during a fire drill one délye children were asked to form

straight lines and Eo, aged 5, asked

Eo: What's so good about straight lines anyway?
On another occasion, following a classroom discussie said:
Eo: | am going home today with just so many questio my head.

Ao: If you go home with a question and if you gatanswer to youf
guestion you can always question the answer! (RID2204; AppendiX
C.5)

It was this kind of episode that led me to beligvat | was beginning to realise my
values in my practice, and how this could be addethrough developing specifically
dialogic classroom pedagogies. During this cydeo d had to re-evaluate my
assumption that the Thinking Time format suitedchlildren and | had to critically
examine my practice so as to justify my decisionmigke allowances for a child for

whom patrticipation in the circle was difficult (Gbtar 7).

The final Action Reflection Cycle 3 (Chapter 8) tes from September 2004 to
December 2006, (although | am continuing both ttaetre of keeping my diary and
filming the discussions, which demonstrates thairisider my research as an on-going
living process and that | believe my practice dilhevolve and improve). During this
last Action Reflection Cycle | worked with threedet groups of children, aged 8-10
years. This cycle became a synthesis of the twaqare cycles and my emerging living
theory of critical practice began to evolve maifilym the practice of writing during
this time. As | wrote my draft thesis with increasicritical awareness, | could see that,
despite all my rhetoric about freedom, for examphg, initial classroom pedagogies
were linked with issues of control. | came to dest § had wanted to dominate and
manage the discussion and ‘contain’ the childrémisking. | then had to re-evaluate
my values in relation to issues of care, freedonhjastice. This thesis communicates

the deep learning from this experience.
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There is a significant shift in the kinds of datgathered as the action-reflection cycles
developed. The data became more video-based inladte cycle, because my
competency with digital media developed rapidlgow frequently used a digital video
camera and had mastered the technology | needwdate CDs from digital data. This
point is important for my later discussion on tbenis of representation | have used to
communicate and validate my claims to knowledg¥®ideoing the discussions also
became a strategy for inclusion and enabled migaarly value of care and justice as |
accommodated the phenomenon of having non-Englmaking children in my
classroom within the process of discussion. Bytimy children who were initially
struggling with English language competency to he technicians and camera
operators, they were included as participants enfdiocess. This pleased them and
gave them status amongst their classmates, whetsasg out of the circle completely,
or staying in and not participating, could haveaemuned their self-esteem. However,
as their communicative competency increased theguéntly began to decline the

invitation and opted into the discussions (ChagtendVideo Link: communicative
competency)

So by reflecting on how and why | was living mywed in my practice, | was able to
begin to articulate and communicate my emergeingitheory of practice. | also began
to test my ideas against the critical feedbackeefrp and other professionals. | began to
present my work at conferences, workshops andrineseprofessional development
courses, both in my own school and in the wideall@ducational domain (Roche
2001a, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a-h, 2004a, 2022®6). As | submitted my
emergent theorisations to stringent public scrutmg critique, | gradually became
more confident in explaining how | was holding nlysaccountable for my

epistemological and pedagogical stance.

| then moved into a position where | felt | needeilically to explore whether my
interrogation of what I do in the micro contextaotlassroom in an Irish school might
hold any significance for the macro world of a ee#iocial order, a more educated and

open society. | explore these issues in later enspt

Key issues of my thesis

| am making substantive claims in this thesis. | saying that | have learned how to

become a critical thinker, and that | can give oeashow and why | have done this.
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How | have done this has been to enquire into nagtpme. This has involved a robust
and vigorous exercise in self-reflection akin toatviPolanyi (1967) suggests is ‘the
knowledge of approaching discovery’ (p.24). Sucthowdedge, he suggested, is
personal, in the sense of ‘involving the persopaifthim [sic] who holds it’ (ibid).

The discoverer is filled with a compelling senseaxponsibility for the pursuit
of a hidden truth, which demands his services &wealing it. His act of
knowing exercises a personal judgement in relagmiglence to an external
reality...

(Polang@67 p.25)

The ‘something that needed to be discovered’, amel ‘tompelling sense of
responsibility’ | felt for making an improvement imy practice, gradually evolved into
guestions that began to lead me towards the geme@tmy living educational theory
(Whitehead 1989a). These questions included tHewimlg, which | systematically
address in this thesis:

How do | improve what | do, so as to help my stisléa improve what they
do?

How do | know | am justified in doing so? Is wHaam doing living to my

values of care, freedom and justice?

Why is ‘critical thinking’ in many literatures lagty presented as a reified
concept about the teaching of skills and strategied the development of
dispositions? (De Bono 1985, 1993; Ennis 1962, 189l 1993, Pautt al
1986, 1987, 1990)

Is what | am doing in my classroom about a conceli¢d ‘critical thinking’ or

is it more about ‘becoming critical?’ How do | beoe a critical thinker?

And so, several years after my initial questionuhmproving my students, | now
claim that | have come to my current provisionalenstanding that the best interests of
my students are served if | focus on researching@wy practice in order to understand
how, by developing my critical capacities, | carvelep powerful pedagogies that

encourage my students to be critical thinkers also.

In doing so, | have come to understand how issheateknowledge generation have

shaped, and continue to shape, my research andentity as a researcher, and how
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my understanding of education will continue to &eoas | continue to investigate my
practice. My current understanding is that educascabout people learning to become
free to think for themselves and to make informbdiaes about their lives. | use the
term ‘current understanding’ because | believe thgtknowledge is temporary and

evolving.

| understand now that knowledge is about more th@n kind of standardised
propositional school knowledge that predominateligh primary school classrooms
(Murphy 2004), that the teacher is not the onlyweoin a classroom, and that there
are as many ways of knowing and kinds of intellggn(Gardner 1983) as there are
people in my classroom. | began by investigatingtiver | could teach in ways that
honour my educational values and that acknowledgechildren as unique, active
thinkers and patrticipants in classroom discourdesow also want to contribute to the
knowledge base of educational enquiry (Snow 2041g,towards the development of a
good social order (McNifet al 1992), through disseminating my new learninghia t
public domain. By ‘a good social order’, | mean thied of society in which people
think for themselves and submit their thinkinghe tritical scrutiny of others. | suggest
that a good social order can be achieved throughe#itablishment of an educated
public that thinks for itself (see also A. Mcintyt®87, Popper 1966, Russell 1922,
1934, 1941, 1988, 1997). Yet in my personal expeggboth as a student and as a
teacher, dominant forms of education in Irelandnsde be less about freedom or
openness and more about control, management andelivery of large amounts of
propositional knowledge: concepts that one wouldlink readily with justice or care.
My developing understanding is that the transmissioknowledge, primarily through
didactic pedagogies (Murphy 2004, Government dbiré 2005b) in a standardised
national curriculum can serve to discourage ctigteyagement and deny opportunities

for dialogue.

For me, dialogue, including dialogue with the gbhough reflection, is crucial to the
development of critical awareness, because dialogsid understand it, honours the
other as an equal knower who can think and speaakefiself. | can see now that for
many years | contributed to an oppressive modetdfcation through my lack of
critical understanding of these issulew, as my living educational theory evolves, |
understand that a didactic model of schooling \aloeither justice nor freedom.
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Through engaging with a large body of literaturdscotical theory and critical
pedagogies (such as Apple 1979, Bowles and Gigfi$,1Darderet al 2003, Freire
1972, Giroux 1988, lllich 1973, Kincheloe 2006, Meen 1995) | now understand that
instead of acknowledging the child as a knoweractid pedagogies in many post-
industrial western educational contexts seem teaily the child as a commaodity to
which discrete packets of knowledge are deliveradd then assessed through
standardised examinations to see how much of tloevlledge has ‘stuck’. Hymer
(2002) says this obsession with assessment ‘bettaysventieth-century fixation with
ranking and measuring the unrankable and unmedsu(pty). It seems to me, based
on my thirty years’ experience in Irish schoolsgttbften, what is measurable is more
highly valued than what is not (Tomlinson 2005)rgmés frequently request results of
standardised tests in Maths and English, yet | heexeer been asked how a child is
performing in Art or Music, for example. The curréfixation’ of neo-liberal policy
agendas around the idea of establishing a manbgetiare of performativity in
education (Bernstein 1996, Brown 2002, McNessal 2003, Pollardet al. 1994)
means that schools and teachers are now judgedwnwell children perform in
standardised assessments. Apple (2001b) statestaindardisation is part of a move
towards growing state control. Citing Bat al. (1994 p.14) he suggests that
educational principles and values are often com®unsuch that commercial issues

become more important in issues such as curricdesgn:

This represents a subtle but crucial shift in emsjgha one that is not openly
discussed as often as it should be — from studegdsito student performance
and from what the school does for the student tatwie student does for the
school.

(AppléLb p.185)

He goes on to suggest that the standardisatiodumiagion is essentially:

a mechanism ... to specify which knowledge, values, laehaviors should be
standardized and officially defined as legitimdtkis is seen in the attempts ...
to specify, often in distressing detail, what stude teachers, and future
teachers should be able to know, say, and do {qpk88).

As | challenge the orthodoxies of standardisedi@ule and assessment methodologies
| realise also that they can serve to deny thesdifft ways of knowing of children
(Gardner 1983) and can be disrespectful of thagueamess as thinking human beings.
Through my research | have now become convincethefneed for critiquing the

premises upon which the measurement of learnibgssd.
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| argue that an educational philosophy, such asitidécated by the principles of the
Primary School Curriculum (Government of Irelan®9p is based upon an idealised
‘other’ (Mead 1934, Benhabib 1987), and as suchnatexhibit adequate care and
freedom. By ‘adequate’ here | mean a form of card fieedom that respects the
humanity and unigueness of each child. For exanhpiederstand a standardised ‘one-
size-fits-all’ (Reyes 1992) approach to curriculand pedagogy, as a model predicated
on control and domination. | also now apprecias, tith the proposed introduction of
national testing for seven and eleven year old#enlrish primary education context
(National Council for Curriculum and Assessment30@ curriculum that is coming to
be more dominated by traditional models of testiegds to have the assumptions about

teaching and learning that lie behind them inteated.

As reported earlier, my theory of education is pseah upon a concrete personal ‘other’
(Benhabib 1987), and is grounded in the dialogiedétionships between people,
including my students and me, and in the dialekcticterplay between us as we
generate knowledge together. In this sense my &doahtheory is living and evolving
from my ontological stance. In the same way thatm&ghodological approach to this
study draws on and incorporates other traditionsestarch, so my philosophy of
education accepts the value of some instructionglteaining approaches, but accepts
neither their uncritical assumptions nor their posi of dominance in Irish education
(Conway 2000, 2002; Martin and Morgan 1994, Mor@ya@8, OECD 1991).

These understandings differ from the seemingly damtiidea that ‘critical thinking’ in
classroom situations is about prescriptive insiooet strategies and skills development
(DeBono 1985, Ennis 1962, 1992; Paetl al. 1990, Pithers and Soden 2000,
McGuinness 1999, McGregor 2006). | do not undedstaow how one can talk about
‘critical thinking’ as though it were a ‘thing’, thlough | used to do this. It begs the
question ‘critical thinking about what?’ | beliewkat thinking critically about what

constitutes critical thinking must be groundedhie idea that
people think and have infinite capacity to be caitithinkers
people bring their own backgrounds and ontologyéoprocess

people generate new knowledge for themselves ipriteess
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thinking needs to be understood as a dialogical ratational process, not a

product

| have come to understand that when a person entera dialectical relationship with
thoughts and ideas, with others and themselvaskitiy then becomes a practice of
dialogue, a way of having a dialogic imaginatiorakBtin 1981) a way of being in a
dialogical relationship with knowledge, and a wéyeing in a living relationship with
other people. Thus it is not predicated exclugiwsl a culture of ‘having’: the having
of skills, knowledge or dispositions although thes@& be important components. |
locate these ideas in the work of Fromm (1979) disocussed the cultural and social

significances between an ethos of being and ars ethisaving.

Preliminary findings of my study

In this thesis, | present evidence for my claimhawve generated a living theory of
critical pedagogical practice from my several yeatrproblematising my educational
values and conceptual frameworks of critical thigkicare, freedom and justice. The
articulation of such problematising can be seerewddence of my claim to have
acquired a more critical voice and stance, espgsidien compared with some of my
earlier writing (Roche 2000b). | can now recogmsedeepened critical understanding
of the multifaceted socio-historical and politicgdues that influence education. One of
my preliminary findings, for example, is my undarsling, again drawing on Fromm
(1979) that my theory is a theory of being ratlemtone of acquiring or having. This
means that | realise that | cannot teach a sulgelked ‘critical thinking’ as the
acquisition of a set of skills or techniques, th#ttl must develop my own capacity to
be critical enough so that | encourage others toritieal. Instead, in my classroom |
try to embody my values about people being togetrat thinking together as a
community of enquiry through dialogue such as B¢B@94) advocated. | believe that
thinking together in a community of enquiry suchl &perience with my students in
both Thinking Time and in informal discussion, s exercise of freedom where each
person’s ideas are listened to and responded toregpect.

Bohm'’s (2004) idea of people ‘thinking togethercmmpletely different to the picture
Fromm (1979) painted of collective ‘herd’ thinkirfgromm (op cit) worried that people
had lost the ability to think for themselves andl eecome used to collective ‘herd’

thinking. He argued that people must exercise fr@dom in thinking for themselves
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— with the main kind of freedom being a ‘freedonbeing’ which involved the courage
‘to let go [of deeply entrenched habits of non-kiiig] and respond’ (p.24). | explain in
this account how | found the letting go of yearsalbit and training to be very difficult.
Despite nearly five years of my study and more ttganyears of doing philosophical
enquiry with children, 1 was so used to imposing wigws on children though
traditional instructional practices that | frequgifiailed to see how deeply ingrained my
didacticism was. This leads me to another prelmjirfinding of my study: | now
understand that didactic pedagogies are rootedtimering’ children, whereas my
pedagogies are grounded in inclusion and respedh& humanity | share with my

students.

| hope that this report will demonstrate that | évaleveloped my critical voice as |
reflected on my practice and engaged with educatissues as | struggled to articulate
my living educational theory (Whitehead 1989a).oltyhout | will show how | have
tested my claims against existing theories in iieeatures, and against the critique of
colleagues, critical friends and peer professionHtss has enabled me to claim with
authority that I now know what | am doing betteariH did before.

Furthermore, | am claiming that | have brought mijical understanding to bear on
how | can influence educational cultures. Througi research | have generated
relational knowledge, which, McNiff (2000) sayselps us to understand the nature of
our humanity and our interconnectedness with othergss a network of dimensions’
(p.138). | believe that this kind of relational kviedge finds embodiment in an ethic of
care (Noddings 1992). | will show how I try to ddish caring relationships with my
students that dissolve traditional power relatigpsibetween teachers and students. |
now can see the interconnectedness of my studdimes with mine, and our

connectedness to others in society, through oledieal and dialogical engagement.

Over the past five years | believe that | haverledrmore about teaching than | did
during my previous thirty years of practice. | hawav begun a process of teaching
myself to think and work in ways that honour my eational values more fully, and my
understanding of myself as an educator has dewtlapd have carried out this study.
My research has helped me improve my practice &slacator, be accountable for my

actions, and has shaped my professional identignif€lly and Clandinin 1999).
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Significantly, my study will probably never be colee: it can always develop as |

continue to ask myself questions such as:
What is going on here now?

Why did | think that/do that?

What is the significance of what | am doing?

In summary, between 2001 and 2006 | transformedr@agarch stance from that of
observer of my students to observer of myself-lat@ship-with-my-students. In
2001 | did not understand that | was an ‘I’ shanimg classroom space with other ‘I's’
(McNiff 2005a). Instead, | was very much in my owpace as ‘teacher’, observing
what my students did and maintaining boundariesvdée my life and theirs, and
between teaching and learning. Even when | thoudlaid overcome that division by
investigating my own practice, | was still somehdetached from it, seeing it as an
entity ‘out there’, something to be researched @loskrved. In self-study one moves
seamlessly between the world of actor and spect@toulter and Wiens 2002) in a
dialectic between oneself and one’s practice. yestdor a long time on the spectator
side, talking about my practice and about educalitrs thesis is the narrative account
of how | changed my mind, literally, so that | catoesee myself as a participant in my

own and other people’s lives, and not a bystander.

Having outlined the beginnings of my research @ogne, and identified my research
issue and my research question, | now move to plaeation of why | was concerned.
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Chapter 2

Problematic Contexts: Why was | concerned?

The focus of my research now shifted to a consieraf the possible reasons for my
concern, so this was in effect the beginning stafyeny capacity to theorise my
practice, that is, offer explanations for what lsvebing. This leads me, in this chapter,
to think about how and why my journey into critithinking began in the first place.
What led me to become critical was no single evbat,a whole series of critical
moments and episodes that began to accumulateaaedahcumulative effect. | outline

the story here.

First, it may be helpful to outline my personalfpssional history, and show how these

early experiences had a direct influence on latdagogical practices.

My training to be a teacher in a women’s training ¢ ollege

These young men and women ... went to a residem#aling college [run
mainly by religious orders of priests and nuns] ebhiwas conducted on
remarkably authoritarian lines.

(McCarthy6Bp.21)

The teacher training | received in the early 19%@s conducted on what McCarthy
describes above as ‘remarkably authoritarian ling$ie training of Irish females
differed, however, from the training of Irish malds my college, up to a hundred
women slept in tiny cubicles in dormitories. Attande at breakfast and at lectures was
compulsory. Meanwhile, across the city in the migacher training college, each
student had his own room and could choose whethatténd lectures, not to mention
breakfast. The stories of some teachers in my sgudyp bear out my experience,
which was that the training received by the yourmgnen was ‘formation’ rather than

education.

There were so many rules ... For example, compulgaily Mass,
except that there wasn’t room in the chapel fomgwee, so a rota was
established and everyone had to go on five ouewars mornings. Yo
were told which ones and it was a punishable oHemut to attend — i
you stayed in bed or didn’t go, you were reported sent to the office.
That was serious and could affect your chancesrgdl@yment later
(RD conversation with C and B 10-04-06)
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We had two veils for wearing in church: a white @m&l a black one.
... The black one was for ordinary days and the wdnie for feast day|
and Sundays. You got in trouble for wearing thengrone ... you werg
expected to know the feast days. | didn't, becdulsadn’t gone to &
convent school. | was always terrified rushingh® ¢thapel in case | was
wearing the wrong one. (RD 10-04-06: conversatidh )

=D

My experience of training college appears to reonwith the collective ‘herd’
thinking to which Fromm (1979) alluded. Teachespeeially female teachers, were
socialised into passivity. We did what we were tdéring to question the status quo
and be considered ‘devious’. Any breach of disoghlvould have made it difficult to
gain a teaching position because, as was commowlédge, the sisters who ran the

training college had great influence over the altmn of initial teaching jobs.

It was a dreadful experience. | was almost totatable to think for
myself when | came out. It took me years to bréakugh that barrier,
(RD: 22-10-04 conversation with FW)

During my studies, | came to understand this sdoain terms of what Ken Brown
(2002) refers to as the ‘intimate connections [thgist between the nature of education
in a society and the configurations of power auth@nd subordination that define its
political constitution’ (p.29). Interwoven with thetate education power in the Ireland
of the 1960s and 1970s, was the power inhererftarsocial mores of a paternalistic
church-controlled and dominated society (McCart®$8, Drudy and Lynch 1993).
Terence Brown (2004) refers to the Irish primaryyagd system as ‘a peculiarly
resonant symbol of a society where authoritariartrobenforced ideals of nationalism,
religion, and language’ (p.237).

Mine was an educational experience that discourrgedom of thought, originality or
creativity and was, | believe, dependent for ithicafy on a passive and pliable
population. Drawing again on Fromm (1979) | see rbat it was premised on the
acquisition of skills and strategies of teachinthea than on becoming or being an
educator. This type of education was also premieda paternalistic model of
childhood (Corsaro 2005, Devine 2000a, Devine 2Dt viewed children as ‘other’
to adults. Children were perceived as embryonizesis who would at some time be
‘the people’ or ‘citizens-in waiting’ rather thawitizens now’ (Maitles and Gilchrist
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2005 n/p). | believe that the primary school sysianorporated and reproduced the
values of a repressed society, and ensured thaiepéarned ‘their place’, so that
society would continue to function smoothly with@umy major challenges to the status
quo. However, despite such experiences, | retaangehse of vision that supported my

commitment to working with integrity within the ggsn by

educating myself and reflecting on my learning lsat tl could develop my

critical awareness, thus keeping a healthy sceptici

using this learning to teach in a way that fostesmilar critical awareness in

my students and acknowledges their freedom to tiointhemselves.

In the early 1980s, | took an appointment in amanrbchool. This experience was to
prove disabling, in that here | was persuaded smdhink for myself. The school could
be defined in Rosenholtz’'s (1989 p.107) terms &tuek’ school, one that was not
supportive of change or improvement. One of thenmauses of ‘stuckness’ in schools,

Rosenholtz found, was the absence of positive tegdb

Most teachers ... become so professionally estrangetheir workplace
isolation that they ...do not often compliment, suppwr acknowledge each
other's positive efforts...strong norms of self-rai@ may even provoke
adverse reaction to a teacher’s successful perfarena

(Rosenholtz 198907)

I was happy in school only when in my classroourfidinot try to analyse why this was
so, nor could I articulate my feelings. | startedoecome more critical, however, as |
researched the education literatures for my MA, lagghn to recognise myself in some
of them. For example, | perceived my similarityRallan and Hargreaves’ (1992 p.55)
description of a teacher who was ‘afraid to sharg][ideas and successes’ (an
indication of my fear of ‘adverse’ reactions) angrddually began to problematise why
that status quo existed. By the time | had comgletg MA | realised that what | was
fighting against was not my inability to work towlarmy values but an institutionalised
culture of domination towards students or staff vidited to fit an unnamed ‘norm’ that
was decided upon by some staff members who seenfesld different values to mine.
When | finally did change schools in 2001 | wasiftgd to find that my educational

values and vision seemed to be shared by my ndeagoies.
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Today at a staff meeting | was thanked for ‘keemngacademic flam
alive’. Going from a situation where | was ridicdlefor being
‘academic’ to a school where | am publicly thankied keeping our
academic flame alive’ has been a major step in ldpivey the
confidence to examine my practice for a doctorgree. (RD 20-12-01

D

In this new context | experienced what McDermottl &ichardson (2005) call ‘the
valuable social satisfaction of having your practanctioned by a colleague’ (p.34).
Increased happiness and self-confidence, greatde satisfaction and the knowledge
that 1 was now a valued and respected member fifista school in which I loved
working, meant that | became more ready to takes rimcluding the risks of thinking

more critically.

Changing schools then was significant to the pmoédow | developed as a critical
thinker. In both schools | learned from being, @&l \&s doing: in one | learned to keep
silent through the rejection of my practices astwhile; in the other | gained the
confidence to learn to think critically through tlaeceptance of my practices as
worthwhile. My experiences resonate with what Erdit972) said, when he talked
about the inseparability of learning from beingdatime need to understand the
complexity of reality as a living process rathartta static entity. Learning, examined
from Freire’s perspective, is grounded in the ledsown being: ‘their interaction with
the world, their concerns, and their vision of witaty can become’ (Kincheloe 2004
p.73). He also argued for this examination of whings are as they are to be
accompanied by the development of a conscioushasssfuses to be normalised.

As | have explained above, being ‘normalised’ iat@eptable ways of being was part
of the cultural, education and socialisation preessof my formative years. My

learning from reflecting on my past has shown me my historical context has

influenced my ontological values and my identitg @ne who grew up in a culture that
was steeped in a positivistic way of viewing rgalgéducation and intelligence, | was
late in becoming aware of my need to be a critiwalker. | accepted things very much
as they were and | didn't see that | had agencgd@&is 1984) that could change
situations for myself or even realise that it waghiw the capabilities (Sen 1999) of

each person, including me, to make changes in theirlives.
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For the naive thinker, education involves mouldimgeself and others to the

normalized past. For the critically conscious kiein education involves

engaging in the conscious improvement and transfbom of self and reality.
(Kincheloe® p.72)

From reading critical pedagogy literatures (Apple79, 2001b; Bernstein 1975;

Bourdieu and Passeron 1977, Freire 1972, Kinch20®s!, Steinberg and Kincheloe
2006) | now realise that, in many western contefttan the day people enter the
education system, unwritten but nonetheless powaerteritocratic social norms dictate

that they are selected and streamed into certagg@aes. Engaging with such ideas
during my studies has been a significant learnkgeeence for me. It meant that for

the first time in my teaching career | questioneshynhitherto accepted norms about
teaching and learning; what constitutes intelligerand why Ishould strive taenable

my students to recognise why they should challéingge norms too.

Early misgivings

My sense of a need to take stock of what | wasglanose from a sense of dissonance
between my normal daily practices and what | belieeducation to be about, albeit
tacitly. This dissonance began to develop as emlthe early 1970s, when | began
teaching, and became pressing by the 1990s. | cooidname the source of the
dissonance, nor could | change what | was doinguse | did not know what to
change. This was partly because, at that time,sl warking in the institution | have
already referred to, whose organisational valugg wyeounded in logics of domination
(Marcuse 1964), and | felt required to abide byrtems, so | never broke out
sufficiently to question what was happening. Indtéawas silenced: | felt 1 was
somehow to blame, but the experience led me toiseekative coping strategies.

For example as my concerns intensified as the yeans by | sought several practical
solutions to them. | tried out new classroom manege strategies; | changed the
furniture around; | facilitated classroom projedtspok themed approaches to aspects
of the curriculum. | attended professional develephcourses and | read educational
literatures widely, in the hope of arriving at som@utions that would solve my
unarticulated ‘problem’. It never occurred to me goestion whether | should be
concerned about my institution, the education syssociety, or the bigger picture of
why things were the way they were. | was ‘schogledthe sense articulated by lllich

(1973), of the school as formation and training, ldok to others for solutions.
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However, like Berlin (1969), | gradually began tmk inwards into my own practice

for solutions.

| wish[ed] my life and decisions to depend upon etiys. to be the instrument
of my own, not other acts of will. | wish to be@bgect, not an object...
(Berli®69 p.131)

An initial concern about silence

A concern that emerged early in my teaching caresrwhy children were expected to
remain silent in class, except for answering thecher’s questions (Murphy 2004,
Norman 1992). Ironically, | was positioning mysedls a living contradiction
(Whitehead 1989a) in that | often felt that didadtirms of pedagogy that silenced
children were unfair, yet | continued to teach ididactic manner. | did not appreciate
how complex these issues were, until some yeags \ldten | undertook my research
and | began reading the literatures of criticalgueayy (as listed earlier). When | did, |
began to see that education is a highly contesiethoh and that knowledge and power
are closely entwined and deeply embedded in sastorltal issues about what kinds
of knowledge are valid and valuable. | also begasee that, as well as engaging with
the critical literatures, | should also becomeaaaltof my own practice.

This was, however, easier said than done. As natedl like many others, | had also
been encouraged to look outside myself for solstiom my pedagogical dilemmas
(Whitehead and McNiff 2006). Beginning my self-stughcouraged me to look within.
This, | came to learn later, was dangerous teyitbicould relate to Pusey’s (1987)

comment about Habermas:

Habermas offers a comprehensive new social thdwtyis avowedly critical
inasmuch as it challenges both the criteria on wthe reader expects to judge
this and every other social theory and the starsdamluse to accept, reject, or
simply to interpret the everyday social world wkabit.

(Pyd®87 p.14)

At the time, however, | was developing my capatitybe a researcher as well as a
practitioner. This was a new experience for me lamadist confess to some feelings of
isolation from my peers, none of whom seemed toesimy lack of ease. This led to an
even greater emphasis on trying to make sense géragtice, especially through my
critical engagement with the critical literatur@his was my saving grace, because |
began to see that perhaps there was a problenudgaiah generally and that | was part

of it. Articulating this problem enabled me to itighmy first concern, which was to do
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with the silencing of children, and of me, themdber, as | came later to understand. In
fact, the articulation of the problem was an ihisgep in finding my voice. | gradually
came to the point where | saw that, if | wantetbéoable to articulate the unarticulated
worry about my practice, | would have to have tondprthe assumptions that

underpinned that practice into fuller consciousness

My next concern: beginning to question my own logic S

These realisations led me to question my own logiegs still stuck in contradiction.
Even as | was putting in place strategies such kskihg Time to increase
opportunities for more dialogue in my classroomwas becoming increasingly
frustrated, but again could not say why (Chapteaa@8). In retrospect | can see that |
was beginning to question, perhaps for the firsetihow | thought, and to see that |
was moving from propositional to dialectical formfthinking. | realised that | was
teaching within an education system which relieavitg on propositional forms of
knowledge, and which requires its participants dts@ive priority to propositional
forms of knowledge. As | search my data archives dvidence of where this
awareness began to manifest itself, | see thaebrudary 2003, when rehearsing for a
seminar in the University of Limerick in June 200%resented my thinking on these
issues to my colleagues and supervisor (Roche 2003the presentation shows a
distinct shift away from the propositional stanéeny MA dissertation (Roche 2000b)

towards a newer, critical stance that became arfeaf my doctoral studies.

At this point | began seriously to interrogate éakeication system of which | was a part.
As well as emphasising propositional knowledge, Itistn educational system seems
not to encourage critical engagement. The straaitithe school day requires teachers
to provide coverage of the curriculum, so a cultfrevhat Dadds (2001 p.49) calls ‘the

hurry-along curriculum’ begins to emerge, in whitelachers’ concerns are more about
teaching to ‘get through’ the subject area requaets of the curriculum than teaching

for understanding or critique. This view is echbgdBrandt (1993):

The greatest enemy of understanding is coverage.loAg as you are
determined to cover everything, you actually enging most kids are not
going to understand.

(Bck 1993 p.3)

Apple (2001b) suggests that subject divisions pl®wnore constraint than scope for

discretion. He argues that (in the US) standatdinmbent targets that have been
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mandated cement these constraints in place (p.I19H.1999 curriculum for Irish
primary schools divides what is to be taught inigciette subject areas or clusters of
subject areas. ‘Language’ is divided into L1 and (Ehglish and Irish). Social,
environmental and scientific education (SESE) ipoocates Science, History and
Geography. Arts education encompasses the subjgas af Visual Art, Drama and
Music; the Social, Personal and Health EducatidPHE) cluster includes Physical
Education, and Relationship and Sexuality EducatMathematics stands alone as a

subject.

Each subject area is divided into discrete ‘stramoil ‘strand units’. Curriculum
handbooks contain exemplars to show how thesedalgbould be taught. The school

week is divided into specific times allocated toleaubject.

For example, as in Figure 2.1 below, the Englishricuium is allocated 4 hours per
week in senior classes and 3 hours per week imtiddasses. The strands in English

are:

Figure 2-1: Table: Strands of English Language Curiculum

Each strand is then subdivided into strand unilschvare further divided into the three
areas of oral, reading and writing. In the firsstl ‘receptiveness to language’, the

strand units for infant classes are:
Oral: developing receptiveness to oral language
Reading: developing concepts of language and print
Writing: creating and fostering the impulse to erit

The curriculum documents outline targets and olwestfor each strand and strand unit.
The example of the Infant programme (English sagtin oral language reveals that
Strand 1 comprises six aims and objectives in &tedl list which are largely skills

based.
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The child should be enabled to:
Experience, recognise and observe simple commands
Listen to a story or description and respond to it

Hear, repeat and elaborate words, phrases andnsegtenodelled by the
teacher

Use and interpret tone of voice expressing varemetions

Learn to adopt appropriate verbal behaviour torgeand maintain the attention
of a partner

Mime and interpret gesture, movement and attitwheying various emotions

qe&rnment of Ireland 1999, English pp.15-21)

Strands 2 and 3 of the English curriculum havebsilieted aims and Strand 4 has ten.
The lists above refer only to Oral language, ardldts for Reading and Writing are
equally detailed, so this gives an idea of the Veartk facing teachers in one subject
area. Furthermore, these objectives are to be nma infant classroom within a time
allocation of 3 hours per week. Bearing in mindttthe curriculum contains twelve
subjects, each divided into many strands and stuaitd, and that many classrooms
have one teacher and thirty or more children, ate g sense of the often frantic pace
of the ‘*hurry-along-ness’ to which Dadds (2001 p.#A9ers.

| colluded in this hurried and fragmented curricnluln order to devise short-term
schemes of work for each fortnight, and fit in natadgathering for my study, | had to
timetable Thinking Time initially under the strandit ‘developing cognitive abilities
through oral language’. By doing so, | could d$gtithe obligations of curricular
planning. There was no strand in any curriculaadnat matched ‘teaching children to
think for themselves’ or ‘enquiring into one’s ptiae’. Through developing such
strategies, however, | was accepting the underlgurgcular propositional logics and
assumptions about the reification of knowledge, anghg to fit my dialogical
educational values into a technical rationalityt thegated them. | was holding values
but acting in ways that denied them, but had notlenhat knowledge explicit by
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articulating it as such to myself. | was oblividosthe fact at this point that my values
were embodied in my practice and could be manidie$t®ugh my practice, because, at
first sight, this manifestation could not be sldt@nd timetabled. | was still unaware
that living out my educational values would havepeyrmeate every moment of my

teaching life.

This awareness did develop, however, as my studlyrgssed. | began to question the
compartmentalisation of the school day into digregdarcels of information
transmission. | began to challenge and questieméed for standardised curricula and
methods of assessment, and to examine my growisgtaece to the technical
rationality of education as | was experiencingrltis feeling of growing resistance, |
now see, was the beginning of my becoming critiCarr and Kemmis 1986). | saw
that instead of fitting my values to an existingieational situation |1 would have to take

an alternative stance and try to make the situditidaetter with my values.

This required me to develop the capacity for altiengagement, confidence and
courage. | am more confident now but, for many geaven after embarking on my
doctoral studies, | remained compliant with the nmorof the system. Gradually,
however, the process of researching my practicenoburaging others to be critical
thinkers shifted the focus from my students to rhéegan to see the need for a shift

from problem-solving to problematising.

From problem-solving to problematising

Initially | perceived my efforts as ‘problem-solgh | saw my identified concerns as
problems for which solutions had to be found. Bathe process of becoming critical
for me was to shift from this bipolar problem/saut stance to a more reflective and
critically conscious stance of problematising myagbice. The process of

problematising is grounded in several assumptithrad:] must examine my concerns in
a critical way, and look at underlying assumpti@amsl norms; that there may be no
‘right answer’; and that | must develop ways fordvéinrough developing dialogical

practices. The answers, if there were any, werielplto reside in the set of twenty

three Irish Primary Curriculum handbooks (Governnaoéireland 1999).

By problematising though, | was finally beginnirg ttansform myself into a critical
thinker, and was in turn helping my students toob&e critical thinkers.
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This focus on my own learning enabled me then @blpmatise why my educational
practice appeared to deny my values of freedomjasicte. From a position where |
had naively assumed that teacher-talk dominatedassrooms because large classes
necessitated didactic forms of pedagogy, | now hdégabe aware of deeper layers of
meaning. | found support for my views in a largelypof research. In Britain, The
National Oracy Project (Norman 1992) examined temtdlk in classrooms. The
relationships between talk and learning, pattefresassroom interaction were explored
(Edwards 1992, Edwards and Mercer 1987, Gadtoal 1999) as were the differential
oracy experiences of home and school (Tough 19%&M1s\W999). Edwards and Mercer
(1987 p.20) assert that talk is both ‘a mediumtéarching and learning’ and say it is
‘one of the materials from which a child construtisaning’. This finding spoke to my
conviction of the importance of classroom dialoguel the significant role of the
quality of the interpersonal relationships in classns between teacher and students

and between students and their peers.

Alongside my growing awareness of the importancpugiil talk and shared classroom
discourse, | began too, to recognise that pedagagybe seen as a highly contested
political arena that demanded critical awarenessxgader 2000, Dadds 2001). | came
to question my simplistic notion that didacticismradhto do with ‘classroom
management strategies’ and | saw instead thaixéreise of technical rational forms of
management and assessment of teachers and sthderts do with issues of power
and control (Apple 1995, 2001a, 2001b; Darefeal. 2003, Kincheloe 2004). For the
first time | looked at theories of education frane tcritical perspective of whether they
were founded on notions of care, freedom and jstiaealised that while the rhetoric
of the Irish Primary School Curriculum supportspiples of social justice and care for
the other, the reality is that education is largalyout school and classroom
management as teachers struggle to implement sghaimised on propositional ‘know

that’ and ‘know how’ knowledge (Ryle 1949).

Developing conceptual frameworks

These realisations enabled me to formalise my sabdiecare, freedom and justice as
broad conceptual frameworks, and | can trace h@sgetlframeworks are associated
with the writing of key theorists (see Chaptersnd 8). In relation to my value of care,

| have been influenced especially by the work ofitngs (1984a, 1984b, 1988, 1998,

49



© Mary Roche 2007

2006) and Buber (1965). In particular | have bedlueénced by Buber’s ideas about ‘I-
It and ‘I-Thou’ relationships. These ideas havdpkd me to interrogate my own
ontological stance in relation to others. My evickethroughout this thesis shows that |
engage with others in my classroom in a way thatdes and respects them as ‘Thou'.
| show that in talking ‘with’ rather than ‘at’ mywdents, | value them as equal knowers
and significant other8/ideo Link: Talking with ...) The work of Benhabib (1987) also

helped me to examine how | view the ‘concrete’ gpalrticular’ children in my

classroom. This stance is reflected too, in my ahoof action research as a
methodology. | understand action research as @séearelation with others rather than
on others. In this | have been significantly inflaed by the work of McNiff (2000,
2004, 2005a, 2005b).

Reading Bourdieu (1990) and Foucault (1980) infb@ehmy developing insights into
how schools can operate as instruments of soamitaioFrom Foucault | learned about
how power and knowledge are interwoven, and houitutisns such as schools,
hospitals and prisons can become instruments oélsoantrol through processes of
objectification that transform the body into anaeattjof scientific investigation. | had
never before considered school in this light, Bl aeflected on the literatures | saw
how children are often powerless and objectifiedl@assroom situations (Devine 2000a,
2000b, 2003). Bourdieu (1990) argued that mechanisinsocial domination and
reproduction, as evident in many schools, were deduon bodily know-how and
competent practices, which came to act as symbaliital in the social world. Such
practices can be inculcated through what he teaymmbolic violence’ (p.27). | could
see a relationship between Bourdieu’s ideas and whg in which dominant
institutional epistemologies and practices formad moulded children’s identities as
passive thinkers. In my own context, for exampléat often reproduced my early

experiences as a silent learner in my practicedadagtic teacher.

Bourdieu’s and Foucault’s ideas made me think deajpbut how | had complied with

a concept of the school as a context for socialrabri now saw that by delivering the

reified knowledge of the curriculum in an uncriticaay, | had unconsciously

contributed to a form of symbolic violence as ustewsd by Bourdieu, and | had used
the power of my ‘superior’ teacher knowledge to dwate and control the children in

my classrooms in Foucault's sense of the instiudi® a form of social discipline.
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Bourdieu’s and Foucault’s ideas had therefore atpgplay in the reconceptualisation

of my practice. Because | consciously develop hwevaand respectful relationships with

my children | decided to seek pedagogies that wallldwv us to seek knowledge

together, and accept each other as ‘other’. Toehdtl began to create and develop
dialogical pedagogies that would respect the opele@ nature of knowledge, the

capacity of people to be creative and critical kasaand the humanity of interrelating

with my students through pedagogies that have ¢aredom and justice as guiding

principles (Chapters 8 and 9).

| develop my themes of engaging critically with theratures in Chapters 4 and 5, and
| show how my values informed my choice of concapftameworks. At this point,

however, | conclude this chapter by saying thailllwovide evidence to show that the
focus on my practice, and the focus on my learfiiogn my practice, are not separate
spheres of enquiry but are incorporated within, grinded in one another. | draw on
the work of McNiff (2000, 2005a, 2005b) and McNaffid Whitehead (2005, 2006) and
on Bohm'’s (1998) ideas about how creativity carebeouraged through dialogue. My
focus shifted to a concern to improve the qualityopportunities for children to

exercise their independence of mind as well aglévelopment of my own capacity to

exercise critical engagement.

I now turn to a discussion of the methodology ldug®t enabled me to do this.
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Chapter 3

Methodological issues: How could | address my conce rns?

In this chapter | set out the methodology | usechbiaduct my enquiry. The chapter is in
two parts. | first give an explanation and jusfion for why I chose this methodology.
Second, | outline some of the practical detaile@iducting my enquiry. Articulating

these issues enables me to claim that my reseaash been conducted with
methodological rigour (Winter 1989), and paves Way to my efforts to show its

validity.

Chapter 3 Part 1

Explanations and justifications

As recorded | set out several years ago to ‘improwestudents’ thinking. | now know
that my attitudes of that time reflected not ontyantological perspective in which |
saw myself as separate from and superior to myestadbut also how my logics took a
propositional form. | valued certainty and knowithg ‘right’ way to do things, and,
while | believe | had a strong sense of justiceaad outraged by any form of injustice,
| rarely questioned ‘the way things were’ in therldpwhy they should be so in the first
place, and, most importantly from a critical pectpe, how | might be contributing to

the perpetuation of the existing situation.

| took as normative a view that schoolchildren mektb be ‘taught’ the ‘content of the
curriculum’, and my pedagogies relied heavily od agproduced the ways in which |
had been taught and trained. | did not critiqueabgumptions inherent in educational
discourses about what constitutes education or leume generation. | did not ask
whose interests were being served by having a atdised national curriculum and
what might be the possible injustices in such acpolyet at the same time | kept
abreast of innovative educational practices: |naiel professional development

courses, and read widely. However, | did not qoasthy, for example, | am expected
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to absorb passively the abstract theory presemeghiin-service lecture. | accepted

such normative practices unquestioningly.

Neither did | question the assumption that it wgsresponsibility to implement others’
theories. | did not question the logic that suggdisat, because an educational theory
‘worked’ in one school or classroom, it should ‘Wom another. When 1 tried out
others’ theories and could not replicate theirifigd, | attributed my failure to the fact
that perhaps | was ‘only a teacher or, because stagents (at that time) were
considered ‘disadvantaged’, they could not be asdgas the people in the study.

An example of my efforts to implement one such tiremccurred when | first tried
doing ‘Thinking Time’ (Donnelly 1994) in 1996. | Haseen videos of children in
discussion and | was eager to do the same in myctagsroom. | chose a topic that had
‘worked well’ in Donnelly’s context. When the dission began, | was nervous and

unsure: my students sat uncomfortably in the caolé most ‘passed’ without speaking.

One child, a compassionate boy, asked: ‘Teachet ddnyou want me to say?’ | don'’t
remember what answer | gave, but | remember thanted him to ‘say’ something
that | hoped would be clever, similar to what cfeld had said on the ‘Socrates for 6
year olds’ video (BBC TV 1990) and on Donnelly'sdeos. | wanted a specific
outcome: | knew in advance what it was to be. Wtherchildren failed to produce it, |
was devastated. | desperately wanted to ‘improwethildren, however, and continued
looking for ways to help them become ‘better’ thark It did not occur to me back then
to consider studyingny practice in order to improve it: | was ‘just’ aatder, not a
researcher. | later reasoned that | had fallentimtarap of intellectual elitism, where |

positioned recognised theorists and myself in hitwaally-organised categories.

Intellectual elitism and the exclusion of practitio ners

McNiff and Whitehead (2006 p.65) refer to the waywhich academic elitism has
traditionally discouraged practitioner researchgdty through presenting theory as an
abstract discipline (Pring 2000) and through comicaiimg messages that practitioners
are unequipped to do research (D. Mcintyre 199I7agree with what McNiff and
Whitehead suggest, and | also believe that sdigtglitist academic groups can create
within practitioners what | earlier referred to @asternalised oppression’ (Tappan
2001).
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Furthermore, the development of internalised ogmwasby practitioners can also lead
to their exclusion. | now understand how teachaksetiraditionally been positioned by
the academy as Other, as practitioners upon whadiest can be carried out in the
interests of developing propositional theory. Ip@ssible that teachers have contributed
to their own exclusion through their failure toioletheir voice and by allowing others
to speak for them. When they allow others to tlseodn their behalf, by interpreting
their words and actions for them, they are effetyivcolluding in the widespread
understanding that they have no voice or theoryiwl@tening to.

Suresh Canagarajah’s (2002) arguments are als@an¢éléor me as a primary teacher,
when he speaks about how texts construct and taesthowledge and how the values
of the Western intellectual traditions are reflecte the conventions and practices of

academic communities:

. mainstream journals and their publishing prastiege congenial to the
interests of center knowledge while proving rededoit to periphery
discourses; ... academic writing/publishing functi@ssan important means of
legitimating and reproducing center knowledge.

(Suresh Canagarajah 206Q)p

Academic journals and publications are not eastigessed by ‘ordinary’ teachers.
Unless a teacher has access to a university libstwgy is obliged to purchase journal
articles at a prohibitive cost. However, unlessacher knows about the journals in the
first place, and has some familiarity with the syst she will find the process difficult.

Teachers are effectively barred from academic disas through such exclusion
strategies. Their voices, if heard at all, are gahemediated through the voice of a

researcher who has carried out a study ‘on’ them.

Without access to opportunities for carrying owidier research that could potentially
influence education policy-framing, teachers rigkig their autonomy and identity.
Education policy is formed without recourse to pitemer-research into what really
happens in living classrooms (see Apple 2001b)efdliteratures exist in Britain, for
example, that point out the risks attached to t®s lof teachers’ autonomy and the
expansion of a pervasive performative culture Bachers as well as for children.
Concern has been articulated over the increasimgiyagerial approach to education.
McNesset al (2003) suggest that there is a ‘disjunction betwpolicy and preferred

practice’ (p.256). Bernstein (1996) also suggebiat performance models are
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dependent upon external regulation so that pedagmgictice is subordinated to an
‘external curriculum of selection, sequence, pacng criteria of the transmission’
(Bernstein, 1996, p.62). According to Sultana (129%d in McNesgt al. 2003 p.257)

the call for the raising of school standards angil@ttainment in predefined ways has
increasingly applied pressures for ‘performativityithin teaching and learning. This
contrasts with a previous, more holistic model edchers’ work by restricting their
ability to ‘creatively mediate’ external demandghwiegard to curriculum content and
pedagogic practice (p.256). In Ireland too, thexea growing push towards a

performance-oriented, transmission model of legritynch 2006).

The view that education is simply another markemicmdity has become
normalised in policy and public discourses. Schaoofs purely as businesses
are a growing phenomenon.

(Lynch RO06 p.1)

The research that has influenced managerial-stideation policy directives has most
likely been carried out with outsider and ‘objeetivesearchers with no practitioner-
researcher involvement in or ownership of the netealeachers, in this sense, are
powerless. This is borne out by Lynch and O’'N€ilP94) who suggest that
professional researchers in the social sciencesn @kacerbate the powerlessness of

those they study (p.244). They argue that, witlvtent, researchers

... become colonizers.... [They] know and own part ebpe’s world about
which people themselves know very little. ... It meahat there are now
people who can claim to know you and understand lpetier than you
understand yourself: there are experts there ¢éppret your world and to speak
on your behalf. They take away your voice by spegkibout you and for you.
(Lynahd O’Neill 1994, in Lynch 2001 pp.243-4)

| am not sure however, that | agree with the phtaBeut which people themselves
know very little: Lynch and O’Neill also appear b® positioning themselves here as
belonging to an elite who understand ‘what peoptewK differently to how the
knowers understand it. From my perspective | walddim to know only what know,
and even this is often incomplete and inchoate.hat believe | have the right to claim

knowledge of what others know.

There is a paradox inherent within the Irish systétpelieve, that places the current
performance-oriented, transmission model of edosaiMorgan 1998; Murphy 2004;
Government of Ireland 2005a) at odds with therasipns of the 1999 Primary School

Curriculum (Government of Ireland 1999). The curtiecn recommends a sociocultural
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model of education that claims to recognise andud® the emotional and social
aspects necessary for learner-centred pedagogtesd{iction, Government of Ireland

1999 p.8). It emphasises activity and discoverpwifte child as an active agent in his
or her own learning’ and promotes ‘celebratinguh&ueness of the child; ensuring the
development of each child’s potential (ibid). Hoeg evidence exists that didacticism
is still a prevalent methodology in Irish schoaotway 2000, 2002; Murphy 2004,

Government of Ireland 2005a, Government of Irel20@5b). Through examining my

practice from the vantage point of over thirty yweaf experience within the Irish

system, along with almost ten years of action mebesaince undertaking my MA

studies, | have now generated my own living theofydialogic practice that has

significance for my practice and may have signifezfor teachers struggling to marry
these opposing education models.

Holding myself accountable for my practice

As reported, when 1 finally began my current reskaprogramme, | began to
reconceptualise my identity as ‘researcher’, buhwai focus on studying my students
which meant that | was also adopting an outsidercg. | also failed to see the irony in
the fact that not only did | begin to research tugents, | actually did so with a view to

‘improving’ them (Roche 2002a).

I have now come to hold a more inclusional perspecand | can see that ‘improving
others’ is an outsider researcher stance, basezhtmtogical values that position the
researcher as separate from her object of studgr e course of this study | have
come to realise that, at best, all | can do isxemm@ne my own values, and ground my
practice in them, so as to make an improvemenbwn hwork, with the understanding
that my actions have the potential to influenceethThis means that | have tried as far
as possible to hold myself accountable for my astim relation with others to ensure
that | act with integrity in the interests of ailworking towards sustainable educational

practices.

Separating the knower from the known

The traditional separation of the researcher from dbject of study harks back to a
Cartesian perspective that attempts to ensure tolifgcand value-free enquiry.

Descartes explained mind and body as separateesnéitd developed a form of
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analytic thinking, which splits complex phenomemdoi separate parts so as to
understand the behaviour of the whole from the gmypof its components (Capra
1997).

Social science researchers traditionally operaben fisuch a spectator perspective.
People, especially children, are often perceivedO#iser, and from a frequently

patriarchal perspective.

. existing research gatekeeping systems tendedomstrtict children as
dependent, in need of protection and as ‘humanrbiegs.’
(Balen et2006 p.29)

Seen from such a perspective children are oftewedeas ‘potential’ citizens, or as
‘human becomings’ (Balen ibid), rather than humbeings’. For me, processes of
‘becoming’ seem to take the form of a dialecticglationship between ‘being’ and
‘non-being’. Childhood is assumed to be a stagehenway to being a finished and
complete person. Like Freire (1972), | believe thabple are always ‘unfinished,
uncompleted beings, in and with a likewise unfieghreality’ (pp.56-7). My
ontological commitments hold within themselves ittea of improving myself as a
person, and my educational values are about igvitithers to help themselves to
become better persons also. This is not the sanma@®ving other people’, the stance
| initially adopted.

I no longer view my students as components in adg@mous group who belong to a
state named ‘childhood’. Like Moss (2002), | raisiical questions about the meaning
of the term ‘childhood’:

What is our image or understanding of the child?awis our image or
understanding of institutions for young children?
(Md302 p.439)

These understandings would appear to resonatevdls&orczak:

... the teacher-researcher should not treat the elsild research object or as a
means in what Buber (1947) called an “I-it" relatbip. The purpose of
research should not serve any interest exceptofhidie child, who should be
treated as a unique human being that deservesepect. “Children . . . are
people — not people to be, not people of the futuoe people of tomorrow, but
people now . . . right now . . . today”

(Korczak, 19196¥Db, p. 254, cited in Efron 2005 p.148)
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For me, each child in my classroom is a uniqueviddal with whom | am in relation.
The quality of that relationship is influenced bymy factors including my ontological
stance which positions me as in relation with athdrhave puzzled over the concepts
of ‘Other’ and ‘other’ for a long time, and | hamew arrived at the understanding that |
try to see my students not as ‘Other’, a term thatderstand to mean ‘not like me,
different from me’, but as ‘other’, which | undeastl as ‘people who are like me but
who are themselves unique individuals in relatigmstith other unique individuals’. |
acknowledge the influence of McNiff with Whitehe@06) on my thinking.

Prevailing social policy discourses, on the othend) appear to see children as Other.
Haavind (2005) suggests that such discourses igherédea that children may have
any ability to speak for themselves. Like me sreds that methods must be developed
to enable children’s voices to be heard.

When children are seen one-sidedly as dependelmteralle and malleable,
the idea that they may have perspectives beyondithmediate existence is
simply ruled out. The same holds for any notiothef child as in a preparatory
stage since such a conceptualization would frarag gresent subjectivity as
oriented to a not-yet-existing future.

(Haavin@0s p.149)

Haavind (2005) also suggests that children wikklincases be better served if they are

able to voice their opinion (p.144).

Emphasis on the child as an individual should net ibterpreted as
disconnection from the child. Rather, relationalalgies help constitute
individual performance. When children are equippeith the abilities to
represent themselves and to explore options, figuure plans and make
decisions on behalf of themselves, these capacitase been confirmed
through a web of interrelation.

(Haavin@0s p.144)

Insights such as these now inform how | work an@ hgerceive the purpose of the
institution in which | work, which should be to pide opportunities for children and

staff to realise their capacity to think criticalind interpret their world for themselves.

Towards a living theory of practice

| have recounted so far how, for much of my liféhaught in propositional ways, and
have come only recently, through my improving céyao reflect critically, to take
action on my own processes of thinking and thegzltigjue my previous propositional
stance. ‘Critical reflection is also action,” aadioig to Freire (1972 p.99). | learned that
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it was not sufficient to ask only operational amdgedural questions around improving
my practice. | also had to interrogate my ontolaljicepistemological and

methodological assumptions. In this respect, thekvad Freire (1972) also resonates
with both the ontological perspectives of actiose@ch, which became my preferred

methodology, and with my educational values.

Education as the practice of freedom — as oppaseducation as the practice
of domination — denies that man [sic] is abstréulated, independent, and
unattached to the world; it also denies that theldvexists as a reality apart
from men. Authentic reflection considers neithbsteact man nor the world
without men, but men in their relations with therlgo

(Feel972 p.54)

Having moved away from a propositional to a morécat stance, in which | was
beginning to see the need for a critical self-pectpe, | seriously considered the idea
of first-person enquiry (Marshall 2004), or selfihy action research (McNiff and
Whitehead 2006). For me, self-study action researakes moral and ethical sense,
because it enables me to see my ‘I' in relatiorhwitany other ‘I's’ who are also in
company with many others — ‘a community of “I'sMENiff and Whitehead, 2006 p.
25). Epistemologically, self-study makes sensenfier because | have come to see

knowledge as something inseparable from me asaeémo

The idea of a living theory of practice is premisedthe idea that the ‘I is the centre of
educational enquiry, and that all individuals ampable of offering their own account of
practice, comprising their descriptions and exgdiana, to show how they address the
question, ‘How do | improve my practice?’ (Whitedekd89a), and so hold themselves
morally accountable for their practice. Such act®wome to stand as their living
educational theories (McNiff 2007). This idea chiafles traditional orthodoxies and
power structures about knowledge and knowers, &wep the practitioner-researcher
at the centre of the research process. Consequdimihg theories generated from
practice-based research can now be seen to bedocathe researchers themselves as
they go about their practice in workplace contexts.

McNiff (2007) sees knowledge as relational in thetjle the practitioner-researcher is
the centre of the enquiry, they are always in carngpaith others. The processes of
learning, according to McNiff, have the potential ttansform and evolve into new
knowledge. These ideas about the generative tnanatmnal and relational aspects of

living theory have implications for my practice bhseek ways of working that are
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inclusional, invitational and respectful of the ethBecause living theory places moral
responsibility on practitioners to hold themsehaesountable for their practices, the
ideas of relational knowledge and generative t@anshtional processes have moral and
ethical connotations that weave issues of socsice through the fabric of my living

theory.
Bakhtin, as reported by Holquist, also acknowledfesxistence of the ‘living I":

Much as Peter Pan’s shadow is sewn to his bodys the needle that stitches
the abstraction of language to the particularityivdd experience. And much
the same structure insures that in all aspectsfeofdlalogue can take place
between the chaotic and particular centrifugal derof subjectivity and the
rule-driven, generalizing centripetal forces of éxtra-personal system.
(Holqux202 p.28)

Holquist (2002) also suggests that Bakhtin’s dielogis ‘relentlessly relational’ and ‘is
a way of looking at things that always insists be presence of the other (p.195).
However, according to Holquist (op cit) Bakhtin &ed his work in the idea of ‘the
inescapable necessity of outsideness and unfibditya(Holquist 2002 p.195). While

I would agree with the idea of ‘unfinalizabilityhecause living theory is about
continuity in evolutionary processes, | would algue that living theory is firmly
located in the idea of insideness. The living tigdagenerate is ongoing and is worked
out dialogically from within my practice throughgeesses of communication with my
own critical reflection on action, and with otherso have been invited to participate in

the process.

Reaching these understandings has enabled me tecaip my own capacity for
personal and social transformation. | have becowsreaof my own transformational
power. Power is frequently construed negativelycalh be used to control and shape
behaviour (Foucault 1980), or to gain dominance @tkeers. Power can also be used
productively to improve the human condition (Kinldee and Berry 2004). | now
understand how | can use the power of my deepécatriawareness to generate
explanations for my actions, and in turn use tlwavgy to influence the education of
social formations (Whitehead 2004a).

Therefore, in constructing explanations for my pssional practice | have found it
necessary to clarify for myself the meanings of emyological and epistemological
values by showing their emergence in action (Wledeh1989a p.6), and | have done
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this by immersing myself in the process of takimgiam grounded in critical self-
reflection. | have found, like Mellor (1998) thaet methodology is the process and the
process is the methodology.

A vignette from practice

Aware, always, of the need to produce validatedenge to test and hopefully support
my claims to knowledge, | now offer one vignettenfr my archive to illustrate how |
learned about my practice from reflection-on-act{ohon 1983) and from dialectical
engagement with both a piece of data (a videoedrpk of practice), and with the

critique of others.

On 23-07-04 | showed a videoed classroom discugsiam group of critical friends
from my study-group. | hoped to show them that nugdents were adept talkers and
thinkers. | knew what | wanted the group to setolght it would be unambiguous.

However, | later wrote in my journal:

When the tape ended P said, ‘First off what strikesis the way yol
take this so much for granted — little 5 and 6 yads discussing an
thinking and listening. It's amazing! You are scedido it you don'’t
even see how amazing that is in itself’” (RD 2306@j

o <

This was significant for my learning. | realizetidd been so busy looking at tapes and
transcripts for specific data, that | often ignotkd larger potential significance of my

practice. | wrote:

The questions that strike me now that | didn’t khifi asking P are:

a) Why should the idea of little children in dialegbe ‘amazing?’ What
assumptions are being made here about the iddaldfen engaging ir
dialogue?

b) What is considered to be ‘normal’ classroom fixacso that my
practice looks ‘amazing? (RD 23-07-04)

Reflecting on these issues afterwards led me &areB literatures around issues of how
teacher talk can silence children, and to critipadagogues like Apple (1979),
Kincheloe (2004), and McLaren (1986) who aim tolleimge injustices in traditional

forms of pedagogy.
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C said that she thought, and the others agreedetea though video
can be a very powerful visual medium for demonsigatvhat the
written word can’t — facial expression, body langgiavoice timbre — it
was not until | provided explanations for my acticimat the picture
became more complete. (RD 23-07-04)

On reflection, | realised that this has implicaiofor my methodology because an
outsider observing my practice might not have preted my actions accurately. (This
episode had significance for my later examinatioh appropriate forms of
representation of my data).

M commented that | seemed to allow two childrempanticular a lot of
speaking time. She wondered if this was unfaih&odther children.

| explained how both children Sh and Eo, were sfiing
‘academically’. While they were obviously artictdand intelligent ang
showed this in the video, | explained that | kneanf their performancs
in traditional workbook activities, and from my1tlyi years of classroon
experience, that when standardised test time camea they would
fail’.

= Y 7

—*

| explained how 1| felt that such technically ragbnassessmen
procedures were unjust because they failed to resegthe wholg
intelligence of a child, while marginalising thosehose learning
strengths did not match those valued by the assegsrRD 23-07-04)

When | reflected on this episode | realised thatas beginning to develop my living
theory of practice. | had offered a descriptionwdfat was happening, by means of a
visual narrative. Now | was offering an explanatfon my practice in relation to my
decisions. However, closer reflection shows me niat | failed to see then, that | had
been acting out of my values of justice and carkthat these values may have been
embodied in my practice longer than | realized ladl not been made explicit until

now.

—

In another section of the video a child strugglediticulate a though
and took some time to speak. C asked me why | hagbervened tqg
help him.

| replied that | felt he would get there by himsatid | wanted to let him
try at least.

C asked me why | felt that this was important.

| explained that | have made a conscious effogive children time tg
think. In the past | didn't always wait long enoufdr children to
answer. | have tried to improve my practice in tieispect. (RD 23-07
04)
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| found evidence in the literatures to supportuiasv that teachers often do not wait for
children to answer (Galtoat al. 1980, 1999; Goodlad 1984, Walker and Adelman
1975, Wragg and Brown 2001). In this way, teaclses their power as the authority
figure in the classroom to control and dominatessri@aom discourse. However, some
children invoke their own power and choose to Use to their advantage (Devine
2003, Holt 1964). As reported earlier, recent gsdif Irish primary schools show that
didacticism remains sufficiently dominant to cawsmcern for the ‘active learning’
recommendations of the 1999 Primary School Cumioul(Conway 2000, 2002;
Murphy 2004, Government of Ireland 2005a, 2005b)s,Tl maintain, is an area of my
research that could have significant implicatioms policy and practice in Irish

education.

When | later reflected on the process of showimgvideo to my critical friends in July
2004, | realised that the video could be describsda visual narrative of the
transformation of my learning (McNiff and Whitehe2@06). Here was visual evidence
of me embodying values of justice and care in pracis | offer this research-based
account to show how caring pedagogical practicasiroprove the quality of learning

experience for children.

| am aware, however, that the kinds of claims | raaking here need to be tested
against the critical responses of others. | haveadl recounted how | invited the
critical responses of my study group to my claiasgd | have also come to see this
process of dialogically-grounded critique as a fafrknowledge creation in itself. New

learning emerged for myself and my colleagues. €dsequently wrote:

—+

| learned a lot from the conversation regardingryodeo. | realised tha
sometimes, | don’t always appreciate the signiteaiof what | am
doing in my practice until | hear it from others When we all engage
together in that validation exercise, | took adbinotes and have singce
looked at episodes of my own practice with new efe® email from
BL 03-09-04) (Further examples of such criticajpesses can be found
in Appendix B.3.)

[®N

My living theory is explicitly rooted in my embodievalues of care, freedom and
justice. Rather than excluding others or dominatitigers through prescriptive practices

| aim to develop a form of critical practice thatgrounded in logics of inclusion and
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freedom. This, | felt, was well exemplified in mgsponse to my colleague’s earlier

comment in relation to my providing space for dctto think before speaking.

C said that she felt that this was an extremelyontgmt explanation
because it provided an insight into how | work todgaincluding all
children democratically as active and equal coigipents with me.

~—~+

The others agreed that the episode shown certasigd my claim tha
in my classroom children have freedom to speakedmen from
coercion, freedom to be silent and that | providdéquate descriptio
and explanation for my actions. (RD 23-07-04)

=]

This episode is significant also because previouklyd not theorised how my actions
could be a realisation of my values. Now | coulé $eat these values inform my
practical professional decisions. | began thewaod with new critical eyes at other data
and | began to appreciate Geertz’'s (1973) emplasibe need for ‘thick’ descriptions

of data. | saw that it is important not only to clédse episodes and support them with
case study material but also to locate my argumeititén my conceptual frameworks,

such as why | believed | should adopt caring amturing practices and the nature of

the relationships between my ideas of care andimogtand critical thinking.

The dialectic between making sense of my practickray growing critical awareness
meant that | began to see myself as an integralgbahe practice | am studying. |
became a living participant in my own knowledgeatimn process (Bohm 2004). This

dialectic also enables new problem-posing formzrattice (Freire 1972).

| have come to see how dialogue plays an esseuoiain the development of my living
theory of education. | now understand educatiomeoabout learning how to live a
moral life and how to make choices that value tiguision of the other. | believe too
that education is about learning to learn, and tlaauning to think for oneself through
dialogic processes. Because my educational valuespi@emised upon democratic
practices and dialogue, | now understand more fillt education should be about
non-coercive practices. Thus | now have begun éonsg role as a teacher much as
Freire (1972) described, as one of inviting othershare in knowledge generation
through dialogue. In this account | attempt to ekphow my values have inspired and
provoked me to change the way | was working sm dsetome what | consider to be a
‘better’ teacher by employing dialogical pedagogése focus of the research is on me,

as | deliberately reconceptualised my identity arashsformed myself into a more

64



© Mary Roche 2007

critically aware thinker, through the dialogicabpess of helping my children also to

become critical thinkers.

I now turn to the more practical elements of mysesch design and its

implementation.

Chapter 3 Part 2

Practical issues

Mellor (1998) speaks of the search for a methaglols a most confusing process:

| have toyed with the metaphors of a journey, adegar ‘buying the
thingamygig’ and ‘hunting the snark’, but that whimost closely embodies
the development of this undertaking, with its deads, confusions, shifts in
focus and occasional fruits of publication, is timeusual, but nonetheless
extremely successful growth of the banyan tree.

(Melld®98 p.467)

Similarly, for much of my study, | had ‘no reseamgbestion and no clear method’
(Mellor 2001 p.465). | was ‘working without rules order to find out the rules of what
[lI've done’ (ibid). Initially | found the situatio destabilising because no definitive
‘method’ exists for self-study action research.anted definition, clear answers, and a
‘right’ procedure to follow. | floundered in the thedological freedom | had, and, as
Freire (1972 p.23) described, | preferred the sgcaf conformity with [my] state of
unfreedom to the creative communion produced by eweh the very pursuit of

freedom.

Guidelines to the methodological process of actesearch enquiry exist, particularly
in the works of McNiff and Whitehead (McNiff 1982002; McNiff et al. 1996,
McNiff and Whitehead 2006, McNiff with Whitehead G&) but like Mellor (1998) |
hunted several ‘snarks’ before realising that | wesearching myself and my practice,

and finally understanding that the process of tkeédology itself was in its practise.

The finding of the questions was itself more impottthan the questions
themselves. ..l eventually came to accept that my struggle angtvamp was
the method, not a path to find a better method was$ struggling to find a
methodology ... which | could ‘own’ — which did nbétagment the complex
whole of my own lived experience and my values.

(Mellb®98 p.462)
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Mellor's (2001) look at the ‘untidy realities of search’ was also consoling as |
gradually came to a new understanding of what themd evidence and claims to
knowledge meant, as | struggled to write up myasseaccount. | had to free myself
from the ‘tyranny of method’ (Thomas 1998 p.1513l @ine internalised oppression of

feeling unequipped as a researcher, because | fiodldo clear path to enquiry.

| began to see myself as constantly changing arréatng my identity as | investigate
what | do. An initial focus on why | was uneasy abthe dilemmas of practice now
refocused into how | could improve my practiceefation to how | might improve the

current situation for the benefit of myself andesthwho share my institutional context.

| began by identifying my values. | took theselas guiding explanatory principles for
my research. The core values | identified were géholscare, freedom and justice. |
wondered whether | was living these values in mgctice. | decided that | would
gather data in relation to these values. Could dwslepisodes of practice that
demonstrated me living in the direction of theskies, and transform those data into a
strong evidence base against which | would test uhkdity of my claims to
knowledge? Because | was developing my criticalacayp, | found myself asking
questions such as, ‘Why am | telling this storynirony data and not another story?
What have | learned from this incident? What armedrihing now as | critique it and
what can | learn from other critical incidents ohgtice?’ For example, as | examined a
videoed classroom discussion to note incidents lodrev children disagreed or agreed
with me or with peers, | saw that initially, | haéen looking at superficial aspects of

practice rather than providing critical explanasion

| notice that | seem to be taking it for grantedtth is significant and
important to show that children have the freedoragiee or disagree.
need to explainwhy it is important to me to show that a child has
disagreed with me. Critical questions might inelud

Who is traditionally allowed to disagree in a ctassn? Why do | fee
that the idea of a child disagreeing with a teadheso noteworthy?
Why do | think that this is significant? What dass tell me about
perhaps, inherent assumptions around power inldssroom? (RD 25
05-06)

This is a very different approach to general sos@énce methodologies. The data

gathering methods may be similar, but the appr@adiferent in that | am the one who
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interprets my practice and theorises it to genemateown living theory of practice. |
therefore ask questions of my data such as: Whyfele that a child disagreeing with
me is noteworthy? Why do | feel that the idea aldchn disagreeing with a teacher is
so noteworthy?Video Link: Disagreeing with teacher)

As | researched my practice | systematically gaithedlata about how | gradually
deepened my own critical awareness. My data gaiipéechniques involved the use of
a reflective diary, audio and videotape recordingsnyself in interaction with the
children, and records from, and email corresponglemith critical friends and
validation groups. | was therefore able to captheerich complexity of the different
stages of my research. For example, | was ablefkect critically on this diary entry

drawn from early draft writing.

Choosing action research self-study as a methogodathhin which to
frame an enquiry into my practice emerges firstalif from my
ontological stance, which is the way in which Iqeve myself in the
world. This standpoint influences how | relate diivers as well a
informing how my epistemological values have evdlM&D 15-01-06)

[72)

The sentence rankled with me each time | read ibvielt it was too glib in that it did
not represent the struggle to come to an underisguad these concepts. My research

diary became a rich source of evidence.

Email correspondence also enabled me to recordwnypoocesses of coming to know.
For example, here is an email record of correspareleiith my supervisor that clearly

communicates this process of struggle and confusion

Think about the patterns you are communicating.héoel seem to b
focusing on the general patterns of other peoplefsking, without
acknowledging that you are a core piece of thaepat

Where are you in this? (RD email from J 10-07-05)

1%

It seems that | was so deeply embedded in propoaltiogics that | could not see for
myself where | was experiencing myself as a liviogtradiction (Whitehead 1989). |
tried repeatedly to articulate my ontological staas | understood it. My reply shows
my emerging new understanding although | still seemeify the concept of critical

thinking:
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Let's see if 've made it a little clearer for mifsé knew | ought to be
writing about my practice and | knew | wanted tdtevabout critical
thinking but what was happening was that | wasngyio link them
artificially...

| now see that | ought to be writing about my practn relation to
issues about critical thinking and | ought to betimg about critical
thinking insofar as it relates to my practice — motsolation from each
other. (RD email to J 16-07-05)

Gradually | saw why | had been so inarticulate: hodblogically, | had been
researching my practice as though it were ‘oute¢hseparate from me. | had failed to

see that | was part of the situation that | waggtigating.

It took a long time for me to understand that tnevdedge | generate for myself is
always going to be temporary and uncertain, anch deager before | saw my
reflections, problem-posing, difficulties and tdiva solutions as ‘knowledge’. |
considered that what | produced was less than ‘ledye’ and certainly less than
‘theory’. It took me several years to understarat the ‘answer’ to *how can | improve
my practice?’ lies in the way | live through my gtiee in relation to my educational

values.

By carefully monitoring and recording my processeofjuiry, | have a clear record of
my emergent understandings about the politics awkedge, as well as my own
capacity for knowledge generation. As reportedigzartraditionally, ownership of
theory resided in the academy. | can now claim eship of my own capacity for
theory generation because | am explaining how hipeccompetent as a researcher
who can provide a valid evidence base against wtoclkest my emergent living
theories of practice. | can explain the processutjin which | have reconceptualised my
identity as both researcher and practitioner. ehestablished my epistemological voice
as | realise my capacity to know my own educatiat®lelopment. | have also grown
into my methodological voice because | have haa@dapt and innovate, as | have
created my own methodology, and because | am aweaagent in the process of
enquiry into my practice. There are no ‘models’ thus process because every process
of self-study enquiry is distinctive to the uniqgrequirer. Each person has to work it out

for herself.
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As my research progressed, | began to use otheargddihering methods such as case
study, narrative in the form of vignettes from pi@e; photography, video and audio
recording, transcripts of dialogues with childreesearch diary and field notes,
informal interviews and written validations by obg&s of classroom practice, critical
friends, parents, students and colleagues. Whamédo generating evidence from my
data, | identified specific criteria and standanfiJudgement in relation to my values,
and | showed how the values themselves transforntedhose criteria and standards
of judgement.

Research design

When | speak about my research design, | mearthieirsense of how | have organised
my research process to pursue a systematic engiieythesis follows the form of this
research design, in that the various chapters affarrative account of what happened
as the research process unfolded. Of special sadteiidea that | came to see how my
research was not just about taking action withigoaial situation, but also about
reflecting on the reasons and purposes of thatradtitry to communicate this through

the written form of this thesis.

In Chapters 4 and 5, | offer a narrative accounthefprocesses of action, and also show
how these processes were informed by a range obréacincluding my critical
engagement with the literatures. In Chapters &)’ & | offer a narrative account of
how I reflected on the action, and came to seel thatl organized my research in terms

of three action reflection cycles.

Therefore, although at the beginning of my researdtad a notion of how it might
develop, my research process unfolded through dakition and reflecting on the

action, and then using my reflections to inform restion.

However, | needed to start somewhere, so | tookastarting point the action plan
outlined in McNiff and Whitehead (2006 p.8). Thistian plan now acts as a
retrospective checklist of whether or not my reslegrocess has been systematic and
has achieved methodological rigour, for the purposktesting the validity of my

claims to knowledge, as follows:
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#

Yes. | examined my context and | recognised thaettucation process for my students
was largely grounded in didactic pedagogies thatglsb to deliver propositional
knowledge into the allegedly empty heads of stuglehiconcern emerged that children
were frequently being denied opportunities to destrate their capacity to think and
generate knowledge for themselves. The concern twado with my emergent
understanding that, as well as denying childreedoen, such an educational model
meant that social justice and care for the otheeweing denied. My concern was that
| was colluding in this unjust situation despitddiog values that espoused a different
and more democratic kind of education for childremd that | was therefore
experiencing myself as a living contradiction (Véhitad 1989a). | also began to
perceive that teachers also were often silencectussicula and syllabi that were
prescriptive and propositional. | saw then thabtigh doing this study | was changing
that situation for myself and possibly for othdrsame to see that the micro practice in

my classroom had potential for change at a largaransocietal level.
#

Yes. | articulated my values of care, freedom arstige, and saw how | was not living
in the direction of these values and how, desitgtoric to the contrary, what was
demanded by the curriculum and syllabi of the prymgchool also contributed to this
denial of my values. | examined my personal contexidentify where these values
came from and | saw how | had been denied freedothink and learn in ways that
were appropriate for me when | was a student. bgeised that systematising the
education process through managing and controllingas resulted largely in a
technical rational approach to the assessmentilofeh, the inspection of teachers and
schools and the potential overcoming of educatieafles by industrial commercial
values (Lynch 2006, McNesst al. 2003, Whitehead 1989a p.3). | saw that within
bureaucratic systems, people can become units ¢ortieolled and managed. Learning
to think for oneself, | realised, is a key initsep towards nurturing a more open and
humane society where social systems such as eoluce#in be interrogated and

challenged.
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Yes. Initially | decided to look for ways of intrading more opportunities for dialogue
in my classroom. | researched and implementedroassdiscussion through Thinking
Time (Donnelly 1994). | looked at what | was leamiabout my practice and | asked

myself, ‘How do | do it better?’
! Pl #

Yes. | kept transcripts of all discussions. | kiépid notes and a reflective diary and |
recorded conversations with students, parentseamglies and observers. | made tape
and video recordings, and | transcribed considerabiounts. These data can be found

in my appendices and data archive.

Fol #

Yes. After doing Thinking Time for a few years Wsthat while it certainly helped to
encourage dialogue and thinking as well as engerglarsense of cohesion and trust in
my classroom, | began to develop my practice byngskore critical questions and
pushing for higher-order thinking without taking ayvcontrol from the children. | saw
too that | was changing my pedagogical style witthe classroom generally and

outside of ‘Thinking Time’ sessions to allow forere dialogical practice.

| believe that | am showing here how my enquiry systematic and methodologically
rigorous (Winter 1989). As noted earlier, this wever a tidy process and involved
considerable anxiety and frustration. Given thaegan writing parts of my research
report in 2002, correspondence with my supervisod @arly writing attempts
demonstrate that coming to a clear understandirghat my research was about took
three years. Despite having collected large amoahtdata, and having sent many
thousands of words in written drafts to my supenmvist is clear that the rigorous
process | have outlined above took time to conedigel and take living form. At
different times | thought | was researching classrodialogue, educational policy,
institutional change, technical rationality, issoéslomination and control, and feminist
ideas. These conceptual frameworks all had relevémcmy study in relation to its

values base, yet, while | had read copiously ardkelyiand tried to engage critically
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with what the various writers had to say, it tooloag time to see where my practice
could be incorporated. It took considerable stredgl move from writingaboutthese
issues ancbout my practice. To give a flavour of the strugglerehiss an episode of
email and telephone correspondence that commusinatdrequent bouts of despair.

Following yet another unsuccessful attempt at ib#m my practice, | received this

email from my supervisor.

| do appreciate what you are saying and | think goe on the right
track. But, rather than talk about your practiced about critical
thinking, can you show how you came to be a ctitibanker? (RD
email from J.16-07-05)

After this exchange | spoke with a critical frieod the phone and explained how
frustrated | felt, because, while | was certaint thavas offering an account of my
practice from an insider perspective, my supervisaw that | was still adopting a
propositional stance.

Me: Isn't my practice reflected in what the childrare doing and
saying? So why is talkingboutmy practice somehow wrong?

B: look at what you're doing now in relation to Tmking Time
etc...what's different? Why not write ababat?

Me: But I've beendoing that...I've written about all the new learning
I've had since | started to think more criticallyn..fact J says | noy
sound angry and polemical! But that's probablyduse | feel I've bee
hoodwinked for years — | never realised any of shigf before.

- <

B: Well that's new then...so is that new learninguating any part of
your practice?

Me: ... Yes, | am more critical of the curriculum angee how | need tp
somehow encourage the children to begin to asketlgogstions too.
It's not enough to just do Thinking Time... that's@avious to me now

B: What isso obviou8

Me: | can show that | do things differently becatisedifferent now...
....I am thinking more critically about curriculumgwcation — that’s
what'’s different! Me! (RD conversation with BL 5-05)

At this point | felt | had at last begun to captarsense of what was at the heart of my
research. However, still lacking confidence, | resktb be sure that | was correct in

thinking that | could study my growing critical asgaess of what | was doing as a
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teacher in relation with my students, as well aslyghg my students in relation to my

teaching. The next email exchange went as follows:

... | would appreciate your advice about a piece afing, some of]
which you saw during our tutorial in UL. It's theepe where | tal
about teaching children to be critical thinkersoggosed to teachin
critical thinking. (RD email 17-07-05)

‘My particular area of interest for this thesisinsthe area of teachin
young children to do critical thinking or, more mtly, encouragin
them tobecritical thinkers. ... ‘teaching critical thinking'ds overtone
of a transmission pedagogical model whereas ‘elaging students t
be critical thinkers’ is more in line with my vakibecause | do not seek
to indoctrinate but to invite children to think fdhemselves. ..
Throughout | show how | have now transformed my dhinking and
have become more critical in that | have develofrech being a
ungquestioning follower of rules into a more critistance.” (RD excerpt
from work emailed to J. 17-07-05)

My supervisor’s reply confirmed for me that | waslast moving closer to the issues

that were core to my study:

| think you are moving to the heart of the mattéour study hag
evolved into how you have made yourself into aicaitthinker, how|
you have created your own identity as a criticalkér, rather than only
teach your children how to do something. ... Youdgtis about youl
own education, your own growth in understandingyascontributed tg
your children's education, their growth in underdiag. (RD email
reply from J. 17-07-05)

Given that | began my studies in 2001, it can @ gbat | had been slow in grasping
that what | was really researching was my capattjknow my own educational

development (Whitehead 1989). Now it was becoroiagrer.

Developing the capacity to articulate the potential significance of my research

One of the issues | grappled with when beginningtite this section, was justifying
why | felt that action research self-study was thest appropriate framework to
describe and explain my personal living theory diiGation (Whitehead 1989a). Self-
reflection and the possible confrontation of negair problematic aspects of one’s
practice can be deeply destabilizing, as | havdéaeegx. Facing the ‘experiencing [of]
oneself as a living contradiction’ (Whitehead 1988=uires courage and honesty, if

one is improve one’s practice. Balaban (1995)estahat ‘possibly the most
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treacherous aspect of teaching occurs when teatdmrsghemselves’ (in Ayers 1995
p.49)

Despite being involved in education for over thiyars, | have only now come to
understand that forms of educational practice @amtiuenced by the forms of theory
they engage (McNiff 2005a). My form of educatiopahctice has been influenced by
the understanding that my epistemology has beemni&d by my ontological stance.

However, relinquishing my dependence on the cayptaihpropositional forms of logic

for the more unbounded and fluid nature of diabattiogics took courage and struggle,
because there had been security in relying on $tiiginking. A traditional research

study would have provided security in the form &dac structure. The freedom to
develop my own methodology felt destabilising fooat three years of my study. For
almost fifty years of life | had become used to shéety net of prescription: | had been
told what to think as a child and as a student ewreh as a teacher. ‘Teacher-proof’
manuals and programmes ensured that | had littenamy about the syllabus of my
daily schedule. Timetables and bells order my sicdag. The curriculum and the

textbooks prescribe what is to be taught. Howelvagw recognise that there can be
more tyranny than security in prescription. Fréit®72) describes prescription as ‘one
of the basic elements of the relationship betweggressor and oppressed’ (pp.23-4).
The methodology of self-study represents freedonthet there is no prescribed
‘method’ or design. But for a long time | was rehrt or unable to grasp or celebrate

that freedom.

Yet the reluctance was mainly in relation to leagnhow to develop an explanatory
framework for my practice, not to developing thagpice itself. | paid considerable
attention to improving my capacity for awarenessnygf own critical pedagogies. To
provide data for this improvement in pedagogicalcpice | refer to the fact that |
frequently received letters from parents, and etaos from observers in my

classroom, that suggest | have an invitationakratan coercive pedagogic style.

. We have seen a huge improvement in [P]'s selfidence, in
particular, and his Maths (and attitude to same)daane on in leaps and
bounds. You also opened his eyes to new areastekst — history
science and even politics spring to mind! (RD esttfeom end-of-yea
card dated ‘June 2006’; Appendix B.8.c.)
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Over the years | had often received testimonia® fparents that | had ‘seen their child
as a person’ and ‘brought out the best in theme @eche 2000b; Appendices B.8.a.—
e.). | had never given these comments and letteishnthought, other than to feel
pleased that | had perhaps touched someone’s ldggositive way. It is only now that |
see how these testimonies can act as strong eeidenchat they reflect the living

demonstration of my embodied ontological and pedagbvalues.

This is the first time in five years that E. hasualy been happy goin
to school each day.... You brought out the bestrmdnd saw him as
person in his own right. (Extract from letter frgrarent 25-06-05)

G (®)

D

You share experience. During my first year outalfege | learned mor
and gained more valuable insights into what edacas all about from
working in a partnership with you than 1 did in fopr and a half year
in college ... and the things | learned could nowiiten down in a text
book. (Extract from letter from colleague D 22-G2-0

[72)

Thank you for being a very kind teacher. You arebussy. You make
school fun. I liked being in your class. (Extrasirh end-of-year car
30-06-06)

=

The data | have offered here would seem to inditda& | may have tacitly held
embodied ontological values of seeing myself imtrehship with others, while not
fully understanding that | did so. | have now detdtely developed dialogical
pedagogies because, through researching theoribge @ther (Buber 1965, Benhabib
1987, Bohm 1987, 1998, 2004; Derrida 1964, 197&)drdaas 2001), | see now that
dialogical practices are more harmonious with myolmgical stance. For example
when | relate to my students socially in ordinaoywersation, which Noddings (2002)
deems as essential to educative practice, ‘the veayt of moral education’ (p.126), |
believe | am engaging in a form of practice thabgmises the other as an equal, as one-

in-relation with me.

From my rigorous methodological processes, | am daming that | have developed
a deeper understanding of my practice as groundeducative relationships. This idea
is drawn from several sources, (e.g. Dewey 193rd-1972, McNiff 2000, 2005b), as
well as from my own reflections on practice. | vieducative relationships as processes
in which people help each other to grow in termghefr own capacity for independent
thinking and personal growth, and in which theypwlleach other to do the same. My
influence could be seen as being oriented towaetisriy myself and others, including

my students and my colleagues, to understand #mEt ef us has the capacity for
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independence of mind and creativity of spirit. Aglsthe influence that | exercise is
ultimately aimed at enabling others to be free. prgctice of encouraging children to
exercise their capacity to think for themselveolnes helping my students to become
free of me. An episode that illustrates this emmeygreedom occurred as my Senior
Infant class was about to go home following a dis@n on ‘rainbows and reality’ that
had lasted for more than an hour and that had aimaee(and two observers) in its

intensity and depth.

As he put on his coat 5 year old Eo said ‘Guesst,wheacher, | a
going home with jusso many questions in my head!” | said that |
thought that was good: after all, ‘That's what swhis for — asking
questions and thinking about possible answers.’ a&p 5, then said
‘and if you go home with a question and you getaaswer to you
question, you can always question the answer.” @B02-04; full
transcript in Appendix C.5.)

This last comment is, perhaps, the most signifiqgaiete of data in my research.
Questioning the answer has become a normal practioey classrooms. | question
answers and the children question answers. Indbese of our discussions the children

frequently disagree with me and explain why. Myadatcerpts (below) bear this out.

‘| think that willpower is just something that yoeed to do and you'r|
trying to do it, so Teacher, you could be rightyou could be wrong.
(P) (RD from video of Frog and Toad’s ‘Willpow&6-04-06).

D

‘| disagree with Teacher because it mightn't lookirfy on someon
else: it might only look funny on him.” (D)

112

‘| disagree with Teacher because the story sgidi look funny in the
swimsuit”, not “the swimsuit looks funny oyou”.’” (DB) (RD from
video of The Swimsuit (Lobel 1992) 22-05-Q&)ideo Link: | disagree
with Teacher...)

| want to return to the idea of testing my claim&mhowledge, to establish their validity.
| agree with Whitehead that

Questions of validity are fundamentally important all research which is
concerned with the generation and testing of theory

(Whitehead 28%.47)

A number of writers indicate the importance of bksaing the validity of research
claims. McNiff and Whitehead (2006) state that pi@dg evidence is ‘a rigorous

process which involves making a claim to knowledgstablishing criteria and
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standards of judgement, selecting data and gengratidence’ (p.148). According to
Bullough and Pinnegar (2001), increasing the quailitd validity of self-study means
paying attention to and making public the ways tha constructs representations of
research and the processes by which one aimsablisktits validity. Lomax (1994)
suggested that validity in action research is abetrig able to make a reasonable case
for one’s research claims before an educated acelieh peers. She identifies nine

criteria that she considers to be necessary qgsbfi educational research (p.14):
It is always tentative
It has an ethical dimension
It is self-developing
It is practical
It is authentic
It is democratic
It has rigour
It is holistic
It is influential

Hartog (2004) used these nine criteria as a framefwo the development of standards
of judgement against which she tested her clainkrtowledge (pp.81-2). When
Whitehead (1989a) argued the case for practitiolessudy the development of their
own learning he said that ‘researchers need to kmbat to use as the unit of appraisal
and the standards of judgement in order to tesiendo educational knowledge’ and
he suggested that ‘the unit of appraisal is theviddal's claim to know his or her
educational development’ (p.3). In more recent w@hitehead 2004a) he has
clarified the nature of living standards of judgernfor testing the quality of practice-

based research.

To test the rigour of my methodology and the validif my claim to knowledge | have
chosen the two overarching questions below as nmgipal organising framework in
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systematising the process of how | have come towkmoy own educational

development:

In relation to my claim, have | identified the sands of judgement | use to
establish what counts as evidence for my claimnowiedge and how did |

arrive at them?

In relation to my methodology, can | demonstrasg thy work is authentic, just
and trustworthy, and have | made my enquiry meth@afsparent and subjected

my claims to my own critique as well as to theigué of others?

Traditional normative criteria for judging the \dity of research methodologies
suggest that research must, among other qualitigsplay replicability and
generalisablity. My study is concerned with thepigeng of my understanding and the
improvement in my learning as well as in my pragtit would be impossible to try to
generalise from the particularity of my contexiatavider general domain. | agree with

Lomax when she says,

Generalisation in the sense that an experimenicegpd in exactly the same
controlled conditions will have the same resuliseaond time round seems a
nonsensical construct in the hurly burly of sodideraction. However, | do
believe it important that action research projéetge an application elsewhere,
and that action researchers are able to commurtloaiteinsights to others with

a useful result.
(LomaS9 p.118)

Winter (1989) also suggests that developing catémom the research process itself
might be an appropriate strategy for assessirguasity. Whitehead (1989b) makes the
case for a living theory approach as a form of g@isablity when he says that he
believes that ‘educational theory is being credtedugh the theorising of individuals
about their own professional practice as they aitetm improve the quality of their
own and their pupils’ learning’ (p.6) and then destoates through the website for his
work at Bath University_(http://www.bath.ac.uk/~ap#/) the extent to which a living

theory approach has been incorporated into theegs@inal enquiries of many

practitioners.

To the extent that a community can be shown tohaeirsy a form of life in
their research activities | would say that the apph was generalisable.
(WhiteheaBeb p.7)
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While the methodology of generating a living theofypractice will be generalisable to
the extent that through making my account publiccah share in the approach to
enquiry, my particular area of enquiry, which inxes the deepening of my own critical
understanding of my practice, cannot be generddisableither will my findings be
replicable because, from year to year | will hakiarged, and the children | work with
will be different. |1 cannot replicate exactly whatlo because my actions are never
taken in isolation from others and need alwayseaibderstood in the context of my
relation with others. Replicability has overtonef ppescription. | try not to be
prescriptive now. My research offers an invitatiorothers to critique and to test some
of my ideas for themselves. Thus a possibility loarcreated for each new practitioner
to bring something potentially new and unique ® pinocess. Similarly my practice in
relation to Thinking Time is offered to others akan of practice they can shape for
themselves. For example a colleague who was irdkebrby my practice now does

what he calls ‘free-thinking time’ with his class:

Mary has influenced me educationally in a numberways but
especially through thinking time. I've observednking time in her
classroom ...There was no rigid structure and children pardtzpin
‘free-thinking’ [with] no pressure to give a rightswer ... they wer
very at ease. The child’s opinion on a topic wagigiequal status to that
of the teacher ...

11°}

... The best example of free thinking | experiencedny class was
when a child who was a cardiac baby [sic] was asWeol she though
invented time. She said ‘I think doctors inventede. They gave m
more time to live when | was a baby.” (RD extrachi JM’s letter 24
02-05; full letter in Appendix B.1.a.)

In testing my claim against the standards of judg@nh have drawn from my values, |
do not rely just on my own interpretation of whattaking place, but through relating
my practice and emerging theory to the literatlir@so test my ideas against the ideas
of others in the field as well as against theauigi of colleagues. | therefore make these

kinds of claims:

I claim that | have reconceptualised my practicel @mome to a deeper
understanding of the processes of education in hwhty practice is

conceptualised
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| claim that | now know that | cannot teach ‘crichinking’ but rather have to
develop my capacity for thinking critically so @asdncourage others to think for

themselves

| claim that | ground this understanding and mycpeca in my ontological

values of care, freedom and justice

| claim that | have improved my practice and transied my pedagogies so that

my practice is now more commensurate with my values

| have generated this knowledge as | have studie@ractice in order to improve it. It
iIs new knowledge and ‘is being put into the puldla@main for the first time and is
adding to the public body of knowledge’ (McNiff aldhitehead 2006 p.149). This is

my original and scholarly contribution to knowledgemy field.

This leads me to consider the nature of the stasdafrjudgement | used to assess the
quality of my practice and my research. Includedhi living standards of judgement

by which | evaluate my claims are:
Have | adequately articulated my values?

Is there evidence that | am attempting to live miycalated values in my
practice? Does my practice evidence values of tneedcare and justice in

action?

Is there evidence that | have improved my undedatgnof the educational

contexts in which my practice is located?

Have | problematised and reconceptualised my pectn line with my

ontological commitments?

Is there evidence of change in my logics and inpmactice over the period of
the study?

Is there evidence of an enquiring and critical apph to an educational

problem?

Was my enquiry carried out systematically, in dnoai way?
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Does my account show originality of mind and catiengagement?
This list may well evolve as | learn more througtitiwyg my accounts of practice.

Ethical considerations: Negotiating permissions and access

I now need to explain how my research can be utaetsas ethically sound.

Prior to commencing my actual research processugjis and obtained permission
from all participants to involve them in the resdmai issued my ethical statements, and
| obtained written permission from all parties. pemdix A.)

My research focuses on establishing whether | aprawing my practice, in terms of
developing my own capacity for critical thinkinggrfthe purposes of enabling my
children to develop their capacity for criticalrtking. The focus is on me, and involves
my children as reflectors of my practice. The al@fds actions could reflect how my
practice may have been improving, in relation ® ithprovement in their own critical
capacities. Consequently, I monitored both mysetl any children, and traced the

concurrent development of critical thinking in miysand in them.

The first group of children who became researchgyaants was a Junior Infant class. |
explained to them what | was studying and enlighed help. | asked them to help me
to study how | could make myself a better teachet, &specially, how together we
could investigate how to make our discussions belt@lso wrote to each child’s

parents explaining what | was doing and asked Heir tpermission to allow their

children to be co-participants in the study (sdewe Subsequently with older children
| negotiated parental permission in writing anduesjed my students to be active
participants by inviting them to critique my praetias | tried to improve classroom
dialogue. | invited them to evaluate transcriptse tmethodology of Thinking Time

practice, and video recordings of discussions [dse both as a class group and in
conjunction with their parents; Chapter 9 and AgjpeB.7.).

In requesting the consent of parents it was negessansure that all parents saw the
consent form. This entailed an ‘active parentgboase’ whereby the parent had to sign
that they were actually conferring on me the rightarry out research with their child.
(Appendix A.4.) | considered but rejected as a ibbssstrategy the idea of ‘passive

parental consent’ (Balegt al 2006), a strategy sometimes used in school studiere
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parents receive a notice describing the researdhaes asked to sign and return the
form only if they objected to having their childrpaipate (op cit), since | would have

had no way of knowing if parents had actually seenforms. Children sometimes go
to after-school clubs or to a child-minder’'s hoasé do their homework there: parents

might not always see letters from teachers.

| also felt that it was critical to my study thay students did not feel coerced either by
me or by their parents into participating in thee@ch so | went to some pains to
explain my processes of enquiry to each group itdreim and to negotiate their consent

also.

| sought and was given permission from the Prin@pad the Board of Management to
carry out the study in the school. | also negetlavith my school colleagues that they

would act as critical friends, observers and evalsa(Appendix A.6.)

| negotiated with the school authorities, the aieitdand their parents that 1 would from
time to time invite observers into my classroomedd observers would at times be
asked to evaluate my practice (Appendices B andbiit)they would also be colleagues
who wanted to learn about doing classroom discnsdibis latter is because | have a
special post of responsibility in relation to deghg a culture of critical thinking in
the school and therefore | have to provide probesdidevelopment for colleagues. The
opportunity to share and disseminate my work amdpbtential for influencing the
education of the social formation of my school adl\&as my classroom is a welcome
one, and | have found it more commensurate withepigtemological and ontological
values to invite others to see for themselves Widat rather than provide prescriptive
lectures about my work (Appendix B). | sought amals given permission by both
children and parents from third classes to incledamples of the children’s work
(Appendix A.12).

Because | wanted to have the opportunity to viége ur classroom discussions from
time to time, | negotiated permission from the stteuthorities, the children and their
parents to record the discussions and also subsigte show the videos in teaching
situations. | promised that | would not let the esd out of my possession. This
presented problems for me subsequently at a cotiernehen a colleague requested to

video my presentation. | had to refuse on the gieuthat | had not negotiated
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permission for such a scenario from the parentayostudents. | have since negotiated
new permissions which allow for the judicious dmg®ation of recordings and for CD

ROMs of classroom discussions to be included wittmasis (Appendices A.4., A.11).

| have at all times promised to act responsibly witth integrity in relation to the
protection and the rights to privacy of my studekts this reason | have not named my
institution and concealed the names of all studentscolleagues by referring to them

by initials.

| have endeavoured at all stages of the studydarerthat my actions embody an ethic
of caring. | have kept others abreast with the ggeaf the study and shared drafts of
written work with colleagues, especially where thwices or influences were included.
Where | have included conversations with otheravehsought their permission to use
their words. Likewise | have established with dlbge who have given written
evaluations that | have their permission to incltidese in my account. All written

permissions are contained in my data archive (Agiges A.1. to A.12.).

Conclusion

In this chapter | have made the case for adopteifystudy action research as an
organising framework for enquiring into my educatibdevelopment, as | generate my
living educational theory. In the next two chapteasfer an account of how | began to
take action to improve what | perceived as a probt& situation. | indicated earlier
that these chapters offer a narrative accountwflh@as beginning to develop a critical
pedagogical practice, as inspired by the literaturgvas reading, yet | had still not
moved into a form of critical practice whereby tieely reflected on what | was doing.
The next two chapters reveal this focus on actioked with appropriate literatures. In
Chapters 6, 7 and 8, | explain how | came to t@nsfthis stance by theorising my
practice as cycles of action-reflection, and redégan to develop the capacity for

critical reflection.
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