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Thinking about how to answer questions of evidence in relation to s-step research led me to the conclusion that I should answer it from within a spirit of care for principles of self-study. Hence, I will  analyse what has counted as evidence in a self-study of my own teacher education practices from a life  of learning in educational enquiry as a school and university teacher between 1967-2002. This analysis will include my responses to evidence in other self-study accounts  such as those of Guilfoyle, 1995; Hamilton, 1995 & 1998; Placier, 1995; Russell, 1995; Loughran & Russell, 2002, Allender, 2001; Weber & Mitchell, 1999; Eames, 1995; Delong, 2002.

One of the challenges in writing this chapter is the conceptual complexity and range of evidence that can be used in s-step research. Lee Shulman (2002) has argued that the scholarship of teaching is the highest form of scholarship because, unlike any of the other forms, it necessarily includes all of the others. Zeichner (1999) highlighted the self-study movement as one of the most significant in educational research. Because each of us is different it is possible for every self-study to produce different evidence to justify our beliefs about the educational influence we have as educators on ourselves and with our students. Yet, to count as a contribution to knowledge within an academic community there must be some standards of scholarly discourse that are used to judge what counts as evidence of a valid and legitimate contribution to educational knowledge. The significance of this point was highlighted by Catherine Snow in her Presidential Address to AERA 2001:

“The knowledge resources of excellent teachers constitute a rich resource, but one that is largely untapped because we have no procedures for systematizing it. Systematizing would require procedures for accumulating such knowledge and making it public, for connecting it to bodies of knowledge established through other methods, and for vetting it for correctness and consistency. If we had agreed-upon procedures for transforming knowledge based on personal experiences of practice into ‘public’ knowledge, analogous to the way a researcher’s private knowledge is made public through peer-review and publication, the advantages would be great. For one, such knowledge might help us avoid drawing far-reaching conclusions about instructional practices from experimental studies carried out in rarified settings. Such systematized knowledge would certainly enrich the research-based knowledge being increasingly introduced into teacher preparation programs. And having standards for the systematization of personal knowledge would provide a basis for rejecting personal anecdotes as a basis for either policy or practice.”  (Snow, 2001, p.9)

In this chapter I will be arguing, with supporting evidence, that our academic communities do have agreed-upon procedures for transforming embodied knowledge into public knowledge within our examination procedures for the award of doctoral degrees. I will also be explaining how these procedures can be extended to judgements of other s-step accounts. In my writings about evidence I make a clear distinction between data and evidence. I am thinking of data as the information that is collected during an enquiry. I am thinking of evidence as data that is used to support or refute a belief, assertion, hypothesis or claim to knowledge. An s-step report that explains an individual’s learning at a particular time, can itself become data and used as evidence in a later report that explains the transformations in learning through time. In other words data only becomes evidence in relation to testing the validity of a belief. I am aware that every word I use is open to variety of interpretations. For example, in relation to my key concept of validity in relation to what counts as evidence  in s-step research, I agree with Donmoyer's (1996) point about variation: 

First the practical problem: Today there is as much variation among qualitative researchers as there is between qualitative and quantitatively orientated scholars. Anyone doubting this claim need only compare Miles and Huberman’s (1994) relatively traditional conception of validity <‘The meanings emerging from the data have to be tested for their plausibility, their sturdiness, their ‘confirmability’ – that is, their validity’ (p.11)> with Lather’s discussion of ironic validity:

“Contrary to dominant validity practices where the rhetorical nature of scientific claims is masked with methodological assurances, a strategy of ironic validity  proliferates forms, recognizing that they are rhetorical and without foundation, postepistemic, lacking in epistemological support. The text is resituated as a representation of its ‘failure to represent what it points toward but can never reach…. (Lather, 1994, p. 40-41)’.” (Donmoyer, 1996 p.21.)

Judith Newman (1998) has questioned the value of a concern with ‘validity’:

I think I've abandoned a concern with "validity" and replaced it with a need to find/create an interpretive community within which data, ideas, arguments resonate. I am concerned about making "significant and original contributions" not to knowledge but to the understanding of the interpretive community. (Newman, 10th June, 1998)

In this chapter I want to show that I value both understanding and knowledge while addressing Snow's point that if we had agreed-upon procedures for transforming knowledge based on personal experiences of practice into ‘public’ knowledge, analogous to the way a researcher’s private knowledge is made public through peer-review and publication, the advantages would be great. Having said this I do think that there are procedures and standards that are already being used by s-step and other researchers, to test the validity of the evidence of transformations from embodied into public knowledge. These are the procedures used in the Academy to award doctoral degrees by applying standards that include originality of mind and critical judgement. In relation to the transformation of embodied into public knowledge I want to explain why I think the values that constitute our humanity are necessary to educational judgements in s-step research. I know that as I first use the phrases ‘values of humanity’, ‘valuing your humanity’ and ‘my values of humanity’, I need to take some care in communicating my meanings because of the very different meanings that individuals can give to their own values of humanity. For example, as I write some 200 young people have been bombed to death in Kuta, Bali and the world is still responding to the deaths and destruction caused by aircraft  and passengers being flown into the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon on the 11th September 2001 in New York. For those doing the killing I have no doubt that they view themselves as martyrs who are following their own vision of the future of humanity. The values that constitute my humanity are different to these. I view these acts as constituting a crime against humanity. I say this to emphasise the importance of judgement in clarifying and communicating the particular meanings that constitute one’s own care for values of humanity. One of the reasons I stress the importance of submitting s-step accounts for social validation,  in a process of democratic evaluation, is because of my desire not to persist in error in relation to learning to live values of humanity. One  response to the social validation of evidence in s-step accounts is Susan Noffke’s (1996)  point  that s-step research, seems incapable of addressing social issues in terms of the interconnections between personal identity and the claim of experiential knowledge, as well as power and privilege in society . Part of this chapter is devoted to the evidence that shows how s-step researchers are addressing such issues.

As I write this chapter through the spirit of care for principles of s-step in relation to my own life in education, I want to acknowledge the importance  that a meditation on death has had in understanding the life-affirming energy in this spirit. In particular I am thinking of a life-affirming, spiritual energy that many have born witness to, through a meditation  on death:

“The particular value of meditation on death is not only that it anticipates what is  generally considered as the greatest misfortune, it is not only that it makes it  possible to convince oneself that death is not an evil; it offers the possibility of  casting, in anticipation so to speak, a backward glance on life. In considering  oneself on the point of dying, one can judge each of the acts that one is in the  process of committing according to its own worth.” (Eribon; Michel Foucault, pp. 331-332, 1989)

"Focus your attention on the link between you and your death, without remorse or sadness or worrying. Focus your attention on the fact that you don't have time and let your acts flow accordingly. Let each of your acts be your last battle on earth. Only under those conditions will your acts have their rightful power. Otherwise they will be, for as long as you live, the acts of a timid man." (Castenada, pp. 84-85, 1972)

For me, my vocation in education is an integral part of the meaning and purpose I give to my life. I see s-step research as a form of accounting for my life in education, in which others can assist me not to persist in error and through which I can explain my learning to live  my values more fully in my educational practices.  I will clarify  below, my values in terms of what I understand as my values of humanity. I am hopeful that they will resonate with your own. This chapter is making a claim  that data can be transformed into evidence in s-step accounts, of learning to live values of humanity, through the expression of originality of mind and critical judgement.  I am sharing these ideas with educational intent, in the sense that I believe in their value for my own humanity and that they may connect usefully with your own learning to live your own values of humanity . Part of their value is that they should not be experienced by you as ‘imposed’, but rather as ideas that may captivate your imagination and may be of use to you in your life of enquiry as an s-step researcher.
At this point I need to make a brief digression to draw attention to the significance of an individual’s educational theory in deciding what counts as evidence  of teacher education practice. I am thinking of its significance  in understanding the judgements that can distinquish something as evidence in s-step research. I agree with what the philosopher of education, Richard Pring (2000), says about theory and practice  -with the exception of his point about propositions:

“..to attempt to think about a practice, including an educational practice, as though it is devoid of theory would seem to create an unreal dualism. No practice stands outside a theoretical framework - that is, a framework of interconnected beliefs about the world, human beings and the values worth pursuing, which could be expressed propositionally and subjected to critical analysis. To examine practice requires articulating those beliefs - and understandings and exposing them to criticism. Such a critique could be pursued in the light of evidence, or conceptual clarification, of the underlying values.” (Pring, pp. 7-8, 2000)

In Pring’s view, and this is a view I think is shared by the majority of educational researchers:

" 'Theory' would seem to have the following features. It refers to a set of propositions which are stated with sufficient generality yet precision that they explain the behaviour of a range of phenomena and predict which would happen in the future. An understanding of these propositions includes an understanding of what would refute them." (Pring, p. 127).

This chapter on evidence in s-step is based on a different view of educational theory. In this view educational theory is constituted by the descriptions and explanations that individuals produce for their learning to live their values of humanity.  My idea of evidence in s-step research is grounded in this assumption about the nature of educational theory. This idea of evidence is also grounded in the idea that s-step research is a form of educational enquiry into educational practice that is disciplined by accounts of learning to live values of humanity. I am thinking of accounts where the evidence  is open to tests of validity using publicly communicable standards of judgement. This brings me to a concern with the issue of experiencing the pain of self-criticism, of the criticism of others, of making mistakes and of learning from errors, whilst at the same time retaining a sense of hope in who one is and what one is doing. 

 Because the vast majority of papers in journals of education  still appear to support the traditional ‘disciplines’ approach to educational theory, I want to be clear about the nature of my own mistake in accepting this approach and how I am seeking to avoid this mistake in the discipline of s-step research.  

In the genesis of the old disciplines approach to educational theory it was constituted by the disciplines of the philosophy, psychology, sociology and history of education (Peters, 1966, 1977).  Today, the management, economics and politics of education could be added to this list. My mistake in accepting the traditional disciplines approach was in accepting its assumption that the practical principles, or embodied values, that teachers used to explain their own practices and learning were at best pragmatic maxims that had a crude and superficial justification in practice and that in any rationally developed educational theory would be replaced by principles with more theoretical justification. I am grateful to Paul Hirst (p. 20, 1983), one of the early proponents of the approach for articulating this mistake so clearly.

The main difference between the theories of education in the traditional disciplines approach and the educational theories generated from the new disciplines of s-step research concerns the nature of explanations. In the traditional disciplines,  explanations  for the educational influences of teachers in their own and their students’ learning are derived from the interconnected sets of propositions that constituted  theories in the philosophy, psychology, sociology, history, management, politics and economics of education. The logic of education in the traditional  disciplines approach imposed a conceptual view on practical decisions, imposed wholeness on disparate entities and imposed its stamp on the curriculum (Hirst & Peters, p. 17, 1970). 

In the new disciplines approach of s-step research, explanations for the educational development of an individual are generated and tested by the individual, in terms of intentional relationships between originality of mind and critical judgement  in learning to live values of humanity and critically  evaluating the ideas of others . The logics of educational enquiry of s-step research  are open to the possibilities for learning that life itself permits in the exercise of the disciplines of educational practice, enquiry and influence.

In the old disciplines approach an understanding of the interconnected sets of propositions included an understanding of what would refute them. The new multi-disciplinary approach involves an understanding of the interconnected  relationships between embodied values of humanity and their denial in practice in enquiries of the kind, ‘How do I improve what I am doing?’ It involves the experience of one’s ‘I’ existing as a living contradiction in s-step accounts of learning to live the values more fully. What I am meaning by the experience of oneself as a living contradiction is that the ‘I’ in the enquiry holds together both the experience of holding certain values together with their denial.

Hence, one of the aims of this chapter is to provide the evidence for the claim that s-step research can generate and test both living educational theories and the standards of judgement for testing their validity from the ground of experiencing oneself as a living contradiction.  The chapter  is organised in terms of the contexts and chronology of the growth of my understanding of evidence and principles of self-study in my teacher-education practices  (s-step) as I learn to live values of humanity more fully in my practice. In doing this I am aware of seeking to create  a ‘living truth’ that may be less limited if less clear-cut  than that provided by the ‘spectator’ truths of much non self-study research:

‘Existentialists such as Gabriel Marcel (cf. Keen, 1966) distinguish between "spectator" truth and "living" truth.  The former is generated by disciplines (e.g., experimental science, psychology, sociology) which rationalise reality and impose on it a framework which helps them to understand it but at the expense of oversimplifying it.  Such general explanations can be achieved only by standing back from and "spectating" the human condition from a distance, as it were, and by concentrating on generalities and ignoring particularities which do not fit the picture.  Whilst such a process is very valuable, it is also very limited because it is one step removed from reality.  The "living" "authentic" truth of a situation can be fully understood only from within the situation though the picture that emerges will never be as clear-cut as that provided by "spectator" truth.’

Burke, A.(1992, p.222).

Hence my central point in relation to judgements on what counts as evidence in s-step research is that they rest on an understanding of the living educational theories of the s-step researcher and on the standards used by researchers to evaluate the quality and validity of their knowledge-claims. 

Evidence from a self-study of transformations in learning between 1967-2002: The generation and testing of educational theories that use embodied values of originality of mind, critical judgement and humanity as standards of judgement.

Between 1966-1971, in the initial phase of my life as a teacher, I accepted  and worked with a disembodied view of educational theory. I mean this in the sense that I believed in the validity of the old ‘disciplines’ approach. As I have said, in this view educational theory was constituted by the disciplines of philosophy, psychology, sociology and history of education and not by the explanations of self-study researchers of their own learning. My masters dissertation  on a preliminary investigation of the process through which adolescents acquire scientific understanding, exemplified this approach (Whitehead, 1972). I used a controlled experimental design, with the random allocation of 81 pupils to three groups to see if I could detect any differences in outcomes in pupil’s scientific understanding that I cold relate to different methods of teaching. To test the outcomes I used items that were themselves tested for content and construct validity using Bloom’s taxonomy and Piagetian Stage Theory. The epistemological underpinnings of this enquiry were those of an analytic or positivist scientist who was seeking to determine the influence of one variable on another so that I could both understand the process and then intervene in a way that would be likely to enhance the quality of pupils’ understanding of science.  

In 1971 I knew intuitively that  I was mistaken in using this approach as the main methodology for exploring my enquiry, ‘How do I improve my practice?’  I couldn’t articulate my reasons yet I felt secure in the ground of my belief. I have since come to understand this confidence, through the work of Munby and Russell (1994) as the authority of experience.  Inspired, in 1971, by my reading of Michael Polanyi’s (1959) Personal Knowledge I made the following commitment and decision. This  decision marks my move from an educational researcher  using the epistemology and methodology of an analytic or positivist scientist (Mitroff and Kilman, 1980) to the ground of being a self-study researcher. The key move was the decision to understand the world from my own point of view as an individual claiming originality and exercising judgement, responsibly, with universal intent. 

In this chapter on evidence, I want to communicate clearly that  when I criticise particular approaches to my research, I am criticising myself for using the approach and not the approach itself. Each of the methods I use for transforming data into evidence has been demonstrated to be of value for different kinds of enquiry by other researchers. I want to be clear that  my criticisms are focused on my own learning in relation to living values of humanity more fully in my life of enquiry and self-study. It was my mistake in using the methods in the belief that they were appropriate to my enquiry, rather than an instrinsic  problem with the method.

However, in criticising my acceptance of the traditional  disciplines approach to educational theory  I am saying that the approach was mistaken for the reason given above. To avoid making this mistake in relation to evidence from s-step research the first thing I look for is the evidence that the study is grounded in the authority of experience of the practitioner-researcher and not in any disembodied sets of interconnected propositions  from theories  of the traditional disciplines  of education. I want to stress here that I am not denying the importance of insights from the traditional disciplines of education for the creation and testing of living educational theories. I am saying that the explanations generating by living educational theories, because they remain connected to the embodied values and knowledges of practitioners are not the kind of explanations that can be validly represented solely within interconnected sets of propositions.

I want to be clear at this point that I am identifying the practical principles , which define  evidence in s-step research, with embodied values of humanity. What  I mean by this is that explanations for learning in s-step research are intimately related to a view of educational theory that distinguishes a particular practice as educational. Following Kilpatrick’s point that educational theory is a form of dialogue that has profound implications for the future of humanity, I am defining the practical principles in explanations for learning to live values of humanity as the values of humanity themselves. I will now clarify what I am meaning by embodied values of humanity and the process of their transformation into standards of judging evidence in s-step research. 

Evidence of transforming experiential meanings of embodied values into educational standards of judgement for testing the validity of evidence in s-step research. 

The focus of educational discourse about the procedures for transforming embodied knowledge into public knowledge concerns the nature of educational judgement (Coulter and Wiens, 2002). These  educational judgements are value-laden because of the nature of education as a value-laden practical activity.  Hence the development of educational judgements by s-step researchers  requires an understanding of how the embodied values of educational practitioners can be transformed into communicable standards of judgement for publicly testing the validity of the evidence in educational knowledge-claims (Whitehead, 2002). 

At this point I want to consider a limitation in the medium of written text in a book to communicate both the meanings of embodied values in s-step research and their transformation into standards for judging the validity of evidence. This limitation was highlighted for me at the AERA 97 conference in Chicago at the Interactive  Symposium on ‘Alternative (Re) presentations of Data: Issues of the Moral, the Ethical and the Aesthetic’. The Representors included art, poetry and reference to dance. The problem for the panellists who were responding to the representors, concerned the problem of sharing meanings. Without shared meanings concerning the data, it is impossible to arrive at a set of shared standards for judging the validity of evidence that uses this data. This problem extends to the inclusion of the meanings of spiritual experiences  in s-step accounts. Being restricted to the medium of text at this point makes it difficult to communicate the nature of multi-media processes for transforming meanings of embodied spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values into standards of judgement for testing the validity of evidence in accounts of learning for s-step researchers.  Elliott Eisner (1993), in his Presidential Address to AERA used multi-media representations to great effect to support his claim that educational researcher should extend their range of data representations. He has also pointed out (Eisner, 1997) some of the problems and perils of such alternative forms of data representations. Because of the significance of spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values in s-step research I want to consider how data on such values can be transformed into evidence through a process of clarifying the meanings of these embodied values as they emerge in the practice of s-step research. I will explore the significance of such multi-media evidence in s-step research when I point to the evidence that Noffke (1996) was mistaken in her claim that s-step research: seems incapable of addressing social issues in terms of the interconnections between personal identity and the claim of experiential knowledge, as well as power and privilege in society .

Before moving on to consider evidence from my own s-step research I want to emphasise the importance of insights from Lyotard, Dadds and Harts (2001) for an understanding of the procedures that can transform data into evidence in s-step accounts. I am assuming that s-step researchers are postmodern writers in Lyotard’s sense that in producing our accounts we are giving a form to our lives as we express our arts as educators and s-step researchers:

A postmodern artist or writer is in the position of a philosopher: the text he writes, the work he produces are not in principle governed by pre-established rules, and they cannot be judged according to a determining judgement, by applying familiar categories to the text or to the work. Those rules and categories are what the work of art itself is looking for. The artist and the writer, then, are working without rules in order to formulate the rules of what will have been done. (Lyotard, p. 81, 1984)

In their work on doing practitioner research different Dadds and Hart stress the importance for some practitioner-researchers of creating their own unique way through their research:

"Perhaps the most important new insight for both of us has been awareness that, for some practitioner researchers, creating their own unique way through their research may be as important as their self-chosen research focus. We had understood for many years that substantive choice was fundamental to the motivation and effectiveness of practitioner research (Dadds 1995); that what practitioners chose to research was important to their sense of engagement and purpose. But we had understood far less well that how practitioners chose to research, and their sense of control over this, could be equally important to their motivation, their sense of identity within the research and their research outcomes." (Dadds & Hart, p. 166, 2001).

My experiences within the s-step community of AERA have led me to the conclusion that each researcher is creating their own unique way through their research. This has important implications in relation to Snow’s (2001) about the need for agreed on procedures for systematizing the embodied knowledge of practitioners so that it can become part of a publicly shareable knowledge-base. I am suggesting that the procedures used in Ph.D. examinations  to judge the quality of the evidence of the researcher’s originality of mind and critical judgement are appropriate for systematizing the embodied knowledge of practitioners.  Evidence of such an accumulating knowledge-base is provided below in a publicly accessible form. In judging the quality and validity of evidence in s-step research I would add to originality of mind and critical judgement, values of humanity. What distinguishes each s-step researcher for me, is the unique constellation of values they embody and are seeking to live more fully in their s-step research. The meanings of these values are clarified in the course of their emergence in the practice of s-step enquiries. They form the living standards of judgement that can be used to test the validity of the account. Accessing the abstracts, through the urls below, of each living theory produced by an s-step researcher will point to the texts that represent their unique constellation of values. These have been clarified and transformed into living standards of judgement for evaluating the quality and validity of the evidence  in the s-step account.  I will now focus on this kind of evidence in my own account.    

Evidence of S-STEP Research 1967-2002

One of the reasons I wanted to become a professional educator came from the feeling that  there was something wrong with the ways I was taught at school and university. When I graduated with a science degree from Durham University in the UK in 1965, I looked back on my experiences as a learner and felt that I had not been recognised by the great majority of my teachers as a centre of consciousness who was creating his own curriculum from  the curriculum on offer and who could take some responsibility for his own learning.  This chapter provides the opportunity for me to explain my educational development, from my first teaching post in 1967 and my first publication in a Journal of Education in 1977 to my latest publication in 2002, as a process of  s-step research in which I have taken responsibility for my own learning and for accounting for my life in education. 

My discipline of s-step research has emerged in the course of four educational enquiries.

1) In the enquiry, How do I improve this process of education here? (1967-1973), the standards of evidence are expressed in terms of a distinction between an ‘educational’ research methodology and social science methodologies and in terms of the genesis and definition of the idea of living educational theories.

2) In the enquiry How do I improve my practice?  (1973-1989) the standards are expressed in terms a logic of the question, ‘How do I improve my practice?’. These standards give a logical form to my discipline of education which includes an exploration into the politics of educational knowledge. 

3) From framing the two questions above, centred on my own practice, I moved on to consider my influence on others in the enquiry, How do I help you to improve your learning?  In this enquiry (1989-1999), the standards of evidence are expressed in terms of an extension of my discipline of s-step research into my educational influences in the learning of others as a supervisor of M.A., M.Phil. and Ph.D. s-step researchers. 

4) In the fourth enquiry, How do I live my values more fully in my practice? (1999 -   ) the standards of evidence are expressed in the development my living educational theory in terms of  representing the spiritual, aesethetic and ethical values in my professional practice and in my s-step research into the education of social formations .

My concern with evidence in educational research and theory has its genesis in 1967, in a special study I produced on my initial teacher education course. It was entitled, ‘The way to professionalism in education?’.  For this study I read Ethics and Education (Peters, 1966) and I was struck by the lack of a high status, professional knowledge base in education. By this I mean that teachers’ knowledge, the knowledge they embody in their educative relationships with their students, did not appear to be worthy of legitimation as educational knowledge, in the Academy.  The Carnegie Media –Knowledge Laboratory has done much to overcome this lack of status through its work in legitimating  a scholarship of teaching.

I began to appreciate more fully the nature of the problem in 1971. This appreciation came after four years teaching in London Comprehensive Schools and three concurrent years of part-time study of educational theory at London University.  The problem was that teaching, as a form of educational enquiry, was not viewed by the Academy as constituting a disciplined form of knowledge. Educational practice was not viewed as a ‘discipline’ in the sense that it had its own distinctive conceptual frameworks and methods of validation. In reflecting on my experiences of teaching and my studies of education, I felt a gap between the dominant view of educational theory and my educational practices which focused on the lack of the capacity of educational theory to produce valid explanations for my  educative influence with my pupils.

On becoming a university teacher and researcher  in 1973, I set myself the task of creating educational theories, from my s-step research, which could explain an individual’s educational development and which could be related directly to the educative influences between teachers and students and to the education of social formations. 

Just as Richard Peters (1966) explored the implications for a person who seriously asks themselves questions of the kind, ‘What ought I to do?’, my  exploration also began with a question. I explored the implications of asking, ‘How do I improve this process of education here?’  From the base of this question, I have analysed evidence of my learning through twenty five years of publications (1977-2002). In this analysis my standards of evidence of originality of mind are first expressed in the inclusion of ‘I’ as a living contradiction in the above enquiry as I construct my discipline of s-step research (Whitehead, 1999). 

I want to stress that these are ‘living’ standards in the sense that their meanings change as my enquiry moves on into the question, ‘How do I improve my practice?’. One of these practices, as a university academic and s-step researcher, is the publication of my ideas in journals, books and conferences. Another practice, as a professional educator, is my educative influence with my students. Yet another practice is my influence in the education of social formations through living educational theories. The practice with holds these together is the s-step research in which I account for my life in education . My standards of evidence of originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity are emerging and developing through my s-step research.

In Part Two my question, ‘How do I improve this process of education here?’, is focused on my own education as I search for an appropriate methodological base for answering this question. In exploring the methodological implications I engage with the methodological analyses of Mitroff and Kilman (1978), Popper, (1959, 1963, 1972), Medawar, (1969), and Kosok, (1976).  I am also searching for an educational theory appropriate to s-step which can explain my educational development. 

In this exploration I distinguish an ‘educational’ from a ‘social science’ basis for my methodology and originate the idea of living educational theories.  The question ‘How do I improve this process of education here?’,  includes ‘I’ as a living contradiction. By this I mean that I hold together two mutually exclusive opposites such as ‘I am free’/ ‘I am not free’, ‘I value enquiry’/ ‘I negate my value of enquiry’, ‘I value I-You relations’/ ‘I violate I-You relations’. In my educational enquiries my methodological base is established as an action/reflection cycle: I  imagine what I can do to resolve such contradictions; I decide on an action; I act; I evaluate and I modify my concerns, ideas and actions in the light of my evaluations.   

In Part Two I also explain, using my standards of evidence how this methodological base emerged from a critical evaluation of my research programme.  I publish my idea that living educational theories are constituted by the descriptions and explanations which individuals produce for their own educational development (Whitehead, 1989). They are living in the sense that an explanation of present practice includes both an evaluation of past learning and an intention to live values more fully in a future practice. 

In Part Three the meanings of my standards of evidence  in s-step change as the focus of my concern moves onto the logic  of question and answer in my enquiry ‘How do I improve my practice?’.  From the base of ‘I’ as a living contradiction I draw on Ilyenkov’s (1977) question, ‘If an object exists as a living contradiction what must the thought be that expresses it?’  In exploring the implications of asking, ‘How do I improve my practice?’,  I answer Ilyenkov’s question and move on to consider the logic of my question. Gadamer (1975, p. 333), through his work on the logic of question and answer, helps me to see that I needed to develop such a logic. I move through my action enquiry cycles of defining my concerns, imagining ways forward, acting and evaluating until I understand the evidence for a logic of educational enquiry that can hold together both propositional and living theories. 

This logic of an s-step question and answer does not exclude contradiction. It includes ‘I’ as a living contradiction. It also includes propositional theories within the processes of transformation of the meanings of my standards of evidence of originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity as they constitute my discipline of education. This distinguishes my discipline of educational practice  from the early views of Richard Peters (1966, 1977) where he says that education is not a distinct discipline but a field where a group of disciplines have application. In exploring the development of the evidence of logics of s-step research I draw on Foucault’s (1977) ideas on the truth of power and the power of truth. I engage with the politics of truth in my presentation (3.2) in 1990 to the First World Congress on Action Learning, Action Research and Process Management. I extend my understanding of the politics of truth in a collaborative analysis of the process of legitimising an educational action research Ph.D. (3.2). 

In Part Four my concerns refocus on  the issues of how to represent and explain, in my living educational theory, my educative influence in my supervision of  Ph.D. practitioner-researchers. My enquiry moves on in the question, ‘How do I help you to improve your learning?’  The meanings of my standards of originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity continue to change as they become the standards I use to test the validity of my claims to know my educative influences with my students. Originality of mind and critical judgement are also two of the standards which must be met by Ph.D. Theses submitted to the University of Bath. 

Part Four also brings me to my present practice in which my living educational theory is developing as I construct an explanation for my learning in terms of an evaluation of my past learning and an intention to live my values more fully in my future practice.  In my present practice I am focusing on my experience of contradictions in my spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values within my educative relations with research students and in learning to participate more fully in the education of social formations. 

Schön (1995) writes of introducing the new scholarship into institutions of higher education in terms of becoming involved in an epistemological battle:

“It is a battle of snails, proceeding so slowly that you have to look very carefully in order to see it going on. But it is happening nonetheless.” (1995, p. 32).

It has taken this particular snail some 30 years of s-step research at the University of Bath to articulate the ideas in this chapter and to influence the academic legitimacy of living theory texts! I have sometimes found it difficult to hold on to a sense of integrity in valuing the humanity of others and have indeed lost it at times as my 1993 text shows (Whitehead, 1993) as I protected my creative space in the Academy with passionate intensity, anger and defensive aggression. The language of ‘battles’ may be off-putting to many. Yet, being willing to stand firm in support of values and ideas one believes in, with justification, may mean that some struggles over the legitimacy of the ideas and values, in s-step, are unavoidable. I will give an example of such a struggle below from within my own University.

PART 1) HOW DO I IMPROVE THIS PROCESS OF EDUCATION HERE? An enquiry into evidence of  living contradictions, educational research methodologies and living educational theories.

I want to clarify a methodological question. The question is whether there is an ‘educational’ research methodology, which can be distinguished from social science methodologies, for enquiries of the kind, ‘How do I improve this process of education here?’

My initiation into the old disciplines approach to educational theory  took place with philosophers of education including  Richard Peters in 1968 at the University of London. In this approach it was held that the first step in answering a practical educational question was to break it down into its component parts. These separate components were to be informed by contributions from the disciplines of education and integrated back into the solution of the practical problem. Educational research methodology, like educational theory, was seen to be derivative in that it was constituted by the methods and conceptual frameworks of the philosophy, psychology, sociology and history of education.

My rejection of this approach to educational research methodology was based on an analysis of nine research reports I produced between 1970-1980. I analysed my own education as my learning moved on through the reports (2.3, 80). I gave an explanation for my own educational development in the following form:

*I experience a problem because some of my educational values are negated

*I imagine a solution to my problem.

*I act in the direction of this solution.

*I evaluate the outcomes of my action.

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

I was clear about the existence of ‘I’ as a living contradiction (2.3, 75-76) in my question and answer.  

The originality of mind which distinguished this basis for an ‘educational’ methodology from social science methodologies emerged from an initial, complacent satisfaction and then a creative tension as I applied Mitroff’s and Kilman’s (1978) classification of  social science methodologies  to the evidence in my enquiry.  In his autobiography of research in four world views, Allender (1991) uses the Mitroff and Kilman classification in a similar way to myself and states: 

A model of scientific world views that has received little attention but is probably the most comprehensive, is based on the Jungian framework (Mitroff andKilman, 1978). Two dimensions - one ranging from sensing to intuition and the other from thinking to feeling - are used to form a four-quadrant typology: 1) the analytic scientist, 2) the conceptual theorist, 3) the conceptual humanist, and 4) the particular humanist. The typology is proposed as a complete universe into which all research orientations can fit. (Allender, 1991, p. 14.).
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The typology can be represented as  follows:

Each methodology was distinguished by differences between its preferred logic and method of enquiry. The full details of my analysis are in ‘ A Dialectician’s Guide for Educational Researchers (3.2, pp. 61-67).

As I applied the above typology to the data of the nine reports in my enquiry (2.3, p. 80), I felt a similar kind of satisfaction to the one I felt in 1968-70, when studying and accepting the traditional disciplines approach to educational theory. I felt that the analysis of the evidence demonstrated thatI had a comprehensive model for understanding my methodological approaches to my enquiry. I could understand and judgement the quality of the evidence in my  ‘educational’ enquiry within the preferred logics and methods of enquiry of an analytic scientist, a conceptual theorist, a conceptual humanist and a particular humanist (3.2, pp. 62-63). 

I then began to feel uneasy because my ninth reports appeared to fall outside the classification. This report was a story of my educational development as I moved through the four methodological approaches to the social sciences. Whilst using these methodologies I was still taking the first step of the disciplines approach and breaking my question up into component parts. I was not seeing that I could hold my enquiry together with an ‘educational’ s-step methodology which had its own preferred logic and method of enquiry. 

It may be helpful if I represent the emergence of my ‘educational’ methodology in terms of a spiral. This stresses its living and dynamic nature. I have drawn this freehand to stress that the development is ‘ragged’, sometimes fragmented and anything but ‘smooth’! 
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userdict begin /AltsysDict 245 dict def end
AltsysDict begin
/bdf{bind def}bind def
/xdf{exch def}bdf
/defed{where{pop true}{false}ifelse}bdf
/ndf{1 index where{pop pop pop}{dup xcheck{bind}if def}ifelse}bdf
/d{setdash}bdf
/h{closepath}bdf
/H{}bdf
/J{setlinecap}bdf
/j{setlinejoin}bdf
/M{setmiterlimit}bdf
/n{newpath}bdf
/N{newpath}bdf
/q{gsave}bdf
/Q{grestore}bdf
/w{setlinewidth}bdf
/Xic{matrix invertmatrix concat}bdf
/Xq{matrix currentmatrix mark}bdf
/XQ{cleartomark setmatrix}bdf
/sepdef{
 dup where not
 {
AltsysSepDict
 }
 if 
 3 1 roll exch put
}bdf
/st{settransfer}bdf
/colorimage defed /_rci xdf
/cntr 0 def
/readbinarystring{
 /cntr 0 def
 
2 copy readstring
 {
{
dup
(\033) search
{
length exch pop exch
dup length 0 ne
{
dup dup 0 get 32 sub 0 exch put 
/cntr cntr 1 add def
}
{
pop 1 string dup
0 6 index read pop 32 sub put
}ifelse
3 copy
putinterval pop
1 add
1 index length 1 sub
1 index sub 
dup 0 le {pop pop exit}if
getinterval
}
{
pop exit
} ifelse
} loop
 }if
 cntr 0 gt
 {
pop 2 copy
dup length cntr sub cntr getinterval
readbinarystring
 } if
 pop exch pop
} bdf
/_NXLevel2 defed { 
 _NXLevel2 not {   
/colorimage where {
userdict eq {
/_rci false def 
} if
} if
 } if
} if
/md defed{ 
 md type /dicttype eq {  
/colorimage where { 
md eq { 
/_rci false def 
}if
}if
/settransfer where {
md eq {
/st systemdict /settransfer get def
}if
}if
 }if 
}if
/setstrokeadjust defed
{
 true setstrokeadjust
 /C{curveto}bdf
 /L{lineto}bdf
 /m{moveto}bdf
}
{
 /dr{transform .25 sub round .25 add 
exch .25 sub round .25 add exch itransform}bdf
 /C{dr curveto}bdf
 /L{dr lineto}bdf
 /m{dr moveto}bdf
 /setstrokeadjust{pop}bdf 
}ifelse
/privrectpath { 
 4 -2 roll m
 dtransform round exch round exch idtransform 
 2 copy 0 lt exch 0 lt xor
 {dup 0 exch rlineto exch 0 rlineto neg 0 exch rlineto}
 {exch dup 0 rlineto exch 0 exch rlineto neg 0 rlineto}
 ifelse
 closepath
}bdf
/rectclip{newpath privrectpath clip newpath}def
/rectfill{gsave newpath privrectpath fill grestore}def
/rectstroke{gsave newpath privrectpath stroke grestore}def
/_fonthacksave false def
/currentpacking defed 
{
 /_bfh {/_fonthacksave currentpacking def false setpacking} bdf
 /_efh {_fonthacksave setpacking} bdf
}
{
 /_bfh {} bdf
 /_efh {} bdf
}ifelse
/packedarray{array astore readonly}ndf
/` 
{ 
 false setoverprint  
 
 
 /-save0- save def
 5 index concat
 pop
 storerect left bottom width height rectclip
 pop
 
 /MMdict_count countdictstack def
 /MMop_count count 1 sub def
 userdict begin
 
 /showpage {} def
 
 0 setgray 0 setlinecap 1 setlinewidth
 0 setlinejoin 10 setmiterlimit [] 0 setdash newpath
 
} bdf
/currentpacking defed{true setpacking}if
/min{2 copy gt{exch}if pop}bdf
/max{2 copy lt{exch}if pop}bdf
/xformfont { currentfont exch makefont setfont } bdf
/fhnumcolors 1 
 statusdict begin
/processcolors defed 
{
pop processcolors
}
{
/deviceinfo defed {
deviceinfo /Colors known {
pop deviceinfo /Colors get
} if
} if
} ifelse
 end 
def
/printerRes 
 gsave
 matrix defaultmatrix setmatrix
 72 72 dtransform
 abs exch abs
 max
 grestore
 def
/graycalcs
[
 {Angle Frequency}   
 {GrayAngle GrayFrequency} 
 {0 Width Height matrix defaultmatrix idtransform 
dup mul exch dup mul add sqrt 72 exch div} 
 {0 GrayWidth GrayHeight matrix defaultmatrix idtransform 
dup mul exch dup mul add sqrt 72 exch div} 
] def
/calcgraysteps {
 forcemaxsteps
 {
maxsteps
 }
 {
/currenthalftone defed
{currenthalftone /dicttype eq}{false}ifelse
{
currenthalftone begin
HalftoneType 4 le
{graycalcs HalftoneType 1 sub get exec}
{
HalftoneType 5 eq
{
Default begin
{graycalcs HalftoneType 1 sub get exec}
end
}
{0 60} 
ifelse
}
ifelse
end
}
{
currentscreen pop exch 
}
ifelse
 
printerRes 300 max exch div exch 
2 copy 
sin mul round dup mul 
3 1 roll 
cos mul round dup mul 
add 1 add 
dup maxsteps gt {pop maxsteps} if 
dup minsteps lt {pop minsteps} if 
 }
 ifelse
} bdf
/nextrelease defed { 
 /languagelevel defed not {    
/framebuffer defed { 
0 40 string framebuffer 9 1 roll 8 {pop} repeat
dup 516 eq exch 520 eq or
{
/fhnumcolors 3 def
/currentscreen {60 0 {pop pop 1}}bdf
/calcgraysteps {maxsteps} bdf
}if
}if
 }if
}if
fhnumcolors 1 ne {
 /calcgraysteps {maxsteps} bdf
} if
/currentpagedevice defed {
 
 
 currentpagedevice /PreRenderingEnhance known
 {
currentpagedevice /PreRenderingEnhance get
{
/calcgraysteps 
{
forcemaxsteps 
{maxsteps}
{256 maxsteps min}
ifelse
} def
} if
 } if
} if
/gradfrequency 144 def
printerRes 1000 lt {
 /gradfrequency 72 def
} if
/adjnumsteps {
 
 dup dtransform abs exch abs max  
 
 printerRes div       
 
 gradfrequency mul      
 round        
 5 max       
 min        
}bdf
/goodsep {
 spots exch get 4 get dup sepname eq exch (_vc_Registration) eq or
}bdf
/BeginGradation defed
{/bb{BeginGradation}bdf}
{/bb{}bdf}
ifelse
/EndGradation defed
{/eb{EndGradation}bdf}
{/eb{}bdf}
ifelse
/bottom -0 def 
/delta -0 def 
/frac -0 def 
/height -0 def 
/left -0 def 
/numsteps1 -0 def 
/radius -0 def 
/right -0 def 
/top -0 def 
/width -0 def 
/xt -0 def 
/yt -0 def 
/df currentflat def 
/tempstr 1 string def 
/clipflatness currentflat def 
/inverted? 
 0 currenttransfer exec .5 ge def
/tc1 [0 0 0 1] def 
/tc2 [0 0 0 1] def 
/storerect{/top xdf /right xdf /bottom xdf /left xdf 
/width right left sub def /height top bottom sub def}bdf
/concatprocs{
 systemdict /packedarray known 
 {dup type /packedarraytype eq 2 index type /packedarraytype eq or}{false}ifelse
 { 
/proc2 exch cvlit def /proc1 exch cvlit def
proc1 aload pop proc2 aload pop
proc1 length proc2 length add packedarray cvx
 }
 { 
/proc2 exch cvlit def /proc1 exch cvlit def
/newproc proc1 length proc2 length add array def
newproc 0 proc1 putinterval newproc proc1 length proc2 putinterval
newproc cvx
 }ifelse
}bdf
/i{dup 0 eq
 {pop df dup} 
 {dup} ifelse 
 /clipflatness xdf setflat
}bdf
version cvr 38.0 le
{/setrgbcolor{
currenttransfer exec 3 1 roll
currenttransfer exec 3 1 roll
currenttransfer exec 3 1 roll
setrgbcolor}bdf}if
/vms {/vmsv save def} bdf
/vmr {vmsv restore} bdf
/vmrs{vmsv restore /vmsv save def}bdf
/eomode{ 
 {/filler /eofill load def /clipper /eoclip load def}
 {/filler /fill load def /clipper /clip load def}
 ifelse
}bdf
/normtaper{}bdf
/logtaper{9 mul 1 add log}bdf
/CD{
 /NF exch def 
 {    
exch dup 
/FID ne 1 index/UniqueID ne and
{exch NF 3 1 roll put}
{pop pop}
ifelse
 }forall 
 NF
}bdf
/MN{
 1 index length   
 /Len exch def 
 dup length Len add  
 string dup    
 Len     
 4 -1 roll    
 putinterval   
 dup     
 0      
 4 -1 roll   
 putinterval   
}bdf
/RC{4 -1 roll /ourvec xdf 256 string cvs(|______)anchorsearch
 {1 index MN cvn/NewN exch def cvn
 findfont dup maxlength dict CD dup/FontName NewN put dup
 /Encoding ourvec put NewN exch definefont pop}{pop}ifelse}bdf
/RF{ 
 dup      
 FontDirectory exch   
 known     
 {pop 3 -1 roll pop}  
 {RC}
 ifelse
}bdf
/FF{dup 256 string cvs(|______)exch MN cvn dup FontDirectory exch known
 {exch pop findfont 3 -1 roll pop}
 {pop dup findfont dup maxlength dict CD dup dup
 /Encoding exch /Encoding get 256 array copy 7 -1 roll 
 {3 -1 roll dup 4 -2 roll put}forall put definefont}
 ifelse}bdf
/RCJ{4 -1 roll 
 /ourvec xdf    
 256 string cvs   
 (|______) anchorsearch
 {pop    
cvn 
dup FDFJ 
exch 
1 index 
eq 
{
_bfh findfont _efh 
dup 
maxlength dict 
CD 
dup 
/FontName 
3 index 
put 
dup 
/Encoding ourvec put 
1 index 
exch 
definefont 
pop 
}
{exch pop} 
ifelse
 }
 {pop}    
 ifelse
}bdf
/RFJ{ 
 dup      
 FontDirectory exch   
 known     
 {pop 3 -1 roll pop}  
 {RCJ} 
 ifelse
}bdf
/hasfont
{
 /resourcestatus where 
 {
pop 
/Font resourcestatus
{ 
pop pop true
}
{ 
false
}
ifelse
 }
 {
dup FontDirectory exch known
{pop true}
{
256 string
cvs
(fonts/) exch MN
status
{pop pop pop pop true}
{false}
ifelse
}
ifelse
 }
 ifelse
}bdf
/FDFJ
{
 dup   
 hasfont  
 not   
 {   
pop
/Ryumin-Light-83pv-RKSJ-H
hasfont 
{
/Ryumin-Light-83pv-RKSJ-H
}
{
/Courier
}
ifelse 
 }
 if
}bdf
/FFJ{
 _bfh
 dup     
 256 string cvs  
 (|______)exch MN 
 cvn     
 dup     
 FontDirectory
 exch known   
 {     
exch 
pop 
findfont 
3 -1 roll 
pop 
 }
 {     
pop 
FDFJ 
dup findfont 
dup maxlength dict 
CD 
dup dup 
/Encoding exch 
/Encoding get 
256 array copy 
7 -1 roll 
{ 
3 -1 roll 
dup 
4 -2 roll 
put 
}forall
put 
definefont 
 }
 ifelse
 _efh
}bdf
/GS {
 dup 
 hasfont 
 {
FFJ
curtextmtx makefont setfont
exch
5 1 roll
ts
pop
 } {
pop pop
ts
 } ifelse
} bdf
/RCK{4 -1 roll 
 /ourvec xdf    
 256 string cvs   
 (|______) anchorsearch
 {pop    
cvn 
dup FDFK 
exch 
1 index 
eq 
{
_bfh findfont _efh 
dup 
maxlength dict 
CD 
dup 
/FontName 
3 index 
put 
dup 
/Encoding ourvec put 
1 index 
exch 
definefont 
pop 
}
{exch pop} 
ifelse
 }
 {pop}    
 ifelse
}bdf
/RFK{ 
 dup      
 FontDirectory exch   
 known     
 {pop 3 -1 roll pop}  
 {RCK} 
 ifelse
}bdf
/hasfont
{
 /resourcestatus where 
 {
pop 
/Font resourcestatus
{ 
pop pop true
}
{ 
false
}
ifelse
 }
 {
dup FontDirectory exch known
{pop true}
{
256 string
cvs
(fonts/) exch MN
status
{pop pop pop pop true}
{false}
ifelse
}
ifelse
 }
 ifelse
}bdf
/FDFK
{
 dup   
 hasfont  
 not   
 {   
pop
/JCsm
hasfont 
{
/JCsm
}
{
/Courier
}
ifelse 
 }
 if
}bdf
/FFK{
 _bfh
 dup     
 256 string cvs  
 (|______)exch MN 
 cvn     
 dup     
 FontDirectory
 exch known   
 {     
exch 
pop 
findfont 
3 -1 roll 
pop 
 }
 {     
pop 
FDFK 
dup findfont 
dup maxlength dict 
CD 
dup dup 
/Encoding exch 
/Encoding get 
256 array copy 
7 -1 roll 
{ 
3 -1 roll 
dup 
4 -2 roll 
put 
}forall
put 
definefont 
 }
 ifelse
 _efh
}bdf
/RCTC{4 -1 roll 
 /ourvec xdf    
 256 string cvs   
 (|______) anchorsearch
 {pop    
cvn 
dup FDFTC 
exch 
1 index 
eq 
{
_bfh findfont _efh 
dup 
maxlength dict 
CD 
dup 
/FontName 
3 index 
put 
dup 
/Encoding ourvec put 
1 index 
exch 
definefont 
pop 
}
{exch pop} 
ifelse
 }
 {pop}    
 ifelse
}bdf
/RFTC{ 
 dup      
 FontDirectory exch   
 known     
 {pop 3 -1 roll pop}  
 {RCTC} 
 ifelse
}bdf
/FDFTC
{
 dup   
 hasfont  
 not   
 {   
pop
/DFMing-Lt-HK-BF
hasfont 
{
/DFMing-Lt-HK-BF
}
{
/Courier
}
ifelse 
 }
 if
}bdf
/FFTC{
 _bfh
 dup     
 256 string cvs  
 (|______)exch MN 
 cvn     
 dup     
 FontDirectory
 exch known   
 {     
exch 
pop 
findfont 
3 -1 roll 
pop 
 }
 {     
pop 
FDFTC 
dup findfont 
dup maxlength dict 
CD 
dup dup 
/Encoding exch 
/Encoding get 
256 array copy 
7 -1 roll 
{ 
3 -1 roll 
dup 
4 -2 roll 
put 
}forall
put 
definefont 
 }
 ifelse
 _efh
}bdf
/fps{
 currentflat   
 exch     
 dup 0 le{pop 1}if 
 {
dup setflat 3 index stopped
{1.3 mul dup 3 index gt{pop setflat pop pop stop}if} 
{exit} 
ifelse
 }loop 
 pop setflat pop pop
}bdf
/fp{100 currentflat fps}bdf
/clipper{clip}bdf 
/W{/clipper load 100 clipflatness dup setflat fps}bdf
/_image /image load def
/overprinthex{
 6 copy
 0 ne {1}{0}ifelse 6 1 roll
 0 ne {1}{0}ifelse 6 1 roll
 0 ne {1}{0}ifelse 6 1 roll
 0 ne {1}{0}ifelse 6 1 roll
 0 ne {1}{0}ifelse 6 1 roll
 0 ne {1}{0}ifelse 6 1 roll
 add add add add add 1 eq
 {6 copy 5 -1 0{exch getprocessoverprint 6 1 roll}for or or or or or}
 {false}
 ifelse
 setinkoverprint
} ndf
/getprocessoverprint{
 dup 0 ne  
 {
exch spots exch get 5 get
dup type /booleantype ne 
{ge} {exch pop} ifelse 
 }
 {
pop pop false 
 }
 ifelse
} ndf
/sethexcolor{
 overprinthex
 pop pop setcmykcolor
} ndf
userdict begin /BDFontDict 29 dict def end
BDFontDict begin
/bu{}def
/bn{}def
/setTxMode{av 70 ge{pop}if pop}def
/gm{m}def
/show{pop}def
/gr{pop}def
/fnt{pop pop pop}def
/fs{pop}def
/fz{pop}def
/lin{pop pop}def
/:M {pop pop} def
/sf {pop} def
/S {pop} def
/@b {pop pop pop pop pop pop pop pop} def
/_bdsave /save load def
/_bdrestore /restore load def
/save { dup /fontsave eq {null} {_bdsave} ifelse } def
/restore { dup null eq { pop } { _bdrestore } ifelse } def
/fontsave null def
end
/MacVec 256 array def 
MacVec 0 /Helvetica findfont
/Encoding get 0 128 getinterval putinterval
MacVec 127 /DEL put MacVec 16#27 /quotesingle put MacVec 16#60 /grave put
/NUL/SOH/STX/ETX/EOT/ENQ/ACK/BEL/BS/HT/LF/VT/FF/CR/SO/SI
/DLE/DC1/DC2/DC3/DC4/NAK/SYN/ETB/CAN/EM/SUB/ESC/FS/GS/RS/US
MacVec 0 32 getinterval astore pop
/Adieresis/Aring/Ccedilla/Eacute/Ntilde/Odieresis/Udieresis/aacute
/agrave/acircumflex/adieresis/atilde/aring/ccedilla/eacute/egrave
/ecircumflex/edieresis/iacute/igrave/icircumflex/idieresis/ntilde/oacute
/ograve/ocircumflex/odieresis/otilde/uacute/ugrave/ucircumflex/udieresis
/dagger/degree/cent/sterling/section/bullet/paragraph/germandbls
/registered/copyright/trademark/acute/dieresis/notequal/AE/Oslash
/infinity/plusminus/lessequal/greaterequal/yen/mu/partialdiff/summation
/product/pi/integral/ordfeminine/ordmasculine/Omega/ae/oslash 
/questiondown/exclamdown/logicalnot/radical/florin/approxequal/Delta/guillemotleft
/guillemotright/ellipsis/nbspace/Agrave/Atilde/Otilde/OE/oe
/endash/emdash/quotedblleft/quotedblright/quoteleft/quoteright/divide/lozenge
/ydieresis/Ydieresis/fraction/currency/guilsinglleft/guilsinglright/fi/fl
/daggerdbl/periodcentered/quotesinglbase/quotedblbase
/perthousand/Acircumflex/Ecircumflex/Aacute
/Edieresis/Egrave/Iacute/Icircumflex/Idieresis/Igrave/Oacute/Ocircumflex
/apple/Ograve/Uacute/Ucircumflex/Ugrave/dotlessi/circumflex/tilde
/macron/breve/dotaccent/ring/cedilla/hungarumlaut/ogonek/caron
MacVec 128 128 getinterval astore pop
/findheaderfont {
 /Helvetica findfont 
} def
end %. AltsysDict
%%EndResource
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%%BeginSetup
AltsysDict begin
_bfh 
%%IncludeResource: font Times-Roman
MacVec 256 array copy
dup 128 /Adieresis put
dup 129 /Aring put
dup 130 /Ccedilla put
dup 131 /Eacute put
dup 132 /Ntilde put
dup 133 /Odieresis put
dup 134 /Udieresis put
dup 135 /aacute put
dup 136 /agrave put
dup 137 /acircumflex put
dup 138 /adieresis put
dup 139 /atilde put
dup 140 /aring put
dup 141 /ccedilla put
dup 142 /eacute put
dup 143 /egrave put
dup 144 /ecircumflex put
dup 145 /edieresis put
dup 146 /iacute put
dup 147 /igrave put
dup 148 /icircumflex put
dup 149 /idieresis put
dup 150 /ntilde put
dup 151 /oacute put
dup 152 /ograve put
dup 153 /ocircumflex put
dup 154 /odieresis put
dup 155 /otilde put
dup 156 /uacute put
dup 157 /ugrave put
dup 158 /ucircumflex put
dup 159 /udieresis put
dup 160 /dagger put
dup 161 /degree put
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I moved through the four methodological approaches to the social sciences into the creation of the fifth ‘educational’ methodology (EM) for enquiries of the form, ‘How do I improve my practice?’

i) I experience a problem because some of my educational values are negated

ii) I imagine a solution to my problem.

iii) I act in the direction of this solution.

iv) I evaluate the outcomes of my action.

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

Looking back some twenty years I can recall with some humour the responses by other scholars to my insistence that the personal pronoun, my ‘I’, could be included in a question worthy of research. Yet, I know of a recent case where a university research committee have asked for the personal pronoun to be removed from an action researcher’s question! From the basis of the above answer to my question I began to focus on my practice as an educational researcher whose primary focus was the reconstruction of educational theory.

The paper ‘An analysis of an individual’s educational development’ (2.4) marks the redefinition of my view of educational theory:

“My purpose is to draw your attention to the development of a living form of educational theory. The theory is grounded in the lives of professional educators and their pupils and has the power to integrate within itself the traditional disciplines of education.” (2.4, p. 97)

Rather than being constituted by the philosophy, sociology, psychology and history of education, I now see that it can be constituted by the claims of professional educators to know their own educational development.  The epistemological enquiries into my claims to know are focused on the nature of the critical standards which can be used to test the validity of the claims to knowledge:

“Questions concerning the academic legitimacy of a claim to knowledge are often focused upon the criticism of a particular piece of work. The work being criticised can be a single hypothesis or theory (Popper 1972) or a research programme (Lakatos 1972). Whatever is being criticised is known as the unit of appraisal. In criticising a claim to knowledge it is important to be clear about the unit and the standards of judgement which can legitimately be used in the criticism. There is some dispute amongst philosophers about the nature of the standards which can be used to criticise a claim to knowledge.

The unit of appraisal in my conception of educational theory is the individual’s claim to know his or her own educational development. Although this unit may appear strange to most educational researchers I think that it is clearly comprehensible. The standards of judgement are however more difficult to communicate. I use both personal and social standards in justifying my own claims to know my own educational development. (2.4, p. 99)

My enquiry then moves on in the paper on Creating a Living Educational Theory (2.5) into a fuller exposition of the central concerns of my thesis as a whole:

“In a living educational theory the logic of the propositional forms, whilst existing within the explanations given by practitioners in making sense of their practice, does not characterise the explanation. Rather the explanation is characterised by the logic of question and answer used in the exploration of questions of the form, ‘How do I improve my practice?’.

In developing such an approach I have had to come to terms with questions concerning an appropriate methodology for enquiries such as ‘How do I improve this process of education here?’. In looking at video-tapes of my practice I have had to confront questions which arise on recognising the ‘I’ in the question as existing as a living contradiction. In the production of an explanation for my practice I have had to question how to include and present values whose meaning can only be clarified in the course of their emergence in practice. I have had to face questions related to validity and generalisability. I have also had to question the power relations which influence the academic legitimacy of a living educational theory.” (2.5, p. 43). 

PART 2) EVIDENCE OF S-STEP LOGICS OF THE QUESTION, HOW DO I IMPROVE MY PRACTICE?
I now want to turn to the issue of evidence of s-step logics.  This takes me back to 1970, when I accepted  the logic of education of the disciplines approach to educational theory.

In 1970, I was studying the philosophy of education with two of its originators, Professors Paul Hirst and Richard Peters when their book was published on, The Logic of Education (Hirst & Peters, 1970). The following statements from this text will serve to highlight my need for a logic of the question, ‘How do I improve my practice?’.

“Of course detailed practical decisions in these areas will depend in part on empirical facts which it is the business of psychologists, sociologists and historians to contribute. But such facts are only relevant to practical decisions about educational matters in so far as they are made relevant by some general view of what we are about when we are educating people. It is the  purpose of this book to show the ways in which a view of education must impose such a structure on our practical decisions.

The thesis of this book, therefore, has relevance at a time when there is much talk of ‘integrated studies’. For one of the problems about ‘integration’ is to understand the way in which ‘wholeness’ can be imposed on a collection of disparate enquiries……This book, however contains no such exhaustive treatment of the issues raised by the analysis put forward, though it does contain suggestions for further reading for those who wish to explore them. All it attempts to do is to sketch the ways in which this conception of education must impose its stamp on the curriculum, teaching, relationships with pupils, authority structure of the school or college community.” (p. 15/16)

The logic of education which structured the disciplines approach to educational  theory, led its proponents to impose a conceptual structure on practical decisions, to impose wholeness on disparate entities and to impose its stamp on the curriculum.

However, what I needed was a logic of my question, ‘How do I improve my practice?’.  I needed a logic which could include my experience of education as a creative  and critical process of transformation which was open to the possibilities which life itself permitted. 

Gadamer (1975, p.333) highlighted the importance of developing a logic of  the question and drew my attention to Collingwood’s (1939, pp.29-43) ideas on the logic of question and answer. Here is what I wrote to my master’s degree students in 1990 on the primacy of asking a question. This evidence from my s-step research is in an M.Ed. Tutorial booklet for an Action Research Module at the University of Bath. The heading of the section was, “What constitutes an enquiry as 'educational'? The primacy of asking a question”.

Gadamer's ideas appealed to me because I could identify with his emphasis on the importance of forming a question. For Gadamer, questioning is a 'passion'. He says that questions press upon us when our experiences conflict with our preconceived  opinions. He believes that the art of questioning is not the art of avoiding the pressure of opinion.

"It is not an art in the sense that the Greeks speak of techne, not a craft that can be taught and by means of which we would master the knowledge of truth". 

Drawing on Plato's  Seventh Letter, Gadamer  distinguishes the unique character of the art of dialectic.  He does not see the art of dialectic as the art of being able to win every argument. On the contrary, he says it is possible that someone who is practising the art of dialectic, i.e. the art of questioning and of seeking truth, comes off worse in the argument in the eyes of those listening to it. (Gadamer, 1975. p.330).

According to Gadamer, dialectic, as the art of asking questions, proves itself only because the person who knows how to ask questions is able to persist  in  his questioning. I see a characteristic of this persistence as being able to preserve one's  openness to the possibilities which life itself permits. The art of questioning is that of being able to continue with one's questions. Gadamer refers to dialectic as the art of conducting a real conversation.

"To conduct a conversation requires first of all that the partners to it do not talk at cross purposes. Hence its necessary structure is that of question and answer. The first condition of the art of conversation is to ensure that the other person is with us…. To conduct a conversation…. requires that one does not try to out-argue the other person, but that one really considers the weight of the other's opinion. Hence it is an art of testing. But the art of testing is the art of questioning. For we have seen that to question means to lay open, to place in the open. As against the solidity of opinions, questioning makes the object and all its possibilities fluid. A person who possesses the 'art' of questioning is a person who is able to prevent the suppression of questions by the dominant opinion.... Thus the meaning of a sentence is relative to the question to which it is a reply (my emphasis) , i.e.  it necessarily goes beyond what is said in it. The logic of the human sciences is, then, as appears from what we have said a logic of the question.  Despite Plato we are not very ready for such a logic." (pp. 330-333)

I was shocked by this last sentence. What could it mean? Despite Plato we are not very ready for a logic of question and answer. I read on with increasing excitement to the point where Gadamer states that R.G. Collingwood developed the idea of a logic of question and answer, but unfortunately did not develop it systematically before he died. I  found myself in complete accord with the following ideas of Collingwood (1939, Chapter 5. Question and Answer) on the relationship between a dialectical, or question and answer form, and the propositional form,

"I began by observing that you cannot find out what a man means by simply studying his spoken or written statements, even though he has spoken or written with perfect command of language and perfectly truthful intention. In order to find out his meaning you must also know what the question was (a question in his own mind, and presumed by him to be in yours) to which the thing he has said or written was meant as an answer(p.31)..... 

Here I parted company with what I called propositional logic, and its offspring the generally recognized theories of truth. According to propositional logic (under which denomination I include the so-called 'traditional' logic, the 'idealistic' logic of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and the 'symbolic' logic of the nineteenth and twentieth) truth or falsehood, which are what logic is chiefly concerned with, belongs to propositions as such (p.33-34)…… 

I accept and live with Collingwood's point below that there is an intimate and mutual dependence between theory and practice, 'thought depending upon what the thinker learned by experience in action, action depending upon how he thought of himself and the world'. I also accept the implications of working in education as a vocation in the sense that education, as a value-laden practical activity places a responsibility on the educator to live values of humanity in practice. 

My assumptions are open to challenge. They will not be abandoned lightly but have been opened up for your criticism because of my commitment to a view of research-based professionalism in education in which it is a responsibility of the researcher to submit her or his work to public tests of validity. I relate this commitment to Macintyre's view (1988) that,

"The rival claims to truth of contending traditions of enquiry depend for their vindication upon the adequacy and the explanatory power of the histories which the resources of each of those traditions in conflict enable their adherents to write." (p. 403)

I intend to make your criticisms welcome and to 'practise what I preach' in the sense of helping to develop a conversational research community through the chat-room facility in http://www.actionresearch.net.

 ‘How do I improve my professional practice as an academic and educational manager?’ (3.2), contains the evidence of such a dialectical explanation for my educational development. I ground the analysis within my living contradictions in my workplace.

“I am offering the following account of my struggle to support the good order and the power of truth of a University as part of my enquiry into the relationship between action, educational theory, the politics of truth and social evolution. I see this enquiry as developing from my earlier analysis of an individual’s educational development which has provided the basis for personally orientated action research (Whitehead, 1985b). I am now attempting to produce a basis for social orientated action research which will incorporate my earlier ideas”. (3.2, p. 95).

After delivering this paper at the Second World Congress on Action Learning, Action Research and Process Management, in Brisbane in 1992, I travelled  to San Francisco to attend my first International Conference of Teacher Researchers (ICTR). To my good fortune I first met Tom Russell at this conference. Because of Tom’s generosity in finding me accommodation in the home of a friend, I was able to attend my first AERA  and then in 1993, to become a founder member of S-STEP.  Two years later  an issue of Teacher Education Quarterly  focused on ‘Self-Study and Living Educational Theory’.  The contributions from Guilfoyle, Hamilton, Placier, Pinnegar, Russell and Korthagen, all referred to evidence to show the learning of the self-study researcher. Yet, I felt a tension that influenced my own s-step research, because I could not see any evidence, offered by one of the teacher-educator’s  students of their learning.  This perplexed me because I thought that the self-study of teacher education practices would include the evidence to show the learning of the teacher-educator and the evidence of the students’ learning in relation to the teacher-education practices, in  terms of the students own voice. I will return to this issue when I consider the publication of the first substantial collection of accounts from members of the s-step community (Hamilton, 1998).  

As I continued to explore the implications for my learning, in my existence as a living contradiction, I moved my enquiry forward with the s-step questions:

“Can I relate action research to social evolution through an analysis of an individual’s educational development? I think Foucault (1980) points the way to answer this question through his idea that as a university academic I occupy a specific position in the economy which is linked to the politics of truth within our society. If I use this idea to show how I am changing power relations which are related to that regime of truth which is essential to the structure and functioning of our society and our world have I not established the practical principle that this individual’s actions can be related to social evolution?” (3.2, p.99)

My engagement with the politics of educational knowledge continued with an enquiry into the legitimisation of an educational action research thesis for the award of a Ph.D. Degree (Hughes, Denley & Whitehead, 1996).  Following the examiners’ initial rejection on grounds which included a point that the sampling was not representative enough, I was asked to help with the resubmission. In the paper I share an analysis with Jacqui Hughes, the researcher, and Paul Denley, the supervisor, of some of the power relations involved in living through such contradictions in the process of legitimising  Hughes’ thesis. This is what Denley says about his learning with us about the politics of educational knowledge in the process of our collaboration as we helped Jacqui to construct her own living educational theory:

The major learning for me in this has been to raise my awareness of the need to see supervision and legitimation of educational research within the political context in which it takes place.” (3.2, p. 442)

The processes of  ‘collaborating’ in an analysis of my learning in the context of a Ph.D. supervision moves me into Part Three where I focus my enquiry and analysis of evidence on my educative relationships with Ph.D. researchers. To be successful these researchers must, like myself, satisfy their examiners that they have demonstrated appropriate standards of originality of mind and critical judgement. In Part Three I will focus on revealing the meanings of the values which are now forming these living standards of originality of mind and critical judgement in disciplining my educational enquiry, ‘How do I help you to improve your learning?’ I use these standards in my claims to know my educative influences on my students and their learning.

In exploring the implications of existing as a living contradiction in my workplace as I encounter the power of truth and the truth of power in the politics of educational knowledge within my workplace (3.2). I am using the power of truth and the truth of power in Foucault’s (1977) sense. By ‘truth’ he means the ensemble of rules according to which the true and the false are separated and specific effects of power attached to the true. The struggles ‘around truth’ are not ‘on behalf’ of the truth, but about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays. I respond to the contradictions which affected my research in the sense that they contained a threat to my employment. This included clarifying the meanings of my embodied value of academic freedom and my view of educational knowledge in the curriculum of the School of Education (Whitehead, 1993):

“I was thus faced with holding together my support for the power of truth in researching the politics of truth within my University with the truth of power within the University which was attempting to block this research.” (3.2, p. 98)

PART 3) HOW DO I HELP YOU TO IMPROVE YOUR LEARNING? EVIDENCE OF SPIRITUAL, AESTHETIC AND ETHICAL CONTRADICTIONS IN A DISCIPLINE OF S-STEP.

In Part One, I explained the significance of standards of evidence of originality of mind and critical judgement for my methodological enquiries. I then moved on to the idea of creating living educational theories.  In Part Two I focused on standards of evidence of originality and critical judgements in  exploring the logic of the question, ‘How do I improve my practice?  In this part of my enquiry I was interested in exploring the extent to which I could develop a specific logic of the specific object (myself) by standing firm, through time, in an enquiry which contained ‘I’ as a living contradiction. My living educational theories were focused on explanations for my own learning as I engaged with issues of methodology, logic and the politics of truth in my educational enquiry.

In Educative Relations in a New Era and Creating a New Discipline of Educational Enquiry (1.2; 4.5) I explain with evidence my educative influence with Kevin Eames, a Ph.D. practitioner-researcher . The evidence is presented in terms of my living curriculum theorising as I bring into my dialogues my learning from my own educational journey into living contradictions, the logic of education and my spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values:

…recognising that important human values, such as the spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values which motivate and form part of educational explanations, cannot be communicated in a solely linguistic form.” (2.1 p. 81).

In 1995, at the time Schön published his paper on the need to create an epistemology of practice, Eames (1995) submitted his Ph.D. thesis on, How do I, as a teacher and an educational action-researcher, describe and explain the nature of my professional knowledge?   In the papers (1.2 & 4.5) I explain my educative influence with Eames as he creates his own epistemology of practice from the experience of himself as a living contradiction. 

My educative relation with Eames moved forward on the ground of his experience of himself as a living contraction. It also moved forward as I engaged with his learning in terms of the above  values (2.1, p. 81). I want to contrast this movement forward in Eames’ thinking to the following experiences of contradiction in my supervision of the research programmes of other researchers and colleagues.

When something comes up which is not as good as it could be I want to make sure that part of my practice is not to excuse myself without reviewing these experiences for my learning. This is part of my theorising from my ground as a living contradiction.  In my s-step research I am seeking to clarify further the meanings of my living standards of originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity in my educative relations with my students. I will show below some evidence of me doing this as I focus on contradictions in my spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values.

John Elliott (1998) has focused on ‘standards’  in his analysis of the work of the Ford Teaching Project. He has shown how a professional knowledge-base can be constructed through action research as teachers engage in standards-setting. I accept his recommendation that teachers engage in a form of ‘creative compliance’ in relation to external standards setting. He advocates that the teaching profession responds to external requirements by developing the capacity to accommodate and to creatively reinterpret the external standards as part of the professions well articulated and publicly defensible standards framework. This is what I am attempting to do here in my work as an s-step researcher and university teacher as I seek legitimisation for my ideas in the Academy by ‘creatively complying’ with the external standards of originality of mind and critical judgement and with my own values of humanity.

In engaging with the first substantial collection  of s-step publications (Hamilton, 1998) I welcomed their embrace of the idea of living educational theory:

“… what is unique here is the commitment to provide insight for others of how the understandings of the authors became part of their actual day-to-day practice. Whitehead, in his 1994 AERA address, raised the need for living educational theory. We have thought through this phrase often and assert that this book generally and self-study specifically is indeed an example of living educational theory in two ways. It is living because, as people engage in understanding it, they learn more and their theory changes as they understand more. Further, because they are living what they learn, new knowledge emerges. The work in a special issue of Teacher Education Quarterly (Russell and Pinnegar, 1995) provides one example of that, while McNiff’s Teaching as Learning (1993) is another good example.” ( Hamilton & Pinnegar, pp. 242-243, 1998)

Each contributor as an s-step researcher studied their own learning. Yet, when I looked for the evidence of student’s learning, in a pedagogic relationship with the teacher-educator,  in the student’s own voice, I wondered why I couldn’t see accounts of learning that showed, a teacher-educator responding through time, to the learning needs of the student, in the student’s own voice. I imagine that one of the reasons I have been invited to contribute to this text is because of my focused and sustained questioning in s-step forums on, ‘what evidence do you have that you have influenced your student’s learning?’  I will emphasise the importance of this evidence by introducing Bernstein’s idea of pedagogy.

Bernstein defines pedagogy as a sustained process whereby somebody acquires new forms or develops existing forms of conduct, knowledge, practice and criteria from somebody or something deemed to be an appropriate provider and evaluator - appropriate either from the point of view of the acquirer or by some other body or both (Bernstein, p. 78, 2000).

An assumption I am making about s-step research is that teacher education practice involves such a sustained process between teacher educators and their students. Hence my emphasis on the evidence in s-step research that shows, in the student’s own voice, the nature of their learning.

One of my difficulties in communicating the changing meanings of standards of evidence in relation to my learning and the learning of students, concerns the relationships between these standards and spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values . Let me explain what I mean through my experience  and evidence of contradictions in values in my supervisory relationships.My attempts to contribute to the knowledge-base of evidence of s-step research have focused on the idea that professional educators can create their own living theories in the descriptions and explanations for their own learning in enquiries of the kind, ‘How do I improve my practice?’.  Because of my belief that enhancing the professional status of teaching will include the construction of a professional knowledge-base in which teaching can be seen to be a form of educational enquiry, I have committed much of my working life to supervising teachers’ s-step research programmes.  

Going back to Ryle’s (1949) point that efficient practice precedes the theory of it, I want to point to the evidence of my practice as a professional educator from the Appendix of my Presidential Address to BERA’88 (5.3, p. 14-17).  Apart from the first thesis by Vera Coghill in this list,  I solely or jointly supervised these action research and ‘living theory’ Masters Dissertations.  I want to draw your attention to this list of research reports because it serves to focus on my supervision of research students and my question, ‘How do I help you to improve your learning?’ You will see that there are no completed Ph.D. theses in the list. The first graduations of doctorates through s-step research were those of Mary Gurney and Jean McNiff. These are missing from the living theory section of actionresearch.net because it was only later that researchers produced their theses in a form ready for the web.  

The following researchers have graduated over the past seven years and I draw on the contents of D’Arcy’s (1998) and Eames’ (1995) theses below in showing how I both deny my aesthetic values and work towards the creation of a discipline of s-step research. The titles and contents of the theses and dissertations of Evans, Holley, Laidlaw and Shobbrook serve to show that living theory theses have been legitimated in the Academy. This is not to make any point about the academic quality of my own research. It could say something about my pedagogy and I will take this up later when I consider the importance of the idea of the pedagogisation of living theory s-step texts in my present research into the education of social formations.

Living Theory Theses and Dissertations on the Internet at http://www.actionresearch.net

Eames, K. (1995) How do I, as a teacher and educational action-researcher, describe and explain the nature of my professional knowledge? Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/kevin.shtml
Evans, M. (1995) An action research enquiry into reflection in action as part of my role as a deputy headteacher. Ph.D. Thesis, Kingston University. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/moyra.shtml

Hughes, J. (1996) Action planning and assessment in guidance contexts: how can I understand and support these processes while working with colleagues in further education colleges and career service provision in Avon. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/jacqui.shtml

Laidlaw, M. (1996) How can I create my own living educational theory as I offer you an account of my educational development? Ph.D. thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory Section of http://www.actionresearch.net/moira.shtml
Holley, E. (1997) How do I as a teacher-researcher contribute to the development of a living educational theory through an exploration of my values in my professional practice? M.Phil., University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/erica.shtml

 D’Arcy, P. (1998) The Whole Story….. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/pat.shtml

 Loftus, J. (1999) An action enquiry into the marketing of an established first school in its transition to full primary status. Ph.D. thesis, Kingston University. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/loftus.shtml
Whitehead, J. (1999) How do I improve my practice?  Creating a discipline of education through educational enquiry. Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/jack.shtml
Cunningham, B. (1999) How do I come to know my spirituality as I create my own living educational theory? Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/ben.shtml
Adler-Collins, J. (2000) A Scholarship of Enquiry, M.A. dissertation, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/jekan.shtml
Finnegan, (2000) How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations as an action researcher and as a teacher? Ph.D. submission, University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/fin.shtml
Austin, T. (2001) Treasures in the Snow: What do I know and how do I know it through my educational inquiry into my practice of community? Ph.D. Thesis, University of Bath, In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/austin.shtml
Mead, G. (2001) Unlatching the Gate: Realising the Scholarship of my Living Inquiry. Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/mead.shtml

Bosher, M. (2001) How can I as an educator and Professional Development Manager working with teachers, support and enhance the learning and achievement of pupils in a whole school improvement process? Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/bosher.shtml
Delong, J. (2002) How Can I Improve My Practice As A Superintendent of Schools and Create My Own Living Educational Theory? Ph.D. University of Bath. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/delong.shtml

Scholes-Rhodes, J. (2002) From the Inside Out: Learning to presence my aesthetic and spiritual ‘being’ through the emergent form of a creative art of inquiry.  Ph.D. under examination, November, 2002. In the Living Theory section of http://www.actionresearch.net/rhodes.shtml
I do not intend to imply that the above Theses and Dissertations show that ‘I have educated these individuals’.  In my view they have educated themselves. However, I do want to claim that  I have had acknowledged, educative influences  in the learning of particular practitioner-researchers. I want to examine the evidence  in my claims to know such influences on their learning. I am thinking of claims which will reveal the meanings and evidence of my standards of originality, critical judgement and values of humanity as I seek to represent the meanings of the spiritual, aesthetic and ethical influences in my educative relations. The issue of representation is linked to my desire for recognition in the following way:

Human beings seek recognition of their own worth, or of the people, things, or principles that they invest with worth. The desire for recognition, and the accompanying emotions of anger, shame and pride, are parts of the human personality critical to political life. According to Hegel, they are what drives the whole historical process. (Fukuyama, 1992, p. xvii)

Let me see if I can communicate more clearly the nature of the spiritual quality of recognition I am seeking to represent in my research as I make my first return in thirty years to these (gendered) words of Martin Buber:

The teacher who wants to help the pupil to realize his best potentialities must intend him as this particular person, both in his potentiality and in his actuality. More precisely, he must know him not as a mere sum of qualities, aspirations, and inhibitions; he must apprehend him, and affirm him as a whole. But this he can only do if he encounters him as a partner in a bipolar situation. And to give his influence unity and meaning, he must live through this situation in all its aspects not only from his own point of view but also from that of his partner. He must practice the kind of realization that I call embracing. It is essential that he should awaken the I-You relationship in the pupil, too, who should intend and affirm his educator as this particular person; and yet the educational relationship could not endure if the pupil also practiced the art of embracing by living through the shared situation from the educator’s point of view. Whether the I-You relationship comes to an end or assumes the altogether different character of a friendship, it becomes clear that the specifically educational relationship is incompatible with complete mutuality. (Buber, p. 178, 1970)

In seeking recognition in the ‘I-You’ relationship and in the thymotic sense of ‘spiritness’ (Fukuyama, 1992, p. xvi) I want to overcome a tendency to megalothymia in the sense of a search to be recognised as superior to others. I do want to be seen as working ‘alongside’ others (Pound, 2002). In 1999, the University of Bath did recognise my contribution to knowledge of my subject education, through my s-step research (Whitehead, 1999). I am delighted that this can be publicly acknowledged as worthy of being seen, alongside the contributions of my research students, as showing originality of mind, critical judgement and my values of humanity. 

In my supervision of the above action research programmes, I have already received the quality of recognition which has helped to sustain my enquiries. I think it worth emphasising that this recognition and affirmation, in the use of my ideas by my students, was vital in helping me to resist the denial of recognition in the examiners’ judgements of previous submissions of two doctoral theses on educational theory  in 1980 and 1982. It was also vital in helping me to sustain my enquiries in the face of the University’s claim, in 1987, that my activities and writings were a challenge to the present and proper organisation of the University and not consistent with the duties the University wished me to pursue in my teaching or research (3.2, p.98). I make this points to stress the importance of persistence in the face of pressure, in s-step research.

As I judge my research programme as a whole I understand my present living standards, of originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity in terms of both an evaluation of my learning through my past enquiries and in terms of my intentions to live my values more fully in my practice in my future enquiries. In creating my living educational theories I am seeking to communicate the nature of the process through which my  standards constitute my discipline of s-step.  In Schön’s (1995) terms I see that:

“The problem of introducing and legitimizing in the university the kinds of action research associated with the new scholarship is one not only of the institution but of the scholars themselves”.  (p.34)

What he means by this is that the new scholarship requires an epistemology of practice. 

“ I have tried to show how the introduction of the kinds of inquiry inherent in the new scholarship are likely to encounter a double impediment: on the one hand, the power of disciplinary in-groups that have grown up around the dominant epistemology of the research universities; and on the other, the inability of those who might become new scholars to make their practice into appropriately rigorous research.” (p.34)

I am seeking to make a contribution to this new scholarship by making my ‘practice into appropriately rigorous s-step research’. I am doing this by showing how living standards of originality of mind, critical judgement  and values of humanity constitute my discipline of s-step research.

What makes a ‘living’ approach to educational standards differ from  traditional, ‘linguistic’ standards, where meanings are defined through lexical definitions, is that the living standards are embodied in the lives of practitioners and require ostensive definition to communicate their meanings.  In using ostensive definitions I am attempting to share my meanings by pointing out, in the movement between my texts , where the embodied meanings of my standards of originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity are emerging through time, reflection and action.  I am indebted to Moira Laidlaw for the insight that the meanings of the values I use as my educational standards are themselves living and changing in the course of their emergence in practice  as living standards of judgement (Laidlaw, 1996)

In telling this story, with a beginning, middle and end, my broad brushstrokes will have obscured some of the details of my journey.  This doesn’t concern me too much as I am bound to omit some of the details from a thirty five year journey.  The question which does concern me is, have I communicated clearly the importance for s-step research of presenting evidence that  can establish relationships  between standards of originality of mind, critical judgement , values of humanity and the creation and testing of living educational theories? 

I now want to focus on the evidence of my living contradictions  in terms of spiritual, aesthetic, and ethical values. I am situating my  text in relation to Lather’s notion of ironic validity,  as a representation of its failure to represent what it point towards but can never reach (Lather, 1994). I am thinking in particular about a failure to represent the meanings of the spiritual and aesthetic values which are embodied in my educative relations with my students. In this sense I am relating to failure in the positive sense that it connects with a motivation to get closer to the meanings.

PART 4) ‘HOW CAN I HELP YOU TO IMPROVE YOUR LEARNING?’

I am searching for ways of representing the meanings of embodied values and using these meanings for judging the quality and validity of evidence. I am thinking particularly of my educative relations in which I am expressing these values as I seek to support the development of my students’ originality of mind, critical judgement and values of humanity.

In answer the question ‘How do I know that I have influenced your learning for good? A question of representing my educative relationships with research students (4.3), I focus attention on the meanings of the spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values which form the contradictions I experience in my educative relations as I address the s-step researchers  I supervise for their higher degrees.

“The final part of my claim to know that I have influenced your learning for good is in relation to what I will call my ontological authenticity. At sometime in the course of your enquiries, you have explained your learning in terms of your values, actions and understandings. You have expressed your values in relation to the meanings of your 

existence. We have talked about the importance of our different spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values, as well as our political economic, emotional and cognitive values. I associate our educative relationships with the processes of learning to live our values more fully, with developing our understandings and with creating our own living educational theories. In working to influence your learning for good, I am thinking of our learning, individually and together as ‘we’ express more fully the values of compassionate understanding, loving affirmation, freedom, justice and democracy in our lives and workplaces.” ( 4.3, p.3)  

In developing dialogical forms of representation for my claims to know my educative influence  (4.2, 4.4 & 4.5),  I focus below on my  existence as a living contradiction as I violate both my students and my own spiritual and aesthetic values in my educative relations.  I take Bohm’s point (3.2, p. 96) about the need for a constantly creative culture in which being and meaning are taking creative steps. In answering my question, ‘How can I help you to improve your learning?’, I am seeking to reveal the meanings of the spiritual and aesthetic values I use to discipline my educational enquiries through my standards of originality of mind and critical judgement.

As in Part Three, where my dialectical analysis focused on my existence as a living contradiction, I want to stress that the meanings of these standards are emerging from my practice as an educator. I am thinking of practice in Ilyenkov’s terms:

“Since thought outwardly expressed itself, not only in the form of speech but also in real actions and in people’s deeds, it could be judged much better ‘by its fruits’ than by the notions that it created about itself. Thought therefore, that was realised in men’s actual actions also proved to be the true criterion of the correctness of those subjective-mental acts that were outwardly expressed only in words, in speeches, and in books.” (Ilyenkov, 1977, p. 209-210)

I now want to focus on the specific practices in which the experiences of contradictions are moving my educational enquiries forward. I am  thinking of the experiences in which I contradicted my spiritual, aesthetic and ethical values in my educative relations. I will then move on to consider the educational influence, in relation to the education of social formations, of pedagogising (Bernstein, 2000) living theory texts. 

In a  collaboration with a Ph. D. researcher, Jackie Delong (4.2) we analyse how I  violated my spiritual commitment to the I-You relationship we both value.This violation occurred as I  insisted, in a validation exercise, that the validation group focused solely on her ‘text’:

“.. in the validation meeting of the 27 Feb, 1997, I can be seen on a video-tape of the session, explaining to the group that we would focus on the text and that the aim was not to focus on the writer of the report but on what was actually written.

 However, in the introduction to the report Jackie Delong had explained the importance of relationships in her enquiry. In establishing the ‘ground rules’ for the validation exercise as focusing on the narrative of her educational development as ‘text’, I totally denied the implications of her own insistence on the importance of relationships. Another example in which I experience myself as a living contradiction!”. (4.2, p.4)

As Delong says:

“While feeling unprepared for the process of the validation group meeting, except for the fact that I had heard Jack make a passing comment some months earlier that this was not to be some bloody love-in, I was surprised by my reaction to it. I was frustrated by being unable to engage in the dialogue of asking  questions for clarification and felt totally divorced from the proceedings which were attending to my thoughts and learnings. Let me get this straight: MY thoughts, MY learnings, MY words but I’m not there! Only the text exists.

I felt “beat up and confused”. Here am I – Miss calm, cool, collected, always in control – watching myself from the outside and feeling totally helpless and disempowered. Excuse me, but didn’t I say right at the beginning of the paper that the relationships were of paramount importance in my practice and in the process of reporting? I guess I wasn’t clear enough!” ( 4.3, p.5)

My understandings of my aesthetic standards for judging evidence have developed from my experience of their denial with Pat D’Arcy, another Ph.D. researcher (D’Arcy, 1998).  D’Arcy would bring me her research reports and I would give what she termed my ‘Yes-But’ response. My intention was to help to move her enquiry on. Yet, in my ‘Yes-But’ responses to her work I violated her need for aesthetically appreciative and engaged responses to her writings.

Drawing on the work of Rosenblatt (1985, p. 297), D’Arcy describes the ways in which the term aesthetic can apply to different stages in the reading process. She makes the following points about these stages in terms of stance, transaction, evocation and response. She says that the stance which the reader chooses to adopt from the moment she starts to read the story, can be aesthetic, in the sense that the reader is prepared to be responsive to: ‘the qualitative overtones of the ideas, images, situations and characters’. The transaction which the reader makes with the text becomes aesthetic, in the sense that it is ‘what the reader is living through during the reading event’. In D’Arcy’s view the evocation  - what the reader ‘makes’ of the story inside her head, during the act of reading, is also aesthetic in the sense that it becomes another story rising out of the transaction that is taking place. 

D’Arcy believes that the response which the reader can then choose to make, with reference to the virtual text that he or she has created during the act of reading, will also be aesthetic in the sense that it recollects the thoughts, feelings and impressions that were activated in the reader’s mind as her eyes took in the words on the page. The important point about an appreciative response if it is to be aesthetic rather than merely analytic, is that the responder can now look carefully at the original text, bearing their own engaged virtual text in mind and RELATING it to what the writer has written.

D’Arcy really wanted me to pay careful attention to HER  text, in relation to how I had engaged with it. It was this engagement with and appreciation of HER version, that

she was missing.

In an analysis of"The importance of loving care and compassionate understanding in conversations which sometimes become infused with irritation, frustration and anger." (4.4) I make the following points as I seek to understand how my ‘Yes-But’ response denied both of our aesthetic values in failing to evoke my virtual text from D’Arcy’s stories:
I think Pat is right at the end of her latest letter to me to say that she is still waiting to see if I have learnt anything from her. If she had seen me chairing two validation groups at Kingston University…. I think she would have seen a failure on my part to have learnt the lesson about the importance of engaged and appreciative responses. Yet, I did recognise this as a problem, a year earlier, in a joint presentation with Jackie Delong to AERA in 1997, (Delong & Whitehead 1997). I say this to emphasise that not all action research accounts are ‘victory narratives’. Some of my own involve some ‘painful’ learning, especially when they are grounded in the experience of having helped to create some pain and distress, not to mention despondency and rage in others. Feel Pat’s irritation in ALWAYS, ALWAYS ALWAYS from you! In her letter below. (4.4, p.2).

In a paper on Knowing Ourselves as Teacher-Educators (4.6) I recognise, once again, my existence as a living contradiction as I fail to sustain my value of collaboration in my educative relationships with a former student (Moyra Evans) and professional colleagues (Pam Lomax and Zoe Parker):

In retrospect, it can be seen that Jack was not on the inside of the ‘connected’ form of relationship that had allowed the others to expose some of their vulnerabilities while respecting each other’s unspoken wish for silence in relation to others. (4.6, pp.14/15) 

The vulnerabilities are focused on experiences  between the three women. My ethical contradictions are focused on my desire to publicly discuss the issues and the ethical commitment I gave that we would not publish anything from the conversations, on which there was not agreement that I could.

The desire for the recognition of my  ethical values in evidence from my educational research may  also be understood in the way Fukuyama (1992) uses the term ‘Thymos’:

“The existence of a moral dimension in the human personality that constantly evaluates both the self and others does not, however, mean that there will be any agreement on the substantive content of morality. In a world of thymotic moral selves, they will be constantly disagreeing and arguing and growing angry with one another over a host of questions, large and small. Hence thymos is, even in its most humble manifestations, the starting point for human conflict.” (pp. 181-182).

In her doctoral thesis, From the Inside Out: Learning to presence my aesthetic and spiritual ‘being’ through the emergent form of a creative art of inquiry, Jacqui Scholes-Rhodes (2002) provides the evidence to establish her meanings of exquisite connectivity in relation to her aesthetic and spiritual ‘being’ in her s-step research. The evidence requires the engaged and appreciative response of a reader who is able to make informed judgements on writing, images, music, poetry and the arts that can communicate such meanings:

"I wanted to understand, to sustain and nurture these emotional and aesthetic glimpses as an experience of spirituality in my life. Each image engenders a sense of connectivity, sometimes emerging from the aesthetic curve of a natural landscape or from perfumed scents on the wind, and other times overwhelming in the simplicity of human relationship. It can flow simply from a memory of beauty, precious in its cocoon of silence, the silence itself so precious in a cacophonous world. I wanted to feel this 'exquisite connectivity' daily - to wake sure in it power, to absorb its energy and nourishment.....”  (Scholes-Rhodes, 2002)
Evidence that I have succeeded in sustaining a more ‘connected’ form of relationship  is in my analysis of my educative relationship with Kevin Eames in a paper on creating a new discipline of educational enquiry (4.5). In the dialogical form of this analysis, which is also included in (1.2), I represent my educative influence from within the writings and voice of the research student. I also show how I discipline my teaching and s-step enquiry, through valuing the expression of Eames’ (1995) originality of mind and critical judgement in the development of his understanding of the nature of dialectics. One of the points I want to make about Eames’ work, is that as Schön (1995) was writing about creating a new epistemology for the new scholarship, Eames (1995) constructed an epistemology of practice for the new scholarship. 

What I have noticed within my most recent publications is that my enquiries are becoming much more participatory in the sense that I am sharing my concerns with others who are sharing their concerns with me. However, I have yet to share a question of the kind, ‘How can we improve our practice?’ where there is agreement on the enquiry ‘we’ are engaged in. I am drawn to Dadds’ questions at this point:

“If we choose to write together with those we support, what challenges do we face as we attempt to represent a partnership ethic in collaborative publications? How is a collaborative text composed? How do we handle differences of perspective, meaning, style, preferred genre? How is the ‘final say’ achieved? What processes do we establish to ensure the most democratic and representative end texts possible?” (Dadds, p.50, 1998).

I also find myself moving towards Somekh’s and Thaler’s (1997) insights on the importance of participatory action research, in which dialogue and discussion between the participants are central to the process of defining commonly-accepted research questions (the ‘we’ questions). I agree with their point that to succeed in this difficult endeavour, of breaking down established routines of interaction and what, in effect, are taboos established by the culture and traditions of the group, it is essential to have an understanding of the multiple nature of the many ‘selves’ involved:

Rational planning and decision-making are doomed to failure in the face of the remarkable complexity of human motivation, encompassing interlocking disappointments, hurts, confusions, affections and aspirations. (Somekh & Thaler, p. 158. 1997)

And as Day (1998) has rightly pointed out in his work on the different selves of teachers:

“…there is still limited evidence of action research which combines both the story, the different selves of the teacher, the action and change. Collaborative researchers who themselves may be ideologically committed to particular purposes and practices of teaching, must work with the emotional and intellectual selves of teachers who may have different beliefs, values and practices from their own. They must learn to listen to dissonant voices which may not always be comfortable.” (Day, p. 272, 1998)

Before moving on to meet  such a voice in Noffke’s criticism of s-step research I want to bear A.N. Whitehead’s voice in  mind: 

 “Imagination is a contagious disease. It cannot be measured by the yard, or weighed by the pound, and then delivered to the students by members of the faculty. It can only be communicated by a faculty whose members wear their learning with imagination….. The whole art in the organisation of a university is the provision of a faculty whose learning is lighted up with imagination. This is the problem of problems in university education.”

   






 (Whitehead, A.N., p.146, 1929)

Noffke’s criticism is that:

'The idea of practitioners questioning the basis of their work is an essential element to action research efforts across a wide variety of contexts (e.g., Carr & Kemmis, 1988; Elliott, 1991; Whitehead, 1993; Zeichner, 1993). Some (e.g., Dadds 1995) highlight subjectivity and practitioner reflection and are rich explorations of the layers of self in action research. Others, while also included the subjective, lived experiences of practitioners, centre on the personal and professional growth of the individual teacher as a "means for the principled modification of professional practice" (Wells, 1994, p. 25). There is some evidence too, that concepts such as freedom, rationality, justice, democracy, and so forth, play a role in the examination of both personal theories and practices (e.g., McNiff, 1993). These, in turn, are seen as acting to encourage a support efforts to challenge trends within the educational system such as obstructing the realization of the "living educational theory" (Whitehead, 1993).

As vital as such a process of self-awareness is to identifying the contradictions between one's espoused theories and one's practices, perhaps because of its focus on individual learning, it only begins to address the social basis of personal belief systems. While such efforts can further a kind of collective agency (McNiff, 1988), it is a sense of agency built on ideas of society as a collection of autonomous individuals. As such, it seems incapable of addressing social issues in terms of the interconnections between personal identity and the claim of experiential knowledge, as well as power and privilege in society (Dolby, 1995; Noffke, 1991). The process of personal transformation through the examination of practice and self-reflection may be a necessary part of social change, especially in education;  it is however, not sufficient.' ( Noffke, 1997, p. 329)

I think Noffke’s criticism that s-step research ‘seems incapable of addressing social issues in terms of the interconnections between personal identity and the claim of experiential knowledge, as well as power and privilege in society’  is a most important criticism to take seriously and to learn from. I think it can be shown to be mistaken by reference to evidence from s-step research that is concerned with the education of social formations.  The most recent of my s-step publications  moves into multi-media representations of the meanings of freedom, power and privilege in  the education of social formations. Here is how I answer Noffe’s criticism in my most recent multi-media presentation:

This presentation marks a break with my traditional, text-based presentations in other refereed journals (Whitehead, 1999, 2000a). The inspiration for this transformation from text to multi-media communication comes from a range of sources. One was Elliott Eisner's (1993) Presidential Address to AERA where he called for and used a multi-media presentation of alternative forms of data representation in educational research. He also pointed out the problems and perils of this form of data representation (Eisner, 1997).  Another was Maura McIntyre’s and Ardra Cole's (2001) performance text at the Third International Conference of the Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices Special Interest Group of AERA. There was also the inspiration of seeing Marion Naidoo presenting a 'performance text' (Mills, pp. 132-135, 2000) on the care of Alzheimer's patients to a group of practitioner researchers at Bath. 

The study includes values of academic freedom, justice, power and privilege in the education of the social formation of my workplace. 

Mitchell and Weber (1999) recognise that the term nostalgia  can lead us into an arena laden with competing ideologies and perspectives. As they use it, nostalgia can be a liberating concept in the sense of a reinvention which uses what we know now to inform and critique what could have been. Much of what they explore involves a reclaiming of the past that acknowledges the fact that it is gone and can never be relived in the same way. Indeed, as they say, it may never have existed in exactly the way that we think it did. This does not mean that it is of no use, for memories can evoke a utopia towards which we can work. As they say, that's not how it was but how I would have wanted it to be, and how I want to make it for others: 

Reinvention through self-study can be a powerful and highly effective means of self-transformation and a catalyst for professional growth. It can strengthen or weaken hidden bits of self, challenging us to incorporate certain ignored elements into our professional identity, or forcing us to wrap our imagination around a different image of ourselves in action. It can be wonderfully motivating in its ability to bring home a painful or a beautiful truth, and help us appreciate and even bring about our most meaningful moments as teachers. Studying ourselves does not always involve major change; sometimes it is just  about revaluing what was already there and using it in new ways that are informed by both the personal and the social. (Mitchell and Weber, p. 232, 1999)

I now want to revisit, through a performance text,  my experience of power relations in 1991, when I was invited to meet a Senate Working Party to discuss a matter of academic freedom (my own). It involves a combination of my nostalgic revisiting of my experience of the university working party with the idea of a performance text and my learning from this experience:  

Performance of the research text is an embodiment and representation of the inquiry process as well as a new process of active learning. The possibility of active learning in each performance or recreation of the text exists through our ongoing commitment to maintaining the conditions of our relationship. Each performance is an experiential basis for reflection, analysis, and learning because in relationship we are ‘participants-as-collaborators’ (Lincoln, 1993, p. 42). Together we were able to draw out each other’s knowledge and strength. (McIntyre & Cole, p. 22, 2001).

Whenever I seek to make my own contribution to educational knowledge (Whitehead, 1999, 2000b), I find myself remembering the history of the power relations and regimes of truth (Foucault, 1980, p.133) which have shaped the growth of my values, theories and knowledge. In the process of ‘legitimating’ my original ideas on the nature of educational theory and educational knowledge, I have been subjected to pressures which 'could have constrained a less determined individual’ . These are not my words. The were in the conclusions of a working party established by the Senate of the University of Bath, in 1990, to investigate evidence concerning a matter of my academic freedom. 

Earlier in this presentation I included video-footage of my relationships with a practitioner-researcher which others have said shows something of the life-affirming energy and my passion for learning they experience with me. In contrast to this life-affirming energy I want to communicate the meanings of my response to the feelings of humiliation/defeat in the context of the Senate working party on a matter of academic freedom. I am thinking of a response I make in the video-clip below, which I characterise as the forceful assertion of scholarly values of freedom and justice that keeps me in contact with my life-affirming energy. I am seeking to clarify the meanings of these values, in explanations for the education of the social formation of the university, in the course of their emergence from engagements with institutional power relations. In this way I am seeking to answer Noffke’s criticism by showing that it is possible for self-studies to engage with issues of power and privilege in the education of social formations.

I now ask you to accompany me into a performance text of a meeting with the four university colleagues who formed, in 1991, the Senate Working Party to investigate a matter of academic freedom in relation to my own work. The context was that the Board of Studies for Education had passed by one vote a recommendation to Senate that such an investigation should be carried out on the grounds that there was prima-facie evidence that my academic freedom had been breached. 

A preliminary report had been produced which concluded that my academic freedom had not been breached.  There was no mention in the draft report that I had been subjected to any pressure. Here is a video-taped reconstruction, with a transcript of the 56 second clip of my 'reliving' of my passionate response to this preliminary report. The clip, made in 2001 of a meeting from 1991, begins at the point where I am finishing a description of the context of my meeting with the Senate working party, to a group of practitioner-researchers that meets weekly in the Department of Education:

(Video-clip 4 of reconstruction of my response to the Working Party on 

Academic Freedom ajwacfr.mov)

Transcript:

Because I turned to walk from the room and here I paused and then I turned and I said: 

"If you allow that report to be made public you are denying some of the fundamental values of what it means to be a scholar and an academic. If you don't recognise the pressure to which I've been subjected to in this institution since I came here in relation to my research, you are opening the doors for other abuses in relation to this institution. Now, that is all I have got to say to you but if you permit that report to go to Senate in that form you are denying the fundamental responsibilities of being an academic." 

Right, and then I went.

My meeting with the committee to discuss the draft was followed by an inclusion in the final report which referred to pressure:

“The Working Party did not find that, in any of Mr. Whitehead’s seven instances, his academic freedom had actually been breached. This was, however, because of Mr. Whitehead’s persistence in the face of pressure; a less determined individual might well have been discouraged and therefore constrained.”

This report was 'received' by Senate in May 1991. 

At this point in my multi-media presentation I am drawing attention to the value of a visual medium and of  'theorising nostalgia' in understanding the education of social formations in facing the power relations that support the truth of power and the power of truth. For me, the education of social formations involves learning what it means for individuals to live their values more fully, while participating in the constitution of the social formation. It also means learning more about how to modify or transform the existing formation in order to support these living values more fully. By engaging with such power relations I think it is possible to meet Noffke's criticism and to show how living theories can engage with issues of power and privilege in society. 

The power relations I have in mind are those which Foucault (1980, p. 133) describes in terms of regimes of truth. He writes about the regimes of truth in terms of the power relations which influence the procedures which determine what counts as truth in specific contexts. The contexts I have in mind are the Western Academies within which power relations work to give higher status to propositional theories of professional knowledge, over the theories of practitioner-researchers generated from their self-studies. As an important aside, in relation to the education of the social formation of my University, I will mention that until 1991 research students were not permitted to question the competence of their examiners ‘under any circumstances’ once they had been appointed by Senate. In 1991 the regulation was changed to permit questions to be raised on the grounds of bias, prejudice and inadequate assessment. This are the kind of changes I am referring to when I write about the influence of self-studies in educating social formations. 

Following Lomax (1997) I now want to take account of the way my enquiries engage in both an inter-subjective and intra-subjective dialectic.  When she writes about representing action research she means more than finding a new way of presenting data. By ‘form of representation’ she means a dynamic way of presenting the meaning of one’s research that has two components: an inter-subjective dialectic and an intra-subjective dialectic. 

She defines the intra-subjective dialectic as the process through which ones understanding is transformed as one engages in the struggle to represent what one means. This is the process I have been engaged in above.  She defines the inter-subjective dialectic as an engagement with the imagined or actual responses of others where the very act of representing is an invitation to others to engage.  Lomax uses the word dialectic, because its implied ‘openness’ to learning is accompanied by purposeful self-knowledge that encourages argument rather than capitulation (Lomax, 1997).

In meeting Noffke’s criticism I think it is important to show such an inter-subjective engagement with the contributions of social theorists. I am thinking of an engagement that enhances my understanding (and the understanding of others) of  the influence of my self-study on the education of the social formation of the University of Bath in relation to issues of power and privilege.  

The social theorists I have in mind have engaged with concepts of mythologising discourse, economic rationality, globalisation, communicative action and learning, collective responsibility, collective intelligence  and habitus. They are Bernstein (2000), Danaher (2001), McTaggart (1992), Habermas (1976, 1987), Whitty (1997), Brown and Lauder (2001) and Bourdieu (1990).

In drawing insights from social theorists I want to explain how I am seeking to avoid the kind of mythologising discourse described by Bernstein (2000) in relation to schools. By a mythologizing discourse he  means a discourse that disconnects the hierarchy of success internal to a school from social class hierarchies external to the school. He says that this involves the trick of  creating a mythological discourse and that this discourse incorporates some of the political ideology and arrangement of the society:

First of all, it is clear that conflict, or potential conflict, between  social groups may be reduced or contained by creating a discourse which emphasises what all groups share, their communality, their apparent  interdependence.

By creating a fundamental identity, a discourse is created which generates what I shall call horizontal solidarities among their staff and students, irrespective of the political ideology and social arrangement of the society. The discourse  which produces horizontal solidarities or attempts to produce such solidarities from this point of view I call a mythological discourse. This mythological discourse consists of two pairs of elements which, although having different  functions, combine to reinforce each other. One pair celebrates and attempts to produce a united, integrated, apparently common national consciousness; the other pair work together to disconnect hierarchies within the school from a causal relation with social hierarchies outside the school.” (p. xxiii)

I am seeking to avoid contributing to such a mythologizing discourse through an exploration of the significance of Bernstein’s (2000) theory of pedagogic communication and in particular his idea of the pedagogisation of knowledge in relation to issues of power and control. By pedagogy Bernstein means a sustained process whereby somebody acquires new forms or develops existing forms of conduct, knowledge, practice and criteria from somebody or something deemed to be an appropriate provider and evaluator - appropriate either from the point of view of the acquirer or by some other body or both. He focuses particularly on the ‘relays’ that influence the knowledge that is communicated, rather than the knowledge itself, ie; what is being relayed. As I publicise this multi-media text, I am pedagogising living theory texts and exploring my engagement with some of the power and control issues that sustain particular views of knowledge in the Academy. 
I am thinking of an exploration that seeks to avoid the creation of a mythologising discourses while at the same time contributing to the education of social formations through understanding the influences of political economy on this education.
The s-step of Paul Murray (Murray, 2002; Murray and Whitehead, 200) and Eden Charles (2002) explicitly addresses the development of a post-colonial future in the education of black youngsters in relation to issues of power and privilege in society and this brings me to my latest engagement with texts from s-step researchers. I will end with a traditional review, because I want to show that I value traditional canons of scholarly discourse while at the same time believing that the reviews of s-step researchers are particularly important because they are part of accounting for ones own life in education. 

The review is the edited text by John Loughran  and Tom Russell  (2002) of Improving Teacher Education Practices Through Self-study. In his introduction, Tom Russell asks, 'Can self-study improve teacher education?'  17 women and 8 men demonstrate how they have contributed to  such improvements in each s-step. Enora Brown's The (in) visibility of race in narrative constructions of the self demonstrates the importance of racialising educational discourse in s-step. This contribution is in Part 3 on Fostering social justice in teaching about teaching, together with powerful contributions on living and researching values of social justice by Morwenna Griffiths and Mary Lynn Hamilton. Part 1 is on Understanding teaching and teacher education. Part 2 is on Studying teacher educator's roles and responsibilities. Part 4 is on Exploring myths in teacher educator.
In his conclusion Loughran makes the important point that failure is an important learning event in teacher research. Each researcher in this text demonstrates a commitment to live as fully as they can their own educational values. Most importantly, they demonstrate how self-study research can include educational reviews of their own ideas, plans and values, in a way that encourages learning when their plans don't work out in the way they intended. 

Because of their focus on educational theory I particularly liked the contribution by Mary Dalmau and Hafdis Gudjónsdóttir on Framing professional discourse with teachers: Professional Working Theory. As they say:

Teachers' voices are marginalized in the knowledge-creation discourse. Self-study provides an important opportunity for university and school researchers to do their "separate work together" and frame a shared discourse. The seriousness with which we value the unique knowledge and experience that teachers bring to educational discourse will be a measure of our endeavors to include them. (p.117) 

In A research collaborative re-analysis of self-study teaching portfolios, Lis Bass, Vicky-Anderson-Patton and Jerry Allender describe how students became crucial informants in their self-studies. I loved their point that every question a student asks, and every indication of frustration, becomes a point to reflect upon what was missed, where needs were not met, and where teaching could be improved (p.68)

In his Opposites attract: What I learned about being a classroom teacher by being a teacher educator Joe Senese explains his learning about how the systems in which we work control and shape our behaviors. He says that is was through his self-study that he developed an awareness of himself as a learner so that he could truly learn to see what he could be. The willingness to explore the relationships between their embodied values in their self-studies, and the constraining and liberating influences of the social structures in which their practices are located, probably accounts for the increasing global significance of the s-step movement. Contributors to this text share their self-studies  from Canada, Australia, The United States, Iceland and Britain,  

Deborah Tidwell provides insights into some of the fulfilling and painful issues that can arise when asking questions of oneself in relation to one's educational influence in valuing individual students. I was struck by the personal integrity and authenticity in Tidwell's account  because she showed over time and interaction with her students how she enquired into her living values. While each self-study in this book is unique, each contributor does express originality of mind and critical judgement in living their own values-based standards of practice and judgement. I find the text inspiring as it embodies the sustained commitment of practitioner-researchers not only to live their values as fully as they can in their relationships with their students, but to contribute to the professional knowledge-base of education.

In such a short, traditional  review it is impossible to do justice to the quality of all the contributors. Sandy Schuck, Gilda Segal, Chuck Myers, Belinda Louie, Richard Stackman, Denise Drevdahl, Jill Purday, Linda Fitzgeralid, Joan Farstad, Deborah Deemer, Jeffrey Kuzmic and Amanda Berry all made significant contributions to this S-STEP text. They have contributed to one of the few educational texts that takes educational practice really seriously. I am meaning this in the sense that most texts contain writings about education from disciplines outside educational practice. 

Individuals in S-STEP are willing to account for themselves in their own learning as they take responsibility for their own actions in educating themselves, in influencing the education of others and in influencing the social formations in which we are all living and working. We are prepared to account for our own lives in education and to show how we are strengthening our evidential base for our commitment to s-step as we celebrate our first decade in researching together. Because of the growth of significance in web-based communications, I am ending with two addresses. The first contains an archive of evidence  in presentations to s-step conferences. The second is our s-step homepage that can help us to strengthen and document the evidence of the growth of our educational knowledge as we continuing to engage in our self-studies of our teacher education practices. 

S-STEP Conferences http://educ.queensu.ca/~ar/sstep.html
S-STEP Homepage - http://www.ku.edu/~sstep
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