CONTEXT

How can I present this thesis in a familiar and accessible form?

My intention in this Context is to be explicit about the scope, style, methodology and purpose of my work. I have consciously articulated it in a voice which I hope will have resonance and meaning for you. I also present a parallel account of the Context in the form of my Journal, a pattern repeated throughout my thesis and a clear illustration of the nature of the constructive dialectic which constantly defines and re-defines the work

The thesis is formed from a framework of inquiries – each one live and constantly changing within the incessant dialectical architecture of my own personal process of action inquiry. (Reason/Marshall p.413). Singly the inquiries map the milestones of experience and reflection/action (Marshall) cycles in my life, both as a practitioner and more and more as a researcher-practitioner. Together they track the emergent voices and identity of that researcher, formed from and through the data and illustrate an emergent methodology of reflection and dialogic inquiry sustained by a framework which I am referring to as my “living dialectic”.

Section 1 contains the text of these inquiries, written in varying patterns of narrative accounts and themselves subsequently the subject of inquiry through critical dialogue, collaborative reflection and my own living dialectic in the form of my Journal.

It is this living dialectic – a continuous and passionate process of inquiring questioning – which sustains, forms and re-forms the framework of inquiries, some of them intentional (I set out explicitly to engage in them) and some of them “attentional” (I pay attention as they emerge). Sometimes the voice is too loud and inquiries are de-constructed without any apparent purpose – but I continue to trust my process, and deal with the anger, frustration and disappointment my apparent single-mindedness can sometimes cause. 

As I progress the thesis I am able to share the inquiries with fellow-researchers through a series of “out loud” collaborative dialogues, acknowledging their live voices in my writing and evidencing my engagement with their reflections through the inclusion of my own dialectical voice in the reflective pages of my Journal. These collaborative reflections appear in Section 2 as I begin to pursue the emergent themes and in Section 3 as I examine my own form of action inquiry.

In developing my process of inquiry I have explored my own ability and readiness to find a place within a wider context of action inquiry and research. In defining my standpoint in this context I am seeking a form of connection that is both affirmative and generative – enriching in the further questions its unfamiliarity causes me to ask yet also inclusive in its incidental familiarity. I am not seeking to engage in argument or in deconstruction. My intention is to explore with a collaborative intent and extend the dialogue through my own dialectic.  

I start to do this in Section 2 as I explore the individual inquiries, and particularly as I re-view some of the inquiries through a gendered lens, and then more fully in Section 3 as I develop an inquiry around my methodology.

How do I move from intentional to “attentional” inquiry?

Why research? Why a thesis? I find myself in a divided place, negotiating on the one hand for defined purpose and pragmatic outcome in research (see Section 3) yet on the other hand attempting to be content with an unfolding purpose which relies on only two certainties. These certainties are my intentional inquiries  – a conscious search for healing and transformation of “self” through the re-connection and possible integration of my external and internal worlds and an inquiry into a gently forming sense of “living influence”. I explore each of these  more fully in Section 2 under the headings:

“How can I start to connect with my internal world and sustain its spiritual and aesthetic replenishment?” and 

“How can I extend my connectivity into my professional practice and influence the balance of commercial and personal imperatives?”
Each one of these intentional inquiries catalyses a series of sub-inquiries, some of them interdependent, others stand-alone in their significance or currency. As I become increasingly conscious of the bi-polarisation in my internal and external identities I choose to attend to the separate aspects of my identity before stepping forward to exploring the potential synthesis of a re-constructed, single self, able to express its singularity through plural voices. I seek to learn to maintain the integrity of my aesthetic sense of the world, to develop the courage to stay in a separate space of appreciation and positive encouragement and to learn to nurture the life-affirming energy of my spiritual and internal world. I explore the development of my voice – private and public – and the implications of expressing each of them out loud. I pay particular attention to questions of authenticity, power and authority as they arise in my inquiry into public voice and to themes of collusion and suppression in my private voice. And as I begin to develop a growing certainty in the voices I start to explore them in relationship with others, offering for inquiry the private voice of my Journal, sharing accounts of dialogues with professional colleagues and learning to articulate the voice of a researcher-practitioner in the company of others. These are my “attentional” inquiries – parallel cycles of action and reflection which through their own form define the boundaries of the thesis.

It is extremely important to me that I achieve a balance of expression in the thesis – the articulation of the same balance I am trying to achieve through the constructive dialogues between my two polarised identities. The voice of an articulate researcher-practitioner is new to me, and I will continue to explore both the language and style until I feel that it is my voice and is useful at this point in time. The voice of my internal world, however, is extremely familiar to me, expressed over time in my Journal, but still extremely silent in the expression of my every day and professional life.           

I sense I have to achieve an easy interplay between these two before I can make any claim to have integrated or synthesised my being into a single but multiply expressed identity. Above all, I want to experience this connection, to know that I am choicefully who I am – and able to articulate it in my evident actions and expression, and ultimately confirm it through my practice.  

Throughout my thesis I engage in a process of “learning out loud” – of pursuing unexpected turns of inquiry into unfamiliar and sometimes vulnerable (Behar) places. I have deliberately kept in play all the inquires as they emerge, developing some more than others as their interdependence or increasing resonance becomes evident. In this way I do intrude into the overall structure of the work but not enough to inhibit its improvisatory growth.

In some cases individual cycles of action and reflection become subsumed by a bigger yet un-anticipated inquiry. The question of gender has emerged in this way. In the early stages of my research I explore separate themes of silence, voice, multiplicity, affirmation, vulnerability and gentle influence as I track my inquiry into synthesis and self-transformation. These are included in the thesis in their separate form, as they occurred (Section 2), and are explored behind the following questions: 

“How can I develop and learn to articulate both my private and public voices?”
“How can I nurture my connectivity through relationships with others?”

“How can I develop the personal courage to form a “living influence?”

Later however I begin to acknowledge their resonance with aspects of feminist research (ch.5, p.59) and intentionally engage in an inquiry into my own gendered self – re-viewing myself “through a gendered lens”. This is included in Section 2.

As the voices have become clearer both through and in my research I have developed a growing awareness of the care I take in selecting written words which is not present when I speak. As I speak the words emerge, sometimes without precision or clear intent, their ultimate meaning constructed by the response they engender. This may not be in line with my original intention (upon reflection) but it is the meaning I allow to be assigned to them. However when I write I have a different sense of composition as I select each word as carefully as I would the next note in a musical score. I choose each word to sit comfortably in the rhythm of the text, each meaning encouraged by the phrases and cadences containing it. It is a natural process, not a deliberate or contrived one. As I attempt to understand my own aesthetic sense of the world I learn to develop this form of musicality in my text which both expresses and explores the deep sense of connection I feel as I learn to live through my internal world. The evidence is in the pages of my Journal.

Each paragraph denotes a silent pause, a counting of beats for reflection as I move through and sometimes beyond the accounts of my inquiries.   

This “moving beyond” the accounts is significant. Increasingly I have found that writing and preparation for writing engenders a new form of dialogue around the inquiries, causing me to push a little harder into my meaning or intention before I carefully articulate it. In some cases it triggers new cycles of reflection and action, inter-linking aspects of the research which I had not previously anticipated. In this way the writing of my text becomes an integral part of my action inquiry process. 

I expand on this in Section 1 behind the questions: 

“How can I learn through telling and re-telling my stories?” and 

“How can I articulate this connectivity and deep aesthetic sense through my written text?” 
before plunging headlong into the sometimes frenetic journey of my action inquiry.

In Section 4 I review the thesis against those Standards of Judgement explicitly stated in the Preface. The section is intended as an opportunity for reflection as I systematically review the text, its structure and the methodology against my own, pre-defined criteria. 

And finally in Section 5 I tentatively explore the possibilities of “future dialogues” – a form of out loud thinking around the potentiality of future action, awarely running the risk of slipping into hypothetical “certainty” but happily maintaining the messy uncertainty of emergent and anticipatory inquiry with the question:

“How can I re-form my practice to sustain my connectivity?” 
and play for a while with its possibilities.  

