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Does Collaboration Matter?

A paradigm for practical educational research

What is the virtue in collaboration among practitioners in practical educational research? And if collaboration
as elaborated here matters enough for us to care, how will our lives as practitioner-researchers be different?
This thesis argues that collaborative research is more than a way of distributing the research burden; it forms
aparadigm of practice which requires new modes of conduct and thinking. I illustrate the transformation of
my practice from a collaborative methodology to a collaborative ethics, in which changes in status and
relationships between participants implied new forms and sources of knowledge.

The context of the thesis is a police training college where I held responsibility for staff training and
development. The police trainers’ thinking was characterised by ameans-end rationality and a coyness about
public debate of their values. Their practices of both teaching and policing had taken-for-granted aims,
underpinned by a faith in certain knowledge and a piecemeal, technical understanding of competence. My
research became a critical praxis at the point of interaction with the training staff. I had to learn new skills,
and to replace my methodological certainties with a practical and ethical complexity.

My collaborative ethics sought to change trainers' relationships with their work. It engendered puzzlement
about tcaching and learning, and permitted new constructions of practice. An eclectic mix of critical and
emancipatory action research, with an autoethnographic approach, points towards a research practice
determined by a situated ethics rather than a technical methodology. I contribute to our understanding of
'collaboration' and 'positive freedom' by conceptualising them as qualities of human relationships, judged
by their diversity rather than conformity to shared aims. I show how police training culture reproduces
conformity, how it may be confronted, and how collaborative relationships can expand understanding of
teaching and learning.
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1 Introduction

The Police Service: a quest for certainty

What would a sociological project look like that was not a technology of regulation and surveillance?

Lather(1991:15)

HABEASCORPUS

My subtitle for this opening section is both a pun on the police context of my thesis and a metaphor for some
important police processes. Habeas corpus - produce the body - was a High Court writ issued to the custodians
of a prisoner demanding that the person be brought before a judge. It is archaic now because police detention is
governed by modern legislation; the production of bodies has been institutionalised!

The police use the word 'body' to describe a detained person. However, in colloquial use it means a lot more.
There 1s a sense of the 'body' being a trophy, a reward, a notch cut in a truncheon. There is a sense of the 'body’
as an object that has lost its human identity and become "police property" (Reiner 2000); a body to be processed,
signed-for on custody forms and whose fingertips are inked in order to be taken. The police 'find' the 'hard evidence'
to 'make’ the case. Which in its turn becomes the 'body of an argument' in a court room, judged by the 'weight of
the law' whose 'long arm' had 'felt the collar'. The language and metaphors of our criminal justice system are
corporeal, they are the 'warrants' of certainty, they are 'beyond reasonable doubt'.

Police officers produce bodies of certainty. There is no room for doubt or provisionality. The modern idea in
crime investigation is that Aetectives should seek to prove a person's innocence by looking for the disconfirming
evidence, but old habits die hard and the proof of guilt is the 'real’ prize. Officers memorise offence definitions and
'points to prove', and they practice their accuracy in tests of recall that turn on the precision of single words. The
world is modelled as é'soéio-legal dualism in which everything is either lawful >r unlawful, and the criteria for
deciding are always written down and certain. In important way: the police set out to make the world simpler by
having itresemble the model. Stereotypes ensure that the 'decent people' getaservice, and the 'scrotes’ getarrested.
Gays are 'pinkos', protesters are 'reds', Maggie Thatcher is a hero, and if you geta speeding ticket then you deserved
it. The police have a way of not séeing amiddle ground; of not seeing a face that doesn't fit; of not seeing a history
and of not seeing a consequence.

This wav of seeing, or of not seeing, keeps making the news headlines. Lord Scarman told us what was not seen
in Brixton in 1981, and in 1999 Lord Macpherson told us it was still not being seen when Steven Lawrence was

murdered. "Noble cause corruption” (HMIC 1999b) is a special way of seeing innocent peoplc as guilty ones.
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Domestic violence is not seen. Racially motivated crime is seen reluctantly. Victims are seenjust as witnesses. and
offenders just as detected-crime statistics. And nearly everyone is seen as suspicious. The police model of social
reality has an impoverished set of categories with which to understand both self and others.

Habeas corpus? These are the bodies that are produced, and reproduced by the police. It is a triumph of the
enlightenment project.

Malcolm Bradbury in his novel To the Hermitage (2001) tells a story of two bodies, the physical remains of the
philosopher Descartes, and the corpus of knowledge contained in the Hermitage library at St. Petersburg. Descartes
diedand was buried in Stockholm. He was later moved to Paris where his tomb drifted from churchyard to churchyard
on the ebb and flow of a tide of political respectability. At each move bones disappeared until there was nothing
left of Descartes; except the irony that he is still with us, being cogitated upon by undergraduate philosophers.

And in the same way, the 'bones' in the Hermitage library have disappeared over the centuries; more so in a
post-communist world of underfunding. I felt a sense of outrage as I read Bradbury's account of the decay and
the thefts of irreplaceable books. But is that all there is? What will there be, when the library no longer exists? Is
that the end of knowledge?

Bradbury traces the contribution made to the library by Diderot and his competitor, Voltaire.

Voltaire's books have the finer bindings, Diderot's show evidence of the more impassioned use. In the fashion of
the times, the books have been used by both to make more books. Voltaire has filled his own with underlinings,
great emphases, judgements, annotations, some of these written in the end-papers in a miniature version of his
round hand. Denis has used the rag pages even more freely, and filled up every spare page with instant reactions,
fresh speculations and stories, and written not just round the text and down the margins but across the printed
type itself. His reactions are clear. The sentimentally feminized stories of Samuel Richardson - tales of the hunted
maidens Pamela and Clarissa - have driven him to passion, and possibly something more: maybe here are the first
glimpses of his own literary jewels of indiscretion. The writings of Helvetius have annoyed him. Those of Sterne
seem to have provoked him to something resembling mania.

So books breed books, writing breeds writing. The writer starts out as reader in order to become the new writer.
In this fashion one book can actually become the author of a new one.

Bradbury, To the Hermitage (2001: 387)

The encyclopaedias of Diderot and Voltaire "in the end made learning some of the biggest business in the world"
writes Bradbury (388). The idea of an encyclopaedia is the Enlightenment project, and its fate will be that of
Descartes' bones - fo be scattered and lost. But I imagine the bones te b2 like batons handed on to all those who
wanted a piece of the great man. Descartes touched other philosophes, whose own bones are transformed in that
relationship and in their tum.passed bn. The bones are transient, but the touch multiples like life itself.

InBradbury's other metaphor, knowledge exists in the margins of books and gives us clues astohoweachreader
transformed what was found and passed it on in a new book. Those annoying scribblings in the margins of our
universities' library books are 'the biggest business in the world', and the antithesis of the idea of a body of

knowledge. The knowledge decays and is dispersed. because it has become disembodied and mummified in paper



and binding. Learning, however, is within us, as political, social and gendered bodies; we are transformed in the
margins of books in that moment of communication when the writer touches us. The books and the bones are the
artefacts we leave behind, markers that say 'learning passed this way".

The police library is a well run museum. The books are preserved and the writers are revered. The notices on

the walls say:

Notalking.
No writing in the margins.
Wait here for the librarian to seat you - one person only per carrel.

The police library is added-to only slowly; rote learning reproduces it, as in a master-apprentice relationship.
Vision is Dewey-decimal and research is taxonomical. The police technologies of the moment - new public
management, the performance culture, competences and measurement - reinforce the idea that those qualities which
identify us human can be preserved, catalogued and arranged on the shelves of the archive.

What reserves of energy are expended keeping the library together? What lies are told to justify the sense of
1t? What are the costs to living people? What could we achieve if all that effort were used towards something
productive? Sometimes I want to stop being tired and angry, and make the tired people angry instead. Let them
turn in their graves when we find the skeletons in their cupboards! Habeas corpus? What would it be like for the
police service to produce something different? My thesis is about the awakening of people to the idea that
civilisation does not end when our certainties are troubled; we do not have to live under the gaze of the archivist,
there are alternative ways of acting-in-the-world.

SETTINGTHESCENE

Tam apolice officer ina medium-sized, provinciai police force. Thave worked within police training formost of
the last 16 years and during the period of thisresearch I have been the leader of a small team involved in the training
and developraent of the teaching staff at our Training College. I have two colleagues who are my good iriends:
Graham, a teacher, who has worked in adult education for most of his career; and Luke, a police officer, with an
MBA and a Certificate in Education, who has been a committed training practitioner for most of the .ast 8 years.

The College is organised into departments according to subject boundaries. The three main ones are
probationer training, detective training and management training. Each of these is located in separate offices with
its own manager and administrator, an arrangement that does not encourage the movement of staff or ideas across
boundaries. It is best imagined in the form of an organisational chart with each department in a separate box,
connected by lines of responsibility that narrow upwards to a single person at the top of the pyramid.
Communication follows the lines of responsibility, and those lines are guarded by jealous people whose status

depends on their assiduousness.



The majority of the training at the College is for probationer police officers, although significant resources are
also directed at inducting new detectives and newly promoted sergeants and inspectors. Other specialist courses
arerun, and there is a growing awareness of the need to provide training for the 40% of our staff who are not police
officers. The subjects taught to learners include 'soft' skills like interpersonal communication, team buildin g.
problem solving, race and community relations etc., but the main focus is on 'hard' issues like legislation, or social,
psychological and management models that can be 'taught' (in the sense of there being a correct way of
understanding them).

There are about 30 teaching staff at the College, more than two-thirds of whom are police officers. The latter
join the College on two-year secondments as part of their wider career as police officers. A few extend their stay
-those who develop acommitment to learning - but the majority leave after 15 to 20 months and will never be involved
in training again. After appointment, the police staff attend the 6-week, national police Trainer Development
Programme (TDP). Once back in the College they do three, observed 1'2 hour teaching sessions in which they are
assessed against the EMPNTO training and development standards. After completing a portfolio of evidence they
receive the equivalent of about half an NVQ Level 3. It is rare for a new trainer to have a recognised teaching
qualification, though many participate in a Certificate in Education by distance learning. It takes them only three
terms - one academic year rather than the usual two for an HE level 1 qualification - because the institution
responsible allows a three term credit for completion of the TDP portfolio.

Theremaining staff are called support-stafftrainers. A few ofthem joined the organisation with existing teaching
qualifications, but most gravitated towards the College thanks to subject specialisms and a desire to teach. Whilst
the transient population of policé staffare rigorously selected and benefit from the national trainer ceurse, the more
permanent support-staff, historically, arrived by luck and have been offered little opportunity for self-development
or qualification.

This approach to staff recruitment and training has some idiosyncratic consequences. Although the general
level of understanding of teaching and léaming atthe College is not high, it is a feature of the potice can-ao culture
that, once you can do it, you acqﬁire the status of "expert‘. The measure of training expertise is thus possession
of thg police trainer certificate. However, the cerﬁﬁcate does not merely entitle one to the mantle of 'expert', it is
imposed on trainers. It follows that the support-staff will necessarily have lower status than the police-trained
'experts', and that any knowledge, experience or qualifications that are outside the police-expert paradigm will lack
authority (White 2000). The fast tummover of training staff ensures the persistence of this situation: indeed. the

tensions caused by having little understanding but needing to play the role of expert may contribute to it.
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Historically, the approach to staff development was for higher ranking staff to sit at the back of classrooms
watching trainers work, and then to give feedback on how they could improve. In practice, staff development had
such a low priority that this rarely happened. There was a tacit assumption that if a trainer had been selected to
work at the College, then he or she must be very good. Behind this facade, training practice at the College was more
influenced by the tensions generated in classrooms than by any theories of teaching and learning (White 2000).

Chapter 2 discusses the national context of police training and locates my approach within historical. social
and political themes. My argument is that concepts like 'policing', 'training' and 'learning' have been taken as
unproblematic end-points, and this has allowed policy makers, managers and practitioners to focus only on the
means of achieving them. The failure to examine assumptions on which action is based has reinforced a view of
police training as a simpliétic delivery mechanism and allowed the tensions in classrooms to persist. The chapter
highlights the 'sticking-points' in police culture - the technical rationality (Schon 1991), the fear of losing control
and the descent into chaos (Adlam 2002). I argue that the service needs to think of itself as a culture and to see
policing as a set of normative practices. The thesis concerns my action to change peoples' relationships from
mechanical and technical modes to an ethically engaged one.

Approach tothe Research

The ideas for this project developed out of my previous research (White 2000) into the quality of learning in
police classrooms. My methodology had been based on non-participant observation, and the results revealed
police classrooms to be sites of conflict in which teaching and learning were often secondary processes to self-
protection and survival. As a piece of educational research it was unsuccessful because I was unable to put it
topractical use. I found it was unsafe to share the results with managers because they were motivated to pathologise
trainers; and I was unable to share them with practitioners because they experienced the feedback as criticism and
blame. My research had identified the classroom tensions but in application, it was capable of only exacerbating
them.

My prime intention for this new project was to work collaboratively with the teaching staff in order that they
could identify the probiems in their classrooms for themselves and so retain ownership of the outcomes. It was
to be work with the trainers rather than work on them (Reason and Rowan 1981; Heron and Reason 2001). Inmy
research proposal I argued that the objective was to use collaboration as a methodology to establish a better staff
development process. However, I discovered that ‘collaboration' was not a straightforward methodology: as
Winter (2002) notes, the praxis in action research is as much about the doing of the research as it is about the

outcome. In fact, my argument in this thesis is that the outcome for participants was praxis.
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The first phase of the project was to create a 'core group' with my two colleagues and then to replacc the
traditional master-apprentice approach to trainer development with a participative, group action research one. It
became evident from this work that I had already made too many assumptions about police trainers. My approach
assumed they would know how to collaborate with each other, would appreciate the benefits of coliaborative work.
and finally that I would be a positive force in enabling collaboration. None of these assumptions was justified. One
of the most significant points of learning for me was the discovery that being a participant in the research entailed
being constitutive of what happened (Hall 1996). It was not possible to be a neutral participant. The research took
onabiographical character as I came tounderstand how I contributed to outcomes, and how a critical praxis entailed
learning how to collaborate. This is reported in my published paper (White 2003b).

My work had three main contact points with the training staff. Firstly, I worked with each of the various training
units and their managers in an effort to generate interest in a group approach to developing practice. It was already
clear that there would be little hope of introducing action research as a medium for this because the groups did
not see it as a legitimate or worthwhile objective. I focused instead on a process of talking and thinking about
teaching and learning. Much of the difficulty I experienced was with group social processes which tended to inhibit
progress towards learning.

The second main point of contact was my work as a teacher-educator on a Part 1, City and Guilds Further and
Adult Education Teachers Certificate. The students on the week-long courses were new or prospective trainers.
With my colleagues I developed a problem based learning approach to the course (Atherton 2002), the aim being
to introduce trainers to the experience of controlling their own learning. The groups found this disorienting in the
initial stages because it conflicted with their expectations, and I encountered similar resistances to those put-up
by the work groups. However, the different context permitted time to address the group social processes. I came
to understand what was happening for participants and learned how to ease their transition 10 new-andersranding
of teaching and learning.

The third point nfcontact was on Part 2 of the City and Guilds Certificate. T'his ~ourseran for the tirsttime during
the latter phases of my project, the approach having been informed by and developed from the problem-solving
approachin Part 1. The courseran overthe equivalent of one academic year, the longer time span adding adifferent
dimension to the insight and learning of participants. The emancipatory idealism behind the 'ownership of learning’
met the practical reality of the new public management of training. It highlighted a new set of problems for trainers
as they attempted to make sense of their practice in a complex social situation.

There is an evolution of my practice over time, illustrated by my work at these three points. The rcsearch

challcnges the certainties of a hierarchical police culture - both my certainties and those of other participants - and
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shows how people acting together can have the strength to take risks and live with the uncertainty. Chapter 3 is
a methodological justification for my research, locating my approach within an eclectic mix of critical theory,
emancipatory action research and autoethnography. I develop a paradigm for practical educational research based
on three elements. The first is a concept of personhood based on the social construction of knowledge and
arguments against the ethical neutrality of educational concepts. It also presents arguments which link teacher
and researcher stories about practice with the construction of biography and identity.

The second element argues foran interpretation of 'reflexivity' as action which changes social conditions. I argue
that research needs to take responsibility for the way knowledge is produced and suggest a number of validity
principles through which this can be achieved. These principles demand new skills of the researcher and I elaborate
anumber of these. The final element of my paradigm is the definition of methodology as an ethic (Usher 2000a).
I discuss four ethical principles which focus on the responsibility of research to expand meaning rather than to
accumulate knowledge.

The Research Material

Chapters 4 to 8 present my research material in the form of stories, vignettes and observations. I have aimed
to represent the complexity of social situations by using multiple perspectives and various techniques of re-
storying and interpretation (Lather 1991). Theory is developed collaboratively within the context as a means of
understanding rather than as explanation.

I begin with a reflexive chapter examining how I participated with others in the creation of meaning. I do not
use the metaphors of 'data’, 'collection' and 'tools'; I am instead an actor who both changes and 1s changed by the
situations I enter. [ develop the idea that the stories we tell about our practice as teachers and researchers construct
both our biography and our practices. I introduce a number of themes connected with collaboration and learning
which are developed :n later chapters.

The remaining four chapters are broadly chronological. They trace my efferts at generating collaboratian v ithir:
the College, and show how ! came to the contextualised understanding ! now have. In Chapter 5 i investigate m
work with the departmental groups of trainers. It was unsuccessful and | analyse the vart i played in this cutcome.
I explore the notions of 'authority' and 'legitimacy’ to understand the relationship between myself and the trainers,
and 1 use Berlin's (1969) analysis of positive and negative freedoms to understand the effects of power and
influence. Berlin's ideas on liberty are important to the remaining chapters; they helped me to arrive ata contextual
understanding of the emancipatory motive in action research.

Ilook more closely at underlying organisation relationships in Chapter 6. I focus ontwocritical incidents which

show the opcration of a blaming ritual in which the parties play symbiotic and reciprocal roles. The stories which
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police training practitioners tell about their practice construct the worldasa simplistic good/evil dualism. Itenables
them to deflect criticism by blaming others and leads to impoverished relationships requiring practitioners to be
constantly constructing others as threats to their own safety. Stories cannot be used to understand practice
because their central function is self-justification and blaming.

My experiences in these early phases of the research helped me understand the powerful influence I had on
situations. I learned how the concepts of critical and emancipatory praxis I brought to the research were inhibiting
progress because they were not relevant to other participants. Rather than imposing an external theory on people
I began to look for a contextualised understanding. What would 'collaboration' look like, for example, if[ found a
situated meaning for it? In Chapter 7 I use my work with the City and Guilds Part 1 groups to develop these
contextualised theories of practice. I recognise a form of ‘collaboration’ that is distinguished by difference and
diversity rather than sameness and conformity. I argue that it is not necessary to define collaboration in terms of
a shared aim, although a shared aim is likely to be an outcome; I suggest instead that collaboration is understood
as a quality of peoples' relationships.

The 'action’ in this phase of the research focuses on how I worked to create better quality relationships with
people. I discuss the way in which current organisation relationships institutionalise values and how the lack of
an ethical dimension absolves people from a duty of care for each other. Neither policing nor police training werc
seen as normative practices, so introducing an ethic of care became both collaborative and transformative. ]
introduce two models for understanding relationships: a learning triangle that links relationships with knowledge
and ways of knowing; and a learner-teacher-researcher model forunderstanding the changing roles in collaborative
learning.

In Chapter 8 I show how I applied the learner-teacher-researcher model to the context of Part 2 of the City and
Guilds course. The chapter has amore evaluative feel because it is partly an assessment of how far other participants'
views on teaching and learning had changed. I show two examples of practitioner research being used as a
pedagogic approach that both teaches about research and enables participants to understand more about their
own learning processes. [ detect three main changes amongst the group: firstly, their relationships with each other
and with the work place had changed with the recognition of an ethical responsibility; secondly, they had begun
to ask questions about their practice where before it was taken-for-granted; finally, they expressed an increascd
positive freedom, in that, whilst they still saw the work place as restrictive, they felt they had the ability to choose

whether or not to conform.
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Troubling the Librarian - Situated Theory

I started this project as a practitioner seeking a collaborative system of trainer development. and in the process
hoped to contribute to the emancipation of trainers from their symbiotic dependency. It was a naive aim. even
though it had a critical edge. I made assumptions about the coherence of concepts like 'trainer’ and 'development’
that reflected the emancipatory ideology rather than the complexity of the police teaching and learning situations.

The rationality behind police training is not a liberal conception of 'the educated person'; but neither is it
rationalised by the current Home Office conceptions of performance improvement. Suchrationalities are swamped
by the police command and control culture that supports hierarchical structures more sensitive to status protection
and the accumulation of influence and power. Police teaching and learning situations are shaped by these
relationships and attempting to change them is to challenge a whole culture.

In order for police training to be valued differently, it was necessary for people to relate to each other in more
cooperative ways. My research was action to find a form of teaching and learning relationship that was both
fulfilling to participants and capable of serving the other police rationalities. My focus on relationships and my
conclusions about collaboration are thus situated in this social and temporal context.

We upset the police librarian, but we didn't demolish the library. We challenged the lending rules but still wanted
to borrow the books. We were outraged at the idea of abandoning the library, but thought the costs of maintaining
it a travesty. We ignored the 'No Talking' signs, but spoke quietly. We squeezed into the same carrel where we
wrote in the margins and consulted books that were not on the reading list; but we were anxious and felt guilty
about questioning our pasts. We began to find some of the in-between spaces that helped us make sense of the
complexity of our professional lives.

The police library is the same, but now the wind blows through.

—
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2 History and Context
Police training between 1980 and the present day

What experience and history teach is this, that peoples and governments have never learned anything from
history, or acted on principles deduced from it.

Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of World History (Hegel 1975: Introduction)

Scarce resources are currently wasted by the police service because extensive research evidence, highly
relevant to police practice and strategic development, is rarely used either because the organisation is not
aware of it or because there is indifference to it.

Foster (1999) Submission to the Home Affairs Committee on police training

INTRODUCTION

Woodcock (1991) argued that the police service of England and Wales falls out-of-step with the rest of society
every thirty to forty years, and it then takes a revolution in thinking and organisation to rejuvenate it. He cites as
evidence the Royal Commission inquiries into policing of 1855, 1906, 1928 and 1960. His argument is supported
by the fact that in 2002, although there was no Royal Commission, there was a major piece of enabling legislation
-the Police Reform Act. However, this cyclical explanation does notbear closer examination since, much as in other
areas of public service, policing has been subject to frequent legislation over the last 40 years, and at a gathering
pace over the last 20.

The 1960 Royal Commission resulted in the Police Act 1964, that enshrined service conditions in legislation.
In 1970 a Home Office Working Party into police training recommended the establishment of the Police Training
Council, and the introduction in 1973 of a national probationer training system. The significant political problem
ofthe 1970s however, was not training but police pay; forces were unable to recruit and retain staff, and increasing
militancy amongst officers threatened unlawful strike action. The Edmund Davies inquiry in 1978 recommended
new procedures for police pay, but whilst solving the recruitment problem the cost of tire service rose markedly.

The Scarman Report (1981) into the Brixton riots was a landmark inquiry that put the question of police
effectiveness into the public domain. It questioned the role of the police in a multi-cultural society and the
effectiveness of police training as a preparation for it. Police training was subjected to two Home Office inquiries
-the Stage One Review (Police Training Council 1983).and the Stage Two Review (Macdonaldetal. 1987). These
led to the introduction of a new training system in 1989, based on adult education principles.

Meanwhile, public confidence in the police was further eroded by a spate of criminal justice scandals resulting
from dishonest and corrupt investigations in the 1970s (e.g. the Birmingham six and the Guildford four). A major
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reform of police investigation practice was enshrined in the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984. and the
associated Codes of Practice. The Codes are now in their fifth iteration having almost doubled in size.

Police reform remained on the political agenda, now spurred by the rising cost of the service and its signal failure
toreduce réported crime in the 1980s. In 1993 the Sheehy Report heralded the arrival of New Public Management,
and was followed by regular Home Office circulars on subjects like performance management and Best Value.
Policing practices remained under the legislative microscope, with the Crime and Disorder Act 1997 dictating terms
for partnership working with other public agencies, and the Criminal Procedures Investigation Act 2000 and the
Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 further regulating investigative activity.

Police integrity was scrutinised in an HMIC review into dishonesty and corruption (HMIC 1999b), but racial
prejudice and discrimination, first highlighted by Scarman, remained the main focus. The Macpherson Report (1999)
criticised police culture, and labelled the Metropolitan Police as 'institutionally racist’. The Home Secretary
responded with an action plan for tackling racism in the police; and the original Home Office report Hinning the
Race (1997) was followed-up with Winning the Race Revisted (1999c) and Winning the Race - Embracing Diversity
(2001). The latest inquiry into race relations training (HMIC 2003) berates the service for still not having adopted
the Scarman recommendations.

Since the Sheehy report, police training has followed the course of new public management. Probationer training
was reformed in 1995 with the introduction of competence standards, and in 1997 the competence approach was
applied to trainers. Following a Home A ffairs Committee inquiry in 1999, and three HMIC evaluations (in 1999,2002
and 2003) a competence framework forall police rolesis currently being adopted by the service. The Police Reform
Act 2002 supports these separate themes by revisiting conditions of service and enabling continued reform in
police management and training.

Woodcock's model of growing anachronism and ther revolutionary change does r.ot bear scrutiny. This short
_ history shows both a record of continued Government and Home Office interventior., and an enduring resistance
to change. One might suggest the 40 year cycle is the time required for each generatior of paiiticians to reco gnise
the police service has remained out-of-step. The picture is further complicated because both policy-makers and
police managers have a confused understanding of whether change 1s of a revolutionary kind, or an evolutionary

one. The following are examples of the 'evolutionary' perspective:

Probationer Training Review (Bray etal. 1996) " An opportunity exists to take the best from the current
system and develop and address the arcas that justify
change." (1.9)

TDP Evaluation (Flood & Sutton 2002) " A review of the course commenced in April 1993. This

was intended to develop the existing course so that it
reflected current needs and practices of police training
within a national forum." (7)



Home Affairs Committee (1999¢), Government Reply "There are at present many examples of good practice
.. The service has already made progress in a number
ofareas." (3)

Police Training the Way Forward (Home Office 1999)  "There are numerous examples of excellence in police
training at present, and the Governmentis committed to
building on this good practice ..." (23)

Training Matters (HMIC 2002) "The recommendations set out whatis required to make

the current system more efficient and effective, and to
achieve sustainable improvement.” (10)

The 'evolution' rhetoric seeks to prove a continuity with the past. However, one can also find calls for

revolutionary change, often in the same documents:

Probationer Training Review (Bray etal. 1996) " A number of fundamental issues have been raised for
consideration.” (1.9)

TDP (Flood & Sutton 2002) "We recommend a structured review ... that will getto
the fundamental causes of many of the problems.” (60)

Diversity Matters (HMIC 2003) "This inspection concludes that after 20 years, none of
the above has been adequately encompassed intraining
programmes.”

White Paper on Police Reform (Home Office 2001) "Radical change"

Training Matters (Home Office 2002) "So much now cries out to be done as a result of a lack

of effective oversight ..."

This confusion between evolution and revolution is consistent in the policy and management material on police
training. Deep seated problems are identified but the response is to make adjustments to the systems that already
exist. Process changes are hawked as 'radical change', but little meaningful progress occurs. The police service
is different from the one of 20 years ago, but it has retained an ambivalence to progress which permits the holding
of two contradictory beliefs - change and no-change. It is in these terms that [ intend to write a history of police
training; by understanding how change is avoided the context for my own research will be understood.

The police service is seduced by the "technological fallacy”" (Macdonald et al. 1987) that uses the machine
metaphor as an analogy for human systems. It shows “the tendency for the search for control leading to a kind
of tunnel vision, actually controlling less and less of an expanding spectrum of 2'ms." {Macdonald et al. 1987: 174).
Problems are taken as self evident and the 'right' solutions as deducible from them. Jones and Joss (1985) observe
that "Evaluations of both training and operations are more normally based on 'are we doing things right?" rather
than 'are we doing the right things? " (212). Command and control systems ensure that the police service gets i
right, and prevents social contexts from interfering with the machine.

The police service has failed to examine the basic assumptions about what it is doing (Adlam 2002; Metcalfe
2001; Reiner 2000). The act of policing is taken for granted and meeting public and political criticism is scenas a
call for doing it in better ways. Hence the rush of new policing technologies: community policing; policing by
objectives: zero-tolerance policing; problem-solving policing: community-oriented policing: and the latest
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initiative, intelligence-led policing. Kushner (1994) argues that "We need to treat the police as a culture tobe made
more adaptive and flexible in its thinking, not amachine to be tinkered with or replaced” (239 - my emphasis). My
history is thus one of tinkering, and of failures to think about how social systems reproduce their culture over time
(SeealsoRowe and Garland 2003; Chan1996).
1. SCARMAN TO MACPHERSON': TWO DECADES OF CHANGE

From one point of view there are two defining moments in the history of policing in England and Wales over
the lasttwo decades: The Scarman Report (1981) into the Brixtonriots of the same year; and the Macpherson Report
(1999) into the racist murder of Stephen Lawrence. Both were public inquiries that criticised the Metropolitan Police,
however both had repercussions for policing in the rest of the country. The Scarman Report recommended
fundamental changes in police training pedagogy, consistent with a multiracial society; and the Macpherson
Report has re-emphasised racial and social diversity in police training, and made racism a key issue for all public
sectoremployees (Race Relations Amendment Act 2000). Scarman and Macpherson were deeply concerned with
the ethics of policing a multiracial society and are both natural contributors to a curriculum for police learning,.
However, I shall argue that in the two decades between the reports, there has been no change in the way that the
police conceive their role, nor in the way the service is experienced by society.
The Scarman Report 1981

From atechnical-rational perspective (Schon 1991), the Scarman Report can be interpreted as an indictment of
policing and police training methods, but this would be to focus on policing as a set of abstract skills. What 1s
overlooked is that Scarman inquired into the social conditions for ethnic minority communities, and evaluated

policing in that context.

Theirlives are led largely in the poorer and more deprived areas of our great cities. Unemployment and poor housing
bear on them very heavily: and the educational system has not adjusted itself to their needs. Their difficulties are
intensified by the sense they have of a conceaied discrimination against them, particularly in relation to job
opportunities and housing. "

Scarman(1981:2.35).

This was not nffered as a cause for the disturbances, but rather, taken together with other factors it provided
social conditions which "created a predisposition" towards disorder (%.38). The 'other factors' included three main
criticisms by the community:

« Concerns about the "integrity and impartiality" of senior police management (4.47); and "racial pre judice
and discrimination for the way in which individual police officers carry out their duty” (4.4%).

- Abusing and exceeding statutory powers; one witness reported "we do not object to what they do so much
as the way they do it" (4.49).

« Accusations ofinflexible officers whoare "insensitive to local opinion, unimaginative and uncomprehending
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in their dealings with ethnic minorities, and have their priorities wrong" (4.50).

The police were culpable for the breakdown of their relationship with communities because their methods were
de-contextualised. Scarman suggests that "The training of police officers must prepare them for policing a
multiracial society” (5.16), and he continues:

The recruit must learn that obtaining community support is not mere community relations window dressing to be

handled by a few specialists, but an essential element of the operational efficiency of the police in fighting crime
and keeping the peace.

Scarman(1981:3.23)

He later concludes:

Above all, the central theme in training must be the need for the police to secure the consent and support of the
public if they are successfully to perform their duties.

Scarman(1981:5.31)

Police training not only had to combat the ignorance that leads to racial prejudice, discrimination and
stereotyping, it had to change the service's perception of what policing involved. It had to resist the idea that the

skills of policing could be abstracted and taught out of the context of the community.

The theme of these courses should be the role of the police as part of the community, the operational importance
of good community relations, the techniques of consultation, and the moral as well as the legal accountability of
the police to the public.

Scarman(1981:5.28)

Scarman makes some suggestions for training content but the principle message is a holistic, community
focused one, sensitive to the social conditions of society. It is not sufficient just to teach "the techniques of
consultation” for example; the technical skills have to be understood in their moral context. Scarman does not
express any awareness of educational theory, butitis clear that his prescriptions relate to both a syllabus of policing
skills and a wider curriculum (the "central theme") of social awareness and personal responsibility. In short.
Scarman exhorts the police to reconsider their role in society.

The Macphersen Report1999

The bulk of the Macpherson report concerns the police investigation of the murder of Stephen Lawrence, and
police policies and procedures for the investigation of serious crime. A secondary part of the inquiry’s terris of
reference permitted a wider consideration of racially motivated crime and it is this part of the report with wi:ch i
am concerned.

Unlike Scarman, Macpherson concluded that there was "no evidence to support the allegation of racistconduct

by any MPS officer" (44.9 and 44.11). However, he expressed his view of the problem as follows:

Wherever we went we were met with inescapable evidence which highlighted the lack of trust which existsbetween
the police and the minority ethnic communities. At every location there was a striking difference betwecn t.hc
positive descriptions of policy initiatives by senior police officers, and the negative expressions of the minority
communities, who clearly felt themselves to be discriminated against by the police and others.

Macpherson (1999:45.6)
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This paragraph highlights what Macpherson termed "institutional racism", a notion which is central to his
criticism of the police. Police officers, as individuals, act fairly and impartially according to their traditional precepts,
but as an institution, the service treats people differently because of their race. It is those 'traditional precepts' that
are not questioned.

Scarman had rejected the charge of "institutional racism", but he used the term differently. to indicate overt
racism within organisations. The sections quoted above show he was equally aware of failures at the institutional
level. Macpherson did not see as much individual racism as reported by Scarman but he similarly recorded the
breakdown of trust in the police against a context of social dysfunction. He enumerated the contributing factors,
for example: stop and search; the handling of racist incidents; and biased complaints systems - a list which is
reminiscent of the Scarman Report. Training in technical skills is recommended but again, as with Scarman, the
emphasis is on their social contextualisation, "First and foremost and fundamentally we believe that there must
be a change so that there is a genuine partnership between the police and all sections of the community" (46.40).
It should be a priority for the police to "Increase trust and confidence in policing amongst minority ethnic
communities" (p. 327) and that all police staff "... should be trained in racism awareness and valuing cultural

diversity" (p. 332). Policing must be done in a way that "values" "genuine partnership" and "cultural diversity"
and increases "trust and confidence".

Macpherson believed the service saw policing of the whole community as an add-on extra to its core
responsibility, not as central to it (HAC 1999a). The relationship between the police and the public has remained
remarkably constant; policing technologies may have changed, but there has been little progress in the way the
service is experienced by society. Scarman's concerns have not been heeded; police training has not enabled
officers to see their role in society differently.

The Role of the Police

I have suggested that the police service is ambivalent about change. Himelfarb (2002) uses the metaphor 57
"organisational schizophrenia" to describe this arabivalience, characterising the contrasting identities as "values-
based", "community-oriented policing”, and 'compliance-based", "policies, procedures and rules”. Bacedonhiz
research, he argues the organisational illness consists of attempting to be community focused, but utilising the
technologies of compliance. The organisatien espouses a community oriented approach, but behaves according
to traditional precepts.

This account raises three points:

1. The debate over the police role is setup as a dualism between a community focused approach and atraditional,

self-serving, crime-fighting one (Birzer & Nolan 2002; Feltes 2002: Johnston & Cheurprakobkit 2002: Birzer &
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Tannehill2002; Caldero & Larose 2001; Reiner 2000; Palmiottoetal. 2000).

2. The tension between the two roles inhibits change (Rowe and Garland 2003: Drodge & Murphy 2002: Adlam
2002; Fielding 2001; Metcalfe 2001; Westmarland & Yearley2001; Brown 1992; Plumridge 1988; Jones & Joss 1985).

3. The police service does not debate this tension between roles, either at a policy level (White 2003; Fielding
2001; Metcalfe 2001; Westmarland & Yearley 2001 ; Reiner2000; Woodcock 1991), oratanindividual level (Gregory
2000 - policing ethics; Adlam 1999, and Brown 1992 - reflective practice; Adlam 1997 & 1998 - leadership). Much
research points to a disregard for learning, theory and research (Reiner 2000; Foster 1999; Fielding 1988; Plumridge
1988; Macdonald et al. 1987; Jones and Joss 1985), and a tendency for police officers to be "conservative both
politically and morally” (Reiner 2000: 95). Jackson (2002), speaking on behalf of the Police Skills and Standards
Organisation (PSSO) demonstrated this traditional conservatism when he reassured officers "You do not need to
know any more or any less than what is specified in a national occupational standard."

Reiner (2000) calls the traditional approach "fighting crime" and the community policing approach "keeping
the peace”, or alternatively - "force versus service". However, his thesis is that police culture is not "monolithic"
in the sense that neither side of the dualism represents what the police do in practice. Whilst he accepts an element
of macho-chauvinism, he argues that when dealing with crime officers are engaged ina sophisticated peace keeping
operation. He also argues it is wrong to characterise crime fighting as necessarily action-motivated; for many
officers policing is a 'calling' rather than a job, and demands to stop crime fighting are met with moral indignation.
Fielding (2001) takes a similar view, arguing that even the peace keeping role is problematic. He criticises anaive
perception of community policing as ‘making-a-community', arguing that it can be all too easily identified as a
homogenous, middle class perception quite alien to the experience of most people. He suggests that communities
want "an anti-crime service" - again that melange of crime-fighting and peacekeeping roles.

It is homogeneity that is attractive about the idea of a monolithic police culture, because as Reiner argues, the
target is susceptible to "magic bullets" (e.g. the new public management strategies) and hence easier to change.
Such ilusions of control "are rooted more in symbolic representations of service and quality improvement, than
in the practicalities of day to day police organisation and mmagemenf" {Metcalfe 2001: 220). Tne dualisticdivision
* of roles obscures social complexity and, by acting as a'rallying point for ideological interest-groups, denies the
experiences of public and practitioners.

The conflict has been illustrated by researchers in many aspects of policing and I include a number of examples
within the human resources field.

« Jonesand Joss (1985). Macdonald etal. (1987)and Rowe and Garland (2003): there isa mismatch between

the content, methods and context of training, and those of police operations.
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*Plumnidge (1988), and Drodge and Murphy (2002): command and control leadership obstructs adaptation

by creating dependency.

*Metcalfe (2001): a force's performance development system was shown to be incompatible withits problem-
oriented policing strategy.

* Westmarland and Yearley (2001): a force's interview and selection procedures were antagonistictoits cqual
opportunities policy.

*Fielding (2001), and Himelfarb (2002): community policing policies are marginalised by resourcing priorities.

* Adlam (1998) and White (2000): learning situations are sites of teacher/student conflict.

Police officers have never engaged in debate about theirrole in society and hence the dualistic pairing of force/
service has come to represent a 'real’ situation. Reform is resisted because change is constructed as a denial of
traditional values. This is the postmodern condition of the police service. The old certainties of the 'golden age’
of policing (the Blue Lamp) have been substituted with a new reality, a simulacrum, the symbolic fight between
good and evil.

Managing Reality

Adlam (2002) developed a theoretical model of police culture from his experiences teaching ethics to police
leaders (Adlam 1997, 1998, 1999). Using Foucault's concept of governmentality (Discipline and Punish 1975) he
identified a police leadership rationality. He defines a governmental rationality as a practical entity "forged in the
business of problem-solving and attempting to make things work", and in which "distinct and distinguishable
technologies are employed and deployed to control the conduct of human actors" (21-22). The governmentality
analytic:

... attends to the nature of the conceptual categories that are used to manage 'reality’, the concrete forms that conduct
takes in differing social contexts, the problem-solving devices and social structures that are created, and, the criteria

used to guide decision-making, that, together, emerge as techniques to order, manage and conitol police
organisations.

Adlam(2002:32;}

Adlam suggests five rationzlities of varying importance:

(i) Sociopolitical professional rationality: the traditianal conception of policing as unprobiematic aciivities like
upholding the law; keeping the Queen's peace; and prosecuting offenders. It is "non-critical and functionalist"
(23).

(ii) Moral panic rationality: relating to the "emotional energy and moral feeling” (23) shaping policy. action, and
our conceptions of crime and criminality. It is "the invocation of the timeless struggle between the forces of good
and the forces of evil" (2+4), and the fear of descent into chaos and disorder. Its technologies are the "anthropological

paraphernalia - symbols. myths, and arationalities - protecting the appearance of those social conditions securing

23



control, progress and the ultimate triumph of the right and the good" (24).

(i1i) Critical-emancipatory rationality: the contemporary concern for equél opportunities, diversity. human
rights, and local community focus. Its technologies include the 'reflective practitioner' and the 'learning organisation'.
as well as human resource management systems like grievance procedures, equal opportunities monitoring. and
awareness-raising training on gender, race, disability and so forth.

(iv) Postmodern image-management rationality: a concern with the marketing of organisations as competent,
effective and good-value-for-money. A "triumph of surface over depth” epitomising "the bewitching tactics of
power" (31).

(V) Socio-biological elitist rationality. Adlam describes this as "more diffuse and pervasive” than the other
rationalities, containing the core cultural idea that "we, the police, know best" ( 25). "Small numbers of people are
simply 'wired-up' as a result of biological heritage, breeding, cleverness and mental adroitness, to be rulers and
leaders” (27). It is hierarchical, and its technologies support "status and esteem, an economy of power svmbols,
power structures, control structures, the cultivation of fear, rhetoric, the privileges of command, exclusion and a
strategy of change management where change is a design to stay the same" (28).

Adlam's model is a "mosaic of practices, sensibilities and 'moods' expressed across the organisation”, and is
suggestive that "police leaders have developed multiple and competing axioms inrelation torationales underpinning
'why things are done the way they are' in police organisations" (32). It should be no surprise that police managers
are ambivalent about change, since they can accept the rationales for contradictory positions and therefore ‘believe’
whatever is necessary at the time.

Adlam's main concern is the way police managers consciously extend their power for selfish purposes, but his
analysis equally suggests a reason for the unwitting frustration of change initiatives. The predominant socio-
biological elitist rationality denies the possibility of debate about the police role because such detate would
undermine it; to question the traditional aims of policing appears irrational because it risks the descent into chaos
and disorder. There is a familiar educational paradox here; the police want to change and sonieed to think through
acritical doctrine of policing, but they cannot do the latter without changing first. The: are caughtinabind i *which
'learning' requires a degree of faith - and a degree less rationality. It will be seen in later chapters that faith and a
willingness to take risks became important steps for the learners with whom I worked.

I suggested in my introduction that police officers have understood their organisations as machines rather than
as cultures, and perhaps the temptation to see culture as monolithic precludes the idea that cultural reproduction
is cven necessary. The foregoing discussion should give some idea of how the production of police culture can

be conceived, and it is with this theoretical insight that | will return now to the historical events.
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2. POLICE TRAINING PRE-SCARMAN: THE ILLUSION OF PRECISION

In their Home Office sponsored evaluation of police training Macdonald et al. (1987) perceived a svstem
attempting to control the quality of outputs through precise specification of the training inputs, "a bit like trving
to control the jelly by using a smaller vice ... a reflection of the inadequacy of our specialised approach to social
organisation." (174). This observation reflects the command and control rationality discussed above: the motive
is control and the method precision.

Macdonald et al. argue that control through precision is illusory; managers are part of a control mechanism,
but are in control of very little. It creates "a subterranean infrastructure of such complexity that more management
isneededto service the Service itself" (1 74). They observe tworesponses - "advance and recoil” - the latter equating
to aretreat from "the scale and complexity” of modern policing into securer historical conceptions (fighting crime)
and the former an advance into conceptions of role based on either personal (moral) responsibility, or social
responsibility (peace keeping). It is the predicted dualism once more.

Instructional Systems Design

The Police Training Council set up a working party into probationer (recruit) training in 1970 and reported in
1973. They were influenced by behaviourist approaches to social engineering popular in the USA during the 1950s
and early 1960s where the metaphor of the production line was adopted for learning systems (Macdonald et al.
1987). The approach - Instructional Systems Design (ISD) - was based on the division of a job profile into individual
behaviours that could be formulated into learning objectives. In theory, teaching the required set of objectives
would lead to acquisition of the necessary behaviours. Multiple-choice examinations checked the quality of the
process, and if outputs did not match the job profile then precise adjustment could be made to the objectives.

Design ofthe ISD programme was undertaken by the Central Planning Unit (CPU) and consistency wasassured
by the parallel development of an instructor training course. Prospective instructors were drilled in a standardised
didactic pedagogy which maintained classroom control through timed sequences of overhead transparencies,

aggressive questioning techniques, and strict discipline. The system reflected the police rationality:

ISD had much torecommenditto police managers. It appeared to overcome, or at least to make the most of,anumber
of problems inherent in the command and career structures of policing. In place of continuity of personnel it offered
the continuity of a model, in place of a command hierarchy unreliably related to relevant expertise it offered the
authority of a technical science, in place of uncontrolled variation it offered fidelity and compliance.

Macdonaldetal.(1987:17)

The disadvantages of ISD in terms of learning became evident during the 1980s when the Scarman report
motivated a flurry of research activity. I propose to look at three areas that have a relevance for my own rescarch.
Firstly, ISD valorised propositional knowledge (Macdonald etal. 1987; Fielding 1988): secondly, itde-contextualised

knowledge (Jones and Joss 1985; Fielding 1988); and thirdly, it taught a hidden curriculum of compliance (Plumndge
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1988).
1. Valorisation of propositional knowledge

ISD was inherently biased in favour of propositional knowledge of criminal law and police procedures. and had
severe limitations when it came to representing any form of contextualised knowledge (Macdonald et al. 1987).

At a time of low educational attainment amongst police officers (Brown 1992) both instructors and recruits
lacked role models for teachers and teaching situations. It was inevitable, as Fielding (1988) points out, that training
"represented an educational setting associated with school" (57). He continues "Training is like school study.
imparted by rote and assessed by tests. The danger is that the same hostility and anxiety many recruits apparently
felttowards school is felt towards the police classroom™ (66). Recruits regarded training as a form of gate-keeping
- a trial-by-memorisation of material that had little connection with the job they would perform. Fielding notes
"Interpersonal skills are learnt on the beat. Training keeps getting in the way of the natural laboratory of the streets”
(65), and he quotes one of his respondents "I'm willing to learn it because [ know I can do the job". "Doing the job’
was not associated with the learning.

Fielding argues the instructional staff were themselves affected by the association of learning with school. The
syllabus was divided into subjects and subject conteni was allocated to lessons; they spoke of 'covering subjccts'
and of what students need to know. The pedagogy was "point-blank lecturing”, "you tell them and they lean”
(74). The classroom relationship confused the hierarchy of police ranks with that of teacher and pupil. Quoting
another respondent, Fielding writes "for a learning situation at the very basic level ithas gotto be / am the teacher,
you are the student, I am going to give you the benefit of my vast knowledge" (75).

This highlights one of the fundamental tensions in police training; officers develop "a near-fatalist notion that
the job is unteachable without contact with the public” (Fielding 1988: 64), and yet their conditioned deference
to authority tells them learning only takes place in a classroom (White 2000). Propositional knowledge is revered
even though it is known to be insufficient and even irrelevant. Other forms of knowledge and other methods ot
acquiring it are ignored or underdeveloped, and even subtly discouraged (Macdonald et al. 1987).

Perhaps the most insidious effectof this bias towards propositional knowledge is the way itencourages officers

to pereeive real world situations-in terms of legal categories.

A high informational, technical, law-based training which emphasises the rightness of policing and is conducted
inacontrolled, disciplined environment leads to abelief that both the police and their clients are expected to conform
to police-defined rules.

Jones and Joss (1985:2201

This assimilation of experience into rigid mental schema was a central concern for Scarman, since it caused
officersto omit the social and ethical dimensions of decision making. This wasasevere drawback for an occupation

where so much of an ofticer's work was based on discretion.
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2. De-contextualisation of knowledge

The high value and high status that ISD accorded to propositional knowledge reinforced the "technical-expert”
view of the police officer (Jones and Joss 1985; Macdonald et al. 1 987). Jones and Joss suggest that in operation.]
situations this position is amplified to one of omnicompetence: "denial of uncertainty is in part a function of the
belief that the police officer is the only one who can control the outcome of a situation because he or she is the
expert” (218). Itimplies a paternalistic relationship between police and public and the maintenance of distance for
the sake of objectivity. Officers use their interpersonal skills to manipulate other parties through the imposition
of their socio-legal categories, rather than attempting to resolve problems by understanding them.

Jones and Joss argue that for policing to be regarded as a profession, it must develop a client-centred practice
theory (see also Macdonald et al. 1987; Butler 1988; Plumridge 1988; Woodcock 1991; Metcalfe & Dick 200 I
Westmarland & Yearley 2001). When policing is taught in a decontextualised way it reinforces officers'
accountability to the bureaucracy rather than an identification with the community. The distance between police
and the community is mirrored by a distancing of officers from the ethical dimensions of policing, because individual
moral responsibility is not part of the technical-expert model. Policing is defined as a set of objective techniques
and procedures that are assumed to stand above ethical issues.

Here is a fundamental and enduring problem; police officers do not ask questions about their role, and so they
cannot see it as a normative practice. Police training should give officers the ethical apparatus to navi gatce
themselves around the complex social, political and moral landscape ofa modern, multi-cultural society (Macdonald
etal. 1987; Norris and Kushner 1999; Gregory 2000).

3. The hidden curriculum of compliance
The hierarchical nature of the police classroom was part of the socialisation into a culture of compliance and

consistency. Macdonald et al. (1987) have this to say about the "military model":

As an all-embracing organisational form it is inconsistent with the trusting climate necessary to support the high
levels of skill and judgement required for policing uncertain and complex situations.

Macdonaldetal.(1987:112)

Based on experiences teaching senior officers at Bramshill, Plumridge (1988) argues the command and control
culture obstructs adaptation to changing social conditions. He suggests that the traditional training approach must

give way to a developmental one where the trainer acts as facilitator and addresses issues of power and status:

A learning climate conducive to the development process cannot be built when staff are placed in a positioq of
authority and power over the learner because such a learning climate is built by sharing responsibility, deyclopmg
individual autonomy and learning together in a genuine learning community. So long as staff take decisions on
behalf of the learner the latter cannot experiment, reflect and learn.

Plumridge (1988:131)

Plumridge called for officers to be developed as "self-directed learners”. The concern should not be with lesson
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content (a persistent concern in police training) but with how to enhance the learning processes for individuals.
The ISD focus on technical issues of pedagogy and syllabus inhibited cultural adaptation and produced
compliance and conformity. He favoured a humanistic approach that cared for learners and engendered "a sense
of identity, purpose, autonomy and self-worth" (114).

These three criticisms of ISD (knowledge, context and compliance) show the reification of the system by the
police governmental rationality. The value of learning was institutionalised by the method of its provision. I have
takenthisideafromIllich (1971)and Goodman (1971) and I useittoindicate how values are disembodied from social
actors and invested in organisations and their systems. Thus 'learning' is not seen as a human attribute but rather
as the provision of a training event?; 'teaching’ becomes a technology of surveillance: and ethical values become
rules, laws and procedures.

The qualities that most mark us out as human are denied and appropriated by the organisation. In their
disembodied form they are simulacra; structured, organised, and objective, but essentially inert as social processes.
Police officers learn how to relate to the processes rather than to develop relationships with the people (including
self) for whom they substitute. If culture can be said to emerge from social relationships (Stenhotuse 1983; Bourdieu
1990), then police culture is re-produced through impoverished and institutionalised relationships such as these.
3. POLICE TRAINING POST-SCARMAN: THE STAGETWO EXPERIMENT

The Scarman Report recommendations caused the Police Training Council (PTC) to begin an assessment of
probationer training - the Stage One Review - which reported in 1983. The PTC concluded that the existing
programme was effective and successful and needed only some modification to strengthen it. The initial recruit
course was extended in length from 10 to 14 weeks, and most of the additional time used to bolster the teaching
of law and procedure. In addition to the evolution of the programme the PTC hinted at the need for revolutionary
change by setting up a Stage Two Review with aremit torun a full evaluation "fundamental in nature, withno options
ruled out" (Policé Training Council 1983).

Macdonald et al. (1987) considered it extraordinary that a committee charged with a review should conclude
by recommending a second one, and suggest this was a reflection of their political powerlessness. There had been
an academic representative on the working party (Macdonald himself), but the Review was heavily influenced by
the police members which prevented educational arguments being considered. However, the PTC recommended
the Stage Two Review should be conducted by an academic institution with both the research capability and
educational background for the task.

The Stage Two Review commenced in early 1984 (alongside the introduction of the revised probationer training

programme) and ran until late 1985. It reported in 1986 and implementation of some. though not all, of the
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recommendations commenced from 1987. I will look more closely at the changes and their rationale below .

Redevelopment of police training was led once more by the Central Planning Unit. The old instructor training
course was replaced in 1987 with a new Police Trainer Course in which students were trained as facilitators.
Following piloting in 1988, a new probationer training programme was introduced in autumn 1989. The programme
was modular, mixing periods of practical training in the work place with learning in the classroom. A case study
approach (Elliott 1988) was adopted for the classroom elements, contextualising the propositional knowledge, and
enabling trainers to use students' work place experience and leaming.

There was growing discontent with the new approach over the next five years, the principal concern being for
recruits'standard of law knowledge (Warner 1991; Daviesetal. 1996; HMIC 2002). In 1993 the Police Trainer Course
was reviewed and case studies were removed from the curriculum (Flood and Sutton 2002). A review of probationer
training was conducted in 1995 (Bray etal. 1996) which resulted in the adoption of a competence-based approach
in 1996. The Stage Two curriculum and the modular system were abandoned and the debate about what subjects
to teach was rejuvenated.

The police service welcomed the demise of the Stage Two Training (Davies et al. 1996), though some policy
level writing is more charitable. The HMIC (2003) describes it in terms of a brave but failed experiment, owing to
"a lack of central direction and resourcing, together with the failure to integrate the work place training with [the]
classroom-based instruction ... Generally, probationers did not gain the necessary operational experience to make
the next stage of theirtraining viable" (HMIC 2002: 1.22). It goes on to embrace the replacement, competence-based
approach as a "reshaping" of the system. Whilst the passing of the experiment is lamented, the HMIC sees the
issus as a question of pedagogical technique; it is a matter of fact that one technique failed and had to be replaced
by another.

Norris and Kushner (1999) argue that the reform failed through a loss of political nerve; the talk was of itbeing
out-of-date, but that was a euphemism for it being »ut-of-step. It is to this different reading that I now tun.
‘The Stage Two Reforms: Change as a Strategy

‘The police service adopted an anti-university posture in its criticism of the Stage Two Kkeview, casting it,
according to Kushner (1992) as "an academic exercise aimed at taking training theory out of the research literature
and translating it into police training contexts" (140). Kushner argues that treating it as a pedagogic technology
is to fail to understand the relationship between learning and change: the reforms "cannot be divorced from
strategies to change the management and organisation of police training" (141). He makes the subtle but important
point that the Stage Twotraining was nota delivery systemprovidinga desired change, butrather a transformational

process of learning how to change. Learning was to be directed by a curriculum of policing values. not a value-
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free syllabus content.

Macdonald et al. (1987) proposed a set of professional values for the curriculum derived from the PTCs

recommendations, and of course influenced by the Scarman report:

The role of the constable:
* calls for the exercise of a high degree of intelligence;

* is concerned with maintaining the peace as well as enforcing the law, and involves the exercise of a wide
range of social and interpersonal skills;

« should be client-centred, orientated to the service of the community and answerable to it;
* requires a commitment to high ethical standards governing relations with the public;
« requires officers to develop their understanding of the social and cultural contexts of law enforcement.

Macdonaldetal. (1987:108)

To this was added an understanding of professional practice as "a capacity for reflective deliberation about
particular circumstances and problem-situations in dialogue with the clients being served" (115). The curriculum
was to meet the needs of this new conception of the police professional. When considered against the extracts
I have quoted from more recent sources like the Macpherson Report and the Police Reform Act White Paper (see
below), these aspirations are not dated.

Central to the curriculum was the "exemplary case study" (Elliott 1988) which provided the medium for the
integration of the curriculum elements and its contextualisation in social situations. Kushner (1992) saw them as
crucial to developing the capacity to change by challenging the "one-and-only-one version of knowledge" (143),
and permitting alternative conceptions of policing practice. However, case studies never became important to
police trainers' practice, and were criticised for being too woolly, too difficult to use, and too imprecise to teach
law (Warner 1991; Daviesetal. 1996). For Kushner these criticisms raised the same issues about notunderstanding

the relationship between learning and change:

The difficulty trainers encounter in grasping the totality of a case study is preciseiy the difficulty probationers need
to face in order to learn from it. Trainers and probationers need to work together ... case study 1salearning process
not just a piece of curriculum content.

' Kushner(1992.143)

Kushner was arguing for Stenhouse's (1983) view of the teacher-as-learner; training was to be seen not just
as an induction for newcomers but as an organisation change process in which everyone participated. It was
important for people to become generators of their own professional knowledge rather thar consumers ofanexpen
knowledge, and the idea of the professional as action researcher was written into some police roles, including that
of police trainer.

Macdonald et al. recognised that the new professional came at a price for the old "quasi-military” police
organisation: "the existence of large numbers of standard operating procedures is poorly matched to the qualitics
constables need to display when working in complex, unstable and unpredictable policing environments" (112).

It was not a place fit to house the new spint:
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The development of a more open and participative organisational climate is a necessary condition for the growth
of the kind of professionalism envisaged in current training philosophies. The implementation and effectiveness
of an appropriate form of probationer training depends upon such development.

Macdonaldetal. (1987:113)

The criticism from those within police training circles (e.g. Warner 1991) demonstrated unwillingness to
relinquish the power and status inherent to the technical-expert model of the professional.
The Demise of Stage Two

It was recognised from the outset that the problems for Stage Two would be political ones (Macdonald et al.
1987; Elliott 1988; Kushner 1992,1994; Norris and Kushner 1999). Within the service the reforms became mixed-
up in the force/service dualism. The emphasis on soft skills associated Stage Two with community policing, and
thealleged lack of attention to law knowledge threatened officers' effectiveness as crime fighters (Daviesetal. 1996).
Ten years on, police trainers still have a deeply embedded view of pedagogy as having to be either 'didactic’ or
'facilitative'. The former is associated with positive attributes like 'giving people what they need', law knowledge,
and the 'disciplined service'; whilst facilitation is characterised as 'all beanbags and sandals', 'holding hands' and
'group hugs'.

Kushner (1994) highlights the lack of support from police managers who saw the Stage Two reforms as
"essentially subversive" of their hierarchical control. Senior managers disliked the idea that police blunders could
be uncovered and discussed by recruits, or that they themselves could be the objects of classroom critique. The
newcomers had less law knowledge than their predecessors, but the critique was founded on prejudice rather than
sober assessment of how much knowledge practitioners need.

Finally, Norris and Kushner (1999) argue there was a failure of political support because the reforms were
ultimately vulnerable to changes in Government policy. "Short-termism is the enemy ofreal reform, much more the
enemy than the inherent conservatism of police organisations" (420). The Home Office had begun to adopt the
technologies of new public management - behavioural competences, assessment against standards and evaluation
agaiﬁét péfformahéé indicators. The Stage Two philosophy offended this growing economic rationality.

The Stééé Two Review team made many political compromises in their recommendations (Kushner 1992).
knoWing they could not puéh the police service too far too quickly. They hoped the service would itself learn how
to learn. In the event, not all 6f thé recommendations were accepted and those that were, were often not applied
as envisaged (HMIC 2002). Writing in 1992, only three years after the introduction of the programme, Kushner was
rueing the marginalisation of the academic team and their inability to provide crucial developmental support to
trainers. By the time of the 1995 review all non-police involvement had been eliminated.

Norris and Kushner (1999) are adamant that "The power of Chief Officers and other senior ranks to block and
undcrmine change must be offset by the greater involvement oflay people in the governance of policing and policc
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training" (5.3). They are optimistic however. Although there was never any reliable evaluation of the Stagz Two
experiment they claim some success for the method, and a potential to achieve more:

AnUnder Secretary of State at the Home Office told us in the course of an informal meeting that Stage Twotraining
had produced the only example of cultural change they had seen in policing. ... Itis possible to create a police training

culture that is progressive, responsive and committed to social change in a way that operational cultures find hard
to achieve.

Norrisand Kushner(1999: 419-420)

These possibilities are largely untried and unresearched.

4. CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT IN THE 1990s: plus cachange...

According to Norris and Kushner (1999) the Stage Two training was abandoned because it was out-of-step
with the Government's economic rationality. The rationale of the reformed curriculum had, in effect, become
irrational. Debate about the nature of police practice was avoided by ruling out-of-court the alternative
conceptions. This section will follow the genesis of current Home Office policy and show how the debate was
stifled. I will argue that this lack ofleadership has permitted police governmental rationalities to continue to subvert
Government intentions in the pursuit of their traditional aims. Police training now has alarming similarities to the
pre-Scarman model.

The Police Reform Act was preceded by a 'consultation’, and I contrast this familiar, political process with the
term'deliberation' used by Reid (1978). Reid argues that 'consultation' is marked by ameans-end separation in which
practical problems become associated with the means for addressing them, rather than with the desirability of a

particular outcome.

Specifically it has resulted from a desire to achieve greater 'efficiency’ by seeing ends as unproblematic and using
'science’ to solve problems through the application of increasingly sophisticated means.

Reid(1978:60)

Thisissimilartothe 'institutionalisation' argument (Illich 1971; Goodman 197 1) I have used above indescribing
the disembodiment of concepts like 'learning' and 'ethics'. Reid argues that the identification of problems with the
means for solution is characteristic of the machine metaphor in social thinking. Deliberation on practical problems
18 supplanted by pseudo-scientific methodologies "reducible to questions of appropriate objectivcs. content and
method" (59). He lists the features of non-deliberative action:

» It assumes organisations are rational and can be changed by issuing instructions;
« It assumes the capacity to achieve a goal, and shifts the focus to assessment.

« It assumes that organisations are uniform;

« It assumes that organisations are closed systems free of external influences;

« Moral and ethical questions are ignored;

« There is a belief in "right answerism"; and



» It prefers 'common knowledge' and expert opinion over data.
These characteristics match the technical-expert model of the police professional. They also demonstrate a
connection between 'deliberation’ and the virtues of the 'change-as-strategy' argument presented above. Reid's
approach assumes that the process of deliberation will be problematic, and hence educational. It is the difference

between setting out to solve a problem and setting out to understand it; deliberation, learning and change are

mutually dependent.
Government Policy: Consultation or Deliberation.

In this section I will look at the genesis of current Government policy to establish whether the consultation was

deliberative. I analyse the development of the Police Reform Act 2002, and the other policy sources since the mid

1990s.

1. The Police Reform Act2002

The Police Reform Act was the product of a three year consultation process drawing on developmentsin police
training overan eightto ten yearperiod. The aims and rationale for the Act were contained inthe White Paper (Home
Office 2001) which itself adopted the arguments and conclusions from earlier reports. Itaccepts calls for "clearand
consistent standards of delivery" and "more innovative approaches to learning and development" (6.66). Such
initiatives should be "a major step forward in professionalism” (6.67). "We are ina period of majorchangeto police
training and development, designed to provide a more highly skilled service, focused on improving service to the
public, with career-long training to common national standards" (6.69). The aim is unproblematic, and the focus
is on the means of achieving it.

The White Paper was preceded by a consultation paper (Home Office 1999) inviting interested parties to
contribute. However, the paper set out the "overall framework which the Government proposes to adopt” (3: my
emphasis), suggesting the Government had already decided what was needed by the service. It was seen as "an
unprecedented opportunity to raise standards in police training and to equip all staff with the skills they need to
do their jobs and deliver better policing" (3). "The key challenge is to translate the best possible training into the
best possible police contribution to reducing crime" (3) and the "translation" is to be achieved through processes
that assure "common high standards” (3). Clearly, the Government had decided that the Act should establish
accountability systems.

Eighty responses to the consultation were received and these were summarised in a follow-up paper (Home
Office 2000). The majority "broadly welcomed” (2) the proposals,and "Virtually all those that responded welcomed
the fact that training, which was seen as key to what the police service does and can achieve, was being examined

and debated" (3). However, the Home Secretary's conception of "a first class service" (Home Office 2001) 1s not
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debated, and it is significant that there is little change in Government intentions between the consultation and the
White Paper.

The consultation gives the impression that the subject for debate was whether or not we want a ‘first cluss
service’ (Who wouldn't?) rather than what do we think thar service should be? The Government patronises
contributors with the assurance that it "intends to ensure that discussion continues with interested groups as the
new arrangements are put into place" (Home Office 2000: 2 - my empbhasis). There is an unargued assumption that
the relationship between accountability procedures and peoples' experience of policing is unproblematic, a
connection which is certainly not self-evident (O'Neill 2002). It gives the appearance of a debate about 'ends’ but
the real focus is on means - and even these appear to have been predetermined!

However, the 'consultation’' might be forgiven its misleading title since the Home Office (1999) notes that the
views of a number of other reports had already been taken into account: "These reports have sought to address
the fundamental issues of what policing training should achieve ... [and] a consensus has emerged on many of
the key issues” (3). The deliberation on these fundamental issues had, by this account, already taken place.

2. The Home Affairs Committee 1999

The major source of this "consensus" was the Home A ffairs Committee (HAC) which sat between October 1998
and April 1999. It questioned 22 witnesses in 11 sessions and considered 28 written submissions from 22 sources
(HAC 1999a, 1999b). The HAC was responding to criticisms in the Macpherson report, although a secondary reason
was cited as 'Project Forward' (Police Federation et al. 1998), which I consider below. It is not the role of select
committees of the House of Commons to do the Government's deliberative thinking - their role is the robust
questioning of Government policy. However, examination of the HAC report indicates the issues the Government
was encouraged to consider.

The Government replied to the HAC report in November 1959 (HAC 1999c¢), shortly before publishing the
consultation paper. They admit that "police training could be improved"” (3) and that therc was 2 consensus on
its shortcomings. However, these admissions fell short of the expectations of some, who feltthey werz contributing
to "aroot and branch" reform (Savage & Wright 1999; also Foster 1999). Itis clear from the Government's response
they were.looking no farther than remedying the shortcomings.

What is also clear from the reply is that the Government had a well established view of what the structurc and
delivery of police training should look like, and that it was confident in its proposals for handling it. The "key
requirements and criteria" (7) for their policy were set out in paragraphs 4 to 6. The HAC's conclusions and
recommendations did not contribute to these policies but were just tested against them. and a comparison of them

with the White Paper proposals shows they are the same, to the extent that some are expressed in the same words.
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Itwould be wrong to suggest the HAC's recommendations were ignored, because in fact they made very similar
recommendations to the Government's policies. Had the HAC and the Government got it right, or were there other
processes operating that produced the consensus? I want to highlight two such factors:

(1) The witnesses called by the HAC were biased in favour of Government policy.

The Government's central policy was to setup a body to create and maintain a competency framework. so that
all police officers could be trained and assessed to common national standards. Evidence supporting this was taken
frommajorestablishment sources like the Home Office and Home Secretary; the Association of ChiefPolice Officers
(ACPO); HM Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC); and National Police Training (NPT), all of whom gave a similar
message. The analogy here is buying four copies of a newspaper to get confirmation of the story in the first. The
Home Office had been pressing the Service to adopt performance management since 1996 based on acommon set
of performance criteria (HO Circular43/96). NPT (a Home Office department) supported this by producing a generic
competence-based, staff development portfolio. They were experienced in such areas, having pursued competence
approaches to probationer training since 1996, and to trainer development since 1997. An NPT team had been
working on the police competency framework since 1998, under the auspices of ACPO. And finally, the HMIC was
only weeks away from publishing its thematic report on police training (HMIC 1999) which reinforced the
performance management approach in HO Circular43/96.

The Home Office gives a significant lead to ACPO, HMIC and NPT, so it should be no surprise that they all
say the same thing. In their contributions to the HAC (all in HAC 1999b) we do not find the arguments in favour
of a competency framework, only the familiar assertions that a competency framework is what we need, and
recommendations on how it could be made to operate. By 2001 when the White Paper was published, it was true
that everyone was saying we need a competency framework, but it would be wrong to assume that 'consensus’
implied a deliberative process. Beyond the platitudes it looked like a case of the emperor's new clothes.

(ii) The HAC did not listen to views that fell outside the Home Office frame of reference.

It is not the case that all of the evidence heard by the HAC agreed with the consensus. There were dissenting
voices, and I present here examples of how this evidence was marginalised.

A paper was submitted arguing for higher standards-of education for recruits (Foster 1999). The committee
reported just one aspect of the argument - graduate-only recruitment - and rejected it on the basis of an opinion
expressed by the Home Secretary (Jack Straw) in answer to one isolated question (Q 966, HAC 1999b). None of
the other proposals were considered.

Another paper (Savage and Wright 1999) argued for the provision ofhigher education forpolice officers. Again,

the committce considered only one aspect of the argument, a "mixed-model” for recruit training whereby
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professional knowledge, skills and attitudes would be taught in the traditional way. and HE would provide a
"contextualisation of knowledge" through the sciences (criminology, psychology and sociology). The committee
rejected the proposal saying "We do not think that such an approach would be practicable because we are not
convinced that the necessary policing skills could be taughtbetter by academics than police officers” (HAC 1999a:
109). This is a clear misinterpretation of Savage and Wright's argument, and in any case it ignored the other
proposals in the paper (for example, HE provision for police managers).

In their response to the HAC, the Government followed the same line and rejected Savage and Wright's
submission injust four lines (HAC 1999c: 82) and disposed of Foster's entire paperin 7 words! (HAC 1999¢: 100).

Finally, Norris and Kushner (1999) submitted a paper arguing fora curriculum approach to cultural change rather
than arational-instrumental one based on "limited sets of competency requirements” (418). It suggested we should
"concentrate on developing an officer's ability for ethically informed situational decision making” (418) and
counselled "It must be recognised that there is no easy solution to this problem. There is no magic bullet and no
quick fix" (420). This paper was not referred to at all.

3. Project Forward

Inthe mid 1990s The Police Federation (the staff association for the police service) commissioned research into
its members' views on training (Davies et al. 1996). It highlighted significant dissatisfaction with the standard of
provision and opportunities for self development. As a result the Federation developed proposals for a 'police
university' under the title of Project Forward (Police Federation et al. 1998). Project Forward was the 'official
opposition' to the Home Office, in the sense that it was the only alternative model considered by either the HAC
or the Government.

Project Forward was a public-private partnership in which the bulk of police training would be taken-over by
private consultants, and provided through information technology sotuticns. The aim was to "establish and deliver
world class training and development programmes using leading edge inforrmation technology" (Police Federation
etal. 1998: 1). The idea was novei although the language of Project Forwaid was similar to that in the White Paper
- an emphasis on continuous improvement through training, and a rationaie of cost saving and Best Value.

In neither Project Forward nor the Police Federation submissior to the HAC is there any fundamental
consideration of what a policing service should be, nor any attempt to translate training into public experience of
policing. Furthermore, the proposals were rejected by all interested parties, including the Government and HAC.
onthe basis of practical difficulties rather than on a wider deliberation about the police role (HAC 1999¢: Alexandrou

and Davies 2000). It is hard to see how the Police Federation can be said to have contributed to the White Paper.
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Management Systems: Assessment and Evaluation

The absence of debate about the police role at policy level has left the police govemnmental rationalities
unchecked in their interpretation and application of Government policy. My argument is not that the new public
management strategies are necessarily bad, there was a clear need to audit the millions spent annually on training
(HMIC 1999). However, they have enabled the police to substitute deliberation about their role with more control
structures. 1 will look at a number of documents produced at the national level of police service management
showing how the performance theme has been distorted to serve the command and control mentality. The situation

with police training is now mirroring the pre-Scarman position under ISD. It is the triumph of the 'socio-biological

elitistrationality' (Adlam2002).
1. The Probationer Training Review 1995 (Bray et al. 1996)

The 1995 Review marks the transition from the Stage Two experiment to the competence approach, a switch
that reflected Home Office thinking on vocational training and NVQs. The word review' in its title is a misnomer,
because it focused on just three aspects of the programme which had been highlighted as problematic in a 1994
"scoping study" (3). These were:

(a) the lack of attention to law knowledge;
(b) the modular system of mixed work place and classroom learning.
(c) the subjectivity of self and tutor assessment;

The first two points were at the core of the Service's discomfort with change; the third item, though less
controversial (Warner 1991), conflicted with objective, competence assessment. The Review methodology
repeated the questionnaires and semi-structured interviews of the scoping study, and unsurprisingly achieved
the same result.

“The Review is not theorised and data are taken at face value. There is no discussion of the state of police training
prior to the Stage Two Review and no discussion of the curriculum theory undeslying the reforms. Case studies
-the core of the Stage Two curriculunt(Elliott 1985) are nct mentioned ir.the Review, and 40% ofthereportis devoted
to reporting the results of a "syllabus survey" which was used tc recornm:end the subject content of a new
programme. The Review was biased and tendentious, the police-only team sceming to have acted to confirm police
prejudices about Stage Two and to pave the way for a competence approach. Itis an example of what Norris and
Kushner (1999) described as "institutional conservatism"; the police service had proved to itself what it knew all
along.

Following the Review a new programme was introduced in 1996 with the policing competences written into a

Probationer Development Profile (PDP). The PDP wentonto formacore for the National Competency Framework



(NCF)in2002/3. Additionally in 1997, arevised trainer course was introduced (the Trainer Development Programme
- TDP) which incorporated the Training and Development Lead Body (TDLB) standards and assessed trainers for
about one third of a level 3 NVQ. These standards were adopted as the National Occupational Standards (NOS)
for police trainers in 2002.

2.Managing Learning (HMIC 1999).

This report promoted a model for police training management that linked training provision directly with
business performance. The preface argues that longer term success depends on "four fundamentals" (HMIC 1999:
3):

* "a cultural emphasis on lifelong learning";

*amoveaway from "the traditional classroom based provision that is the hallmark of current police training";
* national competency standards;

* "professionalisation" of staff.

The preface does not address the issue of the values that policing or training promotes except perhaps to note
that it needs to deliver "community benefits". The justification for the approach used is that training improves
"qualities, skills and abilities that form the bedrock upon which success in policing depends" and "long-term
success in policing demands that the return on training investment be maximised."” Training has to be "properly
constructed and delivered" in order that it "will repay the investment made". Furthermore, "staff must possess the
appropriate knowledge, skills and abilities in the proportions necessary to deliver sustainable community benefits
inthe longer term within a best value framework" (HMIC 1999: 3-4).

These statements ave the dogma that supports the appeal for a national competency framework - we need
national standards because we need to deliver sustainable improvement. It sounds desirable but there is no
serious debate about exactly what they mean and they are difficult tc question just because they sound so
reasonable. It is argument by cliché, backed by the power to make it true.

The statement "A highly skiiied and properly trained work iorce is a prerequisite for improved performance”
(1.3) illustrates the trick that is being played. It is a trick of lcgic - a tautologceus relationship between two terms
which have received special definitions. 'Tmproved performance' is defined in such a way that what it measures
is the 'highly skilled work force' the writers have in mind. So of course it is a prerequisite. But as they stand the
two terms have a dubious relationship with the real world - one whichis at best contingentand which is not debated.

Examination of the document confirms that values are expressed in accountability structures. Good training

will have two qualities: firstly it will be related to a performance problem:

All strategies and policies must define the process that ensures the training needs of individuals contribute towards



the achievement of the force objectives and maximise the positive impact that training can have on work place
performance.

HMIC(1999:2.40)

Secondly, it will be done to a common minimum standard which,

... sets or establishes for the service what is expected of an individual performing a particular role in a work
environment. It will define the outcomes expected of a competent performance in the role and will define the
circumstances under which the individual is expected to perform. It may include a statement of knowledge and
understanding, which underpins the performance.

HMIC(1999:4.4).

The model envisages a precision process to ensure training delivers the expected performance improvement.
The actual training is secondary to the checking mechanisms; if the processes are followed then the training will
be necessarily of the correct quality. The report uses the machine metaphor: "The machinery must be robust and
able to translate the interests of stakeholders into policy which produces effective, timely and efficient training
provision" (2.8). Itisnot clear that the values behind the need for closer community involvement canbe engendered
by a mechanical process whose values are about checking and assuring the process itself. At the very least one
would hope to see the relationship argued for; but the report at no point mentions anything to do with the ethical
context of training and learning. The relationships between the elements of the model are logical and tautologous,
and their relationship with peoples' experience of receiving training or a policing service are contingent.

3. The Centrex Quality Assurance Model (Centrex 2002a,2002b)

The Centrex "Quality Assurance Framework" (Centrex 2002) was introduced on the heels of Managing
Learning (HMIC 1999). Itis described asa"... method of ensuring that training is subject to rigorous scrutiny thus
securing continuous improvement” (1). It divides the training management process into four parts: organisation;
design; delivery; and assessment; and for each of these areas it sets out principles, "values and concepts that
underpin organisational practice/procedure”, and management implications, "policies and systems that the
organisation requires to fulfil these principles" (2). Finally it suggests suitable evidence to prove the policy
implications are met.

The reference to 'values' sounds promising but first I want to examine what is meant by 'evidence'. Centrex
operate an 'evidence portfolio' model, of the type used to prove competence against NVQ standards, although
'portfolio’ is replaced by "QA submission template" together with an "evidence file".

The following are examples of the expected evidence file contents:

« "Meetings Structure. Provide evidence that meetings have clearly defined terms of reference ..."
« "Design Policy. A policy detailing systems for the design of training events."
«"Diversity. Evidence ofaprocess whereby all productsare checked for compliance with Equal Opportunities,

Race Relations and Human Rights legislation."”
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* "Lesson Plans, Aims and Objectives. Procedures for monitoring achievement of course aims and
objectives by trainers."
* "Procedure for providing an audit trail for changes to a course/lesson content."

The evidence file will consist of paper policies and audit trails. To take an example: there should be a "training
design policy" stating the protocol for meeting new training demands. It will detail the procedures for checking
the performance problem and name the person responsible. It may contain examples of where the policy has been
applied, and perhaps a register of all instances of new demands that have been through the system. It might even
be necessary to produce acomplete example so that the external verifier can follow the audittrail. Thisis theclaimed
"rigorous scrutiny”. What is less certain is how it secures "continuous improvement". The connection between
a paper-based process and a quality learning event is at best contingent, but the question of this gap is not
considered by the QA process.

The call for published protocols clarifies the context for the underlying "principles and values". For example,
"Students, customers and staff are participants in the organisation and have entitiements and responsibilities that
need to be clearly and publicly defined" (3: my emphasis). There is no discussion of the content of these ethical
responsibilities, and the second clause confirms that what is valued about them is the verification of their existence.
The principles design accountability® rather than make room for the professional responsibility of practitioners.
The practitioner is only responsible for proving accountability.

The QA framework is setup as an objective, value-free mechanism standing outside the systems it is used to
evaluate. It does not enter the ethical debate because practitioners are assumed to derive their values from the rules
and protocols. I amnot arguing agaiﬁstaneed for checking processes; my pointis that the police service substitutes
these for caring about learning.

4. The Training Design Mcdel (Centrex 2002c)

Centrex runs a course on "scientific training design" which effectively mode!s its approach. Itis 2 2.days long
and has more than 50 learning objectives defined as behavioural outcomes. For example "at the end of this lesson.
the student should be able, on each occasion required, to explain fully and correctly the difference between training.
development and education”. The course concludes with an "examination" in which the students "demonstrate
the extent of their learning on the course”. The package is augmented by a set of "training design competences”
(Centrex 2002d) inthe style of an NVQ (units, elements, performance criteria, range staterents and under pinning
knowledge).

The Centrex model has three steps. Firstly. the performance expected of the learner is specificd. [t requires a

"profile" of the "key tasks" in the role and identification and analvsis of the competences required to perform them.
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This links to national occupational standards (NOS). Secondly, a "training needs analysis" assesses current
performance against those standards. Thirdly, the "training gap" is measured as the difference between current
performance and desired performance. The product of this calculation is expressed in precise learning objectives.
An audit trail is produced showing:

(a) training is performance related;

(b) training is based on NOS; and

(c) training is based on students' needs.

The model separates training design from training delivery. "All products should be produced in accordance
with the specification, course objectives, desired outcomes and the predetermined evaluation criteria” (29). The
implication is that teaching and learning will be unproblematic products of the process. Provided training is
designed according to the rules, there is no question about the adequacy of the learning. The Centrex vision is
of value-free training designs, standing outside of the contexts to which they are applied. Learning is a direct
consequence of a tangible product - "the course” - that can be operated by any competent training delivery
technician.

The training design model is reminiscent of the pre-Scarman ISD programme. It has the same attentionto detail
and the same faith in precise controls over classroom outputs. The noticeable difference is that the systematised
ISD pedagogy has been replaced by a silence - the classroom interaction between trainer and students is not a
part of the model. The 'training gap' turns out to be a lacuna over the classroom; it is the one element that cannot
be controlled and so it is factored-out. My argument is not against the utility of systematic design, which must
have a place in publicly funded organisations; it is against the assumption that learning is something which can
be "fully and correctly" defined.

5. Training Maiters (HMIC 2002)

This report was a review of the provision of initial recruit training. It reflects the expected ambivalences by

promoting national occupational standards (NOS), the Centrex:quality assurance process and the other technologles
‘ofacconntability; whilst on the other hand recognising the inadequacy of current training in delivering the socially
responsive policing the Government envisages. -

The HMIC concludes that "the learning requirement does not accord with the needs of a police officer in the
twenty-first century, norare the means of meeting it effective" (1.27). The Police Training Council uses the acronym
KUSAB (knowledge, understanding, skills, attitudes and behaviour) and requires that all training should integrate
these elements. The HMIC observed that police trainers tended to focus on knowledge and understanding. and

suggested this was a direct consequence of the narrow, law based syllabus recommended by the 1995 Review.
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He recommended expansion of the curriculum to cover "communication, problem solving. team working, [and]
evidence-based practice” (4.10) as well as "understanding communities, cultures and society [and] the needs of
others in the criminal justice system, including victims" (4.16).

It is a clear statement that the police service needs a curriculum accounting for the wider social context of

policing, and makes room for an ethical element to the role.

"Itisrelatively easy to teach law enforcement officers the details of the laws they are obligated to uphold. The more
difficult challenge to trainers is to develop curricula that produce law enforcement personnel who are trained in
the diplomatic arts of reasoning and persuasion” (4.17).

HMIC (2002:4.17, quoting Haberfield 2002)

The report goes on to blame this deficiency on the system failures highlighted in earlier inquiries (e.g. HMIC
1999): "The content of current training has not been identified through any formal training needs analysis process"
(HMIC2002:7.17). Thereport continues, "The service is inurgent need of a single approach towards staff appraisal
and skills based on a national standard" (2.11). "National occupational standards describe performance in terms
of what needs to be achieved to reach recognised levels of performance." They are an "indispensable tool for
managing any highly skilled work force" (2.7). The term 'curriculum' is not seen as conceptually different from
'syllabus’, and they are used interchangeably. It leads to the assumption that, if the training design model is
followed, then the missing elements of learning will be added to "the learning requirement"; "the advent of National
Occupational Standards and a qualification framework will undoubtedly change the culture of police training"
(441).

This conclusion is surprising. The evidence presented above shows that Centrex has been promoting such
processes since 1995. The HMIC call for .;;tandards for the police service is based on the poor performance of the
probationer training sector wﬁich has been traihing to such standards, using people trained to such standards,
and quality assured to such standards for up to six years. The HMIC has taken a system already heavily controlling
the training process, has found it wanting, and has prescribed more of the same. National Occupational Standards
are innovative for the police, b;lt atthelevelof péiice management they are translated into more of what the service
isalready doing. It ig reminiscent of the ériticiéms mzaldc;by Macdonald etal.(1987)thatino~derto maintaincontrol,
thev sefvice specifies in ever greatér detail wﬁat staff must do and know.

Conclusion |

The police service is ambivalent about the competing historical explanations of evolution and revolution. |
explained in the introduction that my theoretical perspective for the history of police training was the inhibition
of change. I have argued that the historical milestones can be better seen as syfnptoms of cultural processes of
resistance. [ have argued that police officers see their culture in machine-like terms, and this gives managers asense

of control. Machines can be tinkered with, but the kind of relationships it implies betwcen staff, and between the
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police and society, are impoverished. Certainty and precision are traded-off for qualities that identify us as human
- the joys of learning for example, and the pains of moral responsibility. The police service needs instead to
understand itself as a culture.

A culture cannot take its purpose for granted, where amachine can. The machine is constructed to do one thin o
it can perform more or less effectively, and we can adjust the controls accordingly. When it no longer does what
is wanted, it can be replaced with another. The police service can no longer have the luxury of certainty of purpose.
To be a healthy, living culture its members have to begin asking questions about what they are doing and why.
The old question are we doing it the right way? has to be replaced with the open ended are we doing the right
things?

The difficulty is that insisting on the new question would amount to tinkering - replacing one thing withanother.
A culture has to learn to ask the new question, and in learning to ask it, the problem is changed and other questions
have to be faced. The police culture has to learn how to learn, which means giving up a faith in right answers and
developing relationships with the world based on learning rather than certain knowledge.

The Stage Two training tried this approach but it was abandoned. Claims have been made about its success,
but much more has been claimed about its failure. There was never the opportunity to research or evaluate what
happened. One weakness of the methodology was that the understanding of the academics who initiated it was
not shared by the police trainers who had to operate it. One set of people were asking questions about 'ends’, but
the police officers were quickly back in the familiar rut of providing answers about 'means'.

A significant question I asked myself during the research project was, "How do you get police trainers to begin
to question what they are doing?" Tile témptation is to answer the question - one I succumbed to in the early stages
(White 2003c). It was a similar mistake to the Stage Two team. The process of asking questions has to be shared.
There muét be a collaboration over thz question and that will be a learning process.

In this chapter I have descrif)ed the current directions in police training. I have sough* to show that the
technologies of new public managcmeht. - competences, assessment and evaluation - are reproduciag the
conditions of the 1970s and 298.05 criticised by the Stage Two Review team. My intention iz to snow that such
technologies are counterproductive because they reinforce the technical-rational culture through the dominant
governmental rationality. This is not to say that the police service has not changed in twenty vears, or that
competences, assessment and evaluation are necessarily bad things. Rather it is to say that the culture has not
changed in the way that it adopts such technologies and subverts them to its own purposes.

This interpretation of history highlighted the 'sticking points'; it provided guides for me in facilitating a

collaboration with policc trainers. Amongst those sticking points I would include:
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» Creating precision through the design of others' learning;
» Lacking a client-centred practice theory;
» Institutionalisation of values in rules, processes and structures;
» Compliance and the operation of power;
» Seeking answers rather than deliberating over questions;
I have accepted the view that culture is reproduced in the interaction between people. I had to learn to

collaborate with others, and part of my own learming was to come to an understanding of a cultural model of learning.

Notes

'The actual title of the Macpherson Report was "The Stephen Lawrence Inquiry”, and it was an investigation into
the failures of the Metropolitan Police following the racist murder of the black teenager, Stephen Lawrence. Racism
in our society and institutional racism in the police can easily be forgotten in glib academic references to
'Macpherson'. I apologise for this shorthand reference.

?The institutionalisation of learning is reflected in the orthodox phraseology 'training delivery' (HMIC 1999a). It
is significant that the Home Office has begun to think about 'learning' rather than 'training’, but that, rather than
relinquishing the control mechanism, the two words are merely transposed. Thus ina November 2003 pressrelease
the Probationer Training Modernisation Project referred to "learning delivery” - a truly frightening prospect for
the trainers who will be made responsible for this (PTMP 2003).

3 Centrex and Home Office documents frequently use the verb 'to design’, as in 'to design training'. However, it
obscures a grammatical trick; the sense of the phrase is best understood when the verb points not at 'training’ as
aprocess, but rather as an outcome. It is not the curriculum product which is designed, but the outcome of its use,
i.e.the learning (see note 2). When Centrex adopted the slogan "Excellence by Design" as a "concept” (Home Office
2004), it was not an insincere advertising puff, the planners really intend to design the outcome.
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3 A Paradigm of Practice

Theoretical context for the research

Unbounded by disciplinary boundaries, a post-disciplinary research programme is a form of enquiry where
both the subject and object of the enquiry are the evolving experience of the enquiry itself and where
research becomes a form of learning rather than a search for pre-bounded knowledge. ... The aim becomes
that of exploring what reality could become rather than explaining what reality is.

Usher(2000b: 183-184)

Action research has to confront positivism not just as a theory of knowledge but as a theory embedded in
social life and hence in the discourse, organisation and practice of education as well.

Carr(1995:105)

WHAT KIND OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCHER DO I WANT TO BE?

Thaveadapted this question from one posed to herreaders by Sally Glen (2000). It might seema peculiar question
to ask in a thesis chapter dealing with research methodology; in fact the very idea that one might choose seems
faintly comical - like choosing which hat to wear.

A more conventional question would have been Why did I research in this way? This latter question infers
firstly a stable subject - the 'T' who researches, and secondly an unproblematic object - the field that is researched.
It is then the methodology which becomes a matter of choice, and the criterion for that decision is 'fitness for
purpose’. Such a question contains both an implicit ontology (methodology points to those things which can be
known) and an implicit épistemology (methodology is the criterion of validity for knowledge-making).

There 1s a potential circularity to this; methodology provides the assurance of objectivity because it first defines
how 'objectivity’ should be understood. This is helpful because it gives the researcher the confidence of a starting
point from which to explore the unknown, but it becomes circular and self-justifying when the form of measurement
is applied back to the methodclogy that contrived it. We use our methodology to say "It's a fact", but the wora
'fact' is impregnaied with additional meanings that predicate it with 'ex‘stence’. In everyday language 'fact' means -
true and objectively existing, but of course common parlance lacks the validity of science. By sleight of hand, we
import the additional common meanings into our scientific language when we adopt the same words. But 'fact' and
'objective’ are tautologous, and the latter cannot be made to mean something more by appeal to a methodology.
Philosophers have expended much effort trying to bridge the gap between language and reality, but made little
progress in 300 years.

My question s that the sort of educational researcher I want to be? appears paradoxical because it docs not
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enter the debate about what is real and how we prove it. Many would wish to reject the question on the grounds
that it implies an 'anything goes' relativity, but this is to fall once more into the tautology trap. Relativity is only
aproblem for an ontology thathas already defined 'reality' as something 'out there' and seeks to predicate existence
toit. In any case, though some might reject my question with "you've got no choice (or else anything goes)", the
question itself is meaningful. Thus, even if the only alternative is to not-do research, it is still an alternative and
considering it makes sense. Moreover, it is not a question that can be settled by an appeal to the methodology
without again becoming circular. My question is asking something more, I know you can do it that way, but is
it right? The question seems to be prior to any decision about choice of methodology.

RS Peters (1970) argued that educationis not inert, in the sense that learning involves both active understanding
and a concern about knowledge; learning is "both to understand and fo care" (31 - my emphasis). The notion of
'caring’ introduces instability and unpredictability into the business of knowledge generation, and foregrounds
the importance of the relationship between knower and known - and indeed between knowers (Kuhn 1996). It is
not enough just to know, knowing must also matter. To know that X is the case is to also believe it is important
thatthisis so. On thisreading, epistemology should study the way that knowledge is valued in humanrelationships.
'Collaboration', 'participation’, ‘action research’ and so forth become ethics rather than methodologies (Usher
2000b). They are ways of generating knowledge that have a normative dimension; / do it in this way because I
believe it is right. The methodological choices I make constitute my moral career (de Laine 2000; Clough 2002),
or the kind of educational researcher I want to be.

Methodology, epistemology and ontology are intimately implicated with each other (Golby and Parrott 1999), .
andthey areall permeated by,and gain their character from, the individual researcher's moral career (Usher 2000a).
They constitute a paradigm of practice (Golby 2003), a set of normative educational and research practices directing
the researcher, rather than a "neutral experience" offering "a dispen'sation from any ohligation to engage in critical
orreflective thought" (Carr 1995:104).

[ want to use this cﬁaptér té set out a paradigm of practice for an edvcarional researcher. T have crgan.sed my
ideas into three sections:

l. A theory of peréonhood;
2. Reflexivity in human action,
3. Methodology as an ethic.

1 do not claim this offers a complete paradigm of practice. Neither did I begin the research with this paradigm

in mind, rather it emerged and was clarified by engaging in the research. In my research proposal I used words like

'collaboration' and 'participation’, but I knew them only as conceptual models. They were like boats tosscd against
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the rocks of context, reshaped by the experience and known differently. I have charted some of the rocks. that is
an inevitable consequence of having been there, but a paradigm of practice encompasses the whole experience
ofputting to sea. Thisis notan argument foran applied science - a separation of educational theory from educational
practice (e.g. Bassey 2003; Hammersley 2001). As Carr notes in the quotation at the head of this chapter, itis a
recognition thateducational theory isembedded insocial life. A paradigm of practice is thusamode of engagement
in social activity.

The issues of epistemology, ontology, methodology and ethics are not dealt with individually, but are rather
interconnected across the sections of the chapter. It is difficult to identify a starting place that does not already
make some epistemological or other assumption, hence the reader is asked to consider the chapter as a whole and
the sections as necessarily partial.

1. ATHEORY OF PERSONHOOD

Some educational research traditions take-for-granted the notion of 'a person’, either by ignoring it, or by
assuming that a person is a stable and non-problematic entity (Maclure 2002; Usher 2000a; Lave and Wenger 1996).
Others argue that it is not possible to conceive of education without having a theory of personhood. even if this
theoryisimplicitand unexamined (Pring 1995; Wolf2002). My fear is that, in the context of police tratning, unless
we examine our implicit theories of personhood there is a potential for our action as educators and educational
researchers to nurture the wrong kind of "person'.

An Ethical Dimension

I hesitated over my use of the word 'wrong' in the last sentence, but ultimately felt it was justified. Smith and
Hodkinson (2002) suggest "It is, in fact, impossible to imagine any serious concept of personhood in the absence -
of judgement and preference" (293). Pring (1995) argues the similar point that education must begin with a
deliberation on the value of "an educated person". He rejects the debate trat opposes liberal education with

vocational education because it fails to address the issue as onc of ethical judgement.

Differences rur more deeply. They concern competing views atou: the quaiity of life both {or the indiviaual and
for society They concern the knowledge, skills, values and attitudes which should characterise the 'ecucated
person’ in the economic and technological society we now inhabit.

Pring(1995:108)

Education cannot be understood without an idea of what is "worthwhile" (Peters 1970) and hence 1s

fundamentally about:

... the development and formation of people as persons. Only in the light of what we mean by being and maturing
aspersons within this society might we come to sensible conclusions about the quality of life both for the individual
and society.

Pring(1995:108)

The dominant discourses in education see the learner as an individual, whether this be the compcetence

47



vocational view (learner responsibility for evidence identification and collection - Wolf2002 ): the cognitive view
(learneras processor of symbols - Bredo 1999); the student-centred view (learner responsibility for identifving own
needs - Edwards 2001); or the phenomenological deep/surface learning view (learner as rational decision-maker
about means/ends - Haggis 2003). Each of these assumes the learner is a stable and non-problematic entity, and
education and training are neutral facilities chosen by the learner on the way to fulfilling his or her concept of the
educated person. The learner is regarded as a consumer of educational products.

Whilst there is evidence that learners make sophisticated choices (Wolf 2002) there is concern that a market
in education distorts the nature of the products offered (e.g. Broadfoot (2000) the 'assessment society’; O'Neill
(2002) the ‘crisis of trust’; Wolf(2002); Spendlove (2002); Kushner (2000)). But there isan evenmore insidious effect;
itis argued that the subjectivity of learners (i.e. 'personhood") is constructed through education and training rather
than preexisting it (Bayne and Land 2002; Edwards 2001). In this model the learner is not making rational choices
in the pursuit of the 'educated person', rather the educational 'product’ constructs the rationality of the choices.

Thus forexample Treleaven (1994) speaks of the "tyranny of training" (144) that explains women's performance
in terms of deficits of male quélities; Edwards (2001) argues for a more general "pathological view" of the learner
where 'the person' is defined by needs and deficiencies and requires treatment (education); and Bayne and Land
(2002) pursue this along a Foucouldian line suggesting the learner-as-individual is a technology of self-
surveillance. Lillis (2001) and Haggis (2003) relate it to the debate on inclusion, showing how the discourse ofthe
deep/surface learner favours an academic/establishment perspective and disadvantages non-traditional students.

.Finally Stronach and Maclure (1997) and Stronach et al. (2002) show how simplistic dualisms shift the debate about
teacher-professionalism from the messy contexts where dilemmas occur into the tidy, ideological polarisations of
"professional autonomy" and "economies of practice”. Each of these examples shows how apparently neutral
educational technologies import their own ethics through 'the back door'. The corresponding theories of
personhood they embody do not suggest an education of the whole person, or celebrate minority ciscourses, or
show awareness of issues of power and influence.

Smith and Hodkinson (2002) are clear that this "intellectulai turmoil"” demonstrates "the settled and comfortable
timeé for educational researchers, when empiricism dominated our thoughts, are no longer available to-us. The
c.u;rent arguments ... are very important for hov? we uﬁderstand educational inquiry and understand ourselves as
educational inquirers” (295). Educational researchers cannot assume the ethical neutrality of education concepts.
Social Construction of Knowledge

Itis widely held that there are no value-free, empirical data about the world (e.g. Griffiths 1998). A corollary of

this is that our understanding of what constitutes 'knowledge’ must be linked to our concept of personhood. I will
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briefly explore the constructivist position underlying this.

In The Philosophical Investigations (1958), Wittgenstein sets out his argument against the possibilitv of a
person developing a private language that exists outside of a social context but which is capable of application
to it. He likens the use of a private language to a person who reads two copies of anewspaper to check the veracity
of the first against the second; or a person who checks the memory of a train departure time by summoning-up
thememory of checking it on the timetable. His pointis not one about the fallibility of memory, butrathertheabsence
of criteria for making a mistake.

Thus Wittgenstein argues, if I have toothache, then for other people to understand what it means for me 'to
have toothache' it is not necessary I actually have it. All that is necessary is that I do certain things like holding
my face, moaning, complaining I have toothache and making an appointmentto see a dentist. By doing these things
I demonstrate I can apply the rules required to give meaning to the statement I have toothache. Wittgenstein
concludes that there is a necessary connection between meaning and behaviour, but only a contingent one with _
private 'reality’.

This seemingly esoteric point is important to "the idea of a social science" (Winch 1958), because it poses
problems for the ¥esearcher who would purport to construct a methodology independent of a social context (e.g.
Yin 1994). Winch asks the question "what difference will it make to the life of man ifhis mind can have contact with
reality?" (21). He considers the example of a person woken by an alarm clock and then behaving on the basis of
what is perceived to be the case - a contact with reality that enables the catching of the early morning train. The
example is trivial but, for social life, it implies the importance of things like trains running on time, schedules for
- drivers to keep, and methods for checking the truth of statements about timekeeping. The facts of alarms going
off and trains running by schedules are features of significance to peoples' lives. Understanding the associated
" behaviour requires an understanding of how people take them to be important. It is not the ce se that alarms merely
go-off and people just happen to get up and leave for the station. Having knowledge of the time involves a web
of relationships between people and piays a ceniral role in the sociai orgamsation of lives. "Understanding' and
'meaning’ are thus related to the concept of human society; cr put in a different way, a discussion of reality is a
discussion about the difference that understanding makes to a person. "A man's social relations with his fellows
are permeated with his ideas about reality. Indeed 'permeated’ is hardly a strong enough word: social ideas are
expressions of ideas about reality" (23).

Winch connects this idea with Wittgenstein's private language argument. Application of language to reality
requires a set of rules which could be followed by another person, because 'understanding’ and 'meaning' are

derived from their social setting. "The very existence of concepts depends on group life" (42). Arguing from Weber.
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he uses the notion of 'meaningful behaviour to show how participants give a subjective meaning or sense to their
action. Weber uses the word 'verstehen' to describe the process by which a researcher might make sense of
another’s behaviour. Winch argues this is not a mere putting-oneself-in-the-shoes-of activity, i.e. requiring an
empathic inner sense. "Concepts in terms of which we understand our own mental processes and behaviour have
to be learned and must, therefore, be socially established" (119). He describes it rather as "grasping the point or
meaning of what is said or done" (115). Understanding others' behaviour entails emersion in the same social
process.

The connection between the person, the social context, and knowledge, meaning and understanding has been
influential in the development of the social sciences. It has implied, for example: a 'sociology of knowledge' - to
'have knowledge' is to adopt a role (Berger 1966; Berger and Luckman 1971); or a sociological explanation for
knowledge - to 'have knowledge'is to work within a paradigm (Kuhn 1996); or "cultural psychology" (Bruner 1990)
and "legitimate peripheral participation" (Lave and Wenger 1996, 1999; Wenger 1998) - to 'have knowledge'is to
participate in a culture.

In a sociological theory of knowledge, meaning is "inherently socially negotiated" (Lave and Wenger 1996:

145), or is "situated" and "distributed" (Bruner 1990) within the relationships between members of a culture.

To treat the world as an indifferent flow of information to be processed by individuals each on his orher own terms
is to lose sight of how individuals are formed and how they function.

Bruner(1990: 12)

In an educational setting the concept of 'person’ will be a tension between the assertion of individual identity,
and a need for group identity; and the tension can only be explored through ethical understanding and through
judgements of value about 'the life worth living'.

History and Biography

My argument so far has begun to destabilise the unitary view of person implied oy the empiricist approach and
its corollary that knowledge can be separated from the practitioner. One implication ofthis for educational research
is that it interrupts the pseudo-scientific project that would define teaching in terms of a set .of technical
competences. Whilst there are undoubtedly elements of any practice which can be codified, such a set of rules
- could never be either the first or the last word in a practice, because it would always be liable to transformation
in a social context.

Two potent factors in that transformation will be the historical context of practice and the personal biographical

dimension. Goodson (1983) argues that failing to account for these factors leads to:

A prominent but largely implausible model of the teacher: largely interchangeable, subject to timeless problems
and employing a variety of standard but apparently spontaneously developed strategies to deal with them.

Goodson(1983:141)
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This would be equivalent to the person in Winch's example just happening to get up when the alarm clock rang.
The clock does more than synchronise people with other social activities like train schedules; it cannot be
understood outside the context of personal motivation and choice, or indeed of compulsion and need. Moore (1999)
argues this in relation to teachers:

When they come to teaching ... teachers already bring with them a history and a culture through which they have
negotiated and - however impermanently - fixed meanings, orientations and understandings about such things

as how learning works, what schools and education are for and how teachers should conduct themselves, which
are immediately subject to revisitations once the practice of teaching begins.

Moore (1999: 144)

Moore's argument is that there is no generalisable, universal teacher on which to base a science of teaching.
Teachers' motivations, understanding and aspirations cannot be treated as straightforward data, because they are
socially contextualised and carry their own inherent, internal logic (also Jones 1983). Bruner (1990) argues that
narrative accounts do not merely provide information but are a cultural apparatus "for dealing simultaneously with
canonicality and exceptionality" (47). The call to a practitioner to describe a situation or to respond to questions
evokes an implicit justification, positioning the action in the realm of the expected or normal. Weedon (2002)
concurs, arguing that personal stories align identities with dominant national ones, and Denscombe (1983) argues
that interviewer and interviewee implicitly understand that accounts function in this way.

Stronach and Maclure (1997) extend this argument by highlighting the logical structure of stories. A narrative
moves logically to a closure, because the closure (the conclusion) is the story that is being told. This entails that
the details of the story must 'fit', those which do not fit must be ignored or distorted, and biography must be searched
for features which would tend to make it a good story. Stronach and Maclure are making a postmodernist point
about closure, but it is essentially the same argument as Bruner's thesis that accounts have a social, narrative

function.

Narrative ... deals with the stuff of humas actior: and intentionality. It mediates between the canonical world of
human culture and the more idiosyncratic world of beliefs, desires and hopes. It renders the exceptional
comprehensible ... it reiterates the norms of society without being didactic. And... it provides a basis for rhetoric
without confrontation. It can even teach, conserve memory, or alter the past.

Bruner(1990:53)

It is these features of narrative that link it so <losely with biography. The practiticner in accounting for his/her
action is implicitly locating those parts of a personal biography that contribute to the closure of the story. Hence
the stories the practitioner tells about practice represent 'life’ stories - or the ways in which current practice is
explained and justified by the things that have happened in the past (White 2003a). Giddens (1991) calls this "the
reflexive project of the self", and argues that personhood presumes the sustaining of a coherent and continually
revised biography. Plummer (2001), Miller (2000) and Adlam (1998) make similararguments but under less grand

epithets; the important point of agreement is that people are involved in 'life-work'. continually updating their
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biographies to tell today's story.

The implications of this for a theory of personhood, as Moore (1999) notes, are that people have multiple and
changing identities, and knowing, thinking and intelligence are impoverished concepts when confined to rational/
logical modes (Heronand Reason 2001; Claxton 2000). History and biography are understood as social phenomena,
and yet atthe same time they add a whole dimension to our understanding of the social; paradoxically, history and
biography are located very much in the present (White 2003a).

Learningand Transformation

In terms of social adaptation, the paradox of learning is that it is autobiographical. "Learning, thinking and
knowing are relations among people in activity" and can be thought of as "the production of persons over time"
(Lave and Wenger 1996: 145). The cultural apparatus for the expression of this is narrative (Bruner 1990). Thus,
the history (biography) of persons will "necessarily focus on the processes of learning” (Lave and Wenger 1996:
145-6). It is then of the essence of 'person' as I am conceiving it, that learning/knowledge, biography/identity, and
social relationships are its facets (Lave and Wenger 1996).

Narrative approaches to re‘search do not merely elicit accounts but inquire into peoples' identities and, through
a biographical process, potentially transform them. Treleaven (1994, 2001) for example used this as a research
process that she called 'story as inquiry'; she collaborated with others in the telling of stories which, through
listening, revisiting and retelling saw participants changing their relationships with the world. Practices were
changed by understanding stories differently (Carr and Kemmis 1986). Winter et al. (1999) coined the term
"investigative imagination" for this sort of process, and others have argued along similar lines (Mulholland and
Wallace 2003; Clough 2002; Chambers 2001 ; Bullough and Pinnegar2001; Ellisand Bochner 2000; Richardson 2000).

This is important to my conception of 'person’ because I see learning (and therefore research) as social
transformation (Edwards 2001), or "world-making" as Usher (2000b) argues. Our metaphors for learning change
from 'discovery' and 'finding' to for example, "constructing and making" (Smith and Hodkinson 2002): or "entry
ways", "crossing borders" and "transitions" (Mulholland and Wallace 2003). It is a conception of 'person’ which
favours the social processes of learning over the product (knowledge). Questions about sow we come to know
are more important than what we know (Treleaven 1994; McNiff2001), and the focus shifts to learning about learning
(Hargreaves 2001; Askew and Lodge 2000; Watkins et al. 2000; Wood 2000).

Susman (1983) considers how people use knowledge not so much as a mirror of reality but rather as an artefact
to aid their coming-to-terms-with reality. In this sense accumulated knowledge, scientific methodology and so forth
are historical products arising out of our grappling with "problematic situations" (97). Bredo (1999) concurs with

this view identifying the focus on processes as a major strand in education thinking:
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The performance of everyday activities, in which the problem s not defined aside from the difficulties arising from

the activity itself and social and physical interaction enter into both the definition of the problem and the
construction of the solution.

Bredo(1999:24)

By focusing on processes we avoid the familiar dualisms of fact/value, theory/practice. language/reality and
individual/society with which I started this section. Bredo continues:

When the task is seen as a matter of interpretation, it becomes impossible to clearly separate individual task
performance from the social process of defining and negotiating ‘whatis going on here'. ... The whole task includes
the figuring out of what the task is.

Bredo(1999:32)

As with Lave and Wenger, Bredo sees the resolution of these problematic situations as "a history of relating"
(33) in which both the problem and participants are transformed. Our educational practices should then be seeking
"to find better ways of organising activity together. ... Any meaningful social action ... becomes oriented to the
action of others" (38). This "history of relating” will be integral with our moral careers as practitioners because as
Glen (2000) notes, a problematic situation "compels one to consider, yet again, thekind of ... researcher one is going
tobe" (17).

Facing problems entails social action and hence biographical work. Learning that is transformative points at
one more feature of personhood; learning is likely to be a "painful" and "frustrating" struggle between hopes and
achievements (Glen 2000: 21). "My feeling of angst is what learning is about" (Rowland 2002).

2. REFLEXIVITY IN HUMAN ACTION

The theory of personhood I have presented has implications for my role as a researcher, and I have chosen
to explore these under the rubric of 'reflexivity'. I will argue for an understanding of 'reflexivity' as human action
that can change social conditions. Research methodology has to find ways of coping with human reflexivity that
take responsibility for this potential.

Whatis Reflexivity?

'Reflexivity' is much used in research accounts with an ethnographic bias, but there is little discussion as to
how the term should be applied. It does not appear as a separate item in the indices of popular research methods
text books (Bell 1993; Cohen and Manion 1994; Denscombe 1998 ; Yin 1994) and where it does appear itis often
used synonymously with 'reflection’ (e.g. Hitchcock and Hughes 1995). This debate is not only semantic because
in some qualitative research reflexivity is a measure of credibility, asking how the researcher has addressed the
conditions of quality in research.

Moore (1999) suggests 'reflexivity' is associated with a postmodern approach that seeks to identity hidden
ideological assumptions in order to 'destabilise’ or 'deconstruct' them. Thus in discussing the dominant discourses

in initial teacher education he notes how teachers are "pathologised" by diagnoses of what is wrong in their
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classrooms. The debate is shifted from social and cultural issues to teacher blame and stigmatisation. Moore uses
'reflexivity' to describe the undermining of such discourses by locating themin socio-historical and intra-personal
contexts. Reflexivity does not reach-behind to a deeper reality, but attends to the "perceptual biases", and ways
inwhich "language structures our copsciousness and at the same time our relationships with others" (Winter 1996:
19). Reflexivity is a capacity to construct reality differently by thinking about it differently.

Alvesson and Skoldberg (2000) seek to structure the processes of 'thinking differently' in order to create a
research methodology for seeing reflexively. They argue that the construction of meaning has three elements: an
object to construct (areality which is 'out there"); a subject to make the constructions (the researcher); and a social

context in which the researcher is located (society, language, scientific paradigms). Given these constituents they
suggest:

Reflexivity, in the research context, means paying attention to these aspects without letting any one of them
dominate. In other words, it is a question of avoiding empiricism, narcissism and different varieties of social and
linguistic reductionism

Alvesson and Skoldberg (2000: 246).

They call their methodology 'reflexive interpretation'. Itis an eclectic treatment at four levels of interpretation:
1. Empirical - interaction with collected data;
2. Interpretation - hermeneutic study of underlying meanings;
3. Critical interpretation - attention to ideology, power, reproduction of social conditions;
4. Representation - text production and language use.

Each of these levels is associated with major research approaches, but no particular one is "totalized" or
employed to the exclusion of the others. The levels are "played off against each other"; reflexivity arises in the
"relations and interfaces" between the levels (249).

The first two levels operate on the empirical data and demand that researchers maintain a wide "repertoire of
interpretations". Reﬂection here involves a "reciprocity" between the data and the interpretive options, based on
the researcher's theoretical sophistication and creative abilities. Levels three and four are described as meta-
theoretical and relate specifically to Critical Theory and Postmodernism. Meta-insight derives from ambiguities.
problematisation of dominant theory, and alternative views and theories. They intend that confrontation and
reflection should take place between all levels so the meta-theoretical field is explicitly reconnected to the empirical
material. "The whole idea is to avoid getting stuck in a certain type of logic ... without making sure that space and
energy remain for other positions" (257). They emphasise creativity and reflective ability rather than lisuing
procedures. The researcheris advised to develop hermeneutic, political and linguistic awareness using established
techniques from those fields, but the development of such sensitivities relies on the individual researcher’s

creativity. It is not a researching-by-numbers methodology.

4
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Despite appearances, Alvesson and Skoldberg argue from what Smith and Hodkinson (2002) call aneo-realist
position. They highlight the importance of imagination and creativity, but their objective still seems to be a more
complete description of reality. The refusal to privilege any one point of view is in itself to adopt a definite
epistemological position, because even a neutral stance makes a claim that the resulting perspective is in some
sense better. For Alvesson and Skoldberg 'better' means more complete. They decline to engage witha perspective
on an ethical basis on the grounds that methodology can deliver a superior perspective.

But other than serving a methodological rigour, Why does reflexive interpretation matter? The academic
rationale for reflexivity is to re-present reality in order to understand if better, but the practical effect of new
understanding is that relationships between people change and lives are lived in different ways. Our methodology
both describes reality and produces it. The ethical perspective contained in the question Why: does it matter? goes
tothe heart of educational research. Ifitis to be more than an academic exercise, for whom and in what ways should
it make a difference to the practice of education? Who needs to be convinced that research matters? (Kushner
2002b; Desforges 2001; Bassey 1995).

The concerns of researchers are often mismatched with what matters to participants. Weiskopfand Laske (1996)
describe how their research was designed to give staff a voice in management but their intervention worked on
a political level to create "new elites and new hierarchies”. Their intellectual notion of 'consensus’ did not matter
to participants. Johnston (2000) reports how his team were motivated by social justice in adult education but the
participants just wanted jobs. Straker and Hall (1999) were concerned with inequality and adult literacy, but their
participants were driven by perceptions of social status. And finally, inmy own project I found my critique of expert
power mattered less to colleagues than their self-preservation (White 2003b).

Hammersley (2001, 2002) argues there are good reasons for an applied educational research which separates

researchers from practitioners, and values from descriptions of reality.

Problems about what is wrong and what s to be done cannot be resolved entirely on the basis of empirical research;
.and researchers do not have any distinctive authority to select value assumptions from which cuch conclusions
could be derived.

Hammcrsley (2001:17)

For Hammersley the fact/value dualism is necessary because the researcher lacks any authority on ethical
matters. But this is a research decision which needs some reflexive examination itself; what is it about being
"distinctive authority" that is important to academic researchers? Is research constructed so as to maintain their

status and authority? Lincoln (2001) certainly believes so:

The particular structure of academies and academic elites makes it extremely difficult for academics to put aside
power, status and prestige, and work with individuals and groups on an equal footing. It takes a particular form
of humility to comprehend that all human beings share a common destiny, and that social change can only be
effected through a faith that equality and democracy are in the interest of all human beings, not simply those with
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the status of educational and social attainment.

Lincoln(2001:130)

Of course, academic researchers work in an imposed context of "evidence-informed policy-making" (Gorard
2003: 13; also Bassey 2003) in which political naivety could be equally as disempowering as lacking voice (Goodson
1999). Stronach (2003 ) argues, rather enigmatically, that what we need in order to do research which is important
to people is "civil courage".

Reflexivity and Transformation

Could 'reflexivity'be understood as 'civil courage' - a form of praxis (Freire 1996) in which a person works both
to 'see’ differently and simultaneously to change the social relationships?

Carr and Kemmis (1986) argue it is social life itself that is reflexive because "it has the capacity to change as
our knowledge and thinking changes, thus creating new forms of social life which can, in their tumn, be
reconstructed” (43). Human beings are not a set of Hume's billiard balls crashing about under the constraints of
the laws of mechanics. Social life has to be researched with the understanding that actors can change a situation
by understanding it differently, and this potential implies rights and responsibilities. 'Reflexivity' does not add
anything to the meaning of a phrase like 'research methodology’, because by virtue of being human action it is
alreadyreflexive. Carrand Kemmis argue that "Social and educational theories must cope with thisreflexivity” (43:
my emphasis); it is not the case that research has to be something extra, but that it has to account for its potential
to change things. 'Coping' or 'accounting-for' are concerned with taking responsibility for contributing to the
production of social conditions.

Applied educational research is no less reflexive action-in-the-world constructing social situations - albeit the
status quo. But it does not cope with the status quo because it denies its reflexive contribution to the construction
ofit. Educational research that copes with reflexivity does more than just describe the complexity of social life; by
sharing in the construction of that description, actors become capable of constructing it anew. Coping with
reflexivity is essentially an ethical ‘prc;blem, .aboht what is 'the life worth living', who has the right io decide and
how we take responsibility for realising 1t

| In their analysis of forms of "cooperative inquiry" Heron and Reason (200 1) use the word "transformational”
to describe research that accounts for rgﬂexi\{ity. Itisa phrase which is redolent with ethical, social and politicai
implications and I want briefly to consider some of these.

Firstly, research which is transformational cannot be passive intellectualism; it must involve action and its
metaphors are likely to employ verbs. Carrand Kemmis (1 986) write "The study of praxis ... isalways through praxis:
...itembodies praxis in the form of an interest inimproving praxis” (1 92), and they add that the problems of education

are not ends-related but "problems of acting educationally insocial situations” (1 80: my emphasis). Winter (2002)
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and Usher (2000a) make similar arguments in relation to action research; theory, reflexivity and methodology are
all bound up with the process of actually doing research.

Secondly, the focus on action demands the personal engagement of the researcher. Biott (2002) remarks that
everything a researcher does is part of his/her methodology because everything is potentially transformative.
Winter (2002) argues research will be in part an "autobiographical exploration” because it "raises kev questions
about the actual experience of taking responsibility for attempting to initiate change" (38-9).

Thirdly, transformation cannot be by individual action; it demands participation and personal engagement by
all of those who are touched by a particular set of social relationships. Hall (1996) expresses this as the sharing

of the meaning-making process. Posch (2002) writes:

Traditionally, schools are the recipients of demands from power structures in society. In the future it will be
necessary for students and teachers also to express and realise their views of the society they wanttolive in. Action
research is in a sense only another word for this.

Posch(2002: 186-7)

Lastly, transformation is political. Carr and Kemmis (1986) write "Such action is always political action; new
practices always challenge established institutional interests. They express a realignment of tendencies towards
empowerment and emancipation, on the one hand, as against tendencies towards the entrenchment of sectional
self-interests, on the other" (197). Noftke (2002) also emphasises this political imperative; action research raises
questions about who has the right to produce knowledge, who owns it and who it is for, and these force us to look
outside the traditional epistemological paradigm.

Coping With Reflexivity: Validity Principles

In this final section I want to consider some criteria for quality in research that is transformational, and the
implications this has for the role of the researcher. The research literature is not short of advice on the subject of
validity, for example: Reason and Rowan (1981); Carrand Kemmis (1986); Treleaven (1994); Hall (1996); Wintex
| (1996); Golby and Parrott (1999); Chfistians‘ (2000); Kemmis and McTaggart (2000); Heron and Reason (2001);
McNiff(2001;2003). 1 set out below 51\ principles, based on Winter (1996).

1. Personal dialectic.

This concerns action the researcher takes to uncover personal ideologies which structure and limit thinking,
and hence our relationships With others and the world. Reason and Rowan (1981) suggest thisrequires "high quality
awareness" and "systematic.personal and interpersonal development”. For me it was a personal dialectic between
my positivist training and my developing theory of personhood (White 2003b).

] approached it by continually writing myself into the story of the research, to the extent that the research took
on an autobiographical character (Hall 1996; Winter 2002). 1 maintained a daily journal in which [ examined my

experience of doing the research - my emotional relationship with practical experience and intellectual ideas. Field
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and observation notes were written explicitly from my perspective, and during the early phases of the work, related
to all aspects of my practice.

Reason and Rowan (1981) note that such work on personal awareness cannot be done alone. My journal and
field notes were shared with other participants, prompting joint cycles of both convergent and divergent thinking
(Heron and Reason 2001) in both oral, prose and sometimes poetic form.

2.Social dialectic.

This refers to the relationships between the "phenomena” of the case (Winter 1996) i.e. between participants
and the context. In my later thinking I linked this very closely with the first principle, since my understanding was
shaped by practical relationships (McNiff 2001). 'Cycling' around problems, feedback between participants, and
identifying convergent/divergent thinking were important processes (Reason and Rowan 1981; Heron andReason
2001; Treleaven 1994). My writing was shared with participants (White 2000, 2002, 2003a,2003b) at draft stages,
and this was often reciprocated. Ideas were shared in a wider forum of peers through research seminars and
conferences.

3. Collaborative resources.

Here Winter (1996) reminds us that participation with others entails everyone's contribution is seen as a
resource. In the early stages of my project I understood 'collaboration' in the egocentric sense of working together
on my agenda. In later thinking I linked it with the first two principles - the personal and social dialectics - to give
a sense of a social and participatory process (Kemmis and McTaggart 2000). 'Collaboration’ is a combination of
personal and social imperatives that may be antagonistic (McNiff 2003); an approach that accounts for reflexivity
enables participants to find ‘covllab.oration', rather than setting it up as an 'end".

4.Risk.

Acti(-)n researchisa thréat té 'tal.‘cen-for-granted assumptions and activities (Winter 1996). Anything whichcan
be transformed is theretore ét risk, and will be experienced as threatening by participants. [ found thatrisk and threat
were the fuel forthe persénal énd social diélecn’cs. The researcher's task is torecognise and face his/her own demons
and to bring to the surtace the threats that other participants experience but do not acknowledge.

This form of social dialectic produces moral dilemmas about the right to surface others' fears. It cannot be
sidestepped by clz;iming to ;d-dr.e‘ss'only issues of educational practice, because practitioners will have anaffective
investment in their beliefs. In the early stages of the research I used the indirect strategy of 'making myself
vulnerable' (Ellis and Bochner 2000) the surfacing of my issues in the hope this would invite others to consider
theirs. I regard this now as instrumental rather than participative action. In the later stages oftheresearch the ethical

problems became issues for participants to decide. 'Participation’ is reflexive actionand soto participate istoaccept
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social responsibility .

5.Plural Structure.

A plural structure implies the replacement of a unitary account with a plurality of accounts, and the opening-
up of questions and possibilities for participants rather than a closing-down with propositions and conclusions
(Winter 1996). The social dialectic has to do justice to others' voices, and the personal dialectic has to show an
acknowledgement of this (Clough 2002; Mulholland and Wallace 2003; Bullough and Pinnegar 2001; Chambers
2001; Conle 2000; Richardson 2000; Ellis and Bochner 2000; Winteretal. 1999; Lather 1991).

Atan early stage in my writing I adopted methodologies for representing the multi-strandedness of identity,
including writing at different levels of awareness (White 2003b), using others' material and voices (White 2002)
and re-framing situations by retelling stories (White 2003a).

6. Transformation.

Winter's (1996, 2002) focus is on the critical transformation of theory and practice - two elements which he sees
as different but interdependent. In the initial phase of my research [ had separated these two elements, albeit
unwittingly, by aiming to transform others' practice with my theory (White 2003b). My later thinking was clarified
by Carrand Kemmis's (1986) principles that research should aim at improving one's own practice, and that it should
focus on participants' own catégories and understanding.

As the focus of my project became more sensitive to the "emic" issues of the case (Stake 1995) I developed
a concern for the transformation of relationships between participants (Heron and Reason 2001; Kemmis and
McTaggart 2000). Thus much of my action during the research was concerned with the social dynamics of the
groups I worked with. The difﬁculty facing researchers is once more that of coping with reflexivity; action is taken
to change relationships but in a way that enables participants to make the choices. When the change 1s experienced
as imposed it tends to be reéisted and reinforces the status quo (White 2003b).

Inquiry Skills

I have borrowed this title from Heron and Reason (2001) who argue that when research switches from & focus
on others, to working with others, the skill-set of the researcher must change. The validity principles discussed
above give strong pointers towards this modified skill set. The researcher must handle his/her self-consciousness:
recognise the threats that bthers are experiencing and then confront them; and operate in ways that enable others
to do these things for themselves. I have put these inquiry skills into three main categories: self-consciousness:
facilitation skills; and handling relationships, and I consider each below.

1. Self-consciousness.

Self-consciousness is essentially a process of learning about oneself. It is not a straightforward skill to

59



intellectualise; it is one of those things which, as Louis Armstrong is reputed to have said about Jazz. if you have

to ask then you won'tunderstand. Reason and Rowan (1981) repeatthe biblical injunction "know thvself” and then

continue:
We cannotstudy human processes except as aware human beings, and for this we requirea'way'to selfknowledee,

a process of self inquiry, which is systematic and which is powerful enough to reach into unconscious processes.
since that is where the disturbances are likely to lie.

ReasonandRowan (1981: 246)

Expressed in this form 'self-awareness' sets up an introspective, psychological subject. that can potentially de-
contextualise the self. McNiff (2003 ) has a method of treating self-awareness within its context of relationships with
others, a study she calls "agonistics", the "contradictory, problematic and often tragic nature of human social
living" (1). As an educator, she sets out to understand how she influences others by paying attention to what is
happening in social interactions. Her guiding principle is "personal accountability”, or the acceptance of
responsibility for the outcome of interacting with other people. "The process of accountability involves offering
descriptions of, and explanations for my practice as I address the question How do I improve my practice?" (2)

In this way self-development is taken out of the realm of the psychotherapeutic and made relevant to day-to-
day practitioner functioning. The practitioner seeks feedback by asking difficult questions about his/her effect
on others (e.g. How am I doing? What did you think of that?); undertakes to listen to what is said; and refiects
onit. As discussed above, the points of personal transformation will be those which arouse feelings of threat and
fear, and accomplishing the transition often entails speaking that-which-cannot-be-admitted.

2. Facilitation Skills.

The personal dialectic has to be mirrored in a social dialectic and the skills required are the counselling-type
associated with facilitation, adult education and student centred-learning.

Whilst commonly talked about, these skills are not commonly practised. Grimmett and Dockendorf (1999)
describe their excitement as they changed from a traditional university role to that of action research-facilitators.
The transformation created unexpected possibilities; "as facilitators we were releasing a process wherehy
practitioners constructed klllowiedge tor themselves" (85). Gri‘mmett and Dockendorf could not have adopted the
facilitative skills if they had not first been prepared to acknowledge the practitioners' right to produce knowledge,
becaﬁsé of its attendant threat to their status (see also Somekh 2002).

Thus technical skills such as listening without being judgemental; confronting peoples' fears without being
manipulative; valuing others' ideas without being disingenuous; and accepting others' leadership without being
resentful, demand first and foremost acceptance of a theory of personhood that undermines the status and

knowledge of the traditional researcher.
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3. Handling Relationships.

The difficulties in handling participant relationships have been documented by others, e. g. Treleaven (1994).
Stake (1995), Lositoetal. (1998), Johnston (2000), Somekh (2002), McNiff(2003). It was an important aspect formy
project, given my aim to transform them. Action research relationships imply an ethic of care (McNiff 2001) and
such caring is not commonly present in police hierarchies. I had to role-model the relationships I wanted others
to learn, and to ensure my actions were always consonant with my words. Achieving this entailed dealing with
my own issues of power, influence and status through the personal dialectic and through the development of my
new theory of personhood.

The researcher cannot take-for-granted his/her power and influence within a relationship and perhaps the best
technique is to make this an issue for all participants. It is not straightforward since personal action changes only
one side of the dynamic; others act as before and become frustrated when the practitioner does not reciprocate,
or else feel manipulated into adapting their behaviour. There is tremendous social pressure on participants to
conform to each others' expectations. It can result in a hybridisation of roles; for example, the researcher cases
tension by pretending to be a participant, or else plays the role with-an-expert-edge by blaming the other
participants. Others experience a lack of congruence or authenticity in the researcher's behaviour because the new
situation is imposed dogmatically.

3. METHODOLOGY AS AN ETHIC

Some time ago I read a conference paper by Eleanore Hargreaves (2001) about her research into her practice
of teaching assessment to Master's students. I do not have a direct interest in assessment theory, but oddly, I found
her writing so gripping it became a turning point in my own project. T have read the paper. inpartorin whole, several
more times since then. I kept finding new ideas, or I made sense of something which had been opaque or which
had puzzled me, or paradoxically, something that had seemed meaningful on a previous reading now secmed less
important. I remember one rereading that took more than two hours- I found, againand again, I had stoppedreading
‘2.1nd was staring into space thinking intensely al;ouy my own work.

: The very idea one céuid read an academic text and not find the meaning seems paradoxical, and it was onc of
the enigmas that taxed my thought. I realised, for example, I had a built-in expectation that an academic text would
deiivera single meaning, and in the past Imusthave distorted my experience of reading to make it fit that paradigm.
Why should I do that? Perhaps because, being seen by others to have found the meaning is what we mean by 'being
clever'. And yet, now, the issue of cleverness seemed irrelcvant; whatever meaning | happened to take from my
reading, there was always a question about why Tunderstooditthat way and how my futurc actionmightbe affected.

This was promising material for researchand learning. It was tempting to say there were two fields ot investigation,
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the first into what the text actually meant, and the second into how and why I learned from it. As a philosopher
I felt an attachment to the first of these, but once 1 recognised the text had a learning function it undermined the
search for a stable, philosophical knowledge. I began to see the search for a unitary meaning as constructed out
of a desire for status and a fear of ridicule.

One particular section in Hargreaves' paper mystified me. She had encountered a problem when her students
seemed toresist the ideas she was teaching; a friend observed "But surely yourresearch is about your own learning,
not about how to make things work with your students" (9). I couldn't make sense of it and yet it was clearly
significant to Hargreaves. The sentence stayed with me for months, held in suspension, unconnected to my
understanding but flagged as something that seemed important. 1 remember the mental contortions I went through
in repeated attempts to make it 'fit' somewhere. I asked myself What would it be like to think that was important?
Occasionally when I took a step forward in my learning I revisited the problem, with the hope that now I would
understand.

When I look at the statement now, it expresses for me a relationship between teacher and student learning. I
understand it in the context of police training and in the light of the theory of personhood I have attempted to live
in my practice as a teacher and researcher. But the meaning does not stop there; Hargreaves' paper expanded the
ways in which I could think about research, and perhaps more importantly, there is a sense in which it gave me
permission to do so. Her paper is a "historical artefact" (Susman 1983; see above) but its meaning for me has a
historical and social context, arelationship to my biography, and even arelationship between myself and the writer.
The complex relationship between theory and practice is the subject of the next section.

Instability and Contradiction

Hammersley (2001, 2002) has asked two closely related questions: "Can and should educational research be
educative?"; and "Is action research a contradiction in terms?" His argument is that it is necessary to distinguish
between on the one hand an inquiry "which is pursued in its own right" - which he calls 'research’; and on the other,
inquiry "which is subordinated to some other activity" of a practical nature like teaching (acting educatively) or
improving ones practice (actionresearch). He argueé there are "contradictory pressures between inquiry and other
activities" because of the "imposed relevanc¢s arising from practical problems". He seeks to maintain the purty
ofinquiry with its "intrinsic relevances deriving from intellectual puzzlement", and so sets-up fact/value and theory.

practice dualisms as "barriers ... to protect it from, or to mediate the demands of, other activities" (2002: 9-10). His

answers to the two questions are:

Educative action is aimed at changing people in some respect and is specifically designed to do this; informative
action is aimed solely at providing people with information that is believed to be relcvant to their concerns.

Hammersley(2001: 18)
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Actionresearch cannotrefer to a fusion of, or atranscendence of the distinction between, research and some other
activity; while there may be an overlap there cannot be isomorphism; and as a result there is the likelihood of
contradictory tensions. ... Action research is inherently unstable because of its internallv contradictory character.

Hammersley (2002:13)

Hammersley does not provide any examples showing the difference betweenimposed and intrinsic relevances,
nor how apractical problem differs from an intellectual puzziement. Ironically, in Gomm etal. (2000), he criticises
Stake (1995) for expressing "puzzlement" about cases investigated for their "intrinsic” interest. Assuming that
Hammersley is not being inconsistent, there must be a more fundamental issue at stake, and I suggest it is his
conceptualisation of 'knowledge'.

[tis significantthat Hammersléy‘s whole argument is theoretical; he examines the logical relationships between
a number of concepts, but not the relationships between the concepts and social activity. Furthermore, whilst
Hammersley accepts thatresearch is asocial activity, he does not write as ifhe believes his intellectual puzzlement
is one. Indeed, he cannot, because if it were, then it would be in danger of being "subordinated" to the "imposed
relevances" of that social activity. So, whilstinquiry is a social activity, when it is intellectual puzzlement "pursued
in its own right" then it is a super-ordinate one. It is super-ordinate because the aim is "informative activity" that
contributes to "a cumulating body of knowledge" (Hammersley 2001) or put differently, it produces generalisations
(Gomm, Hammersley and Foster 2000) .

This is a species of the tautology I illustrated at the start of the chapter. Super-ordinate activity constitutes
a validity procedure for knowledge generation and 'knowledge' is defined as the product. Thus the statement
"super-ordinate activity produces valid knowledge" is a truism - an uninteresting, a priori truth that tells us nothing
that is not already contained in the concept of a super-ordinate activity. It does not tell us whether there are such
things as imposed/intrinsic relevances or practical problems/ intellectual puzzlements; which is perhaps why
Hammersley does not give us any examples.

Winter (2002), who occupies a similar position to Hammersley in the academy, set out to find some examples

and concluded that neither the activities of university researchers nor of practitioners fall into such neat categories.

‘Universities may hark back toa tradition of knowledge forits own sake and may aspire to be safe haveqs forcritical
reason, but nowadays they are also engaged in the competitive business of marketing, and Figlivermg produgts
(degree courses) and services (teaching and funded research) in a struggle with riyal 1.mi.ver51t1es': So tbe conflict
between spectator theory and work-based inquiry is a dilemma-ridden relationship within the university. as well
as a relationship between the university and the organisations it claims to serve.

Winter (2002:33)
These are the contradictions that Hammersley's barriers keep out. Winter copes with complexity by living with
it; the instabilities and contradictions which Hammersley avoids are the phenomena that Winter seeks to

understand. Hammersley does not treat research as a social activity and thus does not account for its reflexivity.



Generalisation

Tamnotarguing that the encyclopaedist view of knowledge is wrong, only that (to borrow an encyclopaedist's
term) there is a risk of over-claiming. 'Validity' cannot be the gold-standard in knowledge production without
becoming self-justifying. As many others have observed, this makes claims to knowledge as embarrassing as the
‘anything goes' alternative.

Even if we are more circumspect about the ontological position of 'validity', there is another drawback from
pursuing it. It is clear that small-scale practitioner research produces new knowledge and understanding for the
people involved, and yet the procedures for generating it do not measure up to the traditional standards (Gomm
etal. 2000). One way of resolving the problem is to relate generalisability to the scale of research. Thus Lincoln
and Guba (2000) develop the notion of 'transferability', a tentative form of generalisation which states the context-
specific conditions in whichit holds true. Itis a position adopted by Campbell etal. (2003) for example, inthe BERA-
endorsed advice to teacher-researchers.

Classical generalisation and transferability both have in common the assumption that knowledge can be
expressed in propositional form, and when taught to others will be learned in that form. This assumption is
challenged, forexample, by the "naturalistic generalisation" proposed by Stake (1995) and Donmoyer (2000). Gomm
etal. (2000) misinterpret it as a methodology for producing generalisations that are naturalistic, but it should be
understood rather as a process of learning (Stake), or more precisely, as experiential learning (Donmoyer).

Donmoyer argues that naturalistic generalization is derived from personal knowledge, in the sense that
performance of complex tasks becomes easier, consequences of actions can be anticipated and events can be
controlled. The knowing is tacit in the sense that it is linked with action. He does not suggest such knowledge is
private and nonverbal (a "non-negotiable currency" Lincoln and Guba 2000), only that it is too complex to be entirely
represented in words. Donmoyer's naturalistic generalisation can be likened to Bruner's (1990) narrative discourse
(see above), "There is a structural equivalence between narrative and real-world experience. Both unfold in time.
Both can have multiple things happening simultaneously. Both integrate thought and feeling” (Donmoyer 2000:
61). Narrative is not didactic, itis communication which facilitates the discovery of complexity, jointly constructed
by participants, affect laden, and meaning-making.

Donmoyer uses the Piagetién concepts of integration/differentiation to describe the learning process. Past
experience and current action are mediated by these cognitive processes rather than acting like data banks of
knowledge, thus much understanding remains tacit in the sense that it is aimed at meaning-making. Nonc of this
prevents tacit knowledge from being examined in propositional form, and indeed we do this when we examine the

assumptions behind action. The mistake 1s to reify such propositions as containers of our knowledge rather than
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as mediators of our sense-making. Experience affords the opportunity fora person to test assumptions and thereby
accommodate new understanding; the learning is an expansion of meaning rather than an accumulation of
knowledge.

This view offers a different understanding of how propositional knowledge works. Desforges (2001), also
arguing from a cognitive psychology perspective on learning (cognitive dissonance), argues it demands attention
to how practitioners transform research knowledge. "Dissemination and even communication are relati vely trivial
steps between research findings and practice", because new ideas "are mediated through teachers' and trainers’
conceptions of teaching and learning"; our research should ask "how does evidence have its impact on intelli gent
action?" (6). Bassey (1995) suggests that generalisations do not impact on action because they are not in a form
that can be transformed. A new field of practical educational research is opened up where, as Kushner (2002a,
2002b)notes, knowledge is context-specific and needs to be "re-invented" by each new practitioner (see forexample
Leatand Lin2003).

Ethical Research

Thave argued thatall research is social action entailing relationships with others and therefore having an ethical
dimension. Even research which is distanced from practitioners implicitly expresses a moral position. Once
unburdened from the need to strive for an ethically neutral knowledge production, we can begin to act in ways
that account for our values. My argument has been that ethically-aware research acknowledges the reflexivity of
human action by questioning how our practices are constructed and thereby creating the possibility of new forms
of social action. Carr and Kemmis (1986) argue that our research practice should be "informed and committed action"
(190), and the word 'committed' is understood as "the disposition to act truly and rightly" (34). Research which
is directed by the moral imperative to act in principled ways forms the 'paradigm of practice' (Golby 2003) Introduced

- at the start of the chapter.
In this section I will look at some of the ways in which my principles were expressed in action, and locate these
approaches in the work of other action researchers. There are four main strategies:
1. A collaborative approach;
2. Diaiogue about practice;
3. Ownership of knowledge production.
4. Changing relationships;
These distinctions are artificial, representing different perspectives of the same phenomenon, but it aids

discussion to separate them in this way. It will be noted that the strategies are consonant with the validity principles

discussed earlier.
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1. A Collaborative Approach

Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, the police service has traditionally seen only the individual side of learning and work-
teams are not regarded as potential sites of social transformation. Whilst ‘reflective practice' has been promoted
since 1988, it is regarded as a solitary activity. Trainers continue to be assessed as individuals against objective
standards, which prevents teaching being investigated as a cultural construction.

There is muchresearch conducted into professional training as a collaborative process, for example, in teacher
training (Hanley 2003; Paris and Gespass 2001), teaching and education (Harris and Anthony 2001 ; Gallagher 2000;
Watkins 2000; Smyth 1999), nursing (Platzer 1997), adult leaming (Kilpatrick etal. 1999; Saunders and Gowing 1999),
and professional training (Gregory 2000; Grimmett and Dockendorf 1999; Adlam 1997, 1998, 1999, Treleaven 1994,
2001). Whilst most work is done with volunteers, for example, in university/school collaborations (e.g. Somekh
2002; Losito et al. 1998) or professional development ( e.g. Treleaven 1994; Kilpatrick et al. 1999), practitioner
research sometimes meets resistance from others, for example, in attempting to change from a traditional,
hierarchical practice to a more democratic one (e.g. Paris and Gespass 2001; Adlam 1999). As discussed above,
the points of transformation represent personal risk and threat to participants, and can be subversive of institutional
structures.

I have used the idea of 'social capital' (Kilpatrick etal. 1999,2003) to conceptualise group learning ina way that
complements the knowledge transformation argument presented above. Social capital is not a body of shared
knowledge but rather "a resource based on relationships among people" (2003: 419) which expands the potential
for understanding. This potential is a function of the quality of social relationships, where a 'better’ relationship
copes with reflexivity by examining the conditions of its own construction.

Whilst some offer lists of things-to-do in forming collaborative groups (e.g. Heron and Reason 2001) a large
body of practical experience indicates that what the practitioner does is less important than how it is done. Thus
Campbell (2002) argues that professional development is synonymous with personal development; practitioners
must learn to work as part of a 'learning community', rather than following a recipe or a set of behavioural
competences. The practitioner must be open to learning and prepared to enter the personal and social dialectics
described above.

The metaphor of 'creating spaces' is useful in visualising ways of engendering a collaborative social dialectic
(Paris and Gespass 2001; Gallagher 2000; Smyth 1999; Treleaven 1994). 'Space' takes several meanings: aphysical
sense of time and place that differentiates it from the work place: a social dimension that differentiates members:
and a psychodynamic context providing purpose and practice that differentiates it from work routines. A room

booking and adiary date fora groupmeeting are insufficient for the growth of social capital: the ‘creation ot aspace’
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is a reflexive function of the group's social relationships.

Group actionisnot virtuous per se because it may just reproduce existing social relationships (Pensoetal. 2001).
Itis only a precondition for collaborative work (Webb 1996; Weiskopfand Laske 1996) and it follows thatreflective
practice will be an important element in group functioning (Ellis 2001).

2. Dialogue about Practice

Torrance and Pryor (2001) argue that teachers have difficulty understanding how to research their practice
because their training does not teach them to recognise what their practice is. Their research found that teachers
held narrow views of educational concepts that were not articulated and were not always connected to the task
of teaching. Their "key finding" was that "teachers need to monitor and reflect on their own classroom practices
- to investigate them in detail - before being ready to then think about how best to develop more principled
intervention strategies" (621). Educational theory should be introduced to teacher-researchers after they have
discovered their practice, so it can be "mediated and transformed through practical arguments" (626). Dialogue
about practice expands teachers' understanding of pedagogy and enables them to change their practice in ways
that change the social conditions for learners.

Others have emphasised the importance of talking about practice, for example: Smyth (1999) - the dialogic
school; Saunders and Gowing (1999) - the learning conversation; Askew and Lodge (2000) - feedback andlearning;
Harrisand Anthony (2001)- collegiality; and Gallagher (2000) - classroom communities. Carr and Kemmis (1986)
argue that critical educational research is about practice, about our understanding of practice and about the context
of practice. If dialogue ignores the practice context, it will risk reproducing existing social conditions.

Murphy (1999) and Adlam (1997) advocate actionresearch groups agreeing and sharing theirphilosophies and
theories of education, but Webb (1996) and Weiskopfand Laske (1996) argue it is naive to assume such agreement
is more than superficiai. Gaventa and Cornwall (2001) relate the latter point to criticism of Habermas' notion of the
ideal conversation - "Informed debate among competing interests" (70-71) - which assumes an open system with -
equal opportunities for each person to contribute: They argue this ignores the way that debate is constructed
through the operation of power and knowledge, ensuring powerless groups continue to articulate dominant
constructions.

I found in the initial phases of my project that the way dialogue was conducted was more important than the
achievement of consensus because the very call for participants to talk assumed that some aims were already shared
(White 2003b). Later in the project, the dialogue with groups began with questions like Why are we talking? and
What should we be talking about? 1t allowed attention to be paid to the context of practice in a similar manner to

that discussed by Torrance and Pryor, and was more likely to develop social capital.
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3. Ownership of Knowledge Production

As discussed above, methodology-as-ethics implies the emancipatory aim that participants come to recognise
themselves aslegitimate producers of knowledge. The research process should enable participants to identify their
own issues, to use their categories and meanings, and to transform theory/knowledge for their own ends (Carr and
Kemmis 1986).

Institutions like the police service resistempowerment because they are wedded to the idea of expert knowledge.
Edwards and Protheroe (2003 ) and McNess et al. (2003) give two recentexamples of the subtle ways in which the
performance discourse in schools blocks empowerment. It suggests movement towards the unhealthy learning
environments seen in the police service and described in Chapter 2. The palliatives include reflective practice (¢.g.
Clarke etal. 2000; McMahon 2000; Hunt 1997, Platzer 1997), and processes like learning about learning (e.¢. Askew
2000; Watkins etal. 2000).

I discussed in Chapter 2 the contradiction in police conceptions of learning between the expectation that
knowledge will be handed down by experts, and the experience that expert knowledge was largely irrelevant to the
work-place. My action focused on highlighting this contradiction and encouraging discovery of the other
foundations of practice knowledge. I found that whilst trainers saw the importance of practical experience, their

reification of experts prevented them from giving validity to locally produced knowledge. I had to find ways of
authorising their perspectives (Cook-Sather 2002).

4. Changing Relationships

McNiff(2001) argues "What we know is shaped by how we know it". Paris and Gespass (2001) and Gallagher
(2000) also see the connection between the quality of learning and the nature of classroom relationships. Gallagher
argues that "Who is learning precedes what is learned" (75), where the 'who'is interpreted in a social sense, "The
group, and not the individual, becomes the most important source of social analysis" (74). Developing this point
she says, "In other werds knowledge has to be made problematic and has to be situated in classrcom social
reiationships ihat allow for debate and communication” (106).

She describes this view of curriculum as "a work-in-progress" (74) because it is subject to negotiaticr, and
capable of transformation by social action. Paris and Gespass (2001) argue it is naive to expect the researcher
teacherto give up her status, butitis equally naive to assume power islocated only with her. Acting democratically
involves taking risks, trusting oneself, and being self-consciousness of the different results. This is similar to
MCcNiff's (2003) accountability principle described earlier.

Researchers should understand the subtle and unconscious ways in which other participants can be

manipulated into the junior side ofa relationship. Forexample, Paris and Gespass (2001) were disappointed about
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how students responded to a greater democracy, "Overall we were struck by how few students saw themselves
as active participants in their own learning" (404). They recognised the risks for students and sympathised with
them, butstill labelled them as 'surface learners'. Evidently their teacher-owned conceptions of "active participation”
and "learning" did not square with their democratic aspirations. Ifthe classroomis to be negotiated thenthe teacher
will have to give-up cherished understandings.

Mulholland and Wallace (2003) observed this in their practice as teacher-educators, expecting learnersto enter
immediately a teacher-owned conception of the world of science. They changed their pedagogical approach by
learning to teach students how to overcome the barriers to transition; they still taught science, but it was now
located in the socio-historical context of novice teachers learning to be scientists.
CRITICALRESEARCHINPOLICE CONTEXTS

There are few examples of collaborative research in the context of police training, thus there is no tradition within
which my project could be located. However, I summarise here three relevant examples.

(1) Clarke etal. (2000) describe a collaboration between university researchers and police firearms instructors
to introduce reflective practice into firearms instruction. A major issue for the researchers was establishing and

sustaining the partnership with the instructors. They describe a tension between:

... what the students perceive they need (a police training model), for example '10 steps to follow to be a teacher’,
and what higher education tutors perceive they need (an education model), to develop the skills and knowledge
required for practice now as a firearms instructor but also with the capacity for continuing development.

Clarkeetal. (2000:75)

The aimto introduce reflective practice was absorbed in the problems of relationship building, amixing of aims
and method characteristic of action researcil (Winter 2002). However, the researchers took an empirical approach
to the collection of data, gave “a unitafy account of what happened, and made prescriptions in the form of
generalisations. This conflicts with the validity principles described above and so obscures the authenticity of

| thetr report.

(i.i) Adlam(1997,1998,1 9§§) describes a project to introduce a police management programme, working within
asimilarpractice paradigmto ;ﬁy OWN. ﬁis approach was participative in thathe led a team action research project;
howevef, thére is some doubt aboﬁt whether his colléagﬁes saw themselves as participants. He describes how the
initial meetings agreed a shared | philosophy bf education, but there is no sense of negotiation, resistance or
disagreement in his report. Indeed, ina later paper (1999) itbecomes clear that whilsthisownaction was informed
and committed", his colleagues had slipped-back into an expert, training delivery mode. I drew parallels between
this and the early stages of my own project (White 2003b).

The lack of team collaboration is then reflected in an incomplete negotiation with course delegates. Adlam

rationalises his right to continue organising others' learning by replacing references to ‘training' with the aim to
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‘educate’. His power is subtly retained and learners are kept in subordinate positions. Some ofhis ideas were ori ginal
and creative and with a different group of people might have been empowering. but it was an invitation to
dependency thatappealed to police officers' weaknesses as learners. His third paper "We need a nightshift" (1999)
reports the failure of the programme with the implication that his team needed to work around the clock to make
police managers learn. It is a blaming attitude, and indeed Adlam is very critical of cultural attitudes to learning.
He plays the role of participant with-an-expert-edge, described above. The language is that of democratic
engagement, but personal risk is minimised by blaming the group when things go badly.

Adlam's writing was important to my research, not as a model to follow, but because it helped to expand the
understanding of my own problems. It also offered a validation for my perspective on police training and gave
reasons for persisting with my approach.

(iii) Finally, Gregory (2000) reports an innovative approach to police cultural change that shares much in common
with the paradigm of practice I have described. She acted as university consultant to a force's change strategy aimed
at engaging all staff in dialogue about ethical practice. She did not teach ethics, nor facilitate any groups that
discussed ethics; rather she fostered the capability of the organisation to run the process.

It is an empowering approach, but there are drawbacks to such peripheral participation. Firstly, there was the
danger that without her guidance therelationships between people would reproduce the existing hierarchical ones.
Secondly, because she was not a party to the development of the ethical principles, she provides a unitary account
of the research. She does not introduce details of the relationships that developed between her and the research
sponsors, and others' experiences of the process have the feel of empirical data. I am sceptical that a police
organisation could so easily give-up its hierarchical approach, thus, in the absence of a personal involvement in
the account, it does not have an authentic feel.

Concluding Comment

Eachofthese three examples fails one ormore of the validity principles I set-outabove fora practical educational
research paradigm. In particular, none of them‘déals with the first principle - the personal dialeciic - and inso doing
they fail to observe the researcher‘é coﬁstitut.ivénéss in the account.

Ibegan thischapter with the question what kind of educational researcher do I wantto be? Ibelieve the starting
p(;int for collaborative research sh01.11d be the recognition that one has this choice. Understanding how to answer
the question requires not only a conceptual understanding of the issues, but an experiential understanding of their
lived consequences. The first step is to begin the personal dialectic.

In the next chapter I present myself as a practitioner-researcher working through the practical implications of
daring to pose that question.
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4 Stories, Biography and Practice

My part in creating meaning

Iam a part of all that I have met

Tennyson from Ulysees (1965) —

We have to use research, fed by that potentially rich mix of data, insights from literature, researcher
standpoint and prior knowledge to tell better stories: some stories that can help improve policy and
practice, some stories that provide better understanding of aspects of education, and some stories that
disrupt the assumptions and thinking of the powerful.

Hodkinson (2004:24)

INTRODUCTION

It is customary in qualitative research to devote a section at the end of a report to the person of the researcher
- areflexive chapter. It enables the reader to make decisions about the reliability of the evidence brought forward.
What is the bias? Where does the researcher influence the material produced? Are the results accounted for by
the researcher's unwitting hand, or do they speak for themselves? These are the questions considered by
researchers who aim to represent a social reality; but what of the practitioner-researcher who attempts to construct
it, in participation with others? Here, reflexivity becomes central to the account. Bias is not something to be factored-
out; it is what makes human action reflexive in the first place.

I'am a tool for my data-collection; but I am also more than that. T am a part of all that I have met.

Idonotpresent the reader with a biography and a character sketch with which to identify me. That would assume
Ican be abstracted from the context, and what remains is a generalisable essence presenting more enduring truths.
I'would be like a brick in a wall, or a girder in a building; take me away and the edifice, though more or less stable,
is still identifiable and functional as a wall or a building.

This chapter presents me as a construction of the social contextin which I work - butnotin a passive, conforming-
to-role sort of way. I present the social context as, in its turn, partly constructed by me working from within it. |
both create change andam created by it. My analogy for this is the alchemist's understanding of natural philosophy:
anything is capable of being transformed into any other thing. Asking which brick, or which girder represents me,
is a form of anthropomorphism which emphasises the importance of individual beings rather than human social
agency.

My question for the reader concerns the magic of my alchemy. Do you find justablackened. foul-smelling lump
stuck to the bottom of the cauldron? Or are there shadows of movement in the swirls of the mixturc and sounds
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of people in the hissing and bubbling? Are you expecting me to produce a piece of gold? Or are you bewitched
by the magic of just doing alchemy?

I'seek to engage you in my meaning-making process. The stories I tell about the course of the research rewrite
my biography in a way that justifies my practice to you. I came as a researcher, teacher and learner, and the story
[ tell about my changing identity is the history of my learning. I became a different person, but now looking back
on my reconstructed biography, I was in Derrida's well known phrase, always already that person.

I present this chapter as a number of stories about the research which introduce the themes developed in
subsequent chapters. I have adapted a form of 'layered text' from Lather (1991), which I first used in an account
describing the difficulties accompanying the formation of the core group (White 2003b). The stories investigate
my agency from four positions which, following Lather, I have called Realist, Critical, Destabilising and Reflexive.
These positions are characterised as follows:

* A realist perspective; this is a factual account that purports to identify the enduring features of a social
situation, as if they could be isolated, examined and described out of the context of their occurrence. It does not
recognise how participants reflexively create the situation and in particular does not recognise how, in favouring
my voice it blames or criticises others.

* A critical perspective; this is an account of relationships highlighting how power and influence interact. It
brings in other voices that contradict the conclusions of a realist account. However, in doing so it sets up a dualistic
opposition (power/resistance) that purports to structure our understanding of reality.

* A destabilising perspective; this is an account which denies the structuring of reality through straightforward
categories. It investigates the contradictions and complexities of simple dualisms. The actor is located on the
boundary between these, and new meaning issues from the resulting uncertainties.

» A reflexive perspective; this account investigates how participants transform social situations by reflexively
constructing and negotiating meaning. It seeks out the ethical dimension of action and different forms ofknowledge
and ways of knowing. Meaning is situated and uncertain.

~ Inrereading and rewriting these four layers I discovered they contained their own theory of coherence. Tney
tell my biography as one of increasing insight and awareness of my reflexivity. They say I began as a realist and
by degrees learned to understand social situations in more sophisticated ways. They tell how I became a better
researcher, teacher and learner. It is difficult to see how a story could be recognised as a story without an inbuilt
teleological principle. The felos preexists the story. Perhaps the best we can achieve is the recognition that our
lives could be told in different ways: and by telling other biographies we can, in participation with others, construct

other practices. It demands a constant, vigilant reflexivity.
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1. AREALIST PERSPECTIVE

During my research I spent a lot of time meeting with training college managers to discuss quality assurance.
My aim was to introduce a curriculum development process to meet such demands. Staff development was
understood according to a traditional model of independent assessors sat at the back of classrooms evaluating
teaching performance. Alternative conceptions met constant and consistent resistance. Managers wanted
"MOTs" for their staff, and trainers expected feedback on their technique. If 'development' implied change it was
only as the refinement of teaching style. 'Curriculum' was an unfamiliar word; 'syllabus’ was synonymous with

‘content’, and meant the physical package to be delivered.

I begin this story with a poem I wrote after reviewing my field notes of one such meeting, with Greg, atraining

manager.

Do I Jangle the Coins in my Pocket?

We need a robust evaluation

In a framework on which to assess us

To polish our skills and teaching technique
And maintain our accredited status

We need to know ...

Do we jangle the coins in our pockets.
Do we use the right coloured pens.

Y ou want some c'rriculurn development?
Will you run that by me again?

I want you to validate our content
And check on our modus deliv'ry
And do some class observations
And feedback directly to me

Sotellme...

Do they jangle the coins in their pockets.
Do they use the right coloured pens.

Y ou want some c'rriculum development?
Will you run that by me again?

So if I understand you correctly - (in a fashion)
[looking back over his notes]

"loose change bla bla red herring, right ...

and the pens are, yeah ...

[face brightens]

"a distraction!"

I can go along with all that.

Just let me know ...

Do I jangle the coins in my pocket.

Do I use the right coloured pen.

Y ou want some c'rriculum development?
Will you run that by me again?

Oh! and let me know for the record ...
(sorry to press this point old chap)

just ... your schedule of staff observations
and that quality assurance crap.
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"Is he winding me up?

Sod the coins in your pocket!
Bugger the night coloured pen!
It's cur-riculum development.

And it's gone right by you again."

The Stereotype

As Ilooked through my field notes on this meeting I wanted to laugh; the situation was comical. It had become
ajoke within the core group that police trainers could only see staff development in terms of classroom observation
and feedback aimed at highlighting their annoying habits. From this grew the idea of a stereotypical police trainer
who wanted to know "do1j angie the coins in my pocket?", "do I use the right coloured pens on the white-board?",
"how is my OHP technique?", and "is my voice monotone?". Their teaching was constructed as a performance
(Edwards and Protheroe 2003). If they allowed us arole outside of the classroom then it was no more thanresearching
and disseminating new teaching techniques. Greg fitted the stereotype.

The situation was made funnier because Greg pretended to understand what I was talking about, but his
comments and questions back to me indicated he was distorting what I said to fit what he wanted to hear. I could
tell him the jangling of coins in his pocket was probably irrelevant, because if students were capable of being
distracted there was some deeper problem. He would nod and agree, but it was clear he thought I was still offering
to listen-out for the telltale noise. The chorus of the poem became a refrain for the core group.

I wrote the poem whilst in this state of mind. When I reread it, I recall Greg as a "nice but dim" sort of person,
and the poem pokes fun at him and others like him. T used phrases and ideas that Greg expressed, particularly those
he kept repeating. "Run that by me again" was a euphemism for "I don't understand”, and following my re-
explanation he would say "I can go along with all that", but still without any understanding. The phrases seemed
comical because they represented his unwillingness to say he did not understand.

Greg did not accept my invitation to embark on staff development - in fact he never came back to my office at
all! My guess is that he didn't want to repeat the discomfort. It is significant that he was able to avoid coming back
because he needed the quality assurance processes to maintain his department's accreditation with Centrex. The
terms of the accreditation required staff assessment and the evaluation of the achievement of teaching objectives.
My department was meant to support accreditation and indeed we had staff with NVQassessor qualifications. Greg
could satisfy the awarding body that the college had an independent evaluation department and evidently that
was enough. He could maintain his accredited status without actually having assessors in the classrooms looking
at his staff.

Staff development was not a big issue for him. He knew the question "do I jangle the coins in my pocket" was

notreally important, butonthe other hand he could notconceive oftrainer development in any other way. He would
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have agreed to a "schedule of staff observations", but it would not have been valued because ultimatelv it was

, . . . -
unnecessary. 'Learning’ seems to be as elusive as 'quality assurance'; it is no more real than a tick-in-the-box. It

is sufficient to say that we do it.

Behind the Stereotype

The poem portrays a side of me that is clever, powerful and intent on introducing my agenda for change. Greg
represents a stereotypical resistance to change. I make him the butt of my joke by selecting those features from
a complex social situation that will support that interpretation. So he has to be someone who is more interested
in systems than in people; he has to lack vision, to think superficially and to be "not very bright". I reinforce this
stereotype by representing it as typical of our organisation; we have paper procedures, like quality assurance, to
which lip-service is paid; the organisation is irrational. The poem establishes an us-and-them dualism to provide
an easy target for me to criticise. I chose to see the organisation as irrational and its managers as incompetent
because it fits the reality I want to write.

How can I change my understanding? How can  make sense of the training manager's position? What s it like
for someone who sees staff development in these terms? Would such an approach lead to a better collaboration?

The realist story assumes that Greg and I were participating in a fair and equal discussion, and it failed because
he was unable to understand my message. My role is assumed to be the communicator of ideas and Greg's 1s
assumed to be the recipient of them. The fact that Greg never returned suggests he did not see himself in such a
passive role; he was excluded from participating by my leadership. The clever and powerful me, does notseemto
be a good listener.

This poem led me to think more carefully about how I help to constitute a situation. It was not a reflective piece
of writing, but it became part of a reflexive approach. It alerted me to a theme in my research that much of what |
have done has been based on a fundamental dualism which constructs the 'other’ to occupy the position 1 will
criticise. It also suggested the idea that collaboration focused on peoples' participation in a situation is more likely
to lead to mutual understanding.

I had assumed that Greg was "going to have to change" and it was my task to see he did (Mulholland and Wallace
2003). I needed to be more relaxed about starting from others' understanding rather than feeling I had to impose

my own. I think it is a police cultural trait. We all need to take it a lot less seriously because we are all realists at

heart.
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I offer this new chorus:

Singing, [jazz-bluesstyle]...

Dem coins, dem coins in ma pocket, yeahh

I don't got me no right colour pen, man-oh-man
Let's do that cric'lum d'elopment, whoa

We' gonna run all over it then.

[fades out]

Hey you got some coins?

Zat my pen?

Man, I love that cric'lum d'elopment.

b

2. A CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE

My critical perspective begins where the realist one finished - with the criticism and blaming of others who are
"going to have to change". I call it a critical perspective because it considers the power relationships that are setup
by the kind of dualistic representation of reality I have illustrated. Here I examine the consequences in terms of
the personal relationships that are created. I conclude the section by representing it in metaphorical form - the Hole
in the Wall Gang - in which form it serves as an updated critical theory.

Cold Comfort Trainers

I was asked to speak to a group of police tutors about the accreditation of their work through an NVQ award.
I was not keen on accepting the offer because I had little enthusiasm for the idea, but it was a request I had no
reasonable grounds forrefusing. The focus of thisnext story is the conflicting feelings I had about how to approach
the task, and the way this impinged on the lives of the two trainers involved (Martin and Lauren).

I did not want to spend time with the group unless it was worthwhile. One way of giving value to the subject
was to share an understanding of the difficulties of assessment and enable the group to evaluate the NVQ idea
themselves. I was aware that I had been invited just to give information, but I saw my planned intervention as
educational.

| There is something judgemental about the last sentence. I knew that Martin and Lauren would have setup their

‘iclalssroom in a hierarchical way, and that their pedagogical approach would be expert information giving. I was

planning to exceed my remit in a way that was implicitly critical of them I was going e show them how to de it
:plr.operly.

At the time I was barely aware of the hiddén.-rnot'ive. I arﬁ experienced at this kind of facilitative work but still
have to think it through. The desire to do it well was barely distinguishable from the desire to show Martin and
Lauren how to do it well. There are two distinct motivations, one being positive and educational, the other negative
and critical and they are both important in understanding my agency.

What I saw upon entering the classroom was far worse than [ had expected. Martin and Lauren were at the front,

isolated from the group and framed by the technical tools of their trade (the white board, OHP etc.). Try to visualise
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one of those TV news pictures of a government minister sitting in a group of teenagers (or drug addicts, or school-
aged mothers etc.) and you are getting close to the picture. The minister is in the circle of listeners, but out of it;
on a level with the listeners but superior. There is a pretence at equality, but the dependent relationship is subtly
maintained. But that doesn't quite catch it - imagine the minister's fright when the curtain on this passive photo
shoot is drawn back to reveal an impassive wall of unyielding lobbyists.

Martinand Lauren were sat so closely together I thought of them as holding hands like the babes-in-the-wood,
shaking at the howling of wolves. Martin was speaking and Lauren sitting silently - close to him, supporting him.

It seemed just so inappropriate! What dangers in the group had forced them to feel the need to huddle together

like that?

Cold Comfort Trainers

Like rabbits in headlights before the majority
Or babes-in-the-wood lost in minority
Confidence is bogus

Survival the focus

The last resort to stand on authority.

I wrote 'Cold Comfort Trainers' in my head during the session, it is reminiscent of some themes in my Realist
Story. Onmy return from the classroom I'shared it with my core group colleagues Luke and Graham, and this narrative
continues in the context of them as participants in the sense-making. I have indented the classroom narrative to
distinguish it from the core group's discussion.

Lauren welcomed me and indicated to a spare chair adjacent to the door - evidently I was
to wheel it over and join their outpost at the front of the class. I recoiled from the thought.
I spotted a vacant chair on one end of the 'horseshoe’ of students and said to Lauren that,
if she didn't mind, I'd sit there.

Luke was amused. He is always keen to point out how, in pursuing my democratic agenda, 1 actin very powerful
- ways. He suggested I was already breaking Martin and Lauren’s classroom norms and threatening the truce they
had established with the students. He asked me how I felt and I replied "comfortable, happy, confident”; "I had
the confidence to take control of the group™. Luke suggested I "felt warm and fluffy" about "re-engineering" their
classroom.

I felt embarrassed and inclined to hide the truth. I could have laughed it off (cold comfort trainers ha ha!) and
rationalised my actions (educational intervention bravo!). However, I tried instead to surface my thoughts and
feelings at the time - the sorts of things of which one is only half aware. One of my intentions was to take control
of the group and another was to show Martin and Lauren how to geta group to participate. [ also feltaselfconfidence

connected to an awareness of my status; I was more senior to them, farmore cxperienced and more knowledgcable
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- and I was showing how effortlessly I could undermine their norms and establish my own.

Imighthave feltashamed butIwasaware, as I revealed it to Luke and Graham, thatno one of these things defines
me ormy practice. I am all of them and others besides. Complex and straightforward. Caring and selfish. Enabling
and manipulative. Educational and self-aggrandizing.

While Martin finished talking I planned my next moves. The group were spread out in
a horseshoe shape, with their chairs against the walls of the room. I decided to begin by
drawing them into a circle. It would bring Martin, Lauren and I intoa line and to break-upthis
bloc I would swap places with a student opposite. When Martin handed over to me I made
the first change. There was then a pause for a comfort break.

Martin and Lauren immediately wanted to talk about the changes [ had made. There was
nounfriendliness or animosity and no questions. They wanted to explain themselves. Lauren
said "Ithought you would do that when yousat over there". She said it knowingly, identifyin g
herself with my changes because she had forecast them. Martin told me that they start the
week in a circle, but the students always break it up by retreating backwards.

Luke suggested my changes were a direct challenge to the two trainers - a criticism even. He described it as
"walking in and burning down their house of cards".

My actions forced them to feel they had to justify their practice. Were they feeling blamed? Was there an implicit
demand that they - the ac;cused - explain themselves?

Perhaps. However, there are other perspectives on the situation. I felt a strong sense of risk-taking in changing
the shape of the classroom. I was challenging the norms established by the rest of the group - the majority of the
people in the room. They had cooperated with the trainers over the establishment of roles and the demarcation
of classroom space. I felt nervous about this. I knew ! was making things difficult for myself; it would have been
far easier and safer to adopt their norms and stand at the front and talk for 20 minutes. But I feltan inner confidence
in making this challenge; it was a feeling that it would be difficult, but wortnwhile - i would get a better result for
the group and would be likely to learn something myself.

The group reconvened and I swapped places (my second planned change). The group
dynamics already felt very different, but there was still an expectation that I would establish
my authority. I felt nervous. I introduced myself - the person rather than the organisational
figure - and then shared with them how I was feeling and why (nervous - strange group - not
sure how this would go etc.). Showing vulnerability was a risky strategy that would have

contrasted with the omniscience of Martin and Lauren. By this time I was working hard in
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my facilitator role and I suspect that making my plan work was now the on! v motivation -
had no time to show-off.

Other aspects of my strategy probably sat uneasily with Martin and Lauren. I worked from the experience and
understanding of the group, and enabled the sharing of that amongst them. Where I did give information I sought
feedback on how they were making sense of it, not to check understanding but to gauge what work they were doing
with it. ] wrote in my field notes that "it was full of a sense of my own fallibility".

I make these points to illustrate how I continued to break the norms of this group. I was always aware this was
not how Martin and Lauren would behave, but it would be wrong to say I was motivated only by a need to make
a point to them. On the other hand, whilst I adopted good practice for working with adults, it would be wrong to
say I was not showing them how to do it.

Luke continued to tease me about my concern with power. I had indeed acted very powerfully toward the
trainers, but how was I experienced by the students? It was a 45 minute session in which they were given an
opportunity to express their ideas without being evaluated by a group leader. I presented myself as human and
fallible, and I showed a respect for them by listening carefully to what they said. When I asked a question it was
because I wanted to know the answer, rather than because  wanted to know ifthey knew the answer. To the students
I must have seemed a very different kind of figure to Martin and Lauren.

Should I have doneitornot? And if I should, then does it matter that some of my intentions were dishonourable?
The Hole-in-the-Wall Gang

Am I experienced as some kind of educational bandit who wreaks havoc in the ordered lives of unsuspecting
trainers and students?

Kushner (1994) used the metaphor of the 'hole-in-the-wall gang' to describe the situation of change agents in
the police service. He had been involved in the Stage 2 Review of probationer training (MacDonaldetal. 1987)that
had introduced adult education methods into poljce training. By 1994 police managers had seen enough cultural
reform, and the first signs of a backlash were evident - a return to traditional, hierarchical pedagogies. Kushner
was optimistic; he aimed to stiffen resolve to maintain the reforms.

His paper is full of combative metaphors; thettitle "In defence of module four" heralds what he sees as the "epic
struggles" for peoples' visions of the future of policing. One section, titled "Indians and Outlaws" makes two points.
The first is that innovation can be likened to the dust cloud in the distance that might indicate the cavalry coming
to the rescue, but could equally be the hostile Indians. The customer-focused reforms of new public management

might present the "less friendly aspects of innovation" that would "undermine the independent professional
judgement of practitioners".
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Kushner's second point is that, in an unfavourable or hostile environment, the innovators "go underground"”,
working at their "new and creative practices" from behind a facade of compliance. He continues "Innovation - the
real practice-based innovation - happens for hole-in-the-wall gangs. The system does not see them and tails to
learn from them” (237). He concludes his paper "We may be left with little learning from the ... experiments other
than that which remains hidden away in those hole-in-the-wall gangs who still dare to preach independence of the
policemind" (241).

I produced an alternative sign for our office which, as a joke, hung for a few days on our door. It was the office
of the Hole-in-the-Wall Gang - "staffed only by outlaws: murderers of convention, wreckers of safe thinking,
robbers of fig leaves and strippers-away of wall paper, in short, charlatans, fraudsters and psychologists who will
'mess with your head"." Luke commented on the sign that perhaps I "like it that way", i.e. I like to think of myself
as an outlaw. It was said as a joke, but perhaps it contains a germ of truth. Knowing Luke better now, I think it is
also something that he likes; and having just reread Kushner's paper,  wonder whether he is also an outlaw at heart.

Does the metaphor help me understand how I story my practice? If I see myself as an outlaw, is that how my
practice becomes constructed? Do others come to see me as an outlaw because of how I portray myself? If the
answers to any of these questions is even a tentative "yes" it highlights the potential barriers between my vision
of staff development and how the other trainers see their practices. Did I ride into Martin and Lauren's town, rob
the bank, shoot the sheriff, and then disappear back into the canyon?

Kushnerargues itis difficultto tell the difference between the real innovators and those proposing mere process
changes. The cavalry are mistaken for the Indians as we react to the appearance of the dust cloud. I suspect the
situationis more complex than this because it assumes a simple relationship between cavalry and Indians, and good
and bad. For many people the real innovators may be far scarier, just because they are proposing genuine change.
Ifwe let the cavalry build their fort, what will be the consequences? What will we lose? What freedoms will we have
to trade-off? The 'good old days' were reassuring because the enemy (the Indians) were always identifiable - you
knew who you had to fight. The threat of change reinforces those practices that are constructed as combative

dualisms; we appear to change but just maintain an uncriticai status quo.



The Holein the Wall Gang

The hole in the wall gang rode
into town and demanded

their tribute. The debt was owed
and payment duly rendered.
This was the deal; insurance
from threat of hostile invasion;
and in return, grateful thanks
and monetary compensation.

But the gang was feared
and hated by the people,
whose tribute was offered
with counterfeit smile

and received sadly

by the gang who valued
gratitude given freely,
more than gifts unwanted.

In town the penny dropped;
"Give the booty - keep the loot!"
"Silence makes the tribute tainted;
the money is no substitute."
Outlaws rued their weakness -
others' regard is not a given;

"But friends, take solace ...

at least we fleeced them rotten!"

In truth the people needed

help from hardships met;

but the outcasts were cursed -
misfortune had a ready target.
Bad luck sustained them - "Blame
it on the gang and feel better
because we won the game -

they took only tainted succour".

And when a dust cloud

swarmed the far horizon,

doors slammed and canyon closed.
People feared the hostile Indian
with licence to change their state.
But it's cavalry the gang reckon,
bailiffs come to terminate

their lease on the canycn.

Later,
when the threat

retreated, the relieved deceivers
emerged to prosecute their racket.

Inthis poemI have represented the idea of the hole-in-the-wall gang as a form of protection racket (Berne 1973;
English 1971, 1975; White 2000); the defenceless townspeople pay "insurance money" to the marauding outlaws,
who in return ensure the town is not attacked. Whilst it is called "insurance”, all the parties know it is a method
of extortion, couched in the language of legitimacy.

But there is a hidden, double deception going on. The outlaws are outsiders who want to be on the inside -
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to be accepted by the townspeople. That is their real need. They take the cash as a substitute for their real needs;
they are not accepted, so they ensure they can hurt the townspeople before they go. It is a natural defence
mechanism. The gang needs the townspeople to reinforce their belief that they will always be outcasts.

The other side of the deception is that the townspeople are not the meek defenceless types they seem. They
need the gang as much as the gang needs them. Life is hard and they do not prosper; the gang provides the object
for their community hatred. As long as the gang continues to extort money they can continue to be blamed for the
town's misfortune. Their real need is for help to get out of their unproductive lives; their defence mechanism is to
pretend to accept the help of the gang. They withhold their regard and their pleasure at seeing the anger of the
gang is the substitute for that real need.

The racket is thus a symbiotic relationship in which both sides are afraid of being rejected if they express their
real needs, and so instead they take the substitute payments from each other.

And what of the dust cloud? This is Kushner's change on the horizon,; is it the cavalry (helpful change), or is
it the Indians (unhelpful change)? The fact is that it doesn't matter who is under the dust cloud; either way, change
could disrupt the comfortable racket the two sides have setup. They both have a psychological investment in not
changing; if they give up the racket they risk losing a secure source of psychological support. Life may be
unpleasant, but 'better the devil you know'.

Applying the metaphor to my situation, the racket is about "help”. The trainers find their work unfulfilling
because they have to cope with classes of reluctant students. They ask for help and pretend they are going to accept
it. The hole-in-the-wall gang offer help and pretend they are going to give it. Each side extracts a substitute payment
however, the trainers blame the gang for not helping and the gang blame the trainers for not wanting to change.
The blaming relationship is unproductive, but it is a safer source of support than risking trust in each other. I can
play the role of bandit - as I did with Greg, and with Maitin and Lauren, or I can try to act more collaboratively.
However, the social dynamics of the situation ensute the tendency to act collaboratively is subdued.

3. ADESTABILISING PERSPECTIVE |

This story is destabilising in the sense that it upsets the simple dualisms contained in the metaphors of the
Realist and Critical stories. They are based on a contrast between what we have now and what we couid have, if
only it weren't for the other people. And the other people are what we must fight in order to establish something
new. The metaphor of the hole-in-the-wall gang shows how the dualistic thinking results in a particular type of
action in the world. In this story ] want to show how undermining such divisive thinking can suggest diffcrent forms

of action.

This perspective shows another side of me. Here | treat action-in-the-world as concerned with rclationships,
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and I illustrate it through the relationships between the core group members. On the surface we appeared to
collaborate well, but the harmony is a manifestation or symptom of much more complex aspects of our relationship.
To call it "collaboration' is to apply an external, even theoretical, concept to our context; I prefer to examine the
subtleties of our relationship and to call that, for want of a different word, 'collaboration’.

The material for the story is taken from a period when we actively examined the core group relationships.
Thehistory of our group

I was influenced by a passage from Lave and Wenger (1996) suggesting that learning can be thought of as the
production of people; or put differently, the history of persons will inevitably "focus on processes of learning"
(146). 1 felt the connection between people, learning and history was an idea worth using to analyse what had
happened for the core group. Iused a writing methodology inspired by the notion ofan "investigative imagination”
(Winteretal. 1999) in the form of plain-verse. Standard prose writing is restricted by rational processes of sentence
formation employing established rituals of thought. My methodology accesses creative modes of thought that
provide different perspectives and ideas with intuitive or affective links rather than rational ones.

The method begins with a seed idea and then proceeds like brainstorming. Ideas tumble-out, or are chained
together, or spark-offin new directions. There is a rapid transfer to paper because of the freedom from constructing
rational sentences. The writing develops arhythm of its own; line length depends on the emerging ideas and verse
breaks are like a mental pause for breath. Thought can be quickly refocused by mentally repeatiﬁg the ;eed idea,
and when the ideas seem to be exhausted the process is stopped. Important themes in the writing can be used as
seed ideas for new investigations or they can be subjected to more rational modes of analysis.

The following excerpts were seeded by the idea that our core group's learning is recorded in its history.

The history of our group is the story of what we have learned
We don't always agree - we argue a lot

We found that we argued as an excuse -

An excuse for not thinking about each other

The story of our group is about learning to care for each other
We learned to say words like care

To know that those were the feelings we had

But we still argue - and after a bit

We remind ourselves we've stopped thinking of each other

It is interesting to note that the first idea to be produced is not about our successful collaboration, but about
the arguments and disagreement. The disputesare mitigated by our learning thatthey are "anexcuse fornot thinking
about each other”, and that the real learning was not the rational resolution of disagreement but recognising that,

as an alternative. we could care for each other.
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This next extract explores "the arguments":

There are things I cannot say, but then
the time comes and I find a way

If I don't say it now it's because it's

not important. But when we work

on the same thing it's easy to

say and to share my thoughts

And when I'm stressed, or you,

it's harder to share. I argue

but it's about me not about you

Here I write that the arguments occur in stressful situations when communication between us has become
difficult. The verse recalls the many times we have disagreed over a course of action precipitating long, rational
discussions that were inevitably unproductive and unsatisfying to each of us. It suggests the disagreement was
substituting for concerns buried at an emotional level and which we feltunable to express. They are personal coping
strategies that are "about me not about you", rather than disagreements about substance. When the real issues
are addressed, the original subject of disagreement seems irrelevant.

Forexample, inaconversation with Luke and a new training manager I talked about staffdevelopment as a group
process. Luke interrupted and said "that's been tried before". I interpreted this as pointing out how difficult it would
be, but in discussing it later Luke admitted he had intended it as "a wamning shot across my bows". As soon as
I mentioned the word 'groups' he "had a strong negative reaction" to me, and began to "buildup to squashing the
idea ... you really pushed my buttons". He reflected on this emotional reaction and realised the intellectual 1ssue
had become an outlet for his resistance to my personal power (see White 2003b). Once he had freed the idea from
its association with me he could see the virtues of a group process.

This extract sums up the nature of what the group learned:

Things go well and they go badly
But I get strength from you

Our history is learning these
things. Living together is not
easy,.but it works because

we will share this and

know that it is the story

of how we have learned

This shows a contrast between the outcomes of our work (the results that may be good or bad) and our lcarning
(the sharing and living together). Our group history is about the development of relationships rather than the
performance of tasks. Itis nota collaboration over the achievement of an objective, butrather learning to live with
a relationship that oscillated betwcen argument and sharing. 'Collaboration' was a qualin: of the group's

relationship, rather than an outcome of it.
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Perhaps the important element of the collaboration was that we took responsibility for group functioning - if
the relationship went awry, then we talked about it. Luke and I often shared our personal development with each
other. Ilearned a lot about his past and found in some respects we are very alike. We both joined the organisation
looking for structure to our lives, but neither of us is motivated by the control over others that promotion brings.
But neither are we passive observers; to use Luke's favourite metaphor, we both want to "enter the cave and shake
astick at the bear". Had we both joined the organisation so that ultimately we could fight it and feel like outsiders?

Tunderstand Luke through my understanding of myself. I posed the rhetorical question in one verse "Are you
and! like an old married couple?". Tunderstand Graham less well, and he makes only a small appearance in the verses

of "the history of our group™:

And Graham looks on quietly
as the senior partners do
what senior partners do.

There are things Graham does not share with Luke and myself, for example he does not feel the need to resist
the organisation, and he stands back from the disagreements that develop between Luke and myself. On the other
hand he often says he has learned more in the time he has participated in the core group than in any other period
of his life. So the collaboration has been important for him too, even though his participation in the process has
been of a different kind.

Our collaboration does not look like a technique-led methodology. There is no set of instructions to follow.
It was not a constant state, and tﬁe e.xperience was different for different people. It was not enough to want to
collaborate; there had to be ép.repérednes;s to learn hovs; to do it. It entailed learning about one's effect on others
and sharing one's own experience of others with them. Lave and Wenger (1996) argue that "learning involves the
construction of identities" (147). Have we constructed new identities for ourselves? Does the collaborator have
a different identity? A rie_W image Qf self?

A Dialogue in Verse
I shared my thougﬁts on our group his‘tory with the others. Graham took it away thoughtfully and Luke

responded almost immediately in the form of a poem. I reproduce it here with his permission.
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Luke'sPoem

Today's certainty

a brand new truth
carefully crafted

bright in its youth
hanging and spinning
glittering bright,

a shining target for

this dark armoured knight.
This dark knight has
nothing so clean.

No ideas so bright

that they shine like dreams.
So a target it is and

one I'll not miss,

sending it spinning back
into the mist.

Luke explained how he was the "dark knight" dwelling in a misty swamp of uncertainty (like Schon's 1991
"swampy lowlands"). The knight believes there is only complexity in the world; nothing can be seen clearly and
we must protect ourselves from false certainties. Then I appear with my new idea "bright in its youth”. The knight
sees only certainty and his reaction is to attack it and "send it spinning back". I suggested his metaphor was self-
contradictory. The knight has a clarity of vision and a sureness of purpose amounting to certainty of the
uncertainty.

The "dark armoured knight" is like the characters from my Realist and Critical stories who construct their practice
as a fight against others. I suggested to Luke there was some significance in this; why for example had he not seen
himselfasascholaror tea_ch;r who gxamined the "carefully crafted” certainty ("I'mnota scholar"); orlittle red riding
hood, lost in the wood, curiously investigating this "glittering" truth. Luke objected and explained the reason for
the "knight" reference was ‘far_more prosaic - it happened to rhyme with "bright". I am unconvinced.

My story moves next to a group problem solving day when we explored the staff development issue through
a variety of unfamiliar media. Several exercises involved painting pictures, and two of our paintings starte: a
particular train of thought for me..

The first picture was mine, painted in response to the question "what is getting in the way"" I painted a barred
cellatthe bottom of the sheet anq atthe top, onahill inthe distance, a village based ona vague memory of Winkleigh
(Devon). I had a problem connecting the two halves of the picture. I toyed with the idea of a winding road up to
the village, but it felt too clichéd. The problem was partly one of colour; the foreground was rich dark greens and
Winkleigh was golden orange, like a village bathed in evening sunlight. It was a picture of two halves and I could
not connect them. I had painted it spontaneously, although I was aware of the symbolic contrast between the prison

cell and an ideal to be strived-for.
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The second picture was one of Luke's - his response to the question "what is the solution?” He painted a road
winding through a landscape and disappearing up a hill into a rising sun.

We discussed the paintings afterwards. I suggested Winkleigh was like heaven sitting in the clouds, as it might
be viewed through a barred window in the cell. I had in mind the renaissance religious paintings depicting the
kingdom of God floating on clouds above the earth. I felt the significance of the picture was my inability to connect

the two parts; it represented the unattainability of the ideal.

Luke described his picture as a journey along "the rocky road" full of obstructions and difficulties. With care
and perseverance one negotiated it and, in time, arrived at the hoped-for solution. Luke's painting was a journey-
metaphor that paired well with my Winkleigh picture. I had painted the start of the journey and the destination,
whilst Luke had represented the virtuous struggle between the two. However, my thinking rebelled against the
idea that the two could be connected. The Winkleigh picture reminded me of childrens' paintings of green land
and blue sky, and in between an area of white where people lived their lives. Conceptually, the land and the sky
areirreconcilable.

In a moment of clarity I argued we needed to stop using the journeying, holy grail and fight-them-on-the-way
metaphors; and to re-frame our problem with new metaphors that did not reproduce all the old behaviours. 1 later

set these ideas into a poem:

Winkleigh Village Seen From a Distance

I painted the future (in Rowney acrylics)
as Winkleigh village seen from a distance.
I named it as a joke, I can't tell you why -
houses on a hill, hunched around a spire;
a memory, a dream of something desirable?
Metaphor. Cliché. Or cheesy symbol?

Winkleigh is at the top of the picture
mimicking heaven in a renaissance master.
Cloud city - an insubstantial promise,

" and below, Down Town - grounded but lopeless.
The Kingdom of God defying graviy:
deliverance and Winkleigh inviting levity.

['want to join up the two parts

with a stair-roll of Axminster carpet,

but I just can't see the colour gradient
that would do it. They're too different.
So I left it blank white as children do;
anaive green and an irreconcilable blue.

IT is the land of promise;

Never Never Land because

you'll never get there; the jackpot
that could be yvou - not;

thinking "if only they would ..."
but only ever meaning should.
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"Strive for heaven" demands the holy scripture

of the gullible Man in the Winkleigh picture;

minding the potholes in the lane,

the road blocks, the highway men.

"What matters is the journey not the destination" -
"Three cheers for the virtuous struggle". Again. Again.

But why do cities hang in the air when cities don't?
If your arm can't reach, then your arm won't!

Poles are apart and opposites oppose,

and the road to nowhere's still a road.

When you're always going you never get there;
So stop kidding yourself and paint a different picture.

For me, the important line in the poem was the last one; the appeal for new metaphors that would story our
practice as something other than a fight against evil or a journey towards something better. I shared this poem with
Graham and Luke. Once more Luke was moved to respond, interpreting my criticism of the journey metaphor as
a denial of the need to strive to achieve. His reply, also in verse, focused on the prison cell in my picture. I was
characterised as a prisoner unable to pursue the dream of something better - a more literal interpretation of the
metaphors. I am suggesting life is a prison in the sense that we are constrained by our interaction with social
contexts. We don't free ourselves by striving for something unattainable, but by changing the way we understand

ourrelationship with social situations. Somehow we had once more got into an argument. I emailed areplyto Luke:

You'll Always Want to Argue Back

I bared my soul (I've learned the knack)
And, Bloody Hell! he argued back.

Woe is me, educational researcher
Scribbler, scratcher, philosophical hack
Whatever I write, it doesn't matter
You'll always want to argue back.

But have you pondered this Dark Knight,
That armour while trave!lling's a bind,
You want to hit the rocky road, right?
You'll have to leave the swamp behind.
You say you'll take arother tack

Yeah! - but I know ...
You'll always want to argue back.

I thought this verse would do the trick - point out to him the contradictions in his arguments. In particular I was
pointing out that he always wants to argue back.

Our dialogue in verse was being conducted at a cognitive level. We were both hooked on the question, what
is the other saying, rather than, why is he saying it? Luke emailed me two more poems, onc rcaffirming his
commitment to the fighting metaphor and the other to the journeying metaphor. It was following these replics that
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I'realised it was not just Luke who was "arguing back”, it was the dynamic the two of us participated in.
My final poeminthe series was an act of contrition and an admission that whatever I had said ofhim was equally

applicable tome. We are playing cricket; I'll keep bowling balls athim, and he'll keep hitting themback atme. [ know

Luke because I assume he is like me.

Cricket

I chucked down a quick one
that spat and sped straight on;
you stopped it in the block-hole
by your feet.

So I tossed up a sitter

- out the back of the hand!!
I'm no quitter;

are you? Nope.

It tripped across

the boundary rope.

The ultimate eponym for the journey metaphor is the Odyssey. In his poem Ulysees (the Roman name for
Odysseus), Tennyson (1965) presents us with an insight to the traveller's psyche. The ageing king has been
returned home for three years and is unable to find peace. "I cannot rest from travel" he says "I will drink / life to
the lees"; this is not a lament about having to abandon his home once more, his sadness is in staying not in leaving.
He appears to us a man who is out of his place and time, he "will drink life", and that cannot be done at home. His
value system is shaped by a will "To strive, to seek, to find, and not to yield".

Tennyson interprets 'journeying' as a form of heroism and he contrasts it with 'rest' as stagnation, "This still
hearth, among these barren crags". The journey is the metaphor for fighting and struggling, "one equal temper
of heroic hearts" who "drunk delight of battle"; and 'fighting' and 'struggling' are virtues, "How dull it is to pause,
to make an end, / to rust unburnished, not to shine in use!"

In my late teens this poem was a favourite of mine, and I can still recite parts by heart. I was attracted by the
romantic idealism of a world made less complex by defining itas something to be struggled against; and1is corollary.
the simplistic valuing of people according to their ability to resist. Those whe, like Ulysees'soa Telemachus. remain
"centred in the sphere / of common duties” do not rate alongside the "unbecoming men that strove with gods."
In this metaphor the work that is valued is to "seek a newer world" and "To sail beyond the sunset”. It contrasts
with the mundane work of lesser people, whose task is "by slow prudence to make mild/arugged people, and thro'
soft degrees / subdue them to the useful and the good."

The journeying metaphor is reductionist. Social reality is made less complex by forcing onto ita dualistic order.
There is a dearth of categories to represent qualities like risk-taking, work, restand virtue. Journeying is ultimately

a sad and lonely existence. I am reminded of my question to Luke when he first wrote his poem about the "Dark

89



Knight"; Why not a scholar? Or teacher? Or child? Is the "slow prudence" of Telemachus the different picture

want to paint?
4. AREFLEXIVE PERSPECTIVE

From this perspective I consider what the "different picture" might look like. The scholar. the teacher and the
child all lack status when compared with the Dark Knight. Changing our metaphors has to be more than an
intellectual exercise, it entatls giving-up our attachment to that status by learning to value different things and to
live in different ways. In this story I make connections between biography and practice - I see my practice asateacher
reflected in my practice as a researcher, and both are the biography I want to tell about my life.

The reflexive perspective shows me in the process of transformation. Learning is itself a transformation; as |
learn about my practice through researching it, both my practice is changed and I, as a person, am transformed.
I transform myself in the sense that I begin to write a new biography - a different story that justifies a new person.
Unpickingthe Metaphors

I begin this section with an extract from a piece of writing developed using the methodology described above,

and seeded using the line from Ulysees with which I headed this chapter: "I am a part of all that I have met."

I've been doing this research for two years
I know I have done some 'finding-out',

but in the main, I thought I had worked
with others to change things. So it came as
a bit of a shock when I realised the

story of this research is a story about me.

I have been changing throughout, if only
because I am becoming an educational researcher
and replacing my old identity of police trainer.
Taking a new identity - that's what it is. I'm not
just learning a new set of skills, or, even worse
just gaining a qualificaticn. I've had to iearn

to think differently about the things [ do.

My relationship with the world has altered.

I understand it differently now. It carnes
different meanings. | give me, and my practice
new understanding. i've begun doing some
very different things. It's nct just about a new
set of books - a new knowledge. Living that
new knowledge means living differently.

And that has meant telling a different story

about me. What is the story I used

to tell? It was the mountaineer; the biker;
retirement to France. Even to think of some

of these things now feels strange.

They are the parts of my biography that I tell
differently. I remember now, after finishing
university the first time, I liked the idea of

"Dr. White". My old Uni had the motto

"Do Different” - and I do. That's me! Coincidence?
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A sign of things to come? Or do I remember it
because that's the way I want to tell it now?

I tell a story that links my past to the present

as it is for me now. And the present is represented

in the things I do - my practice. I story myself

as I story my practice. I am my practice. I am my story.

The things I have done in this research

are not disassociated from me. They are my
effort to rewrite my practice. I find a story
of my past to justify the new things I do.
Whether an initiative goes well or not, it has
to be written in. It has to be rationalised to
the biography I am writing - and vice versa.

I don't do things because they are right, or
logical, or rational, or because they are good
methodology. I do them because that is the
practice I have storied. Where I have
encountered difficulties, the story - and so
my practice - has been changing. No wonder
that doing a PhD is so traumatic; you've got
to rewrite your biography, and your practice.

This next short extract picks-up the theme of "the story” as central to the understanding of self. The seed was

the refrain "a story is a wonderful lie".

A story is a wonderful lie.

What do we conceal when we tell a story?

Which story do we tell - how do we choose?

A story is the proof for the self I am presenting.
Do I have as many stories as I have selves?

What are my favourite stories - why do I tell these?

When I am telling a story, what do you see?

Do you share in the story? Perhaps you

start to tell your own; we tell our stories

to each other - it's a social act; we recognise
. each other by going through this ritual.

Sometimes, do I perform my stories rather

than telling them? Do I tell my story
in the way I behave; is it implicit in my actions?

The stories we tell about ourselves are produced By a bompigx mixture of’ inﬂuences. IfTtell youaboutmy practice
there is a sense in which I do it in order to justify what I do. I cannot just "tell you what happened", because it is
my practice that makes coherent the idea of things happening. If my aim is to justify something to you, then I have
to story a practice that you will find justifiable. The listener plays an integral part in constructing the story. Finally.
I cannot justify something to you that I have not first justified to myself; so my story mustalso make sense of myself
as a person existing through time. In this way, practices can be seen as historically produced, socially constructed

and personally significant.
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As an example of this I want to use the tragedy of King Lear (Shakespeare 1943), and the story he tells about
himself - the elderly father with three loving daughters who will support him through old age. Heplays a game with

them Howmuch do you love me? to justify the pretence of his generosity in dividing-up the kingdom. His favourite,

Cordelia, refuses to participate in that story (I.1: 88-97):

Lear: ... What can you say to draw

A third more opulent than your sisters? Speak.
Cordelia: Nothing, my Lord.

Lear: Nothing?

Cordelia: Nothing.

Lear: Nothing will come of nothing. Speak again.
Cordelia: Unhappy that I am, I cannot heave

My heart into my mouth: I love your majesty
According to my bond; no more no less.

Lear: How, how, Cordelia! mend your speech a little,
Lest you may mar your fortunes.

Lear's expectations of his daughters flow from the story he is telling about his 'practice' as a parent (and as a
king). He expects they will 'tell' him their love because such expression represents their acceptance of his story
abouthimself. However, Cordelia wants to negotiate with Lear over the story he has prepared "[Aside] ... lam sure,
my love's / More richer than my tongue." He adopts a new kingly practice of travelling between his daughters'
households with his knights - the story of a retired monarch who has given up the cares of state and the attendant
possessions, though retaining "The name and all the addition to a king."

The result is not the biography of a good father that he expected, but rather the bitter realisation "How sharper
than a serpent's tooth it is/ To have a thankless child." In time his other two daughters show they too do not accept
this story and Lear is left homeless and without supporters. Lear cannot tell a story about himself that is not socially
negotiated with others, and so the biography with which he dies is the tragedy we know well: “A plague upon you,
murderers, traitors all! / I might have sav'd her; now she's gone for ever!".

Elaine Feinstein's play Lear's Daughters;provides a fascinating insight into the social construction of this
family's stories. She depicts the three women produced as adults through a childhood of victimisation and abuse;
it makes Lear's later rewriting of his own biography - the loving father - more piquant. There is a balance of power
to be considered when we decide how to stdry our practices; ignoring the contribution of other participants ina
relationship will be physically, mentally or socially manipulative.

In another piece of writing (White 2003a) I argued that "the present" interrupts the telling of our stories about
ourselves, producing the paradox that the present is located in the past. But perhaps this is not quite right, the
interruptions are more like clues to the sort of story we should be telling. We cannot tell any story we choose, it

has to fit the social context. A story that is not adapted to the situation seems to be the story of a madman, like
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Lear. Stories, biographies and practice are linked. We write our stories to justify what the social context will allow
us to believe.

Icansee the course of my research in this way. T have been learning a new practice, it called for anew biography,
and so I started to tell new stories about myself. The stories I write are constantly interrupted by the social context

and become modified until T have a set that will serve me well as a source of support in each of the situations I am

likely tomeet.

A Slow Prudence

I began questioning my relationship with research practice in an earlier piece of writing (White 2003b) where
I examined my drive to analyse data into its common meaningful parts. The visual metaphor is sorting data into
boxes and investigating therelationships between categories. Itis generally accepted there are no theory-free data,
which means that theory which is deduced from the data is as unreflective as theory which is imposed on it. Data
have their own theories of coherence, and it is this coherence that allows something to be recognised as a piece
of data in the first place (Kushner 2000). Scientific tools for data collection and analysis are examples of theories
of coherence. The materials I have presented in this chapter gain their coherence through my biography and my
practice, and these are produced through reflexive interaction with the social context.

I contrasted the data-in-boxes paradigm with speculation about a less ordered approach - the possibility of just
stuffing the research data into a plastic bag - "If the plastic bag were a research metaphor what would itrepresent?"”
(White 2003b: 161). Certainly it would be to paint a different picture! This final section examines what the metaphor
of the plastic bag can add to a theory of coherence for practitioner-research.

I began by imagining myself taking things out of the plastic bag. The contents must have a meaning for me,
or would not have collected them. I thought of the 'bag lady', an itinerant wanderer who moves from townto town
carrying her possessions in plastic bags. But, what do I mean by "her possessions"? Her bags are not packed like
awalker's rucksack - map and compass, waterproofs, first-aidkit, survival bag - tick tick tick, all presentand correct.
That is just a list of things, utilitarian, like the contents of a cutlery drawer. It does not answer the question "Why
those possessions? What do they mean to her?"

I saw the bag-lady as carrying her life in a plastic bag, her souvenirs like photographs for example. But I also
imagined her as a collector of things, all kinds of rubbish that others have discarded and she has collected. Each
thing she collects has meaning for her; today's newspaper may have a different meaning to an old photograph,

but they are both souvenirs of her life. They take their coherence from the value she gives them. Her life is told
through the things she collects.

Because she is a collector, her possessions must at some time have meant something to other people, they carry
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the imprint of others' lives and what they valued. The imprint of the original owner is mediated through the story
the bag-lady i1s telling about her life. The contents of her bags tell us about the lives of other people through her

understanding of her life. And as we examine those artefacts, the imprint ofhers and others' lives is mediated through
our own biography.

Can I look upon this thesis as a plastic bag full of valued things? When I go through the contents with you
and explain what others once valued, am I telling you what I value now? Is my life told in the contents of my plastic
bag? Is there a theory of coherence to be found in the shared values? The 'bag lady' is not such an elegant metaphor

asKen Gale's (2002) flaneur(euse), butneither is it the heroic figure criticised by Stronach (2003). I continued playing

with the metaphor of the bag lady in the following poem.

TheBag-Lady

What does she carry in those plastic bags?

Why those things; what do they tell?

I watched as she collected the paper I'd

dropped in a bin. An expert's glance and

she made it hers. But was it read later on,

or swapped for tomorrow's when the chance came?

When it rained she sheitered in the bus stop,
though she packs a collapsible umbrella
with a 'raining-cats-and-dogs' motif.

She could have changed it for

a plain one that would have worked, but
hers was valued once and she values it now.

She keeps the photo of a child who shares
her eyes; does it tell a mother's story? Or
some different secret perhaps? But why
the photo of the boy she found in a

park in Leamington Spa? A lost memento
of a proud parent? Or a careless one?

It's not just ker life she carries

in those bags, it's yours and mine.
Lives collected in pursuit of hers;

her story told in others' stories.

She creates her life from what we leave,
revealing the values we all share.

Am I a collector of other peoples' lives?
What do I carry in my plastic bags?
Why those things; what do they tell?

I say I'm an observer, outside, apart -
but No! not detached. I empty my bags
and find the things I share with you.

1 dropped a pound coin into her lap;

I'll be charitable, but I don't want part

of me in her carrier bag. She spent it

on a cup of tea and a bacon sandwich,
and then collected me - on a till receipt
and the memory of a man with a kind face.
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This poem was written with the intention of exploring the relationship between the bag-lady and the enigmatic
purposes of her collection. I wanted to be in the poem as an observer in order to satisfy mv own puzzlement, but
atthe same time I was conscious she represented a metaphor for the researcher. The following discussionis amore
rational analysis of the ideas which emerged through the creative process of writing the poem.

1. Newspapers seem to be an important constituent of itinerants' bags, so the choice of artefact was simple.
But why did she want the paper? And what is she expert at?

The purpose of a newspaper seems straightforward, but if so, why are they so hard to throw away? Why are
there so many stacks of old papers in peoples' sheds? As a teenager I had an evening paper round, and I collected
a spare copy of each edition and stored it under my bed. I felt it was important to preserve history. The fact of
newspapers presupposes social activity and a social organisation that, whilst of interest to archivists, social
anthropologists and archeologists, is taken-for-granted by the reader. The newspaper has both intrinsic and
functional meanings.

The bag-lady cannot satisfy all possible reasons for collecting newspapers; she can only act by those motives
which are important to her. It is in satisfying her purposes that she is expert; thus she would not read it, or look
for tomorrow's. Perhaps she saw a photograph that connected with her past; or the name of a place in a headline;
or maybe it was her birthday and she was collecting the date.

The paper contains an imprint that is political, economic, and social, as well as personal to both the previous
owner and the new one. It has no unitary meaning, but for a moment in time it is woven into peoples' lives and
indicates their passing.

2. Anumbrellaalso seemeda likely artefact, butagain it is not there qua umbrella - which is why she has to shelter
from the rain, and why she would not swap it for a functional one. Is it just the motif that appeals to her? Perhaps
she once had cats and dogs. And why is it significant that the former owner "valued it once". Might she collect
something just because it had been valued by another?

Inthis verse I wanted to indicate that the importance ofan item mightbe interpersonal, rather than intra-personal.
The umbrella-manufacturer may use the motifto increase sales; the purchaser may be seduced by the sentimentality,
ormaking a statement of identity. The bag-lady may be identifying with the purchasers sentimentality, or saddened
atthepurchaser's fickleness, dr laughing at the cynical materialism of it all. The umbrellamay representall of these
interconnected things.

3. This verse continued to explore the interpersonal connection between owners. An artefact has a particular
type of connection with peoples' lives, circumscribed by the social context if its production. A photograph will

play adifferent partinapersonal story toanumbrella oranewspaper. However. the particular emotional attachment
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that gives it meaning for an owner, depends on personal factors.

The image of the woman fingering the two photographs occurred to me when I first thought of the metaphor.
It conveyed her emotional attachment to the things she collected. The photo of the child tells a story of her past,
perhaps as a mother, but we don't know how she tells the story to herself. I added the photo of the boy because
it gives a sense of the woman, as a collector, writing someone else's story into her own. Is this the son that she
wanted? Or the one that she lost? What does she think of the carelessness of the parent who lost the photograph?
Is she rescuing the child? The way the photograph left the life of the previous owner may be intimately connected
with how it enters hers.

The photograph says something about the previous owner, and something about the bag lady. She creates
those meanings but they imply a relationship between her and the previous owner.

4.and 5. In these verses I began to overtly extend the woman into my world by recognising her as a metaphor
for the researcher. The plastic bags contain her life, but expressed in terms of the lives of those around her. Her
biography is not merely in the plastic bag, it is written through the contents. She has storied herself through the
cast off rubbish of other peoples' stories. Likewise, in the research context, data are not inert matter conveying the
facts of a biography. The researcher and informant jointly construct the latter's life, and in the process write the
researcher's life too. The lives of researcher and informant become entangled in the production of the text - the
artefact.

6. In the final verse I conceived of money as 'inert matter', an immutable medium for exchange. The coin was
ametaphor for a more enduring truth - something whose meaning was transferable from person to person without
being changed. It was meant to be the twist in the plot - the point at which the whole metaphor of the bag-lady
broke down. However, I was surprised by the direction the poem took; as I wrote the last line I found she had still
managed to collect me, understanding me in a way that made sense to her. The coin was immutable, but it was not
what she collected. Her story was about the "kind face" - the act of charity rather than the fact of the coin. Facts’
are important artefacts, but they are the result of human action rather than determinants of it.

Actsand Facts

The metaphor of the bag-lady breaks down eventually. It contains the contradiction that whilst I resist
detachment from the social context, it is 'detachment’ which defines the bag-lady. She is excluded from society.
As a practitioner-researcher I have valued the discovery of the reflexiveness of my action, but the one thing the
bag-lady cannot do is to act in social situations. In common with King Lear she has a biography which was not

negotiated with others.

As a writer and researcher I have felt driven to seek an overall theme to link together my ideas; by discovering
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the coherence I can begin to write the story which leads to it. But perhaps such activity is less a search for coherence
than a fabrication of it. Berlin (1969) warns against the assumption that all our ideas must be connected in some
way. Perhaps the only thing the contents of the plastic bag have in common, is that they are the contents of that
bag. That is why I have gradually adopted an action-oriented, autoethnographic approach - the storv should be
about how those things came to be in this bag.

Thave collaborated with colleagues in filling-up the bag, rather than agreeing what the artefacts mean. We shared
aprocess of meaning-making, rather than making a process for sharing meaning. The measure of our collaboration,
the coherence of our action, was in creating new meanings. Our group history is a story abouta story. The historical
artefacts of the research mark our passing. I have stopped and forensically examined the scene of our presence,
and in discovering our imprint I have left another. Fingerprint on fingerprint. I cannot touch something without
changing it.

Stuffing data into a bag is much less scientific than methodically ordering itinto boxes. However, the metaphor
of the bag-lady suggests the adjective "scientific" is a normative evaluation of our theory of coherence. Both
"rationality” and "collaboration" are based on the sense we make of the world and our affective commitment to
that meaning. Calling either "scientific" is to make an ethical judgement on it. "Science" and "rationality” appear

to offer an impoverished ethics for research.
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S Authority and Legitimacy
Attempts to work participatively with groups

The problems of education are problems of acting educationally in social situations

Carrand Kemmis (1986: 180)

INTRODUCTION

Alongside the development of the core group I began to pursue opportunities for collaborative working with
other groups of staff around the college. This chapter is a discussion of the methods I used and the understanding
I gained. Itillustrates the hole-in-the-wall gang social dynamic between myself and others, and the fear staff hold
for what change may bring. It marks my transition from attempts to impose on the other participants my
understanding of collaboration, to the development of new concepts out of the complexity and contradiction of
their experience of teaching police officers.

I begin to work through the ideas on 'collaboration’ introduced in Chapter 4. I focus on the nature of the
relationships between people, how these inhibit cooperation and what it might take to overcome the blocks. 1
introduce notions of 'authority’ and 'legitimacy’ to understand my relationships with trainers, and extend these
using spatial metaphors such as 'border crossing’ and 'negotiating access'. I identify the motivation to cross borders
interms of 'worthwhileness', and recognise blame as the significant inhibitor torisk-taking. These ideas are related
to wider academic theory, including postmodern concepts such as transgression and Berlin's (1969) concepts of
negative and positive liberty.

The chapter is in four parts. Parts one to three focus on a meeting with the Probationer Training Unit which
exemplifies the situations I encountered. I adopt a layered text approach based on "multiple tellings" (Mullholland
and Wallace 2003 ) or "restorying" (Clandinin and Connolly 1991) of the group meeting. This form of textual layering
enhances the validity of narrative enquiry by providing other perspectives on the initial experiencc. Part one,
Practice Revealed in a Story, is based on the minutes of the meeting and provides the closest contact with a literal
experience. The text was shared and discussed with other participants at a subsequent meeting. Part two, [ have
called a Story About Practice. Here I take one step back from the data about the meeting and begin to interpret
the situation and its translation into the minuted record. The final restorying in Part three - a Story On Practice,
is further removed again from the original data and is dominated by interpretation and theorisation. Atthis stage

I locate the events in the wider field of intellectual debate and indicate how the multiple retellings contribute to

an understanding of police training.
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The substance of Part four is a more general application of this theoretical understanding to myv research work.
1. PRACTICE REVEALED IN A STORY

This narrative relates to the first meeting I and my core group colleagues (Luke and Graham) had with the 9
members of the Probationer Training Unit. The purpose of the meeting was to begin negotiating a group-based
process of staff development, and it came about through protracted negotiations with Richard, the unit manager.
Richard had seen staff development as a management issue and his agreement to discuss it openly with his staff
was a significant first step towards a more democratic engagement.

['wrote arecord of the meeting based on my detailed field notes and circulated it to all participants. The following
narrative is an abridged version of that meeting record. I have added notes to aid understanding and to bridge the
edited gaps. The original narrative has been inset to distinguish it from my later notes. Atthree points inthe meeting
the mood of participants changed; I have marked these in the text and they are discussed in Part two.

The Meeting

Richard chaired the meeting at my request because I wanted my colleagues and I to be considered as guests.

We were there to advise on staff development, not to prescribe it.
Richard listed three reasons for holding the meeting that comprised a tentative agenda:
1. We should be doing some form of staff development just because it is good practice - we
are trainers after all;
2. There is pressure nationally for police trainers to be involved in continuous professional
development;
3. Senior managers want us to have a process for trainer development.
Richard added that whilst there is no compulsionnow, there would be in the future. We cannot
sit back and do nothing. By taking steps now we ensure we can choose how to do it rather
than having it imposed on us. He then invited comment from others.
Irene expressed some confusion about the purpose of the meeting and wanted to know what
we were meant to be doing.
[There were some long, awkward silences at the start of the meeting which puts Irene's
remarks into con.text]

The tone of Irene's voice indicated her question was confrontational - Why are we here, because we shouldn't
be - rather than expressing confusion. She was not seeking a rational justification for the meeting, but blaming us

for making her attend.

Martin said it was the first time our two units had come together for a mecting. and he found
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the feeling quite strange.

Neil said he felt the same as Martin. He added that he felt it was important forus to gettogether.
It was wrong that we remain separate in our own little boxes, not communicating.
Graham echoed Neil's point about being in boxes and how the separation led to poor
communication and understanding.

IsaidThad beenpleased when Richard asked for the meeting. I felt there was alotto be gained
from tackling staff development in a group format and expressed a personal view that one-
to-one coaching/assessing as a form of development was limited.

[Some more long silences]

Richard had come prepared with group exercises aimed at encouraging discussion about personal development,
and examining the relationship between his team and mine. I had talked these through with him beforehand. The
first exercise involved collecting thoughts on post-it notes which were then stuck on a flip chart.

He asked for a volunteer to lead a discussion on the exercise. He explained he did not want to run the meeting
and that it was for the members of his team to decide what they wanted to do and how they would do it. I detected
some consternation amongst his staff, no one wanting to take on the role. Following a protracted silence, Martin
(a senior trainer) volunteered. Richard took no further part in the meeting.

Martin picked out one of the notes - Irene's. She expressed a number of feelings including
worry and discomfort. She had unanswered questions like "Why are we here?" "Why is it
happening now?" and "What has happened for it to be an issue suddenly?"

Martin suggested the notes expressed a general feeling of discomfort about the purpose of
the meeting and concern that too much separated our two units for them to work as one.
Irene again asked the question why now? What is it that has led to this meetin2?

I explained we had always beenresponsible for trainer development, b it other work demands
had seen it take a low priority. Luke, Graham and I had unilaterally shifted our focus back to
trainer.development and gradually more time is being devoted to it.

Irene questioned what our unit does on a daily basis.

Irene's question once more carried a significant covert message. She was not asking for a clarification of our
role, but saying - I don't think it is anv of your business to be here. Graham responded by explaining the elements
of our work.

Irene thanked Graham for his explanation, but she still wondered why we were there and what

we were going to get out of the meeting.
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First change point

I'asked her if she felt she and her colleagues were here forus (i.e. forme, Luke and Graham).
Did she feel it was something we were leading.

She thought not, but was surprised at having had no contact with us - except Luke to a small
extent - during the year she had been here. She didn't know what we did. She felt she had not

needed us and had coped without help.

I checked whether the sourée of her confusion was over the contribution we would make.
now and in the future.

Irene said herexperience over the last year had shown there was no need for our involvement;
hence her question "What is the necessity now?"

[There was again a period of silence]

Richard's team found these silences uncomfortable. Luke, Graham and I had discussed our strategy for the
meeting and agreed we would not take responsibility for solving the group's problems. We were thus prepared
to cope with the social pressure of prolonged silence. In this context 'prolonged' was a silence of 3 to 5 seconds
- not a long time, but significant in a group with relationship problems.

Neil intervened and suggested he could "cut to the chase". He explained that after contact
withus, his colleagues were often left feeling confused, lacking direction orunfocused. They
often felt they had been "interrogated" by us.

I asked Neil not to speak for others but to separate-out his own experience.

He explained how early in his work with me he had experienced problems, feeling I had
interrogated him and left him confused and demotivated. He said he had confronted the
issues with me and we had worked them out. He now felt the relationship was working.

I asked if anyone else wanted to talk about their experience of similar problems.

Trish said she agreed with some, but not all of what Neil haa said. She explained how she
had begun work with Luke and that the first session had left her feeling disoriented and unsure
of what direction she was going in. However she too had straightened-out the relationship
with Luke.

Criticism was then levelled at the induction process I organise fornew members of staff. Following the six week
TDP course at Bramshill, new trainers are coached/mentored by us over a period of 6 to 9 months, before being
signed-off as competent. This is at variance with the national programme - as Trish goes onto observe:

She explained her surprise at the induction process. Bramshill had led her to believe there
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would be a 4-week teaching practice with 3 assessed lessons. It was a shock to discover it

was not going to be like that.
April agreed with Trish's point about the sudden moving of the goal posts.
Second change point
Irene expressed similar feelings saying that whilst she knew Luke from having worked with
him previously, she did not know Graham or myself. She felt when she spoke to me that I was

going to psychoanalyse her. She had asked some straightforward questions in the past and

thought the answers "did my head in".
I wondered how this made her feel.
Irene felt it was threatening. She felt unable to say "I don't understand you." She explained

that if it were Luke she would feel able to question what he was saying, because she knew
him from the past.
I'asked if this affected her feelings now in the meeting.
Irene agreed it was one factor. She expressed reluctance to go into our office because of a
worry about what might be said.
Trish supported what Irene was saying. She felt there were times when she did not understand
what Luke was saying. She too felt uncomfortable about going to our office. She felt that as
a group we were "quite deep, heavy".
I noted how Trish had spoken of us as a group; I asked whether these were feelings about
a particular person.
Trish said it was about the team as a whole.
Irene said she also felt distanced from our whole team, as well as her particular problems with
me.
I asked if anyone else had experienced similar feelings.
Martin explained that his feelings mirrored some of Irene's and Trish's. However he said it
was not quite the same. He felt able to visit us, but spent most of his time listening while we
talked.

Martin and Jan were the two longest serving members of Richard's team and Jan was the only professional

trainer. The others - Irene, Trish, Neil and April had been at the college for less than 15 months, and the latter three

were still in their mentoring phase.
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Third change point

I'said I could understand the feelings expressed by Irene. I felt, on the basis of experience.
that I often relate poorly to people whom I do not know well. I have a tendency to talk over
peoples’ heads as a defence mechanism. When I get to know people I am much better at
establishing good relationships. I guess I have a worry about not being liked and maintain
a distance by being knowledgeable. I invited everyone to Just tell me when they think [ am
being pompous; I will not feel offended.
Graham explained how he felthe was not reaching a very good level of communication with
April in their work together. After each of their tutorials he came away feeling anxiety that
the things he was saying and doing were not helping. He felt there was a need for the two
of them to find a better way of connecting.
April explained in depth how she felt about the coaching process so far. She wanted more
direction, and needed the sense of achievement from gaining the NVQ competences. They
are an important motivation for her and a way of providing direction. She wasreally concerned
that without direction she would not get the competences and would have to leave training.
I checked whether April meant that her aims and Graham's were different in some way.
She was unsure, but reiterated her need for a clear understanding of where she was and what
she had to do. She feltthe NVQ competencies provided that clear target. She thought Graham
wanted her to achieve something more complex, and that she was being moulded into
something she did not understand. She wanted to be allowed to be herself.
Trish echoed that view.
Neil also expressed agreement. He thought we (Me, Luke and Graham) were there to help them
improve their training-style.
I explained the problem that had arisen between myself and Neil and expressed how [ felt |
had caused it. | remembered thinking "okay, I got it wrong, but at ieast I'm doing my best for
Neil". I explained how I had checked this with Neil and was surprised when he replied "No™
- he too had felt I was trying to mould him into my idea of a trainer.

The meeting lasted 1% hours. A lot had happened and people were tired. Several expressed how much progress

had been made and I sensed a general air of satisfaction.
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2. ASTORY ABOUT PRACTICE

AProblem of Representation

Therecord of the meeting I distributed to participants was in fact version number two. I shared the ori ginal draft
with Luke, Graham and Richard but encountered problems whenit angered Luke. He complaineditdid not do justice
to his experience of the meeting; it purported to be a factual record of what happened, but he felt it appropriated
his experience and returned it in the form of my perception.

He had apoint. Whilst translating it from my field notes I slipped into a factual reporting style. I think the original
draft became an objective account of the meeting in the way that a set of minutes would have been. For example
I referred to myself as "David" rather than using a personal pronoun, and I used passive constructions for my
agency rather than indicating I was making interpretations. I redrafted the notes making it clear they were my
personal recollection and including an introductory caveat about the limitations of one person's account.

Luke was stillunhappy and at the time this concerned me. [ had been using my writing as a way of sharing ideas
and engendering discussion about practice. It was an important part of the participatory methodology. Luke's
feelings were evidence of the problem with writing accounts which represent other peoples' voices or experience.
Thad an ethical responsibility for the effect of my writing. I needed tounderstand how others felt when my account
excluded the things they felt were important, particularly where it excluded their contributions. Luke had not said
agreatdeal during the meeting having decided beforehand he would mainly listen. He made one long contribution
near the end, but I had found it incomprehensible and reported it only sketchily; I suspect it had been significant
tohim.

Even the second draft was very much my account. I gave myselfan important role in the meeting and I structured
my recollections around my interpretation of what was happening. Perhaps this was inevitable because I feltasense
of ownership - it was my meeting and my experiment. These were not collaborative thoughts, but at this stage I
was the only person prepared to risk acting outside the norm.

Luke remained unwilling to endorse the use of the record whilst Graham saw no problem with :t. In retrospect
I give less weight to Luke's objection; I see it as part of a pattern of resistance to my leadership on these issues.
Luke "will always want to argue back” (see chapter 4). His reaction to the record can be seen us part of the personal
dynamic between us, rather than to my inability to represent the meeting in writing. Our disagreement was a
symptom of this.

I got no direct feedback on the record. Relationships with the probationer trainers improved and at the next

meeting there was a general expression of approval. However, I cannot exclude the possibility that others felt the

same as Luke.
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A Problem of Power

Ihad aclearidea about the purpose of the meetings with the probationer trainers and had taken pains to prepare
this ground with Richard in advance. Richard had regarded staffdevelopment as a managerial responsibility rather
than a subject for negotiation with staff. This model required him to 'teach' his own staff, but since he was hardly
more experienced than they were, he had no motive to risk bringing them together as a group. I could not engage
his interest until he could see staffdevelopment as something other than the communication of expert knowledge.
The opportunity came when I worked with him, over three months, on the induction of Neil, one of his new trainers.
It was an experiment in collaboration and an opportunity to demonstrate how to facilitate a group learning process.

The successful induction of Neil provided a mode! for understanding the manager's role differently. Richard
agreed to trying a group process and we talked through how he might facilitate it. I saw my role as supporting him
in the development of a collaborative group. I was thus surprised during the meeting when, following his
introduction, he took no further part. His actions were rationalised as empowerment, but they caused consternation
amongst his staff and I sensed he was distancing himself from the process.

There were contradictions in Richard's actions that revealed a tension between his need for managerial status
and his desire to empower his staff. He had wanted his staff to take responsibility for organising the meeting but
despite being asked no one had bothered. He responding by using his authority to force them to defer to his wishes
rather than addressing their unwillingness to collaborate. In the meeting Richard once more avoided confronting
the underlying relationship issues and left me to run the risks of the group process.

I suspected a self-satisfaction in his actions - he knew what was good for his team members better than they
knew themselves. He was not empowering his team but rather forcing them to take control "because it's good for
them". Richard worked to free the group of his influence but gave them no choice in the matter. He still seeks to
be teacher, manipulating a group of people to do what he wants. He retains the expert roles (e.g. leadership) but
is unable to see himself as learner in the way that he finds out - or researches - his practice.

It had taken me a long time to get Richard to the stage where he chose to call the meeting and invite us along.

The suggestion that people should collaborate in groups rather than learn as individuals is counter-cultural and

" strenuously resisted. Richard only saw the meeting as legitimate once he had understood a way of runining a group

process whilst still maintaining his authority. An empowering process became legitimised because it could be
subverted by the usual power relationships. It mirrored the problems I encountered when forming the core group
in the early stages of the research (White 2003b). and it was by sharing this that I addressed the issues with him.
A Problem of Blaming

Soon after the meeting began Irene asked the question IWhy are we here? Itlooked innocentand understandable
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in the context, but the tone of her voice indicated it was a confrontational and blaming statement. Her response
to the answer was the equally irrelevant question But I don't know what you do? And after Graham's measured
explanation she returned to the original question Yes, but why are we here? She phrased her complaints as questions
but 1t is not clear that she wanted an answer.

Her complaint is an emotional response to being railroaded into the meeting - Why are we here - we shouldn't
be, We don't want to be here - you're to blame for that, We don't need to be here - why have vou done this to us?.
Irene is an outspoken person who feels confident enough to complain. The contribution of others during the
meeting shows that she was not alone, and confirms Richard's report that his team were generally reluctant to
participate.

It is important to note that Irene, whilst confident, was not able to express what really bothered her about the
meeting - the relationship issues that emerged later. The blaming was a symptom or substitute for the real issue
(White 2000). This links to the hole-in-the-wall gang metaphor. A new group process posed potential risks and
Irene and her colleagues could only interpret it as the threatening dust-cloud on the horizon. Their response was
notto "gounderground" as Kushner (1994) suggested, but to attempt to re-establish the fightagainst the old enemy
- the educational bandits. Confrontation and blame were ways of making us fight-back, and so diverting the threat
that collaboration posed. Blaming is a response to a threat, and the interplay of threat and blame emerged as the
meeting progressed.

What does Irene want to keep safe from? What are the threats? Richard had the authority to call his group
together and I had the authority to impose whatever system of staff development I chose. I could have instituted
asystem of classroom observations in which my team sat at the back of their classrooms and assessed them against
competence standards. Such an approach would have fitted better with their frame of reference because they expect
tobe told what to do. Nonetheless, it would still have worried them because, as the dialogue from the meeting shows,
they were aware we had a different idea about what constituted good teaching. This could have been one of the
threats, and it is worth emphasising:it arises out of: my authority to act.

Irene's emotional reaction to the threat suggests that whilst she accepted my authority she did notwantto accept
its legitimacy. This was something she would resist. I had the power to do it, but not the right.

First Change Point

The first change of direction in the meeting came when I began to tackle the underlying affective issues. [ saw

myself in a facilitator role as opposed to 'teaching' or communicating messages about what ought to be done. |

took the role of listener, using techniques like paraphrasing and reflecting-back the thoughts and feelings I was
detecting (White 2002).

106



However, I noted in my journal how [ wanted to 'convert' Irene - part of me wanted to make her understand that
she had something to learn. 1 was aware I had to stop judging Irene and her colleagues if I wanted to collaborate
with them. Educational banditry reinforces the separation and inhibits collaboration. Exploring these feelings in
my journal was part of the personal dialectic that helped me understand why I felt disappointment atnot being able
to impose my will.

The record of the meeting shows the facilitative approach I took. Irene responded by explaining that we have
no place in her practice - a clear statement that our interference is not legitimate. I did not ask questions nor make
judgements. I paraphrased how I understood Irene, and in doing so I articulated something that was at the forefront
of her colleagues' minds but which they dare not say - they were content with their teaching and there was nothing
we could contribute to it. In saying this I broke a taboo because it openly challenged the hierarchical authority,
albeit my own. In doing so I made it possible for Irene to repeat it. It was dangerous ground for the group because
the misalignment of authority and legitimacy ought not to be acknowledged. Inahierarchical organisation authority
is not challenged openly, it is achieved in passive-aggressive ways like blaming and sabotage (Adler and Towne
2003).

Permitting the challenge to my authority entailed showing honesty and vulnerability, qualities which the hole-
in-the-wall gang could not risk. I gave permission for my practice to be questioned, and refused to seek protection
in my hierarchical status. I felt I was role-modelling openness and, in doing so, making an invitation for them to
do the same. I suspect the dangers inherent in challenging my authority were relatively less scary than those
inherent in examining their own practice.

The silence that followed this suggested my action was barely legitimate. Honesty is in itself a threat because
it invites reciprocation. Neil legitimated my intervention by accepting the invitation with "let's cut to the chase".
He was saying to his colleagues "Come on! Let's be honest about what we think". He suggested they do not want
the relationship with us - and this admission of what they are reclly thinking seemed worthwhile to him. He
responded to my vulnerability with his own honesty. The others foilow his lead and the group took the first step
toward articulating their fears about working with us.

Second Change Point

The discussion was gradually subverted away from honesty, perhaps indicating its limited legitimacy. Once
the group had expressed their resistance the need for honesty subsided. Apriland Trishreverted to blaming: We've
told vou how we feel, and it's all your fault. However, Irene ignored their complaints and returned to her feelings

about the situation. She spoke honestly about her experience of working with us, and I helped her by sceking
understanding and avoiding cvaluation.
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I'had negotiated legitimate access to their thoughts about working with us. However, the agreement was still
one sided; we had made ourselves vulnerable to examination but the trainers did not reciprocate. They were willing
to be honest about us, but there was no reciprocal discussion of their fears, They maintain a united front about
their practice, and we must keep our noses out. They will discuss our practice, but not their own. We represented
a threat to the way they worked and they held back from saying so, or explaining why.

Third Change Point

Besides the issues around practice, 1 was aware we had still not got to the bottom of the problems with
relationships. For example, I knew that both April and Graham, and Luke and Trish were having problems working
together. I thought these issues could be surfaced and so I once more used my own vulnerability (in relation to
personal relationships) to invite further reciprocation.

I think Irene was shocked by my revelations. She seemed to feel responsible for my having said it, even
apologising at one point. She recoiled from my honesty by blaming herself for having overstepped a boundary.
She treated me as if I were incapable of my own agency by assuming I could not have chosen to make myself
vulnerable for my own motives. Irene's response to my invitation is guilt. To use Somekh's (2002) metaphor, I had
invited Irene into my castle and she had stepped tentatively across the threshold. She lost her nerve and hastily
retreated. Back in her own castle she feels guilty, for which she had to be punished.

This third change point enabled some one-to-one relationship issues to be brought into the open, and an
important clue emerged about the underlying problem. Three of the trainers talk about their feeling that we were
trying to "mould" them into something they do not want to be. They felt pressured to do something which did not
fittheir frame of reference and over which they had no control. We hold a power overthem because, in the coaching
relationship, we are ultimately their assessors. Our action is authorised, but they resist the legitimacy of it by
avoiding or minimising contact.

We understand the practice of teaching differently, and our ideas do not fit with their team culture. They are
not prepared to take risks with us because the personal relationships are not right. They will not risk doing
sometﬁing that is outside the borders of their social practice.

Some Conclusions

Legitimacy does not seem to be about fixed boundaries between different frames of reference (or practices, or
discourses). It does not describe what is inside or outside a boundary. Rather it describes whether or not it s
worthwhile to risk stepping across a boundary; it is a concept linked to the action of crossing rather than the place.
It is legitimate when the participants think it is worthwhile. T used vulnerability to invite people into new and

unexplored regions, but only they could chose whether it was worthwhile visiting. "Vulnerability! 1s not a magic
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key that unlocks doors across boundaries. It is only a key to the extent that people want it to be. "Vulnerabiliny”
1s an invitation.

'Authority' is something I bring to a situation through my role within the hierarchy, and to that extent it is part
ofthe 'landscape’, or the 'place’. 'Legitimacy' is something the participants give to the action of transgressing rules
or boundaries; it is a quality of the action of crossing and judged by what seems 'worthwhile'.

The meeting concentrated mainly on relationships between members of our teams. It avoided the subject of
staff development, and it focused on the new trainers because only they are required to work with us. As they
become qualified they can look forward to closing these borders. The experienced trainers were probably happy
to see the meeting go this way, because the issue of authority to access their borders (i.e. to talk about staff
development) was never brought up.

Collaboration seems to be concerned with leaving the border crossings open. The barriers to crossing into each
others' lands are questions of legitimacy; and as I have suggested, seem to be connected to worthwhileness. A
participant can choose to legitimise a crossing point, but will do so only if he/she feels it will be worthwhile.

The trainers respond to our demand "We need to do staff development" with their affective response "We do
itall any way"; whilst we respond to their criticism "You are too distant to work with", with our affective response
"They are bad trainers”. In the first case, we have authority to cross but our insurgence will never be accepted
as legitimate. In the second, they claim an authority over their practice, that we say will never be legitimate. There
1s a symbiosis between these two positions in which each side feels safer with blaming the other than risking a
step towards collaboration. It is the symbiosis I discussed in Chapter 4 with the hole-in-the-wall gang metaphor.
Looked at frorh the point of view of the townspeople, I am experienced as beginning from the position that "you
are going to have to change". I do notrespect their worlds - I just want to shift them out of it (Mulholland and Wallace
2003). No wonder they close their border crossings!

3. ASTORY ON PRACTICE

The headline purpose of the meeting with Richard's team was the promotion of a participative approach to staff
development. I sought to help his team members begin to think like practitioner-researchers. My interest in the
process was not merely as a researcher, it involved me as a teacher and concerned the pedagogic principles [ value.
I have argued elsewhere (White 2002) that there is a link between the roles of researcher, teacher and learner. |
approach situations in one role but have access to the particular activities of all three (Losito et al. 1998). Iresearch
my practice as manager of a training development team and regard the process as learning about that practicce. As
apractitioner-researcher, Irole model a teacher who values a learning orientation towards my pedagogic practice.

The three roles of researcher, teacher and learner are inextricably mixed. (This three-way relationship 1s dealt with
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in more depth in chapter 7).

One of the areas where this linkage has been most noticeable is in understandin gthe influence L have on others
- my reflexivity. The authority of my position as a training manager is paralleled by the authority of my position
as ateacher. In a hierarchical organisation, neither trainers nor learners are regarded as producers of knowledge:
they are expected to be consumers of an objective, expert knowledge produced by others. Understanding how I
influence others is an important element of a pedagogy that claims to empower learners as knowledge producers.
It could be called the emancipatory element of my research.

Berlin (1969) describes two logically separate notions of freedom. The firstisa "negative freedom" that relates
tothe area within which a person can act without obstruction. Itis the freedom from coercion or influence, "Liberty
in this sense is principally concerned with the area of control, not with its source" (129). The second is a notion

of "positive freedom" which relates to the sources or processes of control:

Iwishmy life and decisions to depend on myself, not on external forces of whatever kind. I wish to be the instrument
of my own, not of other men's acts of will. I wish to be subject, notan object; to be moved by reasons, by conscious
purposes, which are my own, not by causes which affect me, as it were, from outside.

Berlin(1969): 131

MCcNiff (2003) applies these concepts to the sphere of pedagogy. The teacher works to free learners of her
influence by extending their power to choose - their positive freedom. The independent learner can be understood
as one who does not regard the teacher's influence as of greater importance than other influences. However, the
idea of a liberated learner contains an inherent contradiction between the freedom to choose whether to be
influenced by the teacher, and being denied that influence regardless of choice. To nourish a positive freedom the
teachermust enable learners to decide for themselves whether they want to be free of her influence. Herrole is finely
balanced on this conundrum of freedom and compulsioﬁ.

Berlin (1969) argues that when social practices fail torecognise the two forms of freedom, dilemmas about power
and influence lose their situatedness and are expressed in a dualism between an "empirical self" and a "true self".
It permits decisions to be made on behalf of dthers, on the grounds that "it is best for them", and that if they
understood the situation .theyxwould choose lit.. The duaiismis based on one of "two forms of certainty" that provide
anobjective basis for sblving such moral dilemmas. The first of these is a dependence on pure reason, or "the retreat
to the inner citadel”; and the second 1s self realisétion thr.o’ugh a specific principle or ideal, for example, historical

materialism (135). For Berlin, the search for certainty is the real enemy of positive freedom.

To realise the relative validity of one's convictions ... and yet stand for them unflinchingly, 1s what distinguishes
a civilised man from a barbarian. To demand more than this is perhaps a deep and incurable metaphysical need:
butto allow it to determine one's practice is a symptom of an equally deep, and more dangerous, moral and political

immaturity.
Berlin(1969): 172
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My argument is that much of what I have interpreted from the meeting with the probationer trainers is
symptomatic of this "moral and political immaturity". Indeed, in so far as I play the role of educational bandit. it
is also symptomatic of me. Richard's curious leadership during the meeting demonstrated the giving of negative
freedom, but the retention of its sources - positive freedom. The safety that both Richard and his staff find in the
authority of the hierarchy is a form of Berlin's second form of certainty. Finally, there is a clear link between my
notions of authority and legitimacy and Berlin's two types of freedom.

I have developed a pedagogic approach situated in the contradictions and complexities of the police training
context. This is to act in accordance with the emancipatory principles [ teach; to have sought to impose an external
definition on my practice (Berlin's second form of certainty) would have been to prefer an expert version over my
own locally produced knowledge. The researcher/teacher/leamer relationship implies an approach to research that
honours local knowledge by producing it in a way that enables others to do the same.

I want to make use of the phrase "negotiating access". In the context of police training I hold an authority based
on my role and position within the organisation. In the groups I teach I have the authority of group leader, and
in my staff development work I have the authority of training manager. As a participant-researcher I do not need
to negotiate access. However, as the material from the meeting showed, authority is an insufficient condition to
generate collaboration. My experience of working with police groups has revealed that authority is all too easily
subverted, which renders a reliance on it counterproductive. I cannot achieve the kind of learning outcomes I intend
ifTuse authority and hierarchical relationships. To extend the 'access' metaphor, itis clear that learners inmy context
have restricted areas which I have no authority to enter.

The meeting record shows these restricted areas being used. At the level of rational action the trainers accept
I have the authority to discuss staff development with them. However, the early stages of the meeting showed how
that diécussion leftuntouched thle problem of access. The fational argument seemed to be a symptom, or substitute,
for examining the underlying feelings that motiva.te action. L had little access to peoples' affectivities: this was the
'reétricted area’, and my authority did not graﬁt me access. My pedagogic approach is thus concerned with
negotiating access to this feeling-world.

Authority and legitimacy are distinguished by their sources; authority has its source in my power to act within
certain limits - itis a determinant of negative .freedor‘n‘. Légitimﬁcy has its source in participants' willingnessto allow
access to their feeling-worlds - it is their sense of a positive freedom. Authority can be given but legitimacy must
be received, and the evidence from the meeting shows that authority and legitimacy are not necessarily aligned.
Linking this idea with the analogy of negotiating access, a critical pedagogy would be concerned with helping

participants to see it was worthwhile for them to legitimise access to each others' restricted areas. I will return to
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the discussion of the quality of worthwhileness.

The spatial metaphor of 'restricted areas' fits with metaphors used by others working with action research.
Somekh (2002) uses the metaphor of 'castles' representing the participants' worlds, and urges readers to "inhabit
each others' castles” (79). Her context was the first and second order research relationship between university
researchers and participant teachers in schools. Her situation has parallels with mine; she recognised that her
research team had both aresponsibility to teach research techniques to the teachers and at the same time toresearch
(i.e. to learn about) their practice of collaboration with them. The activities associated with teaching and learning

were shared between researchers and teachers. She writes:

"... true collaboration is only possible if there is an intention and belief that both partners will make an equal, but
different contribution to the action research process, and each will change as a result of the collaboration.”

Somekh (2002:95)

Mulholland and Wallace (2003) characterise teacher and researcher learning as the crossing of borders between
one subculture and another. Their research was done in the context of initial teacher education, and specifically
the passing of novice teachers into the world of teaching science. Their learning as teacher-educators was
recognising that the science subcultural space was not any more special or real than any other subcultural space.
This changed their pedagogy. They had seen their students' knowledge as merely a starting point, and their role
as teachers was to get them to inhabit the new space. Recognising the presence of a border enabled them to think
in terms of barriers and hazards at the boundary, and to learn to identify these from the students' points of view.
They write:

"Listening to students, starting from their concerns and adapting what and how we taught now became more
legitimate than teaching in a way that honoured our conception of what was important in science. It seemed that

we needed to know that the borders and hazards were legitimate before we could believe that finding waysto cross,
other than traditional ones, was valid science teaching."

Mulholland and Wallace (2003: 20)

They share with Somei(h anunderstanding of research as learning about their pedagogic practice. They crossed
intoa new subcultural space wherz teaching éciencc was less about communicating a body of traditional knowledge
and more about easing students’ passage across their own boundaries.

My thinking was also influence< by the postmodern conceptions of transgression and boundary work
(Stronach and Maclure 1997; Guile and Young 2001). Stronach and Maclure are resistant to the dualism underlying
the idea of movement from one subcultural area to another. They argue that crossing a boundary needs to be told
in terms of both a "discontinuity” - a change to something new or different; and an "accumulation" - a series of
events that leads to the current position (117). They identify amovement/ stasis contradiction in these two qualities
in the sense that a person, in crossing a boundary, both becomes a new person, but remains cssentially the same.

"People both 'become’ and in a sense were alwavs already” (118) (see chapter 4 for the effect of thison biography).
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Stronach and Maclure focus on the "liminal" or "in-between" spaces (59) at the boundaries between dualisms.
As researchers they do "boundary work" exploring practitioners' situated confusions between movement and
stasis. Stronach et al. (2002) in another example of boundary work, argue for a re-conceptualisation of "the
professional” based on the contradictions of practice rather than the certainties of competing subcultures like the
"competenttechnician" and the "autonomous professional”. Carr and Kemmis (1986) argue a similar point, though

| without the postmodern epithet. Their argument is that theory has to be developed within the particular pedagogic
context if it is to be educational. The development of theory by researchers for application to pedagogy by
practitioners is not educational research. The classroom has to be both the laboratory for the discovery of theory
and its proper testing place. It is a liminal space and teaching is boundary work.

These ideas reinforce the call for educational researchers to be both teachers and learners. Stronach and
Maclure add the important idea that boundary work (the hazards) involves coping with contradiction, conundrum
and paradox - although even this might be seen as the working-through of Berlin's two freedoms. Passing aborder
entails resolution of emotional conflict. New understanding is constructed out of the crossing, not absorbed on
arrival in the adjacent territory.

Part of me still expects students and participants to absorb something. Mulholland and Wallace (2003) confess
the same doubts. Berlin (1969) calls it our "deep and incurable need" and Stenhouse (1983) our "natural cry" for
"the reassurance of certainty to ameliorate the agony of responsibility" (193). My research practice is emancipatory
in the sense of nourishing a positive freedom that enables participants to see themselves as valid producers of
knowledge rather than its passive consumers. Making this transition entails facing social and cultural dangers,
and borders will be opened-up only to the e);'tent that participants feel the risk-taking is worthwhile.

4. BOUNDARY WORK WITH POLICE TRAINERS

Overaperiod of about six months I met with the three unit heads and their teams a total of nine times. Tr.c meetings
with each group were received in much the same way as the example in Part one, participants quickly realising I
was not going to use my authority to restrict their negative freedom. The result was that, whilst relationships with
them improved, 1 never reached the position where they would discuss their practice.

They defined the core group's contribution as "giving training updates - new models" and as "keeping the
trainers abreast of changes in the training world". By giving us this technical role we were fitted back into their
paradigm and kept at arm's length. They could maintaina belief that they did not need to inquire into their practice
and that what they did was already satisfactory. They organised their own feedback and discussions and reviewed
their own material; help was not needed from us.

They were willing to allow us a traditional assessment role, but even this independent perspective was limited
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to checking their training style - "do I jangle the coins in my pocket?" Their examples of how we might help were
risible, and if pressed, they could not articulate anything that would be worthwhile. I once asked "do you jangle
the coins in your pocket?" and the answer was "No - but you know what I mean. Do | have any bad habits?". One
could argue they suggested this harmless task as a concession to our authority. However, I am left with the
irppression that, at a deeper level, they were asking for help. They experience anxiety in class because things
generally do not go well (White 2000); it is as if they are saying "tell me how I am doing - butifit's really bad news

I don't want to know". It once more illustrates the hole-in-the-wall gang symbiosis, and creates an impossible task

forme.

During the meetings  often felt the discussion could become confrontational. It was no mere disagreement over
how 1 could help them develop their practice - it was evident that the whole idea of practice was at stake. The
confrontation indicated they were protecting their practice from me - I was the threatening dust-cloud. In one
meeting, with the Criminal Justice trainers, I introduced an extract from the Stage 2 Review (MacDonald etal. 1987)

concerning the professional development of police trainers:

Any system for appraising training methods and personal competences should conform to the following general
principles:

1. It ought to foster the professional development of trainers.
2. It ought to enhance the trainer's capacity to improve his/her own practice through action-research.

3. It ought to enhance the trainer's capacity to open his/her practice to public scrutiny while maintaining control
over others' access to and use of data.

4.1t ought to enhance the trainer's capacity to define and diagnose problems of practice and pose problem-solutions
from a multiplicity of perspectives e.g. from those of observers and students as well as his/her own.

5. It ought to enhance the trainer's capacity to participate with others in a free and open discussion about his/her
practice.

6. It ought to foster the development of shared insight.
7. It ought to enable members to develop methodological understandings and skills.
What is called for is a gradual evolution ... [and the following] points ought to be emphasised ...

« The need to create organisational structures to support staff development ... It is likely that these organisational
structures would have to be more collegial and less hierarchical if they are to maximise the potential for staff
development and a problem-solving approach to training.

- There is a need to develop a dialogue about training, about its methods, its contents, its contexts and its effects.
which is not determined by the authority structure of the organisation. The exercise and demonstration of authority
is a significant constraint on open dialogue and a significant constraint on the capacity of people to reflect about
their own practice.

(MacDonaldetal. 1987:128-130)

The initial comment from one of the trainers was "The language is very hard". I asked what actionresearch meant
to them and the only reply was "Keeping areflective log". Other comments included a concern thatlooking atone's
practice too closely was dangerous and we need to be careful of being over-critical of ourselves. Finally, one trainer

observed "This way ... it's so alien to the police service”. The extract did not engender debate.
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1 wrote in my journal afterwards:

There was some linking of action research to methods of reflective practice. e ought to do it, thev were

saying; butl gotthe impression that it was not something they did. Thus they could talk about it being 'alien’,

but did not really talk about their experience of doing it.

I'made several attempts to introduce discussion about training practice, but each time the trainers either turned
the issue into some technical problem they could blame others for creating, or else they discounted it as irrelevant
- "bean-bagging", "self indulgent" and "exaggerated".

This pattern is repeated in other meetings. It seemed they could not think about changing (or even improving)
their practice because they did not understand what their practice was. One trainer said to me "You talk about vour
practice,buttome, it's only ajob." They were barely able to discuss classroom problems and they saw their practice
as going into class and "delivering training”. It emphasises the last paragraph in the extract above (MacDonald
etal. 1987); there is a need to develop a dialogue that will explore our understanding and philosophy of teaching
(Torrance and Pryor2001; Adlam 1997). The barrier for these trainers is not that their teaching practice is something
they do not discuss, but that it is something they cannot discuss.

What are the repercussions of this attitude on the environment in police classrooms? In later chapters [ will
show that 'knowledge', 'teaching' and 'learning' are all taken for granted. The classroom is uncomfortable for student
and trainer alike, and what the teaching does is to train them to endure it. It is a training in compliance. Participants
do not just refrain from questioning this, asking questions is not recognised as a valid, or even a possible, activity.
It puts a different spin on Somekh's (2002) castle metaphor - a militaristic one recalling the strings of castles setup
along borders to deny access to invaders. The practices I identified in my research were inore to do with defence

.than ‘with learning and teaching (see also White 2000).

[ often introduced part;icipants. .t‘o ciiscussion of‘ my own practice. It was always safer tc ask difficult questions

about what I did than any type of question about their work. On one occasion I shared with the probationer trainers

the following extract from my journal concerning the collaborative work I had done with: Richard and Neil:

I felt I had been doing development-work in a more honest way than I have ever done before. | felt the
commitment to collaboration (rather than teaching or coaching) had led to a shared experience: | hadexposed
myself to risk, got my hands dirty, suffered and triumphed along with two other people.

No matter how hard you try, coaching and mentoring leaves you safe. with clean hands, and you do it from
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a position of safety perched on your status as an expert.
It's all about the fear of losing my status as expert. The fact is that I've been quite happy to sit in others'
classes and make judgements about their teaching, but I'd think twice about doing the same thing in front

of them. That's what I mean about the safety of my status - and that's why I say I'm being dishonest if I

continue in that way.

The probationer trainers were content to be the apprentice in a coaching relationship with me, because their
subordinate position had the advantage of being the natural point of resistance to authority. They could use blame
to discount what I said, thereby denying my legitimacy. Ironically, police culture sanctions their own use of
hierarchical authority with their students. Consequently, my expressions of "honesty", "risk", and the "rolling-
up of sleeves" and "dirtying of hands" are just the things that do not form part of their practice. It is significant
that one of the trainers exclaimed "So you see yourselves as practitioners!". Evidently he had not seen me as being
involved in teaching, or my role as capable of even being educative.

It would be easy and comfortable for me to slip back into being critical of my colleagues in the three teaching
units. That would be to return to educational banditry. It is important to see their reactions as expressions of their
understanding of the hazards and barriers to crossing borders. I had begun my research from the premise that
trainers needed to begin asking questions about their practice, but this entirely discounted their point of view. How
can you think sertously about researching your practice when you lack even the opportunity for basic planning
- as most of them do? The pressures on police trainers are to deliver back-to-back courses, for which they need
ready made 'packages' to take off the shelf. Learning - theirs or the students' - is a secondary factor; they must
maintain the pace of training delivery.

Mulholland and Wallace (2003) describe how they made a similar mistake. As teachers they wanted to
comrnunicate a pure approach to science teaching that required students to abandon their former knowledge. We
have to recognise that leaﬁing begins from the context students {find inemselves in, and failing to account ics this .
ignores the presence of barriers that to students seem very real.

The probationer and criminal justice trainers expressed a tension between the national demand to use approved.
generic lesson plans with "narrow, prescriptive objectives”, and a genuine concern to "look at a subject and teach
what we think the students need to know". Some of the trainers felt more constrained than others. The tension
was also expressed in terms of risk-taking. Richard explained how the Internal Affairs Department (responsible for
investigating complaints against police officers) contacted him "atleast once a week" to check whethera particular

officer had been taught the law for which he/she was being investigated. A computer data basc 1s kept showing
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which officers attended which sessions; a check could then be made against the objectives for that session and
adefinitive answer given - yes, officer A was taught XYZ. He said itwas a question of vicarious liability; if the officer
had not been taught then the organisation was liable to be sued and the trainers held to blame. He added, "We
need to cover our own backs", where covering a subject means "evidencing what you did through a lesson plan".

There was an acceptance of this tension; no one criticised or questioned it; it was part of the landscape in which
they worked - part of the certainty of things (Berlin 1969). In particular there was no questioning of the conflict
between learning and teaching. They taught in that way because of the constraints placed on them by managers:
and it was the students' duty to learn in the prescribed way because of the constraints placed on them by trainers.
That is how things are; those are the barriers to crossing into a different paradigm. The worries about litigation
and vicarious liability are diversions. There is a strong sense that the organisation has a right to expect them to
conform to these constraints, and in turn, they have a right to expect it of their students. Knowledge is an expert
commodity that trainers and students consume passively. One only has the right to construct knowledge when
it is used against a subordinate. In this kind of learning/teaching culture, negative freedom is a function of
hierarchical status, and positive liberty is not cultivated at all.

Researching one's own practice is to resist the fundamental power relationships on which the culture is based.
A collaborative relationship entails resisting other's power over oneself - which is difficult because the superior
party will object; and at the same time giving up one's own power over others - which is resisted by the inferior
party who accepts others' rights to domination.

. Concluding Comments

The aim of my research was not to report how police trainers construct their practice, but through participatory
action research, to enable them to see how they could construct it differently. In terms of the spatial metaphors
I have been using, I was inviting them to cross boundaries. The picture i have painted, particularly in this last Part
of the chapter, has been more descriptively critical - it could easily be read as David White (the well known
educational bandit) once more criticising colleagues'.shortcomings.

However, my account must be seen as the result of my interaction swith colleagues, and a joint constiuction
with them of our practices. The fact I am unable to describe their practice as trainers in more glowing terms 1s
connected to the failure in my practice to enable any changes. As described above, my own lcarning was a better
understanding of the conundrum of showing leadership whilstnot being the warrant forall knowledge (Stenhouse
1983). I want to conclude this chapter by highlighting the mistakes I made in handling the issues of power and

positive freedom.

I have already explained how I began with the idea that the trainers needed to do better; that their current
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knowledge/practice was not good enough and that I would introduce them to the 'real’ thing. Itis an approach that
issues from the same cultural assumptions as the trainers’ own practice. Whilst I spoke of collaboration. my actions
were generating opposition through the imposition of my authority (White 2003b). My core group colleagues
achieved similar learning as they came to understand their fears about doing things differcntly.

Over the first six to nine months I undertook a campaign that amounted to the marketing of adifferent approach.
Inmeeting after meeting I grasped opportunities to tell people about my ideas for trainer development and the vision
I had for how it might work. I spent a lot of time talking, and insufficient time listening. I was able to articulate my
view with an assurance and in a language my colleagues could not challenge. I used the authority of my position
in a way that ensured people had to listen to me, and I used the strength of logical-analytical argument in ways
that ensured they could not respond.

My field notes show how colleagues listened to what I said but rarely expressed any opinion back. I was often
left with the uneasy feeling that their smiles and nods were not assent, but a refusal or inability to engage with the
ideas on my terms. Later, I began to understand how they experienced this as criticism that they were not doing
things properly - a criticism implicit in the statement that things would have to be done differently. They felt I was
blaming them, from my position of authority, for not teaching people properly.

My actions fitted the cultural paradigm. Those in authority criticise those in subordinate positions, whilst the
latter work to undermine the efforts of the former. Both their practice and mine were constructed around the power
hierarchy and responses to dominance. No one was teaching badly, and no one was incapable of teaching well;
what we were doing was teaching in the way that is expected in that context. Our practices were constructed by
the need to survive.

The researcher/teacher/learner relationship was the conceptual framework that helped me to think and act my
way out of this debilitating paradigm. I stopped making myself responsible for designing the leamning of others
and instead focused on my own learning (Hargreaves 2001).1 asked Whitehead's (1989 question "How dclimprove
my practice?" as an integral part of my pedagogy, by attending more closely to the students' experience of what

 was doing.
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6 Blame and Responsibility

Two critical incidents illustrating hierarchical authority

It means that our cute iambics
Had weak wings and hardly flew,
Unlike Pegasus, our horses
Do not soar nor even trot ...
That's why physics is in honour,
That's why poetry is not.

Boris Stutsky from Physics and Poetry (1999)

I'have used the phrase "hierarchical authority" to describe normal relationships within the organisation. They
provide a degree of certainty to life by permitting police officers to construct their practices in a way that is
symptomatic of Berlin's (1969) "moralandpolitical immaturity". Police culture attempts to tidy-up human complexity
by institutionalising relationships in objective standards. Moral and ethical engagement with other people
becomes rule-bound (Gregory 2000), and in so doing, the affective side of human relationships is denied (McNess
et al. 2003). This chapter will focus on two critical incidents which show how hierarchical authority generates
mechanisms to sustain itself (Adlam 2002).

Firstly I will look more closely at the link between blame and responsibility, and will show how hierarchical
relationships are used to apportion blame. I identify a blaming ritual that encourages the practices of one group
to be constructed in opposition to others. Justifications of practices are relational, a practice is only justified if it
is critical of another. It demands a number of social roles; there must be two or more parties in dispute with each
other, and a third party to whom the dispute can be referred. The ritual becomes debilitating when the structure
of relationships prevents legitimation of others forms of conflict-resolution, and it becomes self-sustaining
because practices are defined in terms of the way they blame others. Collaborative relationships are inhibited by
the reciprocal and hierarchical social roles.

Secondly I will look at the part performance standards play in the blaming ritual. Compeiences give objectivity
to behaviour by reducing complexity and providing an authoritative basis for making judgements about
performance. The authority for judgements is hierarchical, people feel unable to make their own judgements and
evaluations of behaviour and look instead to their seniors in the hierarchy. A dependence is created in which
decision making has to be passed to a more senior person who is required to act as judge. This dependence on
the objectivity of standards absolves people of responsibility for their actions. Decisions which affect peoples'

lives can be cast in the language of objective standards. Responsibility for the painful consequences ofthe blaming
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ritual does not have to be borne by participants, but can be blamed on the standards. It becomes debilitating when
people construct themselves as powerless in relation to this authority. Collaboration is inhibited because people
fear the consequences if they stop competing against each other.

My action research was prefaced on principles like 'emancipation’, 'collaboration’ and an emphasis on values

rather than standards. However the embeddedness of the blame ritual and the institutionalisation of standards

rendered irrelevant such external notions.

BLAME

Ibegin my investigation of blaming relationships with a short story about my colleague Luke. It showsthe acute
personal fear that blaming generates, and how the fear leads people to construct their work relationships as 'fights'
with the hierarchical authority. T use this story to introduce the ideas I will develop in the story of Morris. later in
the chapter.

Fighting

We have a number of trainers based outside the college and who run local training events. Luke chaired aregular
liaison meeting with them, and used the opportunity to organise and coordinate their work. He was proud of the
progress he had achieved. However, withoutany warning, the Force Training Manager (my line manager) replaced
him with another person. I sat with Luke over a cup of coffee and listened to his feelings about this turn of events.
He expressed a number of emotions, but one thing that particularly impressed me was his description ofthe "pang
of guilt" he felt when he first heard. His question "What did I do wrong?" conveyed his fear rather than an appcal
forinformation. I identified with that fear; when he described the guiltand the fear of punishment, I knew just what
he was talking about and what he was feeling. It seemed a good entry point to the issue of blame and I wrote the

following poem to exploreit.

You Wantto Fight?

I've been pulled off the project.

I don't care. They do what they need.
I've got lots on - so I don't object,
And I'm actually quite pleased.

But it worries me too - I feel guilty.

What did I forget? Who did I miss?

Did someone complain? - what did they say?
I can see me being blamed for this.

I was different, unconventional.

I made things happen.

| cut through the bull.

No - I'm comfortable with what I did.



My boss? He's a 'process' man.
People? He couldn't care less.
He wants his next promotion.
Change? It scares him shitless.
[The 'boss' meets me later]

"Morning" (now what's the matter?)
"Morning" (you arrogant sod!)

(you arrogant tosser!)
He hasn'ta clue! ...
I've amind to put him right ...

Ha! give him the news!

(You want to fight? ...
You'll lose!)

T'used the range and order of Luke's emotions to structure the poem, and then checked them against my own
experience. There are five stages to the 'argument' in the poem:

1. "I don't care"; a denial of feelings - the organisation can do what it likes but it does not WOITy me.

2. Fear and guilt; there must be a reason for this happening. I have done something wrong, and I am going to

be punished

3. Justifying self; a rehearsal of the story that will be used to justify one's practice when called upon to do so.

4. Blame; based on my self-justification it is the other person who must be wrong.

5. Anus-and-them fight; my self-justification constructs a dualism to provide a target for the blame. The 'fight'

can become a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Luke tried to accept the decision with nonchalance, but it was his feelings of fear, panic and guilt that most
influenced his action. Guiltis handled by justifying action, and that justification is most legitimate when it is critical
of another. It is a situation that lends itself to being structured through fighting and journeying metaphors. We
focus our emotions on the achievement of some good worth striving for, and along the way we make striving a
battle against other forces that are éasily recognisable. The underlying feelings of guilt are never explored or
expressed, and are perhaps denied. The hurt is rationalised in the form of a fight against the other, and the fight
is expressed as blame.

An us-and-them dualism forces péople into reci‘procal roles. We cope with our feelings by hitting out, so both
sides in the dynamic are pr.es‘sed into“t‘akinglup.the appropriate role. Berlin (1969) calls this "objectification”, the
assumption that others' motives are dependent on a relationship with ourselves. It is the basis of the hole-in-the-
wall gang symbiosis; life is retrospectively constructed as a fight in order to protect against the hurt.

The College had just undergone a reorganisation which had left a spare manager who happened to be scnior
to Luke. A role was created for this person by assembling a portfolio of coordination tasks, and this included

chairing Luke's group. At worst the change was made thoughtlessly. It could be argued the purposc of repeated
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reorganisation is to disrupt change Initiatives, and at a group-psychodynamic level this mayv be happening
(Menzies 1970). But it does not justify the setting up of a dualism purporting to structure the world as a
confrontation.

The disagreement appears to be about something rational but is really about the feeling-world problem.
Clarification of each others' motives would make blaming less easy to complete. In this sense collaboration
acknowledges a moral engagement with others and a refusal to force them into areciprocal role. However, each
person objectifies the other and to break out of the cycle requires the cooperation of both. It is a social problem
notanindividual one. Socially, people have to believe in the worthwhileness of entering adifferentkind of dynamic.

My next story looks at blame from this social perspective.

Morris: a Critical Incident

Graham and I ran a Part 1 7307 Course on which Morris was a student, but he abandoned the course after just
two days. One way of telling the story of Morris would be in terms of his failure to complete it. Morris was not
prepared to adapt to the changed relationships between people that we promote. This story would justify the
practice we have developed. It would explain how we take police officers who relate to each other with suspicion
and competitiveness, and by confronting these, enable them to experience other, more human and caring ways
ofrelating.

Typically, people find this process difficult because we ask them to question their habitual ways of relating
to each other. Such relationships may not be rewarding, but they are predictable. By the end of the week the group
will have experimented with differentrelationships and discovered ithas been anempowering experience. Formany
it is uncomfortable. It requires adopting changes to one's persona and looking for different sources of support.
Morris was unwilling to take the risks - he was too committed to his existing self image.

This way of telling the story brands Morris as stereotypical of the hard, chauvinistic, blaming, ambitious person
our hierarchical organisation seems to engender. He would be a little sexist. He would not understand institutional
racism in the police service. He maintains his persona at the expense of other people. In class he is a performer;
it is more important for him to teach than for students to learn. He is the expert and he imposes his knowledge on
others. His terms demand acceptance of him as master and others as apprentice. This story puts Morris bevond
the pale; he lives with the barlbarians and his soul is lost. He h;Id the opportunity to come in, but he lacked foresight,

his mind was closed. He was a dinosaur.

That is one way of telling the story of Morris. It is the story I must tell in the blaming ritual if T am to justity my

practice. I want to retell it now from other perspectives.



A Second Perspective

Ifirstmet Morris at an assessment day for the appointment of trainers for the Special Constabulary. Morris and
the other applicants had to do an assessed micro-teach and I had been invited to assist the interview panel as an
expertobserver. I was interested in the appointments because I was designing anew curriculum for training special
constables and the successful applicants would have to teach it. All I knew about Morris was he had once been
a police officer, and he had experience as a self-defence and first-aid instructor in the armed forces.

His micro-teach was on "Creativity", and comprised a series of exercises designed to show how we (the
participants) could switch-on our creativity. I didn't like it. I didn't feel safe to participate because I was afraid of
looking foolish. I rationalised my discomfort on the grounds that creativity was not instantaneous, or disassociated
from deep thinking. I resented the way I was forced to participate and my less than wholehearted commitment
brought several sarcastic comments. He talked for half an hour, and we participated on his terms. He gave us
mnemonics forremembering his lists of prescriptions (he insisted on calling them newmonics). I wasn't impressed
with what he did, it was power-based demonstration and instruction. However, he was offered one of the jobs.

I am afraid I stereotyped Morris. Ex-forces (Oh dear!), self-defence instructor (that figures), leamning 1s
something he does to people (well - it's what you'd expect). But the real injury was knowing he would soon be
teaching my new curriculum for special constables. I was unaware of these feelings at the time; I was conscious
only of my judgement that he "Wasn't much good". I decided, and Luke and Graham agreed, that we should make
space for him on a Part 1 7307 Course. He already possessed a CertEd but I thought the course would introduce
him to the approach used in the special's curriculum. I judged he would benefit from it.

However, there were deeper motives behind this judgement which I later surfaced through my journal writing.
I wanted to teach Morris something; I was going to show him what teaching was really about. I was goingto show
him he was not doing it right and he would have to change. I think I knew Morris would not cope with the Part 1
7307 Course and that is why [ had to have him there.

Over the next few months I prepared the ground for inviting him. I spoke to his manager: "The course is an
introduction to facilitative teaching techniques. Morris is an instructor and with limited experience of other ways
of teaching. If he's going to take on the specials' training he will need this kind of experience.”

Morris was obviously asked to phone me. It was apparent from his manner he did not wantto come on the course,
but he was well disciplined to hierarchical authority and felt unable to say so to me. I guessed his manager had
told him to go, he had questioned the need, and was then told to take it up with me.

I remember the phone call. I played the authority card:

"Most of the people there will be doing the specials training as well. I see itas an opportunity to begin focusing

123



peoples' minds on the curriculum. It will be useful to have you there - particularly as you will be the most experienced
trainer of the group. This is an opportunity we shouldn't miss if we are to make a success of the special's training.
I can't insist that you go, but I think you will find it worthwhile."

ButIwas insisting. I sensed he wanted to be given the choice and that ifhe was, then he would say no. [ pretended
to give him the choice but really I was "power-playing" him from a posttion of seniority (Steiner 1981). He could
not turndown my invitation without exposing himselfto criticism and blame; how could he Justify having declined
to attend? So he agreed to come. I put the phone down and triumphantly declared to Luke and Graham "I've got
Morris on the course as well." Their reaction was, "He doesn't know what he's letting himself in for" and "We'll
give him a fright".

I recognise the educational bandit in this story. I wanted to show Morris "how to do it" because "I don't think
he can.”

Having secured Morris's attendance on the course he merited as much care, thought and attention as everyone
else. I was now the change-agent, the cavalry under the dust-cloud, and my means of getting him there were
forgotten. Morris stopped being a distant, unreachable object-person, and became a closer, tangible, subject-
person. Itis important to bring this balance to the story. I did not feel at the time I was acting manipulatively. Morris
was going to be involved in the training of an important section of our staff and it was necessary that he understand
and be capable of teaching the new curriculum.

So there is the real start of the story. Morris is destined to leave the course. He did not want to attend. He must
have known what to expect and that he would not like it. He must have resented being manipulated into it. He must
have resented the fact it was me who had done this to him - the person who had been so unimpressed with his
Creativity micro-teach. He and I had a history, and it was about to become part of the present.

But Morris has one weapon in his armoury. He can walk out of the course and complain about my competence
to run it. And that is what will happen. It has the character of a tragedy. You do not know what is going to happen,
but when it does it is obvious, and you can trace back the chain of causality.

The Course

Iwill relate an incident from the course because it gives an indication as to how Morris experienced the unfamiliar
forms of relationship. It occurred on the second morning during a review exercise. The revicws are used to
encourage people to think about how they are participating in the group and to focus on learning about their
learning.

A discussion had started about the group forming exercises from the first morning. Morris could not see why

we had "wasted valuable time playing trainer games" and he particularly criticised one exercise. the spider's web
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(Scannell and Newstrom 1980), a game where participants join hands randomly and then have to disentangle
themselves. He said, "I can't see the point in ice breakers” and added "I can't see the point in games that involve
touching". He argued that touching had nothing to do with training, "We won't be touching while we're learning,
so what's the point in it as an ice breaker?"

At the time, I remember thinking there was a lot more to Morris's apparently innocent rationalisation. I sensed
from his manner that, for him, there were considerable inhibitions around the subject of touching. I decided it was
not appropriate to develop the issue, but in the split-second it took to think through, another group member
challenged it. "Is it the intimacy you don't like?" It was a powerful question that went straight to the heart of the
issue. Irealised immediately it was a question T had not wanted to ask. It made me feel uncomfortable and I wondered
whether I had backed-off because of a taboo around touching and intimacy in our macho police culture.

Morris waffled a cognitive response that denied any underlying feelings, "No I just can't see the relevance".
I stepped in and changed the subject, saving both Morris and myself from further discomfort. Morris was quiet
during the remaining plenary sessions that day.

Morris Withdraws

During the afternoon Morris asked to speak to Graham and me in private. He told us he wanted to leave the
course. He was very nervous. I sensed he was doing something difficult - defying our authority - and it was against
his normal instincts. His initial approach was to try to get us to say he should leave, but I did not want to influence
him either way. I wanted him to be responsible for making the decision.

I was both surprised and unsurprised about this turn of events - at least that is what I wrote in my journal. I
sought to empower him to decide, so I neither made it easy nor difficult for him. "Whatever decision you make I
will support you, but I will not make the decision for you"; and once he had made his decision I did my best to help
him leave with the minimum of embarrassment and pain.

He explained he had been feeling like this all day but had not wanted to mention it in front of the group for fear
of being disruptive. I told him it would not have been disruptive and said that discontent needed to be brought
out into the open, "It is helpful when the group discusses it". I offered him the opportunity to explain to the group
why he was leaving, but he declined. My offer was disingenuous because I sensed he lacked the strength to talk
openly in front of the group. (Was it the bandit twisting the knife?)

He expressed his reasons in clichés: "I'm not getting anything out of it", "It's not for me." Once he had seen
I was not going to criticise him from my position of authority he became bolderand beganto tellus what was wrong
with the course. "I've got an open mind to new techniques”; "Facilitation has it's place": "I don't think I've got

anything to learn from this"; "I don't think this is the way to train new trainers. They need to have the basics first.
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They're trying to run before they can walk."

Graham and I listened to his criticism of our course. We did not argue back and our silence was read by Morris
as the call to justify himself. To challenge or argue back would have closed him down, so we just listened. It was
a powerful silence that led Morris to say more and more. "There are people in class who aren't coping with this."
He named some of the least expérienced. "I'm worried about their ability to handle it"; "There are others who think
the same as me but they're too scared to come and tell you - they're afraid because they need to finish the course
for their jobs. So they're just getting on with it"; "You don't know what's really happening".

- He said other things as well, for example he admitted to being anxious about running his teaching session on
day four. This was a very honest remark, prompted I think by our refusal to be drawn into arguing. We listened
to him, and listening shows respect. He was anxious about doing such a difficult subject (race and community
relations) and felt he didn't have enough time to get to know the material. I sensed he was a lot more anxious than
he was prepared to admit, and I guessed that in part at least it was because he knew he was not able to teach in
the way we had been role-modelling. He spoke of wanting his teaching to be "a good performance" and it reminded
me of seeing him 'perform’ at his interview.

After Morris left I was worried - I took what he said very seriously. Are our students really afraid to tell us they
are unhappy? It was not what people said in the plenary sessions and review exercises, but then Morris claimed
they were too scared to tell the truth. I felt our reviews enabled people to speak their minds, and if fear was an
inhibiting factor then there was something fundamentally wrong with the course design. On balance I thought
Morris was exaggerating. I trusted-our process but was still anxious.

The class were working in groups researching for day four. I visited each one and checked-out their feelings
about the course, the research task and the fact of Morris leaving. I found nothing to support what Morris had
claimed. I said Morris felt people were afraid to speak, but everyone expressed satisfaction and felt Graham and
I were people who would listen; "David, you know me! Do you think I'd stay quiet if there was something wrong?"
Two people seemed pleased that Morris was leaving, though they did not express it in words. One made ner
satisfaction clear nonverbally. I was surprised because Morris was a big character. 1 had imagined he was popular
and that his departure would disturb the group.

I got the feeling that Morris was isolated from the others, with little or no support. I brought up the subject at
both the evening's closing plenary, and the opening plenary on the following day. I wanted to give the group an
opportunity to grieve, but there was no discussion about it. Morris was forgotten and only referred to once during

the week as "a Londoner" with "down to earth views".



Redressing the Balance

The perspective I have related is still concerned with justifying my practice - perhaps to you the reader. It
constructs Morris as an individual with certain deficits as a teacher. Before moving on I would like to add another
perspective that treats him (or at least the person I have created here) as a construction of the social situation.

Morris had recently completed a CertEd, and had been involved in training and instruction for many years. I
surmise he saw himself as more experienced and having a higher status than the other students, most of whom
were novices (this was a beginners' qualification). In our classroom, everyone is at once teacher and leamner: it is
not a place where one can adopt a position of superiority in relation to others. Morris's persona as an experienced
practitioner would have been constantly undermined by the approach we were role modelling - not out of disrespect,
but because each person is expected to be a learner about his/her practice. We opened our teaching decisions to
examination by the group, and we acknowledged feedback and criticism by listening and making changes. The
group began to accept and value this approach, but it was one that contradicted Morris's practice.

He must have experienced us as very powerful and challenging of both his knowledge and his practice. His
frustration would have increased during the second day when he saw the rest of the group begin to understand
what we were doing, and so to change the way they understood the practice of teaching. He had set himself up
as an experienced practitioner and could not back down without losing face. He would have become increasingly
1solated from the other students, both drawing back from them and them drawing back from him.

There were other antecedents that would have weighed on Morris's mind. In the police service, training is
characterised by a 'facilitative-didactic’' dualism that structures reality in terms of just two possible styles of
teaching. The dualism enables criticism of the former position, one associated with the approach to training taken
in the late 1980s and early 1990s (see Chapter 2). Facilitation is stereotyped as "all beanbags and sandals"; instead
of law testing there was only the persistent question "How do you feel about that?" and when probationers asked
questions they were met by the all-purpose redirection "what does the class think?" It is a caricature of the term
"facilitation", although it has to be admitted that a lot of bad training was done by inexpert police trainers.

Morris was aware of this. The mention of "facilitation", combined with the resentment at being forced to come
is likely to have predisposed him to look for grounds to criticise us, and to resist what was happening. When Morris
arrived in the classroom, he was not just experiencing a different approach; he was being subjected to everything
he felt was bad about police training. It was an implicit criticism of his teaching and a demand that he had to change.
It is trrelevant that my teacher persona was a caring, empowering one, because the battle-lines had been drawn
up before Morris arrived. Morris was not resisting the teacher in me, he was resisting the bandit. He was not given

the opportunity to show he was not a dinosaur, or that he could learn. and design teaching that focused on the
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learner rather than himself,

Morris Justifies his Practice

It is unacceptable to the hierarchical authority to leave a course after two days on the grounds "it wasn't for
me". Sucharationale would invite criticism. The only legitimate justification for leaving would be if the course was
to blame. No other rationale would be sufficient. To take responsibility for one's actions is to admit culpability and
invite punishment. In this sense, 'responsibility’ means 'blameworthiness' in the eyes of the hierarchical authority.
Personal responsibility is discouraged by denying the authority to judge one's own actions.

Morris was required to explain himselfto his line manager, Milton, and inevitably he had to blame us forrunning
a bad course. Milton had no authority to punish me and so he secured Morris's complaint in the form of a written
report. A 'report’ in the police environment is a formal document used to pass matters to managers at higher levels
in the hierarchy. This puts Morris's report into context. It is a rational justification showing how his experience of
the course deviated from what he would describe as good practice. He has to be critical of the course because the
context in which he is required to tell the story demands it.

In the opening paragraph of his report Morris confirmed my story that I persuaded him to come, even though
he thought he had "enough experience of basic trainer skills". He went on to explain his "amazement" at the problem
solving task we set the group. He felt there was insufficient time for an experienced trainer to research and plan
a session, let alone novices who would have "no formal teaching on presentation skills and lesson planning". He
saw day one as "a series of aimless discussions” that failed to meet his expectations; the day was "a wasted
opportunity for the trainers to pass onto the students their obvious wealth of experience”. Morris continued by
explaining that day two "was no better ... we sataround once againinaimless discussion”. He expressed his opinion
that the subjects for the students' teaching sessions were "too in depth", and the time should have been spent
on learning "conventional teaching methods”. He offered a suitable syllabus oi subjects fitting his definition of
"conventional”. and concluded that once these methods have been leamned then "the student can move onto
facilitative teaching methods, which are not for the novice trainer."

The Blaming Ritual

Milion sent Morris's report to Steve - the head of training and my manager - indicating the course needed closer
inspection and that he would like to talk about it. A copy was sent to me. The ritual called for me to justify to Steve
what I was doing and, just as with Morris, the only acceptable justification would be one which was critical. Steve
asked for a report and suggested we should meet at a later date to discuss it.

The situation was discussed in the core group. We were livid at Morris's accusations - "how dare he", "who

is he to say these things" etc. and our view was that we had to make a robust defence of our practice to Steve. It
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raised an ethical issue however; I felt uncomfortable about using material I had collected during the course and
about having to be critical of Morris in a situation where he could lose his job. Luke expressed the view that we
should "throw the book at him" and I admit at times I felt it was exactly what I wanted to do. But I struggled with
the idea that there must be an educational way of solving the problem. I felt we were being forced to respond by
blaming Morris, and this was no different from him blaming us. I did not want to participate in something which
seemed so dishonest, but the blaming ritual required I do it. It required me to tell a story about my practice that
explicitly branded Morris as unsuitable to be a group leader.

My analogy for the situation pictured Morris as a third former, me as a sixth former, Milton the Head Prefect
and Steve the Headmaster. Between us we had setup a situation which had to be referred to the Headmaster because
none of us saw ourselves as able to sort out the problem. It did not seem very adult. I want to tell a story about
my practice that gives me responsibility for my problems; I do not want to story myself as dependent on a senior
person to do it for me.

The blaming ritual requires a third person - the headmaster - to report to. We cannot just blame each other and
not involve a third person. Each party has to tell a story to the arbiter that both blames, and in doing so justifies
his/her practice. The nature of blaming is as a story; it is a story that explains ourselves (and our practice) and the
audience for the story is that person in authority. In our hierarchical setting, professionals' stories of their practice
tend to setup dualisms; they tend to be about fighting another position; they tend to be self justifying; and they
tend to be blaming. The blaming ritual is a way of avoiding taking responsibility for one's problems and it means
storying one's self and one's practice as part of a dependent relationship.

Breaking the Ritual

In my search for an educational solution I met both Morris's first and second line managers. I hoped we could
negotiate a solution to the problem by understanding each others' positions better. I offered time and resources
to address Morris's needs but despite smiles and thanks at the time, I was rebuffed. I ignored the request fora report
and the matter was forgotten fora while. When the summons to the Headmaster's study came I was not reprimanded
for the course design, I received a ruler across the knuckles for not keeping the customer satisfied. Steve's concern
was with appearances.

I could try to step out of the ritual, but it continued anyway. If you don't play the game you are considered to
have something to hide; if you don't justify yourself then your actions must be unjustifiable. I declined to play
my part in the ritual but the result was the galling feeling I had not defended myself. [ wentaway feeling [ had been
told-off and that Steve interpreted my acquiescence as guilt or incompetence. It seems I could not win either way.

The unpleasant consequences did not stop there. My refusal to blame Morris meant he did not experience any
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negative consequences from his complaint and so he continued to criticise what we did. That too was galling.

I'asked myself, am I being too proud? 1 am happy with my practice. If 1 had time and opportunity then I could
do something to change both Steve's and Morris's understanding. I do not have those opportunities and so I must
accept the situation as it is; I must work with their understanding as it is. Allowing them to be the judges of my
practice is what launches us into the blaming ritual. If I am to take responsibility for evaluating my own practice
then I must be circumspect about their criticism. To do otherwise is to get into blaming. That will involve acting
unethically and uneducationally. It is unethical because the structure of the situation is that one can only defend
oneselfby attacking the other; and it is uneducational because biaming and criticism do nothing to help each others'
understanding.

Ifeel there was an inevitability about the way my initial manipulation of Morris led to the blaming ritual. Itbegan
because I had assumed the authority to judge Morris's practice, in exactly the same way that the blaming ritual called
on Steve to judge mine. The only personal responsibility a practitioner has is what he or she can be blamed for,
and the only authority for judging a practice is the hierarchical one.

Itis in this way that practice is produced over time. Practitioners' stories are written as battles. "We" are trying
to doa good job, butitisa cénstant struggle against those who get in the way; those who do not understand how
much better it would be if they would cooperate. But of course we will always find someone to fail to cooperate
over something, and it will enable us to continue writing that story of the journey and the virtuous struggle.

Collaboration as I am conceiving it involves working with others in ways that do not impose dependent roles.
The ability to make choices about which roles to perform implies the responsibility to evaluate one's own practice
- the external authority is not required. Blaming is not collaborative because it forces people to take on the roles
of accuser, accused and arbiter.

RESPONSIBILITY

One of the ways in which hierarchical authority removes practitioners' personal responsibility is by its adoption
~of objective, competence standards. In the next vignette I look at a personal experience of the police service
obsession with standards,.and then, in a longer critical incident I look at the social consequences of the search
forobjectivity.

Standards

I attended a meeting of police training managers from various parts of the country, our agenda being the
discussion of difficulties with staff development. I had been invited to talk about our innovations (see chapters
7 and 8) and their variation from the 'national model'.

The concept of a national model was important to most people present at the meeting; in fact it was more than
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aconcept to them, it was something objective and real (see Macdonald et al. 1987). It was illustrated in the first
discussion which centred around criticism of the Centrex trainer development programme (TDP) and its apparent
failure to produce a consistent quality of trainer. Delegates expected the 'output’ of the programme to be a
predictable trainer who knew, and could perform, a specificrange oftasks. The national model was real in the sense
of being an instrumental process whose output could be controlled in detail.

One area where delegates wanted controls to be tightened was the experiential learning cycle (Kolb 1984) or
the ELCasitiscalled. The ELC has become a central dogma of police training (NPT 1996) to the extent that Centrex
added its own competences to the National Vocational Qualification standards to specifically coverit (NPT 2000;
Centrex 2003). Police trainers are expected to structure their lesson plans using the ELC, and theirrole in class is
to "take students around it" in relation to each of the learning objectives for a lesson. A vocabulary has developed
around the dogma in which 'to ELC' becomes a verb; trainers will ELC a subject, and students are spoken of as
having been ELC'd. Trainers will also discuss the doing of ELCs, of mini-ELCs within the main-ELC and so forth.
Assessors will look for the ELCs, assess the ELCing and expect trainers to share in the discourse. The language
has a strong sense of a physical operation on learners - an assault, a doing-to. The ELC has become the objective
indicator of learning. If the students were ELC'd then they were léamed-to.

Delegates' reaction to my presentation was perhaps predictable, "What do you do about quality assurance?",
"What do you do about a trainer who does not come up to standard?" The Centrex standards were seen as the
definitive method for identifying whether a trainer was good enough or not; ifa trainer does not meet the standards
then there is no question about it - the matter can be decided objectively. If there is a problem with a particulartrainer

“then it is seen as a personal deficit; the role of the coach is to "implant” the required knowledge (implant was their
term). Once the knowledge has been given, it is assumed a trainer does not use it because he/she does not want
to - and should be blamed for being a bad trainer.

- There are two issues here. Firstly, there is a faith in the objectivity of standarcs, based on the assumption that
performance criteria can represent a complex social situation. Secondly, adherence to the object:vity of standards
and rules obviates the need to consider the moral aspects of a situation. Values can be factored-cut of the equation
by the rules, and indeed this has happened in the Centrex training design model (Centrex 2002). This isan cxample
ofthe general tendency for police organisations to rationalise social situations in technical or legal terms (Metcalfe
2001; Westmarland and Yearley 2001; Macdonaldetal. 1987). The world is made asimpler place by notconsidering
the ethical dimension (Gregory 2000; Adlam 1999).

Police organisations understand national standards as value-free and therefore as denying the affective issues

underpinning any performance. Values are institutionalised in the sense that the worth of the product comes to
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be identified with the measuring process (Illich 1971). Goodman (1971: 13), calls this "a progressiveregimentation
and brainwashing, on scientific principles". The standards appear to provide an objective answer: they allow us
to deny all of the other affective issues that demand ethical and moral engagement.

My pedagogic practice brought a concern for the ethical aspects that was alien to the police environment (see
chapters 7 and 8). I argued with the delegates that if we began to rely only on competence standards to develop
our staff then we were renouncing any philosophy or principles of ethical and educational action. We needed to
build a practice that did notappeal to an objective external authority to give validity to our decisions, and thisimplied
a quite different approach to the issue of assessment.

I wanted to develop self and peer assessment. I saw group norms being established through team teaching,
with the tutor "downloading" (Hargreaves 2001) assessment information. I wanted to say we needed faithin anew
paradigm, not expert assessors. I felt assessment information could be regarded as knowledge, like any other form
of knowledge. Assessment has to be learned, rather than done to people. We would not impose knowledge - so
why do we impose assessment? We have to learn to value assessment; to learn to live it.

The principles I brought to this project were emancipation (in the terms discussed in chapter 4), a concern for
the values behind action rather than their institutionalisation in standards, and finally collaborative relationships
rather than competitive and blaming ones. Delegates at the meeting still wanted to know how I would cope with
a trainer who had not come up to standard; the only answer I could give was that I had a faith in the relationships
it would create. My faith was put to the test in the following story.

Isabel: A Critical Incident

We had begun to apply a new process for training our novice trainers. They complete the six week TDP course
run by Centrex and then come to us fora period of work place learning and qualification. The Centrex model requires
new trainers to be allocated a work place coach/assessor who will devise an assessment plan of three, 172 hour
observed teaching sessions. Traditionally this is done over a four week period.

. We had moved away from that system because it minimised our chances of any long-term influence on the work
-place. The police cultural understanding was that a qualified trainer was an expert in the fieid who did not need
toexpend any further effort on self-development. We agreed a longer period of developrment of six to nine months,
which increased our contact time with new trainers and improved our understanding of their team cultures. The
first six months focused on coaching and development, then a plan for assessment could be organised if we were
confident in a trainer's ability to continue his/her development. My assumption was that, after 9 months work with
a trainer, the NVQ standards would be irrelevant.

Isabel wasa specialist trainer working for the Community Affairs Department and one ot herroles wasteaching

132



race and diversity related subjects. She was one of the first trainers to join us under this new svstem and it was
planned for Graham to work with her. He found after the first two months that Isabel was not improving. She occupied
a position of authority within her groups and was concerned more with supporting her role as the knowledgeable
expertthan with facilitating group learning. She worked ata superficial level and was unable toreflectonher practice
or her relationships with the class. She was the omniscient giver of information and treated her class as the
repositories for the knowledge she imparted.

Graham coached her for six months but felt she was still not ready to be assessed. Isabel ignored his advice
and assembled and submitted her NVQ portfolio. Naturally Graham assessed it as not-competent, and as the second
line manager I verified what Graham had done. Isabel declined to continue with Graham as hercoach, andbecause
at that time I was the only other person available to work with her, I took on the role.

I experienced the same problems as Graham and within two weeks our relationship had broken down. I decided
my department could no longer support Isabel in her development, which meant she would lose her training role.
However, before this decision was ratified she found another post and resigned. The story is the straight forward
one of a novice trainer who was not up to the job; she was assessed as not-competent, given a second chance
and then left when it was obvious she would not reach the standard.

That is the story I had to tell to the hierarchical authority to justify what had happened. It tells of a training
department operating a rational development policy. The practice of teaching is a rational one, based on national
standards, and operated by assessors who are trained to apply them. Judged by those standards, Isabel was a
teacher with deficits who did not take advice given by experts and who ultimately paid for herinattention by failing.

It is a story which is designed to play a part in the blaming ritual. However, my interestin the incident is based
on two different questions: firstly, what part did objective standards play in the outcome; and secondly, what part
was played by my own principles of emancipation, values and collaboration.

Isabel's Perspective

Graham, Isabel and her line manager Jim, metto discuss Graham's verdici on her portfolio. Isabel feared losing
her training job, but felt she had a good case t show she had been treated unfairly. Her story makes that case by
criticising the work of the core group, and as such the intended audience is not Graham, but the hierarchical authority

who can overrule his decision. Isabel wrote her own notes about the meeting and distributed them to other

interested parties. I quote from them below:

Why has it taken seven months to be told about this? Why wasn't there a proper debrief done after every session?
And the developmental areas then discussed? Is that my fault? I question the format of the development process:

is there one?
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... I don'thave the same learning style as Graham and those in his team, but I am still developing and I have to find
my own style. I feel that Graham is being subjective and not objective. Their style of learning and training differs

from us slightly. I am not saying it is wrong, but I feel a person has to develop in their own way - with guidance
- but without the pressure of someone else's style being put upon them. )

Icannotbelieve that I have not hit one C unit! [the NVQ competencies] ...  disagree with Graham; I feel that I have
hit some of the competencies ...

.. seven months later I am told I am not developing. Well am I? Yes; but to whose agenda?

There is a strong sense of both injustice and blame in what Isabel writes, and I would like to develop these two
points.

1. Isabel feels the national standards (the C units) are quite clearand objective. She demonstrated this forexample
in the way she wrote her lesson plans, marking against each paragraph the competencies she had "hit". She saw
the portfolio-building task as the accumulation, over time, of the necessary competences. Her beliefis that the gap
between current performance and overall competence can be precisely specified in terms of the individual
performance criteria still to be collected. She felt it was unreasonable for Graham not to supply her with a list of
the competences she had not "hit".

Additionally, she feltthe development process should have made clear how her collection of these competences
was progressing, and clearly it had not done so. Her argument is she has been disadvantaged by this, and asks
in her story, Is there a development process? This brings me to the second point - blame.

2. Isabel feels blamed for not attaining the standard. She responds predictably by first justifying her practice,
and then by making accusations against the other party. This ensures the issue must be decided by a higher
authority. Neither she nor Graham is now capable of solving the problem.

Her questioning ofthe development process and her statement that herteaching style is different from Graham's
(and mine and Luke's) is a direct criticism of the new procedures we had introduced. She calls on the authority of
her colleagues - Graham's practice differs from "us" - i.e. from the rest of her team. She and her colleagues all teach
in the same way, but Graham expects her to work by different principles. Her criticism is tentative, "l am not saying
it is wrong", but she clearly thinks it is unfair. She wants to be assessed according to the standards of the other
trainers, with whom she identifies.

The case she is making is based on the familiar us-and-them dualism, a fight between her department and ours.
The national standards are the authority to which she appeals, and her grounds for blaming our department arc
that we changed the rules and attempted to measure her against a subjective standard.

The Line Manager's Perspective
Jim had what he called "a history" with Isabel. He never described what this was. and would only say he could

not understand how she had got a job in the Community Affairs Department in the first place. It was no surprise
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to him she had not made the grade as a trainer and his aim was to get rid of her as quickly as possible.

This surfaced when I offered him options for handling a development process with Isabel. I was keen to work
with her as part of a group in order to expose her to the practice of other trainers. Jim was reluctant and I sensed
he had already made his decision based on that secret "history"; she was not going to make a trainer, and he would
find a way to move her on. Jim had good reason to support assessment of Isabel against national standards because
it would achieve his objective.

However, whilst he supported our action he harboured reservations about the development process we were
promoting. He thought the old system would have dispensed with Isabel's services within four weeks; but he had
to wait eight months. He asked the question, "Can1afford to have someone in my department for that time ifthey're
not competent?" He wanted to know what it implied for all the students she had taught, his worry being connected
to the vicarious liability of the organisation (an issue discussed in Chapter 5). He argued that if we were going to
have a trainer teaching other staff then we really ought to be sure the person was competent.

So Jim supported the outcome of our development process, but was concerned about our overall practice. He
felt we needed a clear procedure for identifying those people who were incompetent, and he saw the national
standards as providing it. Ina way his position was quite close to Isabel's; they both wanted a quick decisionmaking
process, she because it would have qualified her and Jim because it would have eliminated her. On balance I feel
the old system would have worked in Isabel's favour.

The Headmaster's Perspective

From my point of view there was no reason why Steve, my line manager, should be involved because staff
development is my responsibility. Isabel considered using our grievance procedure, but did not, and in the end
she departed voluntarily to take up anew job. There was no part for Steve to play, and at best I would have informed
him of the events in terms of the realist story. So it is surprising he has a perspective to add to this.

It was Jim who referred the matter to him. He was responding to the blaming ritual. Graham made accusations
against Isabel, and she made counter-accusations against our whole department. Jim had no authority to require
me to justify my practice to him, so he concluded that the matter had to be passed to a higher authority to decide.

Steve communicated his decision to Graham, and then later to me as manager of the department. He accepted
the need to get rid of Isabel and supported our decision. I found his judgement irritating because I did not want
his support, nor did I ask for it. I felt it was a matter for me and I did not need his validation of my action - and far
less so, the need to have him evaluate me by it. However, Steve saw it as his role to play headmaster - to be the
sanctioning authority, and the ultimate locus for any evaluation.

He picked-up on Isabel's complaint that Graham had not made it clear to her. throughout the process. exactly
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how and where her performance was failing. His judgement was that it is typical of managers in our organisation
to avoid telling people they are "under-performing”. He thought managers needed to be "less squeamish about
hurting peoples' feelings"”. He saw it as a character trait of the "new style" of trainer (i.e. the facilitator), considering
them to be too "fluffy”, and unwilling to make difficult decisions.

However, Isabel's tentative criticism of our development practice carried no authority with Steve, thus she was
destined to lose if she tried to fight us. On the other hand, though our practice was vindicated, Steve still found
some reason to evaluate and criticise what we had done. It is interesting that in both this case and in Morris's, his
criticism had nothing to do with the facts presented by either side; he had his own, different agenda. In that sense
he was not an arbiter because he did not arbitrate the dispute. He made a decision based on factors that were
important to him, and his response "we mustn't upset the customers" is perhaps a clue. In a hierarchy there are
always bigger fish and I suspect he was concerned he may have to answer to a higher court if the matter became
publicknowledge.

There are no winners in the blame ritual. Everyone is judged - even the headmaster.

Graham's Perspective

Inseveral places I have referred to disapproval of our staff development process and  must now be more precise
about what this entailed.

We had not merely changed the protocol for coaching new trainers; we had begun to understand differently
what that coaching should involve. We saw the trainers concentrating on teaching law subjects and thus
decontextualising police work and contributing to the institutionalisation of values (see Chapter 2). One of our
motives was to engender the teaching of a more holistic police practice. The longer development pertod was part
of the prescription for changing the trainers' practice, rather than a more rigorous qualification process. Their
resistance to us was perhaps a reaction to feeling blamed for doing police training wrongly.

This puts some of Isabel's complaints into perspeciive. When she complained that Graham was tryingtoimpose
a different way of teaching upon her, in fact that is just what ¢ was doing. We had decided on the nine-month
programine because it allowed more time to confront the attitudes embedded in work teams. Itis unsurprising that,
by extending the period of development, we actually created « more difficult problem for ourselves; coaching would
necessarily confront the culture, since that was the purpose of the change.

Graham saw Isabel as a person who could play the traditional hierarchical trainer, but could not facilitate learning.
He told me a story about one incident; Isabel and three colleagues ;x'ere doing the introductory session to a short
course. The four of them sat at the front of the group, in a line. Graham described a feeling of deep embarrassment

"It was as if they were holding court", and he was concerned that, as a member of the training department, he might
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be associated with what they were doing. He described himself as sitting unobtrusively in the horseshoe of
students hoping not to be noticed. He then described how Isabel disregarded the life-histories and experiences
which people brought to the group and valued only the new set of skills they would have to learn.

On several occasions Graham asked me to be present during his tutorials with Isabel. I felt she did not listen
to him; when he invited her to consider something she would accept it or concur with it, but her response was just
a little too quick. I sensed it was an habitual or automatic reaction because it never allowed quite enough time to
have actually considered Graham's point. I wrote in my notes that she refused to show any vulnerability in front
ofhim, even that small commitment involved in being a learner. We discussed it once and Graham said he felt she
did not respect him. It was something I too had sensed.

Graham often talked to Luke and myself about his relationship with Isabel. I asked him ifhe would address the
problemby confronting her with his feeling that she was not listening and did notrespect him. Graham would always
agree it was necessary, but felt he could not, or would not do this. He was concerned about his own vulnerability
in frontofher, fearing she would interpret it as weakness and take advantage of him. Graham could only see himself
becoming more vulnerable to her.

I recorded another occasion when we discussed the same issues. Graham said he was feeling bad about the
way things were going with Isabel, the relationship was unrewarding for him and he felt frustrated and concerned.
I knew from experience that if one person in a relationship was feeling frustrated then the other would be too. It
was only a short step to the conclusion that Isabel's continued problems with meeting Graham's expectations were
partly symptoms of that relationship.

I felt I had a responsibility to help Graham develop. He had willingly adopted the new development practice,
but in this instance he was not following it. I sought-out opportunities to discuss the problem but never pressed
beyond the point where he expressed his fears. I just hoped I had done enough to get him thinking. I noriced an
uncomfortable parallel; Isabel refused tc collaborate with her groups, Graham avoided his relationship problem
with Iszbel, and 1 drew back from intruding in Graham's practice. Were these all connected?

Three months later the problem returned and Graham called a meeting to discuss our options. His opening
suggestion was that we needed to be more prescriptive with trainers when we first began working with them; we
should use our authority to get them to do what we want. I recalled that months before Graham had made the same
argument. He and Luke tried it at the same time, butit was an effort to teach enablement by overpowering the learncr.
Tt had not worked for either of them, and Luke was the first to disagree with Graham's proposal.

Luke agreed with me that Isabel's difficulties in class were the symptoms of other problems. She had to be invited

to solve these, which implied sorting out the relationship problem with her mentor. I think Graham saw this and
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it was evident he was still very uncomfortable with the prospect. I broached the issue directly and he expressed
the same fears as he had done previously. He rationalised his position on the grounds that delving deeper into
Isabel's problems would be crossing a line into counselling he felt was inappropriate. I still avoided suggesting

he was part of the problem - which appeared to make me part of it too.

Within days of this last discussion the matter was taken out of Graham's hands because Isabel refused to

continue working with him.
My Perspective

I'am certain that to progress with Isabel, Graham had to tackle the issue of their relationship. He had adopted
a practice, together with the rest of our team, concerned with helping the trainers develop more satisfying
relationships with their classes. One of the requirements of this practice was that we role-model those same
relationships ourselves. In doing so we teach the practice we expect them to adopt, and enable them to rethink their
understanding of what they do.

I'wasresponsible for introducing this new practice and I therefore had a responsibility to help Graham develop
into the role. He showed signs of being unable to work in that way, and it is ironic that the alternative position he
advocated was the same hierarchical approach for which he criticised Isabel. He could not find a way of getting
Isabel to work collaboratively with her groups without just telling her to. I question now whether [ experienced
the same difficulty with him. I had an understanding of what he needed to do, but I found no strategies for helping
him to rethink his practice. All T had done was to tell him what he needed to do - perhaps in a more sophisticated
way than Isabel with her class - but with the same effect.

I needed to spend much more time with Graham working on the problem, but whilst I had instituted the new
practice I had not made the time and resources available for the proper management of it. I held the philosophical
position that an appeal to the national standards was self-contradictory, but I had not thought through its practical
consequences Isabel was being asked to do something that neither Graham nor I was capable of supporting.

Luke and I discussed the crisis, and shared an understanding about what had to be done. We each feit capable
of doing it, and I suspect we both agreed that Graham was not, though we never said so. I worked wiih Isabel ovrr
a short period and was able to do some of the things I had suggested to Graham, but my achievement was too little

too late. Atthe time I felt the biggest success was that Isabel decided to leave without us resorting to a competence

assessment. But this was a pyrrhic victory.

Concluding Remarks

I presented the story of Isabel with two questions in mind, "What were the parts plaved in the final outcome
by (a) observablc standards and (b) my pedagogic philosophics”.
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National performance standards are a thread running through each perspective of the story, but what is their
importance to the unfolding drama? My contention is the standards have been institutionalised so that the function
they perform for the organisation has become disassociated from their original purpose. The standards were
adopted to ensure teaching staff were sufficiently trained, experienced and knowledgable to run police training.
It is a purpose which cannot be understood outside of the context of our expectations for a policing service, or
of the financial, political and social constraints placed on the teaching situation. If the story I have narrated were
about 'standards' then it would have been an exploration of these issues; it would have been about people making
sense of standards, applying them to their situations, overcoming the limitations, and resolving the contradictions
and paradoxes.

However, in each of the perspectives I related, the standards are taken as non-problematic. They are not
questioned because it is not their meaning or application that is important. For Steve, standards are about
performance management; for Jim they are managers' protection against vicarious liability; for Isabel they are the
gatekeepers into a new job. Each of these ideas implies that standards convey hierarchical authority. and in doing
sotheyplay the role of arbiter in the blaming ritual. They are notused to secure objective measures of performance,
but to legitimate the right to judge others. They are aninstitutionalised form of control that structures relationships
between people in exactly the same way as other symbols of rank and status. National standards have been
subverted by the police hierarchical authority to produce more control mechanisms rather than good teachers.

If the stories I have narrated are not about national standards, then neither are they about my pedagogic
philosophies.

My first principle was emancipation. In both Morris's and Isabel's stories the theme from my perspective was
the empowerment of the trainer to make decisions, rather than having to depend on an expert authority. However,
the context overwhelmed my intentions and they were offered a Hobson's choice, which I rationalised as something
more virtuous. In none of the perspectives is the issue of emancipation important; I had an emancipatory practice,
but neither story is about emancipation.

My second principle was a concern for values over standards. I wanted to make it possible for decisions about
the future of trainers to be freed from the certainties of national standards, and instead for us to value the generation
of our own contextual, knowledge. But this was not a debate about the autonomous professional versus the
competent technician (Radnor 2002). Neither of the stories is about the ethics of decision making or the practical
morality of relating to others.

My third principle was collaboration, but this does not seem to have figured in the stories either. Blaming s

the antithesis of collaboration, and the blaming ritual inhibits ethical or educational action. I learmmed more about
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what collaboration is not, in my context, than about what it is. The relationships between the participants in the
two stories were complex and do not offer a straightforward model for participatory research. An array of
circumstances combined to construct Morris and Isabel as incompetent trainers, and despite my principles and
good intentions I could do little more than spectate.

The stories in this chapter show how authority constructs its 'regimes of truth'. Blame is of course a natural
human reaction and 'standards' express justifiable worries about behaviour. Neither is intrinsically bad. My
argument 1s they become dangerous when they are used to structure a version of reality, and in my context that
reality implied debilitating forms of relationship. Truth is associated with particular ways of relating. My truths were

irrelevant to participants because they did not trust the implied relationships. This is why it is such arisk and takes

great faith to believe something new.
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7 Learning and Identity
Training the trainers: Part 1 of the City & Guilds Certificate

One way to think of learning is as the historical production, transformation, and change of persons.

Lave and Wenger (1996: 146)

Inthis chapter and the nextI move the focus of the research from the trainers' work groups to the City and Guilds
7307 programme we run at the College. The programme developed a methodology for police training aimed at the
specific relationship problems identified in Chapters 5 and 6. My theoretical context was the researcher-teacher-
learner model of research introduced in the previous chapter, and a link between relationships and knowledge I
have calledthe Learning Triangle. Reflexive examination of group processes foregrounded unhelpfui relationships,
and practitioner-research was engendered through dialogue about teaching and learning.

Part 1 of the 7307 programme is a week-long course and Part 2 consists of 15 days spread over 10 months. We
run four Part 1 courses each year and take two or three groups through Part 2. The first section of this chapter relates
to a Part | course which I ran with Luke in the first year of the research. It looks at the experiences of four people,
two students - Peter and Naomi, and Luke and myself. The second section of the chapter focuses on the classroom
situation on the final day of a similar course run nine months later. The aim of the chapter is to show how
collaboration and learning were legitimised by the removal of barriers to new forms of relationship. The trainers
and students transgressed boundaries into new frames of reference and the quality of that action is what I call
'collaboration'. The chapter is a study of the nature of the relationships and how they developed, rather than the
specific pedagogy and content of the course.

The complexity of human social behaviour emphasises collaboration as characterised by difference and
diversity, rather than compliance and conformity. Linking this to the discusstcn of Berlin's two forms of libertv
(Chapter 5), collaboration is not related to negative freedom - the content o agreement - bui to positive rreedom
It is a quality of action concerned with how we collaborate, rather than what we collaborate over.

There is a piquancy to the stories in this chapter when taken in the context of the mean-spirited culture [ have
illustrated so far. Our 7307 programme was counter-cultural in its emphasis on the quality of relationships.

1. TRANSFORMING IDENTITY: PETER

I want to begin by telling two stories about Peter. He is a police officer and I met him when he came on onc of

the assessment days I organise to select new staff for the training college. I remembered him in particular because

he closing date for the assessment and telephoned to talk to me about it. Job applications are sifted
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and reviewed by our Human Resources department, who then send me a list of candidates I can invite to the
assessment. Late applications are not accepted - those are the rules.

I broke the rules for Peter. I made an extra place, bypassed HR and invited him direct. Rules are too arbitrary
for real people. I felt an affinity with Peter because the rules had excluded him.

When I met him that day, I think I already Wanted to like him and I hoped he would do well. I was assessing
one of the selection exercises in which candidates do a presentation in front of the other applicants. They are given
a random subject to prepare in advance.

Peter stood before us, his subject was 'communication’. On the table in front of him was a loaf of bread, a carton
of margarine, a jar of apricot jam and a knife.

"I'd like you to pretend I'm a visitor from Mars" he began. "I want you to give me instructions how to make a
piece of bread andjam." He looked around the group smiling, and waited. There was a silence; no one had anticipated
having to join in. The best performers on this assessment task manage to gain the participation of their peers - no
mean achievement if you can do it meaningfully in just 15 minutes! But it was unexpected and so it was amoment
or two before anyone responded.

"Open the packet of bread" offered one person.

Peter picked up the loaf; his fingers digging into the package. Then with a swift movement of arms, the plastic
flashed and the loaf exploded before our eyes.

I was impressed. I couldn't believe he'd gone to the trouble of practising it, so it was a spectacular result for
a first attempt. I laughed out loud - it was very funny.

The poiht of his demonsﬁation became obvious; for several minutes the group struggled to give him
instructions precise enough to get a slice of bread buttered, jammed and eaten.

However, it turned out to be a fairly mediocre presentation. The promise oi group participation did not
materialise. He had a message to communicate to the group, and our task was to sit back, passively, and absorb
it. It wéé just about as enj byable as a slice of cheap white bread.
| I sti’;l remember how Iifelt when the loaf of bread exploded. I took a risk and ensured Peter was offered a job.
A month later he was sitting in my Part 1 7307 class.

Petér reminded me 6f myself. I remembered many years before, when I was new to teaching - on my teaching
practice in fact, I was struggling with the problem of teaching 'Criminal Damage' to a particularly dull class of
probationer constables. It was a time when I still blamed the class for being dull. I thought, how about walking
into class with a large vase, and then smashing it on the floor? Hey presto criminal damage - and it would wake

them up! 1 didn't do it. T knew, whilst it might shock them. it wouldn't make them think. And anyway, I didn’t have
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a vase.

Inthe explosion of Peter's loafof bread, as 1 laughed outloud, I saw my vase smashing onthe floor. I felt I knew
whathe was thinking. Tknew what he wanted to do. It was to make people think. He knew it was important for them
to be engaged. It didn't work of course, it was only entertainment, but I chose to mark him on the basis of what
I thought he wanted to do, rather than what he achieved. And so he got the job.

My second story about Peter begins on the first day of the course. As part of an exploration of our experiences
as learners, Peter described to the group his example of a good learning experience. He had attended a firearms
coursein Canada, several years before. It was gruelling (his description), and brutal (my judgement). The instructors
were relentlessly bullying. Weak members of the course were picked-on by the instructors and harried until they
chosetoleave. The rest of the group dare not show any support for fear ofbecoming the next victim. Peter described
it as a positive experience because fear of the instructors encouraged the group to rely on each other. It ensured
they "gelled as a group" and "got things right" for the benefit of each other. Peter wanted to make leamers feel
that same sense of team spirit.

I was worried he saw this as exemplary teaching and learning. It was not the kind of pedagogy we encouraged
- even in the police!

When he later joined the training team, I recall he had a framed photograph on his desk. It reminded me of the
film "The Deer Hunter"; a group of young men including Peter, crouched, smiling at the camera, in camouflaged
gear and holding their guns. Imused, and they 're all dead now except one. 1 assumed it was from the firearms course
in Canada. I felt it said something about the relationship Peter had with the world and with others; or at least the
way it was displayed said so - "This is me. This is who I am. This is my story."

Evidently his colleagues thought the photo was out of place because they pulled his leg about it, particularly
the women. I was with him one day when he told me it was just a day-out, paini-balling with friends. He had thought
of putting it away because of the sarcasm it attracted, and he asked me if I thought he should. It was a moment
of deep intimacy; an intimacy far beyond the norms of police culture. Peter was .ot just asking for advize about
where to hang a photo - I felt he was saying "what do you tnink 0¥ me?" 1 1iked Pezer, but the person I knew was
not conveyed in the militaristic message of the photo. However, the photograph was obviously significant to him
and I thought he shouldn't remove it just because I, or anyone else said he should.

I said, "No. Ifit's important to you, I think you should leave it there". He looked pleased and thanked me. and
determined to leave it.

Twelve months later, the photo was in his locker. It was important to him as a memento of old friends, but it

is no longer presented as part of his public identity. I have witnessed a transformation in Peter: he tells a diftercent
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story now.

Peter and Naomi

Our Part 1 course uses problem based learning (Atherton 2002). Students work in pairs to produce a two hour
micro-teach on a race-relations or diversity subject. The whole curriculum is carried by the process of learning to
work together on an issue which is about learning to live together. Thursday (day 4) is the critical point in the course
when participants present their work to the group.

I watched Peter on the course with the kind of paternal interest I had taken on the assessment day. but his

characterisation of teaching and learning was worrying. [ began to doubt I had chosen the right person. I wrote

in my notes:

Peteris naturally controlling and didactic. He isconcerned about his self-image. He hashad problemscoming
to terms with the whole issue of power. Our teaching has challenged this approach and on occasions he

has reacted against it.

I saw my task as confronting Peter over his use of personal power; unless he understood how it was
counterproductive, I could notrecommend him for a training post. I created opportunities to bring the issue of power
to the group, and as | was doing it, I had one eye on him.

Naomi was a trainer with the Community Affairs department, responsible for promoting links with minority
groups and for teaching race awareness to other officers. She began the week in a contented mood, other members
seeing her as responsible for "the group hugs", a private joke that was not shared with me. I was glad when Naomi
and Peter paired-up for the teaching task because I knew Naomi had experience running training on diversity issues.
She was a strong character and I reckoned she would be a good foil o the dour and disciplined Peter.

Part-way through the week I discovered they were planning *o run the micro-teach in nivch the same way as
Naom: always had. She evideﬁtly held her own against Peter, but I was disappointed she had not been more
adventurous. She proposed to remain within her comfon-.zone, repeating what she had done many times before.
[ discussed evaluation with them - it was part of the task that they should design some means of evaluating their
session. Naomi was reluctant to consider evaluation; she said it was impractical in her role, she justhad to "deliver
her package". She was particularly resistant to asking participants what they thought about her teaching. " would
never do that". She spoke with an immobile face, no shock, no emotion,; just an even and decisive I would never

do that, as if it needed no explanation.

She had once expressed concern about coping with officers who resisted the race equality message. and I began
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to suspect it dominated her relationship with teaching. She worked in a hostile environment where she dared not
show any weakness; her strategy was to "deliver the message" and then get out. I did not pay enough attention
to Naomi - I was too busy trying to convert Peter. I did not notice theirrelationship stagnating and Naomi becoming
quieter. On Wednesday we did an exercise with the group to help them form personal objectives for their micro-
teaching. Naomi said she had no objectives. I only became aware of the depth of her problem when, months later.
I went back over my field notes.

Their session on Thursday was not as good as others', despite their greater experience. Naomi was unsmiling
and mechanical in the sense that it did not seem to matter whether we participated or not; she just did what she
did and satdown. Peter was stiff and formal, embarrassed and self conscious. He was like a sergeant-major teaching
embroidery. Time was running out for him; but it had run out for Naomi - and I had not noticed.

On Friday moming I began a review of the previous day. It had been a significant event for most participants
and there was much to share. They were motivated and excited about their learning.

Peter had the knack of surprising me, and he did it once again.

He admitted to the group he was disappointed with his session. That evening "for the first time" he decided
to write some reflections. He explained how he realised he had resisted learning all week, or withdrawn to avoid
it. He had rejected the student-centred approach because he thought he could do it better his own way. But most
of all, he wanted to demonstrate to me how it should be done. And it hadn't worked. He realised he had gotin the
way of his own learning, and blamed it on everyone else.

It was like the loaf of bread exploding once more. I was struck by Peter's ingenuousness. His admission was
volunteered; it was not a response to others' revelations. It was an unconditional expression of how he felt he had
prevented his participation in the course. I was pleased - this was the person I thought I'had picked as a colleague.

The group were taken aback and responded to Peter's vulnerability by sharing their own learning experiences.
Naomi was the exception, "Now you can organise the group hugs" <he said to Peter. Her voice was cool and
unemotional. | wondered whether it was envy or disappointment. I senised she felt out of step with the group; they
had moved on in their learning and she was left isolated. Later, Naomi returned to the question she had asked at
the start of the week "how do I cope with resistance”. But this time it was an accusation You've not helped me -
vou're to blame for that.

I was really pleased about Peter's learning. Now I am very sad about Naomi's.

Teachers as Learners
In both humanist and traditional approaches 'the learner' is treated as stable and uncomplex (see Chapter 3).

In the same way 'the teacher' can be assumed to preexist the classroom situation. In the preceding narratives there
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is a sense of omniscience. I am the one who designs the context; I am the teacher, the stable background against
which the students learn. In this section I want to present the teacher as learner, and the teaching performance
as provisional and negotiated with other participants.

The Part 1 course was an experiment in problem based learning, and the context of the experiment was my own
practitioner research. The students' experience of the course was the data for the inquiry into my practice, and the
learning I achieved was about how to improve my action as teacher. For me and my colleague Luke with whom I
ran the course, it represented the opportunity to be researcher, teacher and learner.

The following is an extract from my journal, reflecting on the planning that preceded the course:

We seemed to collaborate well. I felt we had an equivalent understanding of things. I think we were both
making compromises, but we were happy to do so - partly out of respect for each others' feelings. ... We
both expressed the feeling that, even though we had never worked together before, we were looking forward
to co-facilitating. [ feel a great deal of trust in Luke's ability.

I think Luke is a bit anxious about the course. He expresses regularly the fact he sees himself as only just
setting-out on the road I have travelled. He says he doubts his ability as a teacher and he doubts his
intellectual understanding of what we are doing. But I have confidence and trust in him because of what
he says - the way he talks about teaching both theoretically and practically. ...

We experienced a disturbance to the equilibrium of our collaboration. I introduced some new material to
help with structuring our ideas around learning about learning. At this point Luke became very uneasy and
I got the impression he did not want to use it.

I felt Luke thought I was being too theoretical, that I wanted to impose on the students some theoretical
models they would not understand. He said.it had taker him years to get to his current understanding and
our group would have only a matter of days. I felt he was saying I was going to teach theoretically rather
than practically.

Isaid I used theory to inform my practice; I dor't necessarily teach itto the students. ! explained how I have
learned to recognise the signs in myself when I'am imposing things on students that they do not want. 1
said I thought he knew me well enough to be able to say stop if I do something that is not working.

I was concerned I had pushed Luke too far and regretted introducing the material. I felt it was the wrong
thing and wanted to turn the clock back. 1 felt responsible for spoiling our collaboration. I said we should

just put the new material to one side. I wanted to reassure Luke I had no intention of imposing anything
on him against his will.
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However, Luke was evidently thinking things through. He began to express his anxieties about the course
- his fears that our experiment would not work and his reliance on me. He described himselfas havin gtwo
voices - one sitting on either shoulder. One voice urges caution, use your power and take control of the
class; whilst the other wants to take the risk, trust the students. He described his resistance to the new
material as a symptom of his anxieties rather than the problem itself. He said it was a problem with himself

rather than with me; it was his emotional reaction to the anxiety of the risks we were taking.

This extract is from a piece of post-course writing:

I was keen to make the course work, and I was keen to allow Luke to bring-innew ideas. I was worried about
imposing my ideas on him - something which I felt did happen. ...

I felt at the time it was more important that Luke do things he was happy with. I think we developed amutual
respect. I think as the course progressed we were able to give each other feedback about what had happened
without feeling uncomfortable or defensive. I would say there was a caring for each other; however I don't
think I felt strongly about it until after the course. At first I cared that I did not want to spoil our relationship
by imposing things on him; the caring which developed later was a recognition we both felt like learners
and it was a great kindness to give feedback. ...

Our learning is not the discovery of some new knowledge, but the creation of a more productive relationship.
We arrived at it through the sharing of ideas and through compromising. However, it also involved facing
achallenge - namely the Part 1 course. It was the ‘engine' for the development of the relationship. It provided

a purpose; it provided difficulties; it provided an opportunity to do the things we had only talked about.

It provided an opportunity for each of us to see the other work’rg, to see what actions the other was capable
of behind the talk. What we did was accepted as provisional - eifsrts or the way to mastery. We could accept
a performance as the best at this time andc. look for ways of improving it. We approached it as learners, not

merely as teachers. It is in that sense it was an engine, driving forward the desire to learn.
Our ability to run the course differently developed alongside our changing relationship. Our trustin each other

enabled us to take risks we would have avoided in other circumstances. However, there were still aspects of the

course which we ran in a more habitual way. Luke wrote in his reflections:
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During the course there were things that did not go so well. I recognised them because they made me feel
uncomfortable. I suspect that in the past my strategies for dealing with those feelings would have involved using
my power to control the class and to do things in a structured and trainer led way. ...

I now recognise that doing those things in those ways is about my personal view of myself (ego) and not about

the class. By concentrating on the relationships and the sorts of things that fall out of them, I am no longer under
an internal pressure to live up to that image I have of myself.

I had similar feelings about some of the 'teaching' I had done and it was based on understanding a difference

between action that was enabling and action that fostered dependence:

I cannot forget how, on Thursday afternoon, I had felt really pleased with what the students had achieved.
Iwasaware how Luke and I had actually taught very little in the conventional sense. We had achieved more
by teaching less. I felt awed by the feeling of "power-for" the students. I had not realised how our actions
could be so powerful; but it was a power generated by holding back, by trusting, by relationship building;
rather than a power gained by "teaching" or by imposing subjects.on people.

I remember feeling embarrassed about one of the sessions I had run - not because it went badly, actually
it was a good session in a conventional sense; but an embarrassment because I began to feel how
disempowering it was. I felt I should not do it, that it was not right to use power-over people.

It was significant learning for me.

In the weeks following the course these ideas began to crystallise:

I have begun to see the social element in learning in a different way. 1 had always accepted learning had
to be located in a social context, but I still felt vulnerable to the question "why?" ... 1 was aware I had not
really addressed where and how this resides in people.

The revelation is that I am seeing learninig and relationships as twe sides of the same coin. A certain type
of relationship entails a certain type of knowledge. You cannot change one without simultaneously
changing the other. If something new is learned in a cognitive way, yor might be said to "know" 1t, but you
cannot use that knowledge (i.e. know it) inan experiential way, unless your relationships with other people
change.

So, enabling people to see themselves differently in relation to others is the same thing as enabling them

to learn.

Analysing the learning on the Part 1 course supports this. Those who are not learning are inhibited by the
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relationships they create. They cannot for example, learn any facilitative techniques until they are willing
to give up their controlling, power-over-others relationships.

The process of getting people to learn about their learning focuses attention on their learning strategies.
By giving them strategies to learn by, they become independent learners. They are no longer inhibited by
the evaluations of other people. They are prepared to risk looking foolish.

So in order to facilitate learning our course has to both supply new ideas and enable people to relate in
substantially new ways. ...

This makes the whole idea of learning about learning really important. I think it emphasises the importance
of getting people into groups where they can become conscious of their relationships. I think it places a
huge responsibility on us to find ways of teaching that foster independence rather than dependence. This
means examining the often subtle ways in which we play the expertrole through possession of knowledge,
judging and evaluating others, advising, helping etc. in ways which make it impossible for us to be

questioned by the learner.

The experience Luke and I shared was a willingness to enter into a changed relationship with each other and
with our group of students, and it led us to new learning. The learning was both in terms ofa changed understanding
of teaching and learning, and the discovery of new ways of acting in educational situations. The experience was
piquant because of its juxtaposition with some of our old ways of teaching, and the clear difference in outcomes.

I now understand the stories of Peter and Naomi against this learning-relationship link. Peter experienced a
pattern of relationships on the course which was both strange and unexpected. It was most noticeable in terms
of the teacher-student relationship; his expectation was that Luke and I would be "instructors” and would explain
to him what he had to do. He latei told how he felt the course was "ez.cessively student-led” and by day two he
had become "extremelv frustrated"; "I wasn't getting what I was used to ... I began to ask myself, is training what
[ want? Do I want to come here?".

He wanted to do well in the micro-teach with Naomi, and he had formed anidea of what he could achieve. But
he found his old knowledge no longer worked - or at least it was not going to produce the results he had expected.
It was this mismatch between his knowledge and the outcomes of his action which caused him to begin to re-
evaluate his position. He stopped blaming Luke and me for not teaching him and began to seek the causes of
resistance in himself, His relationship with us changed from blame to acceptance as he legiumated our action and

risked venturing across his borders.

Such changes are learned gradually. Two months after the course Peter said to me "I can take on board the
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facilitation ideas, but it's not going to change me". His philosophy was "If you see a snake, kill it." Ten months
on again, he remarked to me "I can't believe how much I've changed since the course”. I reminded him of what he
had said to me about never changing and we both laughed; "Now when I see a snake [ want to understand it."

Naomi hada differentexperience. For her, teaching was a painful and anxious exercise in which itpaid tomaintain
her defences. She recognised the same cultural barriers in Peter as she saw in her groups. The course never became
enabling and she never dropped her defences nor entered into closer relationships with peers. Her difficulties at
the start of the course were exactly the same ones she voiced at the end; she even avoided the pretence of adopting
an objective for her learning. The course finished with perhaps the greatest betrayal; the person who represented
her Nemesis suddenly dropped his guard and opened his mind to learning. She was abandoned - even her enemy
had been taken away.

Unproductive relationships may be unpleasant, but they seem to be safer than taking risks and being rebuffed.

Naomi confirmed to herselfthat it will never be worthwhile risking the vulnerability of close relationships ina police

context.
Coping with Reflexivity: the Learning Triangle

My stories about Peter give a sense of how he constructed his identity through machismo, militarism and a
didactic pedagogy. It was an identity that held intimacy at arm's length and is reminiscent of both Morris and Isabel
in Chapter 6. Becoming a teacher entailed learning a new identity, or unlearning the old one (Atherton 2001). The
story of the photograph is symbolic of how Peter's identity was re-storied. At first it is clung to openly, later it is
questioned, and later still, when relegated to his locker, it becomes a memento of a different past.

Parallel to the rewriting of his biography he learned to relate to others in new ways which enabled the adoption
ofarange of facilitative teaching skills. My argument is he could not have acted facilitatively without making these
other changes. He was introduced to the new skills on the course, and he might even have said he knew and
understood them, but he would not have been able to use them without first beginning to change the way he related
to his students. Peter would not need to act democratically while he stil! saw himself as the powerful, didactic
instructor. He would only understand emancipation if he first believed the individual'sknowledge could be vaiued
over expert knowledge. Naomi knew this, but to indicate to siudents their local knowledge was as valuable as her
expert knowledge, would be to undermine her authority and expose her to risk.

Our understanding of teaching and learning is linked to our understanding of the relationship between
ourselves and other people. Furthermore, as our understanding of what counts as knowledge changes. so does
the method of its apprehension. Thus a knowledge warranted by experts will be learned in a different way to a

knowledge based on our own evaluations; the first is likely to be memorised and tested by recall, the sccond 1s
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likely to be experiential and tested through interaction with others. Stenhouse (1983) argued this when suggesting
that education theory has both to be developed and tested in the classroom. It requires different relationships
between teachers and researchers, a different way of apprehending - practitioner research - and a different
knowledge - practical, knowledge-in-action.

Relationships between self and others are linked to those things that are to count as knowledge. and to the
ways of knowing or apprehending them. I have called the three-way link between relationships, knowledge and
ways of knowing, a Learning Triangle.

The traditional relationship between teacher and student is a power-based expert/learner one. The teacher is
the possessor of wisdom and imparts it to students who acquire it passively. Knowledge is of the encyclopaedic
variety, cognitive, and capable of transmission in a literal sense. Students demonstrate their knowing through rote
memorisation and recall of the knowledge in tests and examinations. In contrast, in an emancipatory context, the
teacher/learner relationship is more democratic, and the knowledge is produced, or constructed, in the encounter
between participants. Knowledge is concerned with how things get done, how people interact, and how the
individual acts on social situations. Knowing is an experiential and participative process.

Whilst T have explained these three elements separately, I donot intend to imply they can be so easily separated.
I see them rather as three sides to the same object; they occur concurrently. To participate in a social situation is
torelate to others in a particular way; it entails knowing how to participate in that way, and one knows this through
the mode of participation. Collaboration as I am conceiving it is a form of relationship with an associated way of
knowing and a particular body of knowledge.

This is a theoretical relationship which.emerged from the context I have been researching. The hierarchical
relationships found within police organisations limit creativity and problem solving. They encourage an
understanding of the world in legalistic categories because their knowledge is bounded by the covers of our statute
books. The relationships are power-based, gendered, and dependent on other discriminations like police/civilian,
race and rénk. The learning triangle is relevant to understanding the debilitating nature of relationships in this
sociopolitical context.

Idid not seek-out such a theoretical model in'my material, it was something which crystallised my understanding
of what was occurring on the Part 1 courses. However, my thinking is the product of a long academic tradition.
Dewey (1970) argues the purpose of education should be to prepare people for "participation in social life” (31):
he goes on "We get no moral ideals, no moral standards for school life excepting as we interpret these in social
terms", and "The school cannot be a preparation for social life cxcepting as it reproduces, within itself. the typical

conditions of social life" (34). His argument is that teaching should contain a "consciousncss of ... [the] social
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environment" and to the extent that it does not do this it will be irrelevant to the needs of the learner. Under these
circumstances the world of the classroom becomes divorced from the rest of the learner's life. Where this occurs
"absorbtion” is favoured over "construction”, and "competitiveness" is developed over "team work": it fosters
"individualism", "fear of failure", "emulation”, “rivalry" and "superiority" (38-9).

These are just the factors identified as inhibiting collaboration in police organisations (Jones and Joss 1985).

Dewey goes on to define what he calls "social intelligence" and its relation to the "moral trinity of the school":

(1) The life of the school as a social institution in itself;
(2) Methods of learning and of doing work; and

(3) The school studies or curriculum.

Dewey (1970:58)

These are the three elements I identified as the Learning Triangle. Itis clear from the preceding paragraphs that
Dewey saw them as important, however he does not describe the relationship between them in the same way I have
done above. Dewey's focus is on learners' relationships with social institutions and his aim is to highlight the need
to make subjects relevant to acquiring social intelligence. My focus is on the interactions between people and the
way those relationships construct an understanding of policing. I am working with the same ideas as Dewey but,
given my context, I am able to give them a different emphasis.

Dewey's position is similar to that developed by Stenhouse (1983), likewise in Carrand Kemmis (1986), the idea
that participants in critical research should be producers of their own knowledge rather than consumers of an expert
knowledge, entails the same three elements Dewey records.

McNiff (2001) comes closest to my approach in her analysis of teacher education in the contested territories
of Northern Ireland and Palestine. She writes "What we know is shaped by how we know it" and makes it clear
the "how" of i(nowing includes bothA the way knowledge is apprehended, and the relationships of power that lead
toit. Her focus is the prejudice which devefops between communities in conflict and hence her argument concerns
the roots of prejudice in tile power rélatidnship betv‘veen them. She uses the same three elements as Dewey and
I, but once more, because bf tfle change Aoif context, produces a different thesis.

[ have used the Learning :Triangle as a heuristic in my teaching to aid colleagues' understanding of how
hierarchical relationships inhibit learning. It models the social system in order to understand it, but in promoting
understanding it changes the system, and is in that sense reflexive.

Coping with Reflexivity: Researcher-Teacher-Learner
My learning during the Part 1 course was nota chance effect but the product ofa conscious decision toresearch

my practice. It raised for me an interesting question about the relationship between rescarching and tecaching and

152



between these and the learning of my students. When research is understood as "looking at others”, then the
relationship between these elements is unproblematic. However, the relationship is more difficult where the
approach seeks to cope with reflexivity (see Chapter 3). I cannot value people-as-learners without valuingmy own
learning, and my learning has to be about valuing people-as-learners. This is not a logical circularitv but an
indication that the practical activities of researching, teaching and learning are embedded in a social context where
action implies change.

Hargreaves (2001) faced this conundrum in her practitioner research into teaching assessment practice. She
writes:

I came to see self-assessment as the essential component of feedback and feedback as the essential component
of formative assessment. I came to understand peer assessment as an extension of self assessment.

Hargreaves(2001: 8)

She aimed to teach to her students this understanding of assessment, whilst at the same time doing assessment
by researching the effectiveness of her teaching. It was important she research her practice because she would
be assessing the contribution she made to her own learning, and she foresaw her students as peers assisting her.
However, her understanding of assessment conflicted with her desire to feach that assessment practice, because
teaching was not necessarily consonant with self-assessment. The expectation implicit in her teaching was for
students to adopt her idea rather than to assess how it contributed to their learning. Her teaching was out-of-step
with her beliefs because the imposition of the idea did not foster self assessment.

Hargreaves resolved the problem by concentrating on her own learning. She set out to understand and learn
from her students by obtaining feedback, and left them to take responsibility for their learning. Her approach role-
modelled the philosophy she sought tc; teach, by learning about teaching. Stenhouse (1983) calls this research-
based teaching, but it could be any combination ofthe three terms researching, teaching and learning (White 2002).

This collapses the conventional distinction between evaluation and assessment; I evaluate my practice
through my assessment of the students' leérning. 'Evaluation' is the word given to my learning and 'assessment’
to that of the students', but the distinétion is arbitrary. As a participant I am a learner, thus I research my practice.
As a teacher, my purpose is to enable the studenxtS to learn about their practice and I do this by role-modelling a
learning approach to mine. As a practitioner-researcher I do both these things; I teach l?y learning and learn by
teaching. |

I used ideas from Losito et al. (1998) to understand this developing model of the research relationship. In
explaining the difference between first and second order inquiry in action research they use the concepts of 'role’
and 'activity'. A person's role is the reason for being present as a participant (researcher, teacher, student) and will

remain constant; the activities undertaken (teaching/learning. speaking/listening; leading/ following and so forth)

—
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will be shared amongst the participants as appropriate. The point is that, in conventional research, activities are
assigned to a given role, thus the expert activities are appropriated by the researcher. In action research, role and
activities are independent.

The researchet/teacher/learner model copes withreflexivity by situating learning within relationships between
social actors.

2. A CRITICAL INCIDENT: "BIG FRIDAY"

Thissectionrelates toaPart 1 course which 1ran with Luke about 9 months after Peterand Naomi's. It concerns
the situation which developed on Friday morning during the final micro-teaching session, and continued until the
end of the day. I called it "Big Friday", an epithet with the qualities of a tabloid headline, but which at the time
captured a tacit experience I could not express fully in words.

My narrative of the day is itself a layered text based on field notes. The first layer (in black ink) is an abridged
version of my notes, and most closely related to the actual events. The second layer (in blue ink and indented)
captures my thinking at the time in the form of'thought-bubbles', related to the actual events but in slow-time. These
firsttwo layers were used in areflexive exercise with the same group when they returned to begin Part 2 of the 7307,
aboutthree months later. The third layer (in green ink and further indentation) wasreflection and theorisation arising
from that exercise, and its application to two more Part 1 courses over the following 3 months.

The three layers comprise just one story, told in the present, in order to unravel the complex experience that
was "Big Friday".

It begins with a micro-teach led by three students whom I refer to as 'the presenters'. Luke and I are absorbed
into the group as students.

TheNarrative
The micro-teach began with the classroom sequences from 4 Class Divided' (WGBH Educational Foundation
1985). The idea of the exercise was that we should look at the video clip from the children's points of view - one
group taking the blue-eyes position and the other the brown-eyes.
I had seen this video many times before, but my attention was drawn back to the
familiar ethical issues.
In the discussion afterwards ...
I began to ask myself about the teacher's role. She has had this class for six months
but they are so suggestible that within minutes she has divided them. Why are her
class so easily manipulated? Should her curriculum have taught them independence?

The police service uses this video to focus on what 1t
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feelslike to suffer discrimination. We do not notice that
it shows us how power can work in an educational
situation. How can our teaching institutions be so
easily subverted?
It is not the children we should be looking at but the teacher, the school and the
curriculum.

This is the idea that shaped my subsequent action,

I expressed my idea to the group ...

and was disappointed that no one seemed interested.

One of the three presenters asked "Could the same experiment be done with a group of adults?" The answer was

yes - as the rest of the video demonstrates.

I'began to see beyond the trauma of the children to the social context that created it.

One person noted how her partner had some racist attitudes that were a product of the group he worked with, but

as an individual he was "a lovely person".

It stops being a question of racism per se; racism is a function of the power
relationships between people. Can the relationships that create dependent leamners
feed prejudice and discrimination?
Luke, Graham and I often describe oursclves as
"subversive" - as if it were just a matter-of-fact that we
happen to think differently. But, we identify ourselves
as teacher-educators with a moral responsibility to

challenge relationships which feed ignorance.

One of the presenters began to talk through the difference between "prejudice” and "discrimination”, using a flip

chart.

I guessed the plan was to use the prejudice/discrimination paradigm?.

I began to suspect that any exercise which did not question authority was likely to
be implicated in the power relationships.

I1ooked at the definitions on the flip chart, "prejudice” - "... based on little orno fact.”
This seemed toorational. Prejudice is about how we feel - notabout the facts. We have

our prejudice and then look for the "facts" to rationalise it.

Is this how our valucs are institutionalised? They arc

155



explained away inrational categories so that, instead of
feeling them, we cognise them.
Luke must have been thinking along similar lines because he spoke out challenging this.
Challenging the presenters!! Should we do this? I'd been running the ethical problem
through inmy mind, because my earlier intervention was an implicit challenge to their
focus.
Are they the group leaders? Are we leamners or pretend
students? Whatactivities are legitimate for whichroles”
And how do you decide?
I agreed with Luke. I said I wasn't sure that prejudice and discrimination should be separated - and 1 apologised
for being disruptive!
1 was disappointed that the group did not take up my concern. I thought it was really
important, why didn't they?
Making the distinction between them is not the point;
the problem is with the authority to do so.
Another group member (Joan) also questioned it. She was not sure why. It didn't seem right.
I sensed she was learning she had the power to say no, and wanted to try it.
"The first step in becoming powerful without using
power-plays to control others is to learn to be
disobedient" (Steiner 1981: 50).
The presenters introduced an exercise based on the prejudice/discrimination paradigm’. We stopped for a short
break first.
1 had decided I wasn't goingto participate. I spoke briefly with Luke who felt"itseemed
wrong" to join in.
Why did1 decide this?1felt the prejudice/discrimination distinction was problematic
and did not want to commit myself to a choice in the exercise until I had thought it
through.
There seems to be a link between the video, and what
was happening in our classroom. The group-leadcrhas
the powerto 'do-diversity-to' us. The learning shouldbe

about recognising how activitics reinforce power
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relationships.
Classroom activities should engender positive liberty.
I'was acting as a participant in the group not as a trainer. I had not appreciated at first
how difficult this would be for the three presenters. I felt the urge to be true to myself.
The truth is I had not thought about the consequences
atall.
The exercise started. The dilemma - "Some land close to your house s being turned into a traveller site; what would
your position be on the paradigm?"
Joan, Luke and I moved outside the playing area.
In the ensuing discussion we three were asked why we had not participated.
I said I was questioning the paradigm as a result of my recent thinking, prior to the course, and ideas provoked
by the video.
Irecall participating inthe exercise with another course;
I selected the same quadrant of the paradigm for each
dilemma, but was dissatisfied because it did not express
whatI felt. I didn't want to be put in a box - the paradigm
speaks for you but does not say quite the right thing.
Is it the "speaking-for-you" which reduces positive
liberty?
Iremember Luke saying "where was the learning", but it was misinterpreted as a criticism of the exercise. His point
was the learning is not necessarily where the group leader wants it to be.
Joan felt it was wrong to participate. She remarked that at the start of the week she would have joined in and done
what was expected, but now she felt able to choose.
Roger had the courage to say he would be a prejudiced-discriminator. He knew this was not "politically correct”,
but wanted to be honest.
I identified with the need to be honest ...

.. and said so. I felt he and I were doing similar things - choosing despite the power relationships that encourage

us to conform.

Roger disagreed.

He was obviously angry about what I had done.
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Had we begun to collaborate?:
* Our experience was different;
* Our learning was different;
* We both chose to resist conventional expectations.
The teacher should help the students to learn to be able to choose, not Jjust to conform
to social norms.
The action by Luke and me changed the course of the
session.
This was no longer an isolated event run by three
students; our curriculum for the whole week began to
emerge. The group was abouttoexperience collaboration,
with teacher and learner roles being shared.
Our experiences were all different; varying from
uncomfortable to pleasant. We were collaborating in
the sense that we were all risking new learning.
One presenter explained how at the start of the week he would have called the session a failure; "1 wouldn't know
what to do next", "I would have been out of the door".
But he had asked some good questions, he didn't panic and he allowed things to
develop.
It signalled a change from talking about diversity to
thinking about what had happened.
We were still standing. Someone moved towards a chair. ...
I decided to sit down.
The presenters later said that when this happened they felt I had usurped their leadership of the session, because

they had to abandon their plans.

We could not have continued. Participants' attention
was elsewhere and the group was about to develop in
a different direction.
I said I just chose to sit ...
the heart of the issue - the ability to make choices.

Ifelt1 was now in the role of participant-learner. I was excited at the prospect ofanew
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step in my learning.
But 1 was making a point by not participating. It was
powerful and perhaps selfish. However, I would not
have done it in my teacher-role. Teaching interventions
feel more cooperative. I felt 1 had a rightto do thisasa
learner.
Itraises an interesting question. Even a passiveteacher
role maintains ownership of the teaching activities.
Teacher and student roles can only be exchanged when
the teacher is prepared to be a learner.
We all resumed our seats. The discussion was strong. Luke and I contributed according to our share - we had no
preferred status.
Several were angry with what we had done. One said it was "whimsical”; another described our reasons as "deep".
It is significant they felt able to express these views.
I emphasised I was not criticising the exercise; I didn't join in because the earlier exercises had helped me see it
differently. Their session was part of the context of the whole week.
We got onto the subject of the organisation's poor handling of grievances. It provoked much heartfelt criticism
of the organisation.
I'was surprised how many people felt they had been mistreated by the organisation.
They were beginning to say no to unhelpful hierarchical relationships.
This discussion might also have been a way of not-
dealing-with Luke's and my "disruptive" behaviour.
We stopped for a coffee break. Luke and I didn't join the group. Back in the classroom ...
... I knew the next session would be important, but had no idea what would happen.
I asked the presenters what stood out in their minds. One said that Luke and me opting out of the exercise had a
profound effect on him. His experience was of "the leaders and experts undermining my plans".
Others explained how they felt we were sabotaging the session. They asked if we had been playing a game, or
manipulating the group for some reason.
They were able to express their anger without resorting to blaming. I sat and listened.
I was the learner, they were explaining their needs.

I was asked if I had been aware of how difficult it would be for the presenters. I said I was ...
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.. a white lie - T had not realised just how strong the impact would be.

A big lie!! 1 was not really aware. I felt embarrassed
because | seemed to have acted selfishly. This was
difficulttoadmit- I didn't even write itin my journal until
much later!! I don't feel the need to blame myself now.
Idescribed how I felt 1 was faced with an ethical and educational decision. Should I play the trainer-role and conform
to expectations, or should I go with my feelings?
1 didn't say to myself, What would be most educational? only, What should I do? 1
didn't want to be awkward, I just wanted to express my feelings.
Later, 1 rationalised it as a balanced educational
decision. 1 went through a period when the story I told
aboutmy practice was "the heroic version of the teacher”
(Stronach 2003).
One student said, as the trainer, I should have contained my own needs and promoted what was best for the
students.
Ilistened ...
... and accepted this as an expression of how he felt.
More embarrassment. What if he is right?
Had Luke and I participated, then nothing would have happened. By resisting, we
unwittingly created other possibilities for the group.
We refused to act like trainers; it was role-transgression.
We had faith in our instincts. I rationalised it as a
balanced educational decision but in fact my action
was tacit, emotional and instinctual - there was no
rational balancing.
I wanted to ask the three presenters how they felt about what happened. Had they
learned from it? But I felt this was a subconscious need for validation - "tell me what
1did was all right". Likewise, they were looking for validation from me.

There was a mutual dependence; but it was time for each of us to be responsible for

our own learning.
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The teacher/student relationship can be a dependent
one: by adopting a role the other is forced to take a
reciprocal one. Students force us to be teachers, and we
force them to be students. 'Choice' and 'independence’

do not impose teaching and learning roles on others.

We wereall "being" within the group. Learning was collaborative, not individual. The

real learning was recognising the warmth and honesty of human relationships.

During the micro-teaching sessions on the previous
day 1 felta growing frustration that whilst we talked a lot
about bullying, racism etc. we were not doing anything
about it. What can we do to help ourselves and others
cope with these situations in future?

I feltthe same thing was going to happen again; another
experiment in "awareness raising" whichemployed the
dominant power relationships to make the point.

My learning was something I brought to the group,
rather than being provided by the presenters. The
group exercises helped me make sense of what I already
had. Leaming depends on what we bring to it, but the

conventional police trainer's role is to design it for you.

After these questions and our explanations, we took little further part. The group decided what to discuss. The

leadership role became redundant and group members shared the activities as appropriate.

I noticed one of the presenters was particularly quiet ...

...  was concerned and tempted to check out how she felt, but held back. It did not

seem appropriate for me to do it, as if for the moment, I did not have the right.

Another group member had noticed the problem and did

That was a balanced educational decision.

the checking-out.

I wondered whether new group norms had developed _about who and when a person

could play the leadership role.

I recall at the end of the session one person commenting "You realise we've run this debrief".
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It was an observation rather than a question and expressed both surprise and
pleasure.
We ended the session in a buoyant and happy mood.
After lunch things had moved on. People had organised their own learning. A number said "we had a really deep
and intense debrief" over lunch.
The afternoon session involved information giving about Part 2 of the programme.
Ifelt a few people were still looking for an obvious outcome ...
... "Tell me what I should learn from that".
There is a sense of them being caught between two
paradigms.
Another person felt the week was about a new "style" of training. He could use that style, but he felt there were
times when he would have to use his old style.
Another wondered if we would send them a letter detailing how well they had done in their teaching sessions, and
whether they would get guidance on "basic techniques".
"Do I jangle the coins in my pocket?"
The majority of people saw it differently - it was not about a training style.
"Style" refers to the facilitative/didactic dualism.
There was much talk about "power" and how they had not realised the significance of it. One talked about how
at first she thought all the talk of power was "nonsense" and "irrelevant” and thought "I'm not powerful". What
she had learned was just how much power she had.
Several people explained their surprise at the amount of feeling that can be hidden behind impassive, compliant
faces.
Others expressed how they had enjoyed the week. One spoke of the group as "twelve friends". When she got home
her husband would ask her how it went, and she would say "It was good, 1 enjoyed it", but she would never be

able to explain it to him. She felt it was something only people in the group could understand.

Learning about relationships is context specific. Perhaps
it is re-lcarned in cach new group (Wallace 1999),
through a constant re-invention of wheels (Kushner
2002a,2002b).

Luke and I shared our leamning.

The group was reluctant to break up and despite several cues to finish, we stayed onto savour the closing moments.
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Several people spoke about how different the course had been to other experiences within the organisation. One
person explained how she felt Luke and I were "people who gave a damn"; another that it was "the caring”" which
was so refreshing in an organisation like ours. She said she could feel the enthusiasm Luke and I had for our work,
that we cared about it. She found that motivational.
Yet another noted how unexpected it was to find two people in our organisation (Luke and I) who could behave
in this way.
This resurrected an issue from Monday when we had talked about using managers' first names, "[s everyone
comfortable now about using David and Luke's?" They were, but recalled their suspicions on Monday when we
introduced it, stepping carefully in case we changed the rules. They expected manipulation and dishonesty.
Luke, Graham and I had discussed names/titles over lunch. These last comments
show how big a step it is for police officers to even consider non-hierarchical forms
of relationship.
We are no longer "trainers" who "run courses". We
construct our identities as "teachers", "adult educators"
and "teacher-educators”. The new learning goes hand-
in-hand with the identity.
It is not good enough for us just to do training. We do
it in full awareness of the moral implications of that
position. We cannot be accomplices in the continued
reproduction of the dominant power relationships in
our organisation.
We have a moral responsibility to say no. (There is that
heroic version of the teacher again!)
Comment
It is difficult to represent the depth of feeling aroused during the half-day these notes represent. It began with
acomfortable complacency; participants had learned during the week to treat each other respectfully and the norms
created ensured the presenters were supported during the micro-teaches. These norms were different to those
outside the classroom, but were still based on a teacher/student dependency. The life of the group was severely
disrupted when the 'true' leaders swept-aside those norms by refusing to cooperate. There was anger and
confusion. These were worked through and a period of participation and learning occurred, though still experienced

deeply as risk, discomfort, worry, pain, and understanding. Finally there was a period of calm, where participants
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felt contentment, caring, togetherness, but still some feelings of confusion.

I chose this incident because it represents a paradigm situation. Tt demonstrates the institutionalisation of
values and the inertia of dependent relationships. It shows how these relationships can be changed through the
transgression of boundaries, and the conditions under which it is legitimate for this to happen. It shows what
collaborative social relationships look like in these circumstances, and the nature of the learning that is produced.
Finally it shows the complexity and interrelatedness of all these factors.

The Institutionalisation of Values

Itis unsurprising that the video documentary A Class Divided is used so often in the police environment. I have
seenit, and used it myself, many times over the lastdecade. The ethical issues are usually noted but rarely discussed,
and I have even heard of trainers stopping debate on the grounds it is irrelevant to the subject of prejudice and
discrimination. When I watch the video now I want to see one of the children stand-up and say No, I'm not doing
this. But the teacher always triumphs and again prejudice and discrimination are done-to the children. To achieve
it, the teacher has to employ institutional power structures in the same way as they are used by people who would
discriminate against others. The overt aim may be admirable, but what of the underlying curriculum? In what way
is this educational action?

It suits training in the police environment because it matches how police training is done. The trainer designs
student learning through a series of linked exercises. Each exercise has its purpose in terms of learning outcomes,
previously decided by the trainer. The models and paradigms order the students' experiences; they label and
categorise them; they have the authority to speak for you. In the police environment the headline message may
be "valuing diversity", but what is the hidden curriculum? What is actually learned through these experiences?
My suggestion is we learn to conform. We learn to suppress our own experience and express it in the form of an
officially sanctioned model, or definition, or rule. We do such training as a substitute for understanding our moral
obligations to other people.

The scenes in the video can be studied as an anaiogy for the events in our classroom. The non-participation
of Luke and myself would be like one of the children in the video saying No. We did noi understand why we had
to do it, but we knew we were acting against the social pressure to "please the teacher". The consequences for
our group were significant because it helped others to understand their own rights. To have continued with the
exercise would have paralleled the psychological abuse in the video. Our group was finding an emancipatory cthic
which the class in the video lacked.

] am reminded of the story of Naomi. She teaches prejudice and discrimination injust this way. When she finally

escapes to safety her reassurance is At least | did mv best. Just as police officers are taught to box their cxperiences
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into predetermined rationalisations, the trainer does the same - I followed the rules, Ididmy bit, it'sup to them now

I am absolved from responsibility.

AnEthicofCare

Arthur Miller's play 41l My Sons (1958) is about moral responsibility at the nexus between the personal and
the social. A man takes arisk to save his family from destitution, but it leads to the death of others. His eldest son,

Larry, kills himself when he finds out. The story emerges at the end of the play and these few lines are the younger

son talking about his father:

Chris: ... It's not enough for him to be sorry. Larry didn't kill himself to make you and Dad sorry.

Mother: What more can we be!

Chris: You can be better! Once and for all you can know there's a universe of people outside and you're
responsible to it ...

I find these lines quite moving when I think back to the events described above. It sums-up some important
learning; it 1s not enough for me, or any of us, to keep reproducing the unfairness of our organisation just because
it is comfortable to do so. We can be better than that.

The refrain "I did my best" is a familiar one in our organisation. [ am not saying we cannot be sorry, or that it
is wrong to have done your best but not succeeded. My argument is, just because you "did your best" it does
not imply you can avoid responsibility for what happens. "Doing one's best" is associated with the rules,
procedures and technologies against which one's action is measured. The locus of evaluation is external to the
individual (Rogers & Freiberg 1994) and it removes the need to accept moral or ethical responsibility.

This is a crucial point about police training. The relationship between trainer and student does not have an
ethical dimension and therefore it lacks an educational dimension (Dewey 1970; Stenhouse 1983; White 2002).
Teaching should be a set of normative practices (Golby and Parrott 1999), but in police training it is a set of rules
that provide protection from the need for a moral and ethical engagement with other people.

Part of the excitement of my learning was 'recognising my curriculum contained an ethical element. Fora while
I placed a lot of emphasis on this. 'Big Friday' took on an epic quality withan underlying principle tnat was "bigger
than all of us". I began to story my praétice as a "moral career" (Clough 2002), but rémembering Berlin (1969).1
realised this was replacing one form of certainty with another, "the retreat to the inner citadel” (135).

The idea in A1l My Sons is important, but it reflects a more generalised principle about how to treat people,
perhaps linked to the ethic of care that is central to the helping professions (Glen 2000). I nced to construct my
practice as one guided by a moral principle about how to relate to others, rather than determined by it: onc that
recognises decision making is contextualised in complex situations (Simons 2000).
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Role Transgression

The crucial point in the story is where Luke and I decline to participate in the exercise, and I suggest this is the
catalyst for change within the group. My argument is that our resistance challenged group norms and transgressed
the boundaries between accepted classroom roles. The group wanted to associate activities with roles, thus when
we adopted the wrong activities we denied the roles they had allocated for us.

I described inthe story how I feltI had taken alearner-participantrole, and associated it with new understanding
about the parallels between the video and the classroom. A number of different influences came together and [
felt on the verge of a new step in my own learning. It was clear from the two discussions following the incident
that group members had expected us to participate. There was consternation and anger we had not done so, and
suspicion we were sabotaging the presenters' plans. It was acceptable for one of théir peers to sit-out, but we were
expected to operate by other rules. This teaching role was made explicit; the teacher must put the students’ needs
first. Our role was to "play students", not to be real learners.

Our actions were hugely powerful, far more so than the student who sat-out and whose resistance was hardly
questioned. Thus, whilst we had acted unexpectedly, we were still experienced as possessing the power and
authority of the group leaders. It is helpful to consider this using the authority/legitimacy distinction; we had the
authority to choose either a student or a teacher role, but the group would not legitimise a learner role.

One of the presenters explained how he felt I had usurped his authority, an indication he saw his teaching role
as amore powerful one to the rest of the class. He expected participants to behave in ways which respectedit. There
is areciprocity between the roles of teacher and student. It suggests that when I resisted, | was not playing astudent
because I did not reciprocate the teacher's behaviour. The role of learner seems to stand outside of this dynamic.

As group leader I behave in certain ways in relation to my students. ama facilitator as opposed toa transmitter
of information. I do not argue for a particular point of view, for fear students will be persuaded to accept it on my
authority. My authority could be the warrant for knowledge. My approach 's to allow students to develop their
own knowledge rather than feel subject to an external, expert knowledge. When I opted out of the exercise I wac
acting outside the boundaries of my facilitator role. It would have been experienced as different anc unexpected.
Norms had developed that were concerned with acting in quiet ways and respecting others, and the students had
become accustomed to this way of behaving. It was these new norms I broke when | sabotaged the lesson. Their
anger was because my transgressionseemedtobe a manipulation more akin to behaviour they expected in the work
place.

The relationships which developed following this second transgression were less comfortable. Strong

emotions were released. The group accepted that Luke and I were not acting manipulatively and had tomake scnse
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of it in other ways. As they explored this new turn of events our relationships changed once more. We had shown
we could cross the boundary from teacher to learner and it encouraged others to transgress the boundary from
student to learner. The group had to relate to us as learners.

The feeling of being alearnerin the group manifested itselfin anumber of ways, for example, in the story [explain
how I wanted to question the three presenters to gain validation for what I had done, but realised this reflected
my own dependency. I had to be responsible for my own learning. I noted how similar such questions would have
been to students who say "Yes, but tell me have I learned the right thing?" That is the contrast between being a
learner, and being a student.

After satisfying themselves we had acted ingenuously the group members moved their focus from us. It was
during this phase when I felt there was far more equality in participation. Luke and I had no special access to the
floor, and we waited our turn with everyone else. When we spoke we were exploring the extent of our learning. Our
experiences were contributions to the group sense-making rather then legitimised as expert knowledge.

The final session on Friday afternoon was further testament to the sea-change inrelationships between people.
I recall, at the end of the day, sitting in comfort with the group, savouring those closing moments and knowing
something special had occurred for us. As one of the students noted, we were twelve friends.

I don't want to be too sentimental however. By the afternoon it was clear some people had returned to the student
role and were expecting Luke and I to reciprocate as teachers. It is unreasonable to suggest everyone's experience
of the morning's events was the same. I believe that relationships did change, but I suspect the changes were
complex and varied, and different for different people. I suspect some members preferred to return to more familiar
ways of relating.

This pattern of diverse experiences but with a shared or common risk taking is one I have recognised in the
development of the core group (White 2003b), and which I have suggested is characteristic of collaboration. A
group of people came together and shared certain things in common. However, the commonality should not be
overstated, because the other feature of our collaboration was a diversity of experience and outcome. At times it
was enjoyable, other times it was frustrating ormade one angry. It could be pair:ful. But there was acommeon desire

to face these experiences because they seemed to promise something worthwhile. The diversity of experience
seems more important than the commonality.

My researcher-teacher-learner model is about relationships between people and is thus based on an ethical
precept. The caring for other people evident in my story was the result of the way we began to relate. Giving up
an expert role - just as giving up a dependent role - takes faith in other people, because it makes one vulnerable.

If people choose to reciprocate one's own boundary transgressions, they are showing a faith in the teacher and

167



other group members. Participants have a responsibility to those who show that faith because they are willing to

risk their vulnerability.

Concluding Comment

T'have used the term 'collaboration' to describe a situation where participants in a social context have judged
it worthwhile to risk relating to each other in unfamiliar ways. In the context of this hierarchical organisation,
relationships tend to be based on rigid distinctions between roles and activities, and where there is a symbiotic
dependency between one role and another. I have used the concepts of authority, legitimacy, boundaries and
transgression to describe peoples' affective connection with these.

Inmy context, collaboration is a form of participative action that implies the rejection of dependentrelationships.
Returning to Berlin's two forms of liberty, collaboration concerns positive freedom because it relates to the
individual's experience of the sources of restriction on liberty. The individual becomes free to choose which
influences to be subject to. Committing oneselfto a team goal is to experience anegative freedom; positive freedom
is experienced in the making of the choice.

Collaboration becomes marked by a diversity of experience rather thana conformity to some particular outcome.
Though an outcome may be shared as a result of collaboration, what is important is that participants have chosen
to share it. It is not the goal per se, but the quality of their experience of that choice. The choice whether or not
to be influenced by a team goal is theirs. In particular, in this context, itis experienced as the taking ofarisk because
ofaperceived worthwhile personal outcome. It is experienced as risk because, in giving up a simple reciprocation

of roles/activities, one is experiencing a greater liberty, and freedom to choose can be scary.

Notes

' 4 Class Divided (WGBH Educational Foundation 1985) was a documentary on one teacher's attempts in 1970s
USA o teach racial tolerance to her 10 year old pupils. She divided the class according to eye-colour, and then
treated the two groups differentially. The children quickly adapted to the status difference and their treatment of
each other is both disturbing and harrowing. The children experience two days of prejudice and discrimination by
in turn being both perpetrator and victim. See also Peters, W. (1987) 4 Class Divided: then and nov: Yale University
Press: New Haven. '

“The 'prejudice/discriminafion paradigm' models the relationship between these two terms. It has four positions:
(1)aprejudiced discriminator; (2) a non-prejudiced non-discriminator; (3) aprejudiced non-discriminator: and (4)
a non-prejudiced discriminator. It is Centrex sponsored dogma in police diversity training.

3 A familiar exercise based on the 'prejudice/discrimination paradigm' is to divide the classroom into four squarcs
representing the quadrants of the model. The trainer reads-out amoral dilemma involving a minority social group,
and participants have to stand in whichever quadrant represents their attitude towards that group and situation.

It is a Centrex 'favourite'.

168



8 Creativity and Evaluation

The 7307 Part 2: formative evaluation of change

.Llfe in groups is embedded in conversation, and language is the essential and unique carrier of meaning-
in-the-making. Intervening can be seen as an act of co-authoring a history or narrative, that can creatc new
generative "conversations for possibilities” and new listening in others.

Bouwenand Fry (1996: 532)

INTRODUCTION

I'have told a story of my research which progressed from the formation of a core group, through unsuccessful
attempts to work collaboratively with colleagues' teams and arrived at teaching and learning situations where that
participation was finally engendered. There is a danger witha story that its internal logic renders the happy ending
inevitable; the story is told both in order to justify the ending, and because it is in the nature of a story that it has
anending (Goodson 1983; Stronach and Maclure 1997). There is an implicit theory of coherence (Kushner 2000b)
that makes the data which is produced look like evidence towards the argument made, and it is the story which
provides that coherence.

My final chapter reflects the optimism with which I concluded this stage of the research, but I seek to avoid
an ending or closure (Lawson 2001). In earlier chapters I have taken care to indicate the complexity of the social
contextin which Iresearched. The incidents described work on many levels, and I could not even take-for-granted
the consonance between my own thoughts and action. However, just as I began Chapter 2 with an evaluation of
an existing situationI feel I should end with one. This final chapter thus has a more evaluative feel than earlier ones.
It considers how my colleagues' thinking changed, how their experience of teaching changed, and how their
relationships with the organisation and others changed. Inevitably there will be some comparison of the starting

“and finishing positions, but I am wary of this means/ end ratidnality. The rationale behind the researcher-teacher-
- lé;amer model is that it should cope with reﬂ‘exivity; W hen evaluative action is performed and shared by all
participants, then it becomes ethical and educational.

The context of this chapteris Part 2 of the 7307 programme. Attwo points in the 10-month course the participants
ran formative evaluations of their learning; the first was called the Creativity Day and was aimed at generating new
perspectives on practice; and the second was an evaluation of the whole programme, to promote thinking about
learning. Both evaluations were intended to be part of participants' continuing development, rather than summative

evaluations of their learning or of the programme itself. The emphasis was on the value of the research process

rather than any particular outcome.
169



The aim of the 7307 programme was to enable participants to create more educative relationships in their own
classrooms. It entailed self-awareness of their own power and influence and authorisation of students as active
knowledge creators. The programme was designed to achieve this by developing participants as practitioner-
researchers; by focusing on their learners' experience of being in class they would understand the need to teach
in less authoritarian ways. The two evaluations described here are representative of my pedagogical approach.
It was important that as group leader I role-model a learning orientation (Watkins 2000) to my own practice; [ had
to live the researcher-teacher-learner model with the groups.

This chapter picks up earlier themes, showing how the problems encountered can be interpreted in terms of
authority and legitimacy. It shows in particular how the current unhelpful relationships result in 'designed’
experiences and animpoverished view of learning. As thinking about learning changed, relationships became more
satisfying. Participants became more aware of their own agency, and began to create new identities for themselves
as problem solvers independent from the evaluations of the hierarchy.

A CONTENT/METHOD DUALISM

I ran two groups of 10 people on the programme, meeting at monthly intervals for 1 or 2 days. Trainers who
volunteered for the course saw it as a legitimate form of self-development for two main reasons. Firstly, itled to
the award of a certificate, "a piece of paper” that "might prove useful in the future", and whose worthwhileness
was measured by the effort involved in "writing some essays". There was little sense that participation in the
programme might be valuable professional development; trainers regarded themselves as expert and the "bit of
paper" was certification of what they already did. Secondly, they expected it to be focused on skill-enhancement
and improved teaching "performances"” (Edwards and Protheroe 2003), and the corollary was that they felt
dependent on others to "impart" and assess the new knowledge. These two rationales reflect the contradiction
described in Chapter 3; the trainers feel they have nothing to learn, but are dependent on experts to teach them
$0.

| In the teaching and learning equation suggested by this analysis there is only one variable - the teaching skill
deployed by the trainer. The social context ofthe ciassroom is assumed to be neutral, and the content of a teaching
session is objective and unproblematic. The trainer only has to "pass the message", and favourite transmission
metap‘)‘hors included "imparting" and "implanting". Theirﬁarticipation onthe 7307 programme was legitimated by
these expectations.

In the first session, I introduced participants to the idea of practitioner-research, by considering the question
"How am I doing?". My approach assumed an understanding of curriculum that challenged both the how and the

what of police training - "No curriculum development without teacher development” (Stenhouse 1983:136). Tused
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an extract from an HMIC report (HMIC 2002) that called for a broader police training curriculum:

Training organisations will argue that the current probationer training programme is balanced insofar that it takes
full account of all the elements of KUSAB. However, this Inspection found that whilst the attitude and behaviour
elements feature, there is still an imbalance with too much emphasis being placed on knowledge of the law to the

detriment of other components. These components should include the following skills vital to being an effective
police officer: )

*communication;

* problem solving;

* team working;

* techniques of reducing crime;

* evidence based practice; ...

HMIC (2002: para.-.10)

I'asked the groups to consider their own practice against this. The extract was met with indignation; they saw
itas unwarranted criticism, and its implication that we should teach less law was an example of slipping standards
in the police service. The reaction was emotional and sustained - we should not spend time teaching these items
"to the detriment of the basics". The affectivity of the response indicates I had exceeded the bounds of what they
regarded as legitimate; the suggestion that we need to teach different things was a threat because it challenged
the taken-for-grantedness of their teaching-learning equation.

I analysed my field notes from the session and identified three misconceptions supporting the content/method
dualismin their thinking. The first was a simplistic sender/message/receiver model of communication, inwhich the
skill of the sender ensures the message is received intact. It explained their focus on teaching as a skill. It linked
to the second misconception which identified learning with the receipt of the message - a traditional transmission
model of teaching. Thirdly, the 'message' was conceived as an objective and unprobiematic syllabus - the tangible
off-the-shelf package. I planned the subsequent sessions around these three misconceptions. In order to avoid
the defensiveness experienced oﬁ the first day, I decided to use metaphors as teaching resources. I hoped they
would be less threatening and enable participants to think about their practice from different perspectives.

Session 2 demonstrated the grpups' dependence on wie as the expert. I focused on 'communication’ and in
particular, the identification and i'nterpr;:tation of the underlying messages in social contexts. The groups found
it difﬁc;ult to think about their pfactice interms of metaphoré, andthe sessions generally didnot go well. With group
2,1 changed my plans for the afternoon and ran an exercise and discussion to discover how they had experienced

the morning's work. I found that rather than using the metaphors as heuristics, the group saw their task as trying

to guess what [ wanted them to learn. Comments collected on flip charts included:
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"Were we meant to find a direct link to our roles?"

"How is this going to help me and what should I be taking with me?"
"Thought provoking but unclear what the link to training is"

"I was wondering where this was leading"

"Began to realise (hopefully) where we were going"

One person explained how she studied me for clues as to whether she "had got the right points yet", and if she
gotno confirmation she would try something else. The participants wanted to please me by beinga " good group”
because they liked me and wanted the session to work for me. They felt hurt when they discovered I did not
appreciate their attentiveness. Running the review exercise produced useful feedback for me, but it was clear that
particiants had not seen themselves as engaged in anything to do with their own learning. And furthermore, it wus
my fault. T had acted non-legitimately and they had warned me off.

It would be wrong of me to present this evidence as if it could be abstracted from the social situation. It should
be clear from my writing in other chapters that I see myself as partly constitutive of the classroom context. I am
aware there was a side of me which began from the blaming premise "they are going to have to change" (Mulholland
and Wallace 2003), and in the second session, sought to transmit a message about "communication”. I will not
reprise the autobiographical perspective in this chapter, and will instead assume the response described here was
Jjointly constructed.

My action in this phase of the research challenged their dependence on me and sought to co-create new
knowledge. The followihg two sections are both demonstrative of the process and evaluative of the results.
THE CREATIVITY DAY

This session was run about two thirds of the wély thrdugh the programme. It was intended to support the
participants as practitioner-researchers by encouraging them to ask diffevent questions about their practice or to
look at it from differert persipectyives. Atthe time feltitwasa risky session to run and I was concerned that group
I inparticular would ﬁﬁd it difﬁcult to relateto. Iwés wrong with thatassessment, and several members talked about
itlater as a turning-pointin the course. Asan evaluétion of the programme it demonstrates some importantchanges
in attitude from those just described. Participants had begun to see the classroom context as an important variable,
which entailed a self awareness that previously would have been too dangerous to contemplate. The results show
formidable blocks to police training becoming more educative, but a significant first step had becn taken in being
able to ask meaningful questions about it.

The day began with four exercises setup in different parts of the classroom. Each cxcrcise invited creative
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thought about the practice ofteaching using the following media: writing in verse; writing fictional prose; painting
a picture; and thinking in metaphors. The participants were given freedom to follow their own route around the
four exercises, and the morning was concluded with a general discussion about their experience of it. In the
afternoon participants formulated new questions about their practice, and then in a goldfish-bowl discussion
explored how they mightinvestigate them. This exercise was less successful because, whilst participants were able
to ask questions about practice, they had difficulty seeing themselves as capable of answering them. Thev were
inclined to feel resigned to the problems rather than empowered to resolve them. The following month we returned
to the creative writing for some sharing and interpretitive exercises aimed at developing their metaphors.

Some months later, I used the material in an evaluative discussion with peers in a research seminar. The next
section focuses on participants' emerging understanding of teaching.
Metaphors

The metaphor exercise invited participants to devise their own metaphors for teaching. The following isa small

selection:

Teaching is like being ...

a tea bag

a ripe blackberry - you're always the first to be picked on

a conductor - pulling a crowd of people together to produce music

a cannon ball fired into a crowd - you don't know what harm you might cause
Teaching is like doing ...

a marathon

a crossword - difficult but satisfying -

something which you're not sure has a point

throwing pots - making something difficult look easy

The "tea bag", "blackberry" and "marathon" ideas represent the side of police training which is about meeting
targets and objectives, and delivering back-to-back courses. It is unsatisfying work for the trainers because they
are under a constant pressure from their rﬁanagers on one side, and squeezed by low student satisfaction on the -
other. The more optimistic metaphors - "conductor", "potter" and "crossword" - see the tzacher inadominantrole.
solving problems and shaping the outcomes for other people.

Teaching as a "cannon ball" and as "something which you're not sure has a point” are more enigmatic. Both
arose from participants' growing awareness of their personal power and of the influence of an underlving hidden
curriculum (Snyder 1971). The second of these quotes was from a student who, nine months before, had said to

me "You talk about your practice, but to me it's just a job." I feel that in the context of police training wherc a lot
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of classroom activity does not have any educative benefit, someone who has begun to ask what is the point, has
moved beyond just seeing it as a job.
Creative writing

The following is a selection of the poetry and prose.

(a)Lesson

Huff and puff

Grizzle grump

Stamp my feet and cry

Huff and puff

Grizzle grump

Why Why Why Why Why!

Throw my pens

Find a dog

Kick it in the bum

Where's my bloody training shoes
I'm going for a run

Pounding feet

Muscle ache

Lungs screaming out for air
Back again

Find a friend

There's a problem I have to share

Chit chat

Cappuccino

Maybe I'll have a sticky bun

Chit chat

Sorted now

There's other things I could have done
Find my pen

Kiss the dog

Rub its sore behind

Thank you friend you've been a pal
In helping me unwind

The trainer in this poem is frustrated and streésgd, perhaps even caught in a cycle of frustration. It i}lustrates
a commbn theme - the assumption éf lfesponsibility. itis the ‘rainer who experiences the problem and whe has the
responsibility for finding the solution. The members Qf the class are present, but only in the sense that the trainer's
emotions glance-off them (Ciough 2002). With the abéence of the class, there is also an absence of reference to
their learning. This classroom problem is not seen from the students' point of view or connected to their learning

experience; they are not given any responsibility in the classroom context. Ifa problem arises then it is the trainer's

responsibility alone; the trainer has to design the learning for the students.
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(b) Day at Work

Boy am I tired

Tired but happy

Well maybe not happy as such
Maybe more relieved

Boy am I tired

It's been a long day

Talking all the time

Trying to be believed

Ah, but they weren't such a bad lot

Not like I first thought

Some of the names I saw

Thought the first day was gonna be fraught
They weren't such a bad lot

I think it went well

So why did they all run
When they heard the bell?

There 1s an emotional depth to this poem. It speaks of a trainer who experiences considerable tensions within
the role. The worries begin with an examination of the class list - a search for names that are recognised, always
with the fear that the name of a difficult student will be recognised. Then there is the concern over what the day
will bring and the relationship that will develop with the class. At the end of the day there is just relicfit has been
survived. I feel this trainer wants to teach well but is aware that the students do not want to be there.

Teaching is about "talking all the time" and "trying to be believed". As with (a) above, this trainer takes
responsibility for the satisfaction of the class, but there is a sense in this case of there being no solutions and the
problem just has to be endured. Teaching here 1s something of a lottery; it may go well or it may not, but either
way the trainer has no control over the‘outcome. The best that can be done is to look for omens in the class list

- like a seer examining the entrails of a sacrificed animal; and then pray until the bell.

(c)Atthe End efthe Day

Have I just been shot,

I feel all tied up in knots.
But can it be my fault

if there's been a revolt?
Why am I depressed,

or am | the oppressed?
What is the value of life

to be put to so much strife?

This poem continues that sense of bewilderment and confusion; the trainer feels got-at, asks w/iyme? and again

feels powerless to do anything about the problem.

However, there is a hint of something different in the question "can it be my fault?" and the puzzlement "am
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Ithe oppressed?" All of the extracts I have chosen focus on the perspective of the trainer, and this is one of only

afewthatsuggestthere are other powers at work in the social context. However, the problemis still insoluble, unless

one chooses to leave and do something else.

(d) Sceptic

Knackered is what I am
AllT've done is talk

But it's them who I want to talk
So what am I doing wrong?

Knackered is what I am

I feel quite drained

My mind has been racing all day
Why are these sessions so long?

Knackered is what I am

Perhaps it wasn't that bad

They seemed to have enjoyed themselves
So was I really doing it wrong?

This poem has some similarities to (b). It shares the theme of exhaustion, and links hard work with a sense of
shell-shock, isolation and desperation - the trainer is saying "everything is awful" and "it's my fault", and seeks
areassuring pat on the head from an outsider. Ourtrainers often complain thatno one has ever told them Yes, you're
doing it right; and here the statement is more plaintive, a demand to tell me!

It highlights another theme, the idea that teaching has a right way, a holy grail they must find. Itis a search they
do not share with their students; the trainer is the expert and when things are done the right way there is no need
for the learners to be involved. When it is done right, the learners are done to. However, getting it wrong is to be

blameworthy, and since the right way is as mythical as the grail, they are destined to be always at fault.

(e)Hero
Hero beamed at himself in the mirror. His armour had never been so bright; only the whiteness of
his teeth shone above the lustre of his breastplate.

He had the latest and shhrpest of blades fofg'ec_i from the furnaces of the land of the {iddle Eartn.
His shield was freshly paintéd; the shield itself was once wielded by the warrior king and was not
only fantastically crafted but legend heldthat the carrier of the shield could never be hurt ir: the fray.

His helmet with its new plumage was respiendent and fitted like a glove. Hero knew he could last
for hours without the weight becoming burdensome. He adjusted his belt and tightened his boots
(both of finest calf-skin). The boots were recently resoled and he knew he could out-march any of

his rivals without discomfort.

Hero stepped out and as he marched towards his new group, tripped and fell in the blackest and
boggiest pool in the moor of Middle Earth!

What an irony in the title to this piece of prose! The analogy is with the trainer who prepares assiduously, but
despite everything, still fails. What more could have been done? It is the trainer as heroic failure. Problems are
not just insoluble, the trainer does not know what success would be. Whilst many of the trainers saw the 7307
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programme as supplying them with new teaching techniques, this poem makes the point that those techniques.
though necessary, are not sufficient conditions for success. That is the paradox; learning new skills will not soive
their problems, but they are unable to conceive of learning in any other way.

"Hero" illustrates the fighting metaphor - teaching as the entry into some form of battle or conflict, and the trainer
has to prepare much as a police officer tooling-up for patrol. There is a parallel between 'getting into uniform' and
getting into the teaching role, and both have to be mediated through other technologies. The trainer. gua person,
is a less important part of the curriculum than the technology. The analogy with policing constructs the situation
as an aggressive action against the rights of others. The technology interpolates itself between agent and object
and ensures thatteaching is used-on or done-to the other. It does not allow for a direct relationship between teacher
and student; in fact the relationship is institutionalised in the technology - learning becomes the application of

the technology to someone else. There is a paucity of alternative metaphors for teaching and learning in the police

service.

(f) Daniel

Daniel in the lion's den. Entering a strange place with many moving shadows perceived as threats.
Is that a lion coming for me?

It's a different world where the rules are not my own. The lions resent my appearance in their den;
sit in silence eyeing me in a cold, hungry way.

Iknow they cannot learn anything as they don't speak my language. They will not change. How do
you change a lion without a whip or meat?

In this final piece the analogy is biblical, but rather than the search for a grail with its cycle of disappointments,
this writer has given-up on miracles. We can neither tame the lion nor bribe it, and nothing remains-but to stare-
it-out. The hostility of ‘the environment is familiar to most of the extracts, and, as with "hero", Daniel's world 1s
constructed as a fight. The difference is this writer's recognition that the rules do not have to be followed - they
are not our rules. This writer wants neither to fight with students nor to patronise them. but a third way has yet
tobe found. The extractAreﬂecv:lts the same:bewildennent as the others, but adds anew perspective - a faith that there
1s some other way of treéting with liohs. |
Discussion

In reading these pieces one cannot help but be struck by the impoverished ideas about teaching and learning
situations. Each of these poems expresses an us-and-them dualism, and a bewilderment that the situation cannot
take another shape. Teaching is like "doing something which you're not sure has a point”.

The experiences of teaching described in these extracts are divorced from communication - the medium ot the
teacher's art (Stenhouse 1983). There is little reference to the students, who become the passive other, the objects
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of the trainers' teaching. Experiences are designed for the learners and messages are sold to them. They do not
needtoplayapartin the trainers' characterisations of practice, because teaching is different from learning. content
is different from method, and teachers are different from students. They evidently lack other role models in their
own experiences as learners.

This breakdown in communication between students and trainers is mirrored by the relationship that trainers
have with the organisation. Here their experience is of helplessness; they are the powerless objects of serendipity.
They have little control over their environment, and even where they feel able to address problems they become
stuck ina cycle of unrewarding action. Both students and trainers face the situation stoically because it is the nature
of things - the world constructed as a fight. They must resign themselves to being the objects of more powerful
forces. It is no wonder they resist self-awareness, because it entails acknowledgement of their own helplessness;
they discover there are no miracles.

They are prisoners of the expert/learner dualism. Their way forward has to be the creation of new relationships
between themselves and others. I suggest the self-awareness they showed in producing these pieces of creative
writing is the first step to challenging that dualism. I had created trusting relationships with them in which they
had begun to see it was worthwhile to examine their relationships with others. It is the first step in creating the
- dialogue between teacher and student which is so lacking in their characterisations of practice (Torrance and Pryor
2001).

Itis significant that the majority of police training is done in short courses or modules where trainers have little
opportunity for developing closer, personal relationships with students. They do not see the growth or learning
in others; in fact a trainer may spend as little as two hours with complete strangers whom she/he will never see
again. There is no continuity, no learning history, no caring about the growth of people. Trainers are encouraged
to 2valuate their courses using the ubiquitous 'happy sheets', where the result of a day's learning s defired by
aLickertscale. Leamirig has become asimulacrum - ahighscore onafeedback sheet. The tiainershave no expenience
of what learning in others would actually look like.

I discovered this in running the 7307 programme. I too had been the designer of others' learning, and measured
my success in the outward signs of contentment in a class. When I saw a group for only a day, or even a week,
it was easy to hide behind my authority and avoid developing a relationship where I might learn how the students
related the classroom to the work place. In a long-term programme where students are mixing classroom activities
with their work place experience, there is no hiding-place for a reflective teacher. My thinking was fuelled by
observing the growth in my students. Only then did I come to see teaching as a set of normative practices. in which

I had an ethical responsibility rather than a technical one based on designing learning.
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The kind of relationship changes I envisage are subversive in our organisational context. There are social-
psychodynamic forces inhibiting the development of training which save police officers from facing the
embarassment and discomfort of relating to others in more intimate ways (Bion 196 1; Menzies 1970; Obholzer 1994).

I have presented the results of this exercise in a way that treats the two 7307 groups as homogenous. but this
was not the case. There were significant differences between the two which became more noticeable when I ran
the interpretation exercise the following month. Neither group identified with their students but there were
differences in the way they viewed their own identities as teachers. Group 1 tended to identify themselves as victims
of the blame culture. One person described how when she returns from running a course her manager will inquire
"how did it go?" and when she replies "some good, some bad" he will only want to know what went wrong. "People
always leap on the negative". Another explained how he would be keen to identify the criticism in happy sheets
in order to prqtect himself - "I get the answers ready for the questions that might be asked". There was a strong
sense in this discussion that they wanted to have someone else to blame.

Some of this blame was apparent in the classroom relationship with me. For example one student wanted to
criticise the creativity exercises, arguing it was pointless interpreting the poems and prose because they did not

represent how people really felt - the exercise had no learning benefit, and I was to blame:

"T found it easier to think of something bad"
"I didn't know how to do the exercises"

"T didn't know how on earth to do the task”
"It felt an unrealistic exercise"

"I couldn't see it was going to benefit me, writing a made-up story"

Whilst this view >was not expressed by others, it illustrated how 'learning' 0%t=n took the form of a decision to
biame other people for how they felt.
In contrast, group 2 focused on their own agency and their ability to choose. For t'ier "Hero" posed a question
~ about identity; the armour was a metaphor for a different identity that we must don before going into class. It
represented the fear of being ourselves, or the need to hide behind a mask. They emphasised the need for teachers
to be themselves.
Their underlying theory for this identity problem was attributed to a "dilemma" between "bowing to the
obligation to the organisation” and considering the needs of individual learners. These two features were seen

to be in conflict: "training is basically for the organisation to cover their arses” rather than for the lcaming of
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students. Playing the role of Hero is to overvalue the organisational obligation and thereby distort one's part in
the curriculum; "If we deny our identity, that comes across in what we teach. The obligation to the organisation
demands we do what we think is wrong." The group expressed a critical praxis. "It'sup to us to do something about
it; we either stand-up to be counted or else we don't count. It's our responsibility."”

I'was pleased to hear these expressions of a critical awareness. Both groups have recognised that relationships
within the organisation are unhelpful and unfulfilling, but whilst group 1 saw this as inevitable, group 2 sought
to redefine the situation. Nonetheless, as their prose and poetry evidence, both groups setup fundamental

dualisms. The organisation is characterised as an external power which is either resisted or to which we must
acquiesce.
THE EVALUATION DAY

Towards the end of the programme each group was set the task of designing and piloting an evaluation of their
Part 2 course. It was a problem-based learning approach with two main aims: firstly it would introduce the subject
of assessment and evaluation; and secondly it would provide me with feedback on the programme I had designed.
The task fitted with my researcher-teacher-learner model. At one level it allowed me to role-model a practitioner-
researcher and at another it allowed the group members to research their own learning by assessing how the course
impacted on their practice as teachers.

The City and Guilds follows the convention of distinguishing between assessment and evaluation, where the
first is a measure of students' learning and the second is a measure of the teacher's success in achieving objectives
(City and Guilds 2001). My approach questions this distinction arguing they are two sides of the same coin; they
both apply to the iearning produced in a situation, but seen from the perspectives of different participants (see
Chapter 7). The approach also muddys the distinction made in standard 7307/FENTO texts (e.g. Reece and Walker
2000) between formative and summative assessment. Again they represent an a:tificial distinction when seen from
the perspective of participants who seek to learn from researching a situation.

Torrance anc Pryvor (2001) argue that formative assessment is a key interface between teaching and research, -
and is the pedagogical process most closely approximating to research. They recomriend it a5 a starting point for
the development of pedagogical awareness. The model I used was calculated to create learning for me about my
teaching practice, whilst at the same time teaching the group how to use formative assessment to reflect on their
own. Research, teaching and learning are linked. It demonstrates how to use both assessment and teacher rescarch
in planning teaching, and proves its worth in the way it raises pedagogical awareness.

Both groups began by interpreting the task literally. thinking in terms of an evaluation providing summative

information for me - but this proved difficult. Summative evaluation required an objective standard or criterion for
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measurement, but the programme was notplanned with specific objectives inmind - only the broad aims mentioned
at the start of this chapter. The groups ilnvestigated the learning outcomes specified by the City and Guilds (2001)
but found they were notrendered in an easily measurable form either. In any case, neither group feltthev didjustice
to the richness of their learning experience. The programme design had authorised student perspectives (Cook-
Sather 2002), which minimised the need for summative assessment methods.

Participants worked on designs which permitted the investigation of outcomes importaqt to themselves. They
wanted to assess the success of the course in terms of their own experience rather than subjecting themselves to
anexternal criterion. This collapses the assessment/evaluation distinction, or as Kushner (2000b) suggests, it turns
the conventional order on its head.

Ibegan the exercise in the role of facilitator, although undoubtedly I was seen as the expert to whom they would
report, and about whom they would be reporting. I knew I would have to show leadership in the early stages because
the difficulty of the task would encourage them to make quick decisions without accounting for the views of quieter
members. My task was to engender participation, and this entailed helping them understand the emotional blocks
to achieving it - the hazards at the boundary crossing (Mulholland and Wallace 2003). For example, I helped the
groups recognise when they were rushing to decisions, why they were doing this, and what effects it had on team
work and participation.

These were familiar processes for the two groups and in fact they settled down very quickly into cooperative
approaches. As the need for a leadership role diminished I found I was drawn into the groups as a co-participant.
This could not have happened if the groups had continued to see me as the authority to whom they were
responsible. As their relationship with me changed from teacher to participant, the approach to the evaluation task
also changed. If there is no authority to report to then there is no need to define the task as the provision of
summative feedback. By becoming a participant I made it possible for the groups to redefine the way they saw the
task. This change in relationships authorised the investigation of their perspectives, and shows the Learning
Triangle at work (Chapter 7).

The evaluation had toaccount for the experiences of all participants, including mine, which was acknowledged
as a different, rather than a superior one. There was no sense in which my contribution was valued more than others,
orin which my perspective was held to be truer, ormore validortobe preferred in any way. Group 1 made aspecific
invitation for me to participate in the planning process, whereas group 2 took-for-granted this fact. There 1s a
temptation for the facilitator to keep one eye on group functioning. I resisted this because it implicitly maintains
a leadership responsibility which the group should share. If the teacher covets the expert tasks then he or she will

not become a participant. [ try to focus on my own learning, and make decisions about participation in terms ot
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how learning is best served. It requires trust in the group that, given the opportunity to find its own direction, it
will function effectively.

I discussed in chapter 7 the link between evaluation, feedback and learning observed by Hargreaves (2001),
and I think this situation demonstrates it working. We cooperated by giving each other feedback, and each
participant used this to evaluate his/her own learning. Feedback is not given in a summative way as a gift but is
part of a learning conversation (Askew and Lodge 2000; Watkins 2001). My example shows how this feedback
model fits with the collaborative relationships I have fostered in the police training context. A focus on one's own
learning in a collaborative group is not selfishness; it is part of a learning conversation that values self and others
as knowledge producers.

The Evaluation Plans

The exercise was run over two days. The first day was set aside for planning the evaluation, and half of the
second day was used to run it. The problem posed was "Plan an evaluation of the 7307", and after a few minutes
of individual thinking about the task, I prompted both groups with the simple question "How do you want to do
it?"

Group 1 played with the analogy oftheir learning as arailway journey. They wanted each participant to identify
where the journey began and to plot the important stops along the route. It was to end with a discussion of where
on the line people had reached. They did not assume everyone had started at the same place; for some it was the
firstday of Part 2, for others it was Part 1; for yet others it was part ofa much longer process of career change. Hence
the question "where did you start your journey?" was cognisant of peoples' different subjective experiences of
the programme. They gave a similar consideration to-the intermediate stations along the line. At first these were
identified with the key points in the course, but it quickly became clear that what counted as key was once more
subjective. In particular they found that for most people the key points of development were located in their own
work places and linked to their own professional lives, rather than following the timetable ofthe 7307 programme.

In talking through the metaphor the group was already involved in a formative exercise, and undertaking the
railway journey itselfbecame an exploration of their learning about learning. There was an explicitrecognition that
the evaluation would have to be formative, because no station would be at the end of the line. They even played
with the idea that participants should make a commitment to taking a new piece of learning away with them. Their
plan was augmented with an idea they named the 'Think Tank' which entailed decorating the classroom with the
work we had done during the year - flip charts, exercises and tasks, books, videos, readings etc. We¢ envisaged
ourselves sitting in the midst of this material using it to prompt our memory, or to revisit a subject, or to share a

personal learning epiphany. It added the possibility of a spatial dimension to the railway journey metaphor.
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Group 2 worked in a more structured way. They began by examining their experiences of being assessed which
helped them identify the hidden implications of evaluation. Their experiences were overwhelminglv negative and
called into doubt the motives we have for assessment and evaluation. Within our organisation theyv felt the
underlying agenda was always to meet some external requirement - "ticking boxes" - rather than for the benefit of
the member of staff being assessed.

They moved on to conduct a mini-evaluation of the course, recording positive and negative features on a flip
chart. I sensed at this stage the group were still searching for a way of doing the task. I described it as "structured”,
butit was not methodical; they went through anumber of ways of looking at the problem in an apparently haphazard
way, but I saw this as recy'cling or reframing the problem rather than an inability to work. In fact the activity level
was high and there was evident enjoyment in the group. The repeated reframing of the problem was their way of
learning about assessment, and gave me an indication of their ability to think through an educational problem.

The list of negative points in their mini-evaluation shifted focus from the course and recorded what they had

learned about the organisational culture. The list included:

» A greater perception of organisational blocks to learning
« A lack of understanding of learning in the organisation
« A very negative perception of the value of training in the organisation

« An organisational short-sightedness about the skills of the work force

At this stage the group began to understand the importance of their own experience on the programme. They
associated summative assessment with meeting the organisation's agenda ina way which denied the value of their
own learning. Their next step was to list the sorts of questions they now wanted to answer and [ list a selection

of these here:

- How has my teaching changed?
- How is my teaching perceived by others?
. How have I developed as a person (both in and out of training)?

» Has the programme given me opportunities?

This list of questions later framed their approach to the evaluation. I was drawn into the group planmng at this

stage, withimplicitacceptance that my experiences were as validas theirsand | wasto joininasanequal participant.
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Both groups observed that their evaluations were designed as learning for the participants, rather than as
research or finding-out for the benefit of myself as the course tutor.
The Evaluations-Group1
I decorated the classroom to create the Think Tank before the group arrived, but organisation of the morning
was taken-on by one of the other participants. We spent a few minutes individually making notes in answer to the
first question Where did your journey start? from which a plenary discussion developed with each person in turn
sharing their experience. The discussion was animated and lasted for nearly 2 hours withouta break. T have chosen
two extracts from my field notes made during the discussion, to illustrate what happened.
Brett: My journey started about 12 months before the programme. I wanted to develop myself, but I also
came to see myself as breaking new ground - no other Special Constables had been involved in training
before. I saw myself creating opportunities for other specials, so it was important I did well. | was aware of
David's style of training. But at the start of the course I thought that his style was extreme. After the first
three sessions I lacked direction - what do Iread? What do I do? Where am I? So I felt the first three sessions
were a waste.
Rosie: [Agreed with the first sessions being a waste because of a lack of direction. Asked if anyone else
felt the same.]
Simon: [Agreed he felt the same.] For me the train didn't start for the first three months. I just felt confusion
at first. But after that enjoyment replaced the confusion. I can now see the purpose of the 'Rita’ video
[referring to a clip from Educating Rita used in the second session].
Rosie: I was getting very cross at that time. Sometimes I'd say to myself before coming into class "I won't
say anything". So being cross was a big barrier for me. There wasn't anything to hook me into it; there was
no ownership. Now I want to go back and look at it again, but it's too late. Now 1 can see the need forit.
A lot of my learning has come from myself doing training. It's been more valuable than coming to the
classroom.
Neil: My journey started during the week of Part 1. [He described how he had worked through the frustration.
He later worked with me for three months and he explained how we came to understand each other aftera
shaky start.] By the time I got here it was full steam ahead.
Rosie: I think I needed to be prepared for the confusion. We could have been told to expect it.
Neil: I was confused with your confusion. I couldn'tun-confuse you. Youhadtodoit for vourself. Icouldn't
think what I could do for you.

Rosie: Other people dropped out of the course because of that confusion.
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The defining moment for me was the creativity day. That's when I started to enjoy the course. [She explained
how she often only came to the group meetings because it was a better alternative than going to work]. |
thought on that day that I could get something out of the course. We should have done it earlier.

Until then the course was entirely separate from the rest of my life. Now I see the course is more than what
happens in the classroom.

Dan: My journey started before the courseas well. I was looking forward to it, hoping it would be like Part
1. I got disillusioned early on and it became a chore coming here. But it changed - round about the time of
the creativity day. I know it's meant to be self-learning, but it could have been more clearly defined.
Rosie: In the organisation we don't have the luxury of time in anything we do. But this has taken a year to
get me here.

Brett: Don't you think this is an important investment in you?

Rosie: Yes, but I'm just saying I could have got here sooner. This style of learning takes a long time.
Neil: I don't think that warning you about the feelings of confusion would have made any difference.
Rosie: I just needed to have permission to be confused.

Brett: The OU do that, they prepare you for what it's going to be like when you start the course. Having
said that you still feel confused - but you are less likely to leave because you know to expect it.

Rosie: [Repeated herneed to know what the end point was, to know where it was all going]. Sometimes you
end up speaking just to please the trainer. [Speaking directly to me] I was wanting things to work for you.
I have a respect for you, so I wanted your lessons to be successful.

Simon: Yes, I can remember wanting to try and make this work.

Rosie: I had a feeling of responsibility; of looking fof what it is that the teacher wants.

This extract is from the start of the meeting. The discussion s critical of me, particularly in relation to the design
of the first three sessions. It is balanced at first with statements about the course getting better later. Inevitably
the criticism is followed by suggestions about what should be done differently. There is a general agreement that
one of the problems was the 'style' of learning. This style refers to the facilitative approach, and late£ clanfications
made the explicit criticism that they needed to be told what to learn. Finally, the last section highlights that for some.
the sessions were not about learning, but finding ways to please the teacher. It suggests dependence - an
expectation of being taught that was at the root of their confusion. The role of student became a guessing game.
trying to guess what the teacher wanted, and then blaming when it proved unrewarding. This is the symbiotic hole-

in-the-wall gang relationship (see Chapter 4), hooking into my own confusion between wanting people to learn

but fecling the need to be the teacher.



Ididnot play an active part in the extract above; I was present, note-taking, but did not feel the need torespond.
Their criticism of the course was expressed mainly in terms of how they felt, an important point since valid
expressions of feelings have to be acknowledged. I sensed there was comfort in sharing each others initial
experience, and some sense of release in being able to say it in an open forum. Statements about personal experience
do not contain underlying messages about blame; thus I too was comfortable listening and note taking.

At times the experiences were laced with judgements and prescriptions about what should have been done.
The discussion continued in this vein for some time with other people talking about their starting points, the various
themes being recycled, and the judgments and prescriptions increasing. I made some contributions, offering my
own experience of the early sessions so that my data could be considered. The group understood I was a learner
in the process too.

About 45 minutes into the process I began to wonder what was going on. I was the focus of the group's feedback,
I made notes, gained understanding, accepted others' experience and explained mine. I did not respond to the blame
attached to the more judgemental statements, but I found I had to 'contain'it (Bion 1961; Obholzer 1994) for those
who could not handle it themselves. I suspected some were using the discussion to unload their blame. They lacked
alearning agenda, and their motivation was to ensure Ilearned from their experiences. Although some were taking
the opportunity to explore their learning, they were in the minority. This was not collaborative action in the sense
I have explained it.

I began to formulate options for surfacing the issue. I was concerned that challenging it within the group would
reinforce their different treatment of me. This next extract shows how the direction of the group was changed.

Brett: [Checked-out with me that I was okay receiving the feedback. It was clearly critical.]

DW: [1 confirmed I was comfortable and contentto listen to others' experiences. [ saidit wasuseful learning
forme.]

Rosie: So thisis good learning for you, but what about our learning. This is meant to be for our benefit. What
about our needs?

DW: [Am I acting selfishly? I remembered Rosie saying this months before under similar circumstances.
I took a deep breath and relaxed.] We're responsible for our own learning. That's what we agreed.

Neil: We seem to have stopped evaluating. Everything we've been doing is focused on David. We got all
of this stuff around the room but we've ignored it. | want to get on and see what learning is in it for me. It's
as if our train left the station but we've been held up by leaves on the track.

Brett: Well I think I have been learning. I've got a lot out of this so far.

Simon: [Agreed with Brett that he too had benefited from the discussion.]
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Rosie: We've only just started the evaluation. All we've done is consider our first question. We've got to
g0 on next to question two. [She was defensive here.]

[Question 2 was their plan for highlighting the stations on the journey. Each person had to identify three
things they wanted to talk about to the group.}

Neil had inadvertently surfaced the issues I had been pondering. Some people in the group agreed with him.
Rosie, whohadbeen prominentin her criticism of the course felt she had to explain herself. It confirmed my feeling
that the group had not been collaborating over the evaluation. I was one of a small number of people who were
taking risks to learn, the others, like Rosie, were asking to be taught.

We resumed after a tea break. Rosie suggested we move onto the second question, however most people stated
they had no more issues, or that their points had already been discussed. This was further evidence that for most
people the exercise had not offered a learning possibility. The months of flip-charts, tasks, writing and work stared
down at us from the walls. But there were leaves on the line.

Neil was one group member who saw the possibilities of learning and remained excited at the prospect of sharing
his journey with us. He talked first about "the power of discussion" and the way we had used metaphors to
understand educational ideas and situations. He spoke of the "freedom" it engendered - "You've no idea where
it's going". His second item concerned how "effective learning changes who people are." He talked about learning
and personal change and how he looks for these in his own students. Finally he talked about handing-over
responsibility for learning to students - "you are an adult” he said pointedly, the irony of the current situation not
lost on him. He suggested "sometimes we are victims of our own schooling, we have to be told what to do, what
we need. But actually you bring a lot with you." There was no real engagement with Neil's enthusiasm.

I explained that an issue which had arisen for me during the morning was the frequent reference to my szyle of
teaching. I said I felt irritated by it, and concerned that people were stiil taiking in those terms. 1 added that for me
it was not a question of style, but one of curriculum; the problem is not Which stvle do I put on today? but, How
do I'workwith this curriculum?1 felt the opportunity to evaluate learning had been seen as an opportunity to blame,
and the language of blame was 'style', though I did not say so.

Rosie's question "Who is the learning meant to be for?" is perhaps the most significant clue as to what was
going on. I sensed there was a psychological blame message there - It's all right for you, we're giving vou what
vou need but what are you giving us? As Neil reminded her, the day had been setup with everyone's learning in
mind; we had planned an odyssey through the year's work and made a commitment to the future. His point was
that the group had chosen instead to focus on me. and he could not understand why.

Rosie and others had swapped their student role for a leadership role, and expected me to reciprocate by
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adopting the student role - I was to learn what they were telling me. This is not a collaborative relationship, it is
a dependent one. When it is found to be equally as unfulfilling as the usual relationships the instinct is to blame

someone else forit. I was seen as getting in the way oftheir learning and they constructed themselves as powerless

to do anything about it.

The Evaluations-Group 2

This group also chose a discursive approach to the evaluation, the prompts being a series of kev words
expressing their ideas about the programme. The words were chosen carefully so as not to lead peoples' thinking.
Participants took turns in taking words out of a box and speaking briefly about what it meant for them; a discussion
then ensued with other group members contributing their thoughts on the subject. Unlike group 1, they focused
almost entirely on themselves and how participation in the course had changed their relationships with the
organisation and other people. There was almostno comment on the elements of the programme, the variables being
the ways in which they had changed as agents acting on the world.

The discussion was organised by group members. No person was required to take a word from the box - several
did not do so - and no one was required to speak. However, most wanted to contribute. I was a participant; there
was norole for me as group leader. I shared my own learning with the group, and it was not received as a privileged
perspective. People questioned each other with the intention of discovering whether their experiences were the
same, and when a shared experience was recognised others would want to say, Yes it was like that for me too.

The group made a decision to record the discussion on audio tape. I suspect this was for my benefit, because
in some respects I was still different from them. I will summarise the discussion using the headings of my learning
triangle model: relationships / knowledge / ways of knowing.

Knowledge

This extract shows John and Liz talking about their learning under the key word 'skills".

John: Yesterday I found it hard to do the task [planning the evaiuation] because I personally felt that the
learning I had been through was very unique tome. Lizsaid yesterday that, inall the time we had been doing
this she thought I had learned and changeda ot ... some of my personal skills and the skills [use inmy writing
have changed greatly ... it's challenged problems I've been encountering within the job, erm, on a very
personal note I think it's something that, if I hadn't done it I wouldn't have got to that point ...

Liz: That's 'cos you've allowed it to change you though.

John: Or is it because I wanted to. ...

Liz: The interesting thing you say about that, I think, out of this group ... you were probably the most
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experienced police officer there ... that's why I think it stood out to me more that vou've actually changed
so much. Because to me you were a typical police officer, and I don't mean that detrimentally - butina wayv
Ido, because police officers ... are all tunnel vision, it's all done verymilitary ... inaway you've had tochange
alotmore, I mean, you've had more years to change than what we have. To me it really stands out. You have
changed tremendously.

John: David asked me a question several years ago when I first applied to be a trainer, and the question's
stuck in my mind - can I change? I don't think I've changed as a person, I still have the values I had back
along; I still have my personal expectations of people ... where I have changed - I don't know if tolerant is
the right word, but I'm prepared to listen and realise that there are other ways of doing things.

Liz: Have you changed at home?

John: Yes, because now I have something to look forward to - which I didn't before ... people asked my
opinions and I gave it, and sod what they tl}ought, at least now - yeah I've changed at home because now
I'm more positive about it. I have the opportunity of going into probationer training which is what I want
to do now ... Actually, somebody having a bit of faith in me has put back my faith in human nature. ... I'm

still the same person. ... I'm not that self-centred, angry bastard! [Laughs]

John makes a point about his learning being unique and his argument is that the uniqueness of learning makes
the task of evaluation very difficult. Implicit within this view is a contrast between his learning and conformity to
a set of imposed objectives. His learning is about personal change, and he puts it outside the province of the
evaluator - both ethically and practically. John seeks to own his learning and questions the right of someone else
to measure it.

Much ofhis learning seems to be in the form of emotional intelligence (Goleman 1996, 1999) in his relationships
with other people. He also talks about 'faith' - 2 reciprocal process in which people have faith in him and he has
faith in others. I sensed as he spoke that, in having faith in others, he was able to act as agent - this was how he
" now chose to act on the world. (It recalls AIf My Sons from Chapter 7). He has made an ethical choice to look upon
others differently, and feels the evaluator has no right to measure it. Along with the faith in others he learned a
willingness to challenge the external locus of evaluation (Rogers and Freiberg 1994). It links to my discussion of
the planning phase where the group recognised the evaluation could acknowledge the validity of their local
knowledge. I look more closely at these aspects below.

The uniqueness of learning became apparenf during the discussion, each person's expericnce of lcarning

having this quality. Here Joan prompts Liz to explain how she "learned to change”.
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Liz: For me this course has been very satisfying. Somebody said earlier about - "it's restored my faith in
the job" - [ am very, very cynical. I think the way that the job treats people stinks, I think it's got worse, it
hasn't got better. And I felt myself very, very angry at other people when I first came to the Part 1 course.
What this has done, I wouldn't say it's changed my views but it has focused me in a different way, so it's
made me have something more to look at; I can see a future because of this course. Before I couldn't see
a future - because I was part-time and part-timers are a pain-in-the-arse. ... I've always been such a strong
person and a fighter, and I've realised I've got to give up fighting ... this course has made a change in me
and satisfied me to an extent where I can't carry on fighting, I've fought for 30 years of my life ... butit's just
because of how we sat down and we've talked, peoples' emotions, peoples' feelings and you relate to it ...
I've thought, yeah! I can do this. It's given me a worth. I feel valued and worthy, whereas I didn't a year ago,
so erm, yeah, it's totally changed me this last year. I feel a lot happier with the job - not because of the job,
because of this course ... I feel I'm happy here, so I'm happy at work ... that's why I want to continue it, for
my own personal development. I don't know whether it's a female thing, because I've really related to Joan
inalotofthings she said ... my female side has come out, T have sort of looked at the emotions of otherpeople
and got more involved with the Transactional Analysis side of things ... to be honest 1 think a lot more officers
should do it because I don't think as a small minority we can ever change that many people, to be honest,
it has to be done en masse I think.

Joan: What's made us want to change?

Liz: I think it's being fed up with battling against the organisation all the time and you see an opportunity
to address things in a - for instance it's the confidentiality thing, where else can you sit within the
organisation, talk to other colleagues and say what you want ... you can't ... just silly little things like that
have made a huge difference to me.

Simon: ... it's given us the strength to challenge, not just to conform.

Liz: ... I feel as if, there was something missing. And now it's there again. If that makes sense ... I can write
my own lesson plans now, before I'd have had to have an off-the-sheif package that HQ had sent down ...
it's my creative side isn't it.

Joan: Your creativity - you've found it again. It has been suppressed by the organisation.

Liz describes an experience similar to John's in some respects. although for her the changes are more vivid.

Again, onc gets the impression of a growth in emotional intelligence, and a sense that the course had been
b
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empowering for her. She uses the fighting metaphors to describe her old relationship with the organisation but
it is difficult to fathom how she sees different possibilities until, later in the extract, she speaks of "the silly little
things". Her learning seems to have been connected with finding other things to do instead of fighting - quiet things
which for her are not only more rewarding, but are the things that will change the organisation.

Joan picked up on the idea of the organisation suppressing parts of one's identity, like creativity. This fitted
with her own growing interest in feminist pedagogy and the idea that in playing the organisational game we have
to repress aspects of ourselves that ought to be central to identity. It is a view shared by much of the police research
literature (Jones and Joss 1985; Gregory 2000; HMIC 2002).

Relationships

There is a strong emphasis on personal change in both these extracts, but the links to professional development
are implicit. They talk of qualities like confidence, faith and creativity that will transform the relationships they have
with people in their working lives. Their descriptions of personal change are always set in contrast to the way they
are now within an organisation that values the opposite - fear, envy, and conformity. Personal change is notmerely
about being different, it is about being able to act on the organisation in new ways.

Here the group discusses classroom relationships:

Merv: We talk about being student centred, but do the students want to change the way they are taught?
There was a certain feeling in a recent class I taught, they didn't want to interact in the discussion period
.. there was a feeling there that - zell me, just tell me what it is I'm meant to be doing ...

[Merv joined this group from Group 1 halfway through the course. I felt he was making two points: (i) we
should be telling people; and (ii) you should be telling me. It was a tentative criticism which others chose
to understand differently, and I suspect he felt unable to press his point]

Liz: We've had the benefit of knowing what we were coming into and why we were doing it. People that
attend sessions - they don't know why we're doing it, and maybe it's he fault of the organisation in not
explaining that actually that is the way we are going to be doing things; and, do you know what I mean,
they're sitting there wondering what's going on, "it's never bheen done like this before", because we haven't
bothered to explain.

John: | am quite comfortable talking in this group about things perhaps I wouldn't normally discuss.
Pete: It's group dynamics. The relationship issue. If the relationship issues aren't sorted out then people

are very reluctant to reveal part of themselves. ... This is the way we've always done it 1t's tradition - that's

what I was expecting to do, to teach that way.
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Merv's comments were not allowed to stand as criticism of the course, but were interpreted as evidence of the
problems people face, and how they learn to cope with them. There is a marked contrast in the attitudes of groups
1 and 2; the first sought to have their problems solved my me, but this group actively took possession of the issues,

emphasising their desire for agency. It cropped-up several times in the discussion in the guise of 'challenge'.

Pete: Ithink one thing isnow, I think youcanchallenge. You've got information and knowledge to challenge.
... So if someone comes to you and says "that's your package", before you'd go "oh, okay" and you'd go
and do it. But now you'd say "well, what are the learners going to get out of this?" And of course the person
giving you the package says "What??" [He is imitating a conversation with a bemused superintendent -
the class is laughing. He laughs himself] "Eh??". but no "you've got to measure how are they going to
improve -", "What??" [Laughs].

Liz: You missed the "Sir" out there [laughs].

Pete: [Laughing - more imitation] "That's too difficult a question, what are you doing??" And 1 think that's
the thing, if you start doing it that way you become an advocate for change ... and I think that's the thing,
if you carry on this process you've got like soldiers going out there - who says they won't change the world,
I think that's the only way you're going to do it. Otherwise you just tick a box that they've been trained -

they've attended.

He continues later:;

Pete: It's challenging, especially to challenge someone else's hierarchy, or someone else's thing where
they've just assumed, or made huge assumptions that goes right back to the Home Office, right back to the
training package that's been approved - you can imagine - by all these professors and boffins and chief
superintendents, and it's all come down from the Home Office; and you're gonna go "Where's the learning
centred? Where are the learning outcomes?" And-you challenge it. I think it's very satisfying, because why
not? Why can't you. Because normally the organisation doesn't want you to. They just want you to plod

off and do your planning, and go and plod off and deliver the thing. Don't make waves - and I think that's

where it's very rewarding and satisfying.

Pete was clearly relishing his mental image of saying No! to an array of authority figures and it stemmed trom
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aconfidence in hisownknowledge. For him, the learning from the course was in the form of a permissionto change
the way herelated to others; and specifically it was apermission to value his personal knowledge over an externally
imposed one. He seems tohave a different view of the fighting metaphorto Liz; he sees the way forward as beginning
toresist the organisation where she is looking for a different metaphor. The ideaof challenge wasclearly insufficient
to encompass all of their experiences and there was much discussion of what it means, and how we might go about
it.

In transcribing the tape I was struck by Pete's emphasis and repetition of the word 'plod’, because of it's
associations with a traditional, patronising stereotype of the slow and unimaginative police officer. This image is

not lost on Pete; he later draws parallels with the plodding nature of other police practices in order to distinguish

exactly what it is that needs challenging.

Pete: The difference between the process of trying to teach someone something and the process of getting
a prisoner charged, interviewed, the rights, the searches and all these different things that have got to, by
law, happen to them - you've got no choice ... you can't leave anything out. But you've still got to make sure
that the student has got all these things happen to them, but they mustn't all be the same. If you can make
them conform to what your idea is, or what the organisation's idea is - you will make them conform - that's
what we used to do in the past, really. You will do what your organisation wants you to do, and we'll do
itby training. We'll train you to do that. And I think now, we've come round from that now. We'll train them
but we don't want them all the same. The last thing you want to do - you said about individuals, calling them
by names not by rank. That's a classic - you don't want everybody the same ...

DW: I think we do that to the public.

Pete: Ofcourse we do. Look at victims of crime ... it's the same kind of process. It just becomes ajob, a crime
number, not necessarily a person.

Liz: [Relates this to the treatment of rape victims] ... all we think is evidence, evidence ...

Pete: ... the process becomes more important than the person, the process becomes more important than

anything.

Reading Pete's words carefully one senses an appreciation of the problem faced by all teachers who have
become aware of their power - how to walk the line between showing leadership and being the warrant for all

knowledge (Stenhouse 1983). Both Liz and Pete recognise how authority institutionalises values and scts up
unhelpful forms of relationship.
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Ways of knowing

Joan's question above, What made us want to change? suggests an enigma. What is the spur to challenge the
organisation? Or to challenge the way things are done? Or to risk doing things differently? How can one know
or value a different way, until one chooses to see the need to change?

Ireturn here to the ideas developed in earlier chapters about risk, worthwhileness and legitimacy. In an extract
above Merv expresses doubts about the legitimacy of my teaching decisions as the group leader. Other participants

chose not to doubt that legitimacy, and for them the foremost feeling was one of risk, rather than blame.

Kate: I justcame onto the course after Part 1.1 didn't really know what to expect. It was just "okay, let's wait
and see".

Liz: That's what I thought. I didn't know what to expect. I didn't know what was expected of me either ...
so I thought let's just see how this pans-out, and as it went on I thought Aha! I know where this is going

now ...

These were not rational decisions made with the intention of achieving any particular outcome. They were
simply acts of faith that crossing borders into unfamiliar territory would be worthwhile. Pete had a more specific
aim in mind, but it still required a leap of faith because he could not see how his objective might be achieved. In

this extract he once more shares his bemusement with us:

Pete: The biggest thing for us [indicates across to James with whom he works] ... 1s that learning how to
do the facilitative-type training. Both you and I [looking again to James] were quite confidentabout standing
at the front of the class - especially being a sergeant, because you do it all the time, telling people what to
dd, you're quite comfortable out there telling people what to do. But this sitting down in a circle where your
rank disappears and your power disappears and you're all part of the same group, er, and getting the
conversation going the way you want it to go, was - I'm thinking How the hell do you do thar? Hew does
that work? That was my biggest expectation that I was going to learn how that worked. How does it work?”
I remember being baffled for ages thinking how does it work. And only by doing itmy self, and expeniencing,
putting in some of the theories - and thinking - that I realised how to do it.

Kate: And has it come up to your expectations”

Pete: Yes ... and the most important thing it's done is make me reflect, which is something I didn't used to

do ... it's a discipline I've had to, you have to learn to do ... and it's good because I can show the benefit.
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or I think I can show the benefit of reflection ... it seems to have made the course better and the students
happier ... instead of being in this decreasing spiral of despondency; now you think you're improving as

you go round ... not just as a trainer but as a person.

Again there is an emphasis on the learner as agent - very different from the passive traditional model that each
of the group members had expected. They have come to see learning as legitimate when initiated by themselves

- or indeed that it has to be initiated by themselves.

Liz: You know the poems? Did you do the one where you had to write the poems? [Speaking to Merv and
referring to the Creativity Day]

Merv: No. [Merv had missed that session]. I interpreted the poems [the subsequent session] - I did the best
that I could to interpret the poems. And I wouldn't have felt comfortable having to do that piece of writing.
Liz: Like when we all had to write poems? Really? [She expresses astonishment]

James: We were talking about that yesterday [James had also missed the session]. I think it came across
as quite humorous. It sounded like everyone enjoyed it. I was disappointed that I missed it. They were talking
about it yesterday and I thought, "Oh! that's a shame".

Liz: Because I think it brought peoples' creative sides out as well. Some of them were so creative ...
Merv: Oh yeah, I thought they were. I thought maybe I'm just not creative ...

Liz: ... I just thought, 12 months before, if we said sit here and write a poem about something or other, how
many would have been interested? How many would have been written? ... I just think that was a sign of
how much people have progressed ...

Pete: Sometimes I think it's good to do something you don't want to do. You're made to do something you
don't want to do. You step outside your envelope of what you're comfortable doing. And I think that's
something that this course has done, it gives you more confidence to step outside your personal comfort
zone. You try things even if you think this is not going to work ... and that's what this course has done, 1t
gives you confidence to have a go at it. Because, what's the worse that can happen? The worse that can
happen is that it ain't gonna work. You know? That's it. And I think for me, because I didn't know any of
this stuff before I started I definitely wouldn't have stepped outside my comfort zone - I'd have been too
scared.

John: When we turned up at Part 1, I had this idea that there was going to be a magic wand waved and at

the end of that week we were all going to be super-trainers, erm, erm, I sympathise exactly with what you
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said, some of the bits we've done I have wondered "what planet are you coming from". erm, ves I have felt
uncomfortable doing some things but I've done them ... previously I'd have just sat there and gone through
the motions ... I've got the courage to challenge now, previously I didn't have the expectation that it was

going to give me that courage ... it was not an expectation I had as part of a trainer's course.

Listening to the tape I am impressed once more by Pete's earnestness: "What's the worst that can happen?”
I'hear him say; but what I feel he means is "What's the worst they can do to you?" Pete gives expression to those
fears that abound in hierarchical organisations around doing something wrong and being blamed for it. Taking
a risk is matched against the fear, and worthwhileness against the blame. It is perhaps a commonplace
understanding that we need to take risks to learn - nothing ventured nothing gained - but in practice it is not a
piece of advice widely observed in our organisation.

Astrainers we will always experience severe restrictions (negative freedom) on our pedagogical decisions. Time
will always be limited, there will be demands for performance and accountability, our opportunities to develop
learning relationships with groups will be constrained, and we will continue to face resistance from participants
asked to think creatively. However, the members of this group have begun to increase their positive freedom by

making choices about when and what influences they will accept over their practice.
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9 Epilogue

Does collaboration matter?

My father used to say,

‘Superior people never make long visits,
have to be shown Longfellow's grave
or the glass flowers at Harvard.'

Marianne Moore from Silence (1981)

A VERY SUPERIOR PERSON

During the final year of my research, while I was working on draft two of the thesis, I changed jobs. In fact, I
was promoted. A new head of training had been appointed - the fourth in just over two years - and he started his
own reorganisation of the Training College. A new department was created with responsibility for all induction
training, and I was invited to manage it. I was given a team of 12 trainers, nearly all of whom were participants in
the work I had completed during the preceding three years. Luke was made head of my old unit, and its staffing
was alsoincreased. I could say that my promotion was areward for the work [ had done; however, it would be equally
plausible to suggest it was motivated by pure convenience. |

I regarded the appointment as an opportunity to begin a new phase in my collaborative approach to learning.
The change of role was accompanied by a change of authority; my new relationship with the trainers was that of
manager to staff, and implied a different set of rights and responsibilities. The problem was how to transform this
new authority into legitimate action. I reasoned I had learned sufficient from the research about how to act
educationally, to make the transformation possible. However, I encountered an unexpectzd factor; the new head
of training - let's call him Superintepdent X -began to get in the way. In my new role I found I had less autonomy.

I felt downhearted for a while. I had been working a four-day week with the remaining three days devoted to
completing draft 2 of the thesis. I probably lacked emotional energy to cope with a setback at work. I took a two-
week holiday over Xmas and,v having resisted all temptation to do any writing, I returned to work feeling rested.
It was in that first week back at the College that I experienced an epiphany - I caught a glimpse of the organisation
froma different perspective. It was a bitlike seeing something out of the corner of your eye and in that instant seeing
it differently. Or another analogy would be one of those stereoscopic pictures' which were fashionable about ten
years ago; they are apparently random coloured patterns, but if one can perfect an absent-minded way of looking

atthem, they become stunning, three-dimensional pictures. The more that you practice that peculiar way of looking.
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the more you are able to consciously see the picture.

I described it to Luke as a kind of Buddhist enlightenment that produced a sense of calmness. It did not have
a spiritual dimension, but the analogy conveyed the idea of attainment. 1 felt I had taken one more step towards
understanding an emancipatory project within a police organisation, and found one more way of acting
educationally within it. The idea of 'attainment' suggests a process of striving-toward; and indeed, [ felt my
enlightenment to be the product of hard thinking around the ideas of liberty, ethics and a practical research
paradigm.

This vignette describes the impetus behind my discovery.

Superintendent X had suggested that one of the programmes my department ran was in need of an evaluation.
Its current format did not seem to justify the expense of running it. T agreed. I felt it was a good opportunity to engage
staff in reflecting critically on the work they do - an opportunity to do some practitioner-research. However, my
new department had other problems. The trainers felt overworked, their morale was low, and because of managerial
neglect there were insufficient trainers capable of running some of the most important induction courses. I felt I
could not add an evaluation to the burden they were already experiencing. The evaluation was a good idea, but
I decided we did not have the resources to do it.

Superintendent X agreed with me, and yet it would be untrue to say that he accepted my decision; more
accurately I would say he appropriated it. He appropriated the decision in the sense that he denied my authority
to make it, and insisted on making the decision himself.

I felt angry and frustrated. He made assumptions about my intentions and used them to justify his criticism.
He wheeled-out an overused police metaphor, suggesting I had wanted to do a "Rolls Royce evaluation”, when
a "Ford Cortina model" would do. But he used the metaphor as an accusation rather than an aid to understanding.

"The Cortina is good ehough."

';"fhe Cortina is 30 years old and doesn't have an MOT" I protested, "It still has to be done propery”.

But "No" he argued. "The police service just wants quick answers and justifications on the grounds of cost
and perfonnancé".

I couldn't seem to frame any reply that did not use the word 'properly’ or one of its synonyms - and as soon
as I did, it was held-up as evidence that I wanted to do a Rolls Royce evaluation! My adverb found no translation
in the language of cost and performance.

"Do you understand me?" he asked. I didn'tof course, but I said I did and left with the intention of doing exactly

what I had planned before speaking to him.

The argument made no sense because it wasn't a debate about how to do an evaluation. That was a smoke-
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screen. We were not going to do the evaluation; but we were not-doing 1t for his reasons, rather than mine.
Superintendent X made the decision, not me. It was a power-struggle. That is what we were arguing about.

Our self-deceptionsreminded me of Baudrillard's (1994) arguments forthe death of the referential which heralded
the arrival of the hyperreal or simulacra. A simple intervention can have complex and unpredictable consequences
(Wolfram 2002). X can give me an instruction and I may or may not follow it; my action may be agreement with his
wishes orresistance to them. Or it may be done through misunderstanding, or through indifference. I may actovertly
or covertly. My actions may be neither compliance or resistance, but partial combinations of both. X may find out
what happened or he may not. He might not understand what happened, or the combination of compliance and
resistance may leave him confused. The variation of possible outcomes multiplies when the reactions of other staff
are considered, and each of these factors can be combined to create myriad possibilities whose numbers expand
geometrically with distance from the one, initial action.

The assumption that either one of us can control the outcome reduces the richness of human action to the
premises of a petty squabble. Even if the result produced is just what the initiator sought, it is still unclear if there
1seven a contingent connection between the initial cause and the final effect. Causality is a hypothetical reduction
whose ontology of 'causes’ and 'effects' is entirely dependent on the choices of the people involved. An agent
can never know that a particular effect has followed from a particular intervention without knowing the minds of
the people involved. Like Schrodinger's Cat®, when the time comes people decide for themselves what they will
do, rendering the hypothetical control mechanism redundant. And yet, when I argued with Superintendent X, both
ofus were acting as if we believed that an agent can exercise such control. Itis perhaps what Macdonald et al. (1987)
meant when they wrote that the command and control culture maintains an illusion of power but ends up
"controlling less and less of an expanding spectrum of aims" (174).

I began to see the organisation as a simulacrum. A network of controi mechanisims which dissimulated the fact
that they were not controlling anything. When I caught a glimpse of the organisation froin this new perspective,
I thought I saw something authentic behind it. Something which was about human reiationships rather than an
illusion of control. And, just as with those stereoscopic pictures, the mere I practised that absent-minded way ot
looking, the more [ began seeing the separation of the simulacrum fromits referential. It was as ifThad beenplaying
a game with X that had nothing to do with people, but which we pretended had everything to do with them. We
were squabbling over the illusion of control, when from the perspective of authentic relationships we were
powerless.

I asked myself In what way is Superintendent X powerless? He is powerless to allow me to make my own

decisions; he is powerless to develop an authentic relationship with me. He has the authority to tell me to do almost
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anything within reason, but he is powerless to influence a social situation. By responding to him at the level of
the simulacrum I make myselfpowerless too. It wasjustthe problemIexperienced when dealing with othermanagers
in Morris's story - I wanted to stop playing their game, but didn't know how to do it. I began to see how our
organisation's relationships disempowered everyone. One could become powerful only by giving-up power; by
giving-up a desire to control others.

If we continue to argue, it does not matter what either of us decides to do because our simple interventions
will always have complex consequences. Baudrillard argues that debate is acquiescence to the simulacrum; we
deceive ourselves about the absence of control over events by arguing about who has control. The argument both
simulates power (feigning possession of something which we lack) and dissimulates powerlessness (pretending
that something which is the case does not hold). Power and resistance are operating at the level of the hyperreal
and have no connection with the real situation they purport to represent.

So what would it be to act educationally? My answer is that, if argument about the what of a question invites
powerlessness, then educational action would be concerned with the how of it. We should argue about how we
make decisions. We should begin to care about how we are to each other. We should begin to collaborate.

The question with which I titled this thesis - Does collaboration matter? - is not a factual question. It is not
a question that can be answered by examining examples of collaborative research and measuring the outputs or
outcomes. Itis an ethical question that asks whether collaboration is valuable human behaviour. Does collaborative
action contribute to human society? If I collaborate, have I acted well?

Philippa Foot (2001) argues that there is no moral principle which does not issue from a practical rationality,
and practical rationality is grounded in the facts of human life. This is an argument which underpins the idea of
a situated research ethics. Méral goodness and defect are not separate qualities attributable to action, or
expressions or prescriptions of moral approval or disapproval. They are the natural rationality of, specifically,
human action, and they elide the distinction between facts and values.

It follows that if collaboration is a good, then research itself ought to be collaborative. The research paradigm
wars are sidestepped. The question is not whether research (positivistic or otherwise) produces valid, reliable and
generalisable knowledge, but whether traditional measures produce good criteria for judging human social action.
A collaborative paradigm implies an ethical criterion for good research. Itmatters how knowledge is produced. My
discussion in Chapter 3 was an effort to set-down some criteria for a practical educational research which cared
for this.

For me, learning how to research has been the same thing as learning about a police culture. and these have

been the same thing as discovering what to do in the face of people like Superintendent X. Understanding the
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behaviour of Superintendent X (and of my behaviour in response of course) entails understanding what I ought
to do about it. Research cannot separate one thing from the other without becoming disconnected from human
life. And research cannot be educational without then doing whatever it is I feel is right.

Furthermore, if I am to act consistently, my interaction with you, the reader must also be ethical: and if that
interaction is by way of research, then it must also be educational. Baudrillard argued that what distinguishes a
map fromits referential (the territory which is mapped) is an act of imagination. The map operates like a metaphor;
our understanding grows through the operation of imagination as we use the map to understand the territory. The
perfect map which reproduces the territory in every detail does not operate in the same way. It firstly breaks down
the distinction between the referential and the copy, and secondly it does not engage the imagination in an act
of understanding. Much as Superintendent X's use of the Rolls Royce/Cortinamodel worked. Ifthe model purports
to be a perfect representation then there is nothing to prevent us understanding the world as this dualistic model
- the world becomes the model.

Stake (1995) perhaps has a similar thing in mind when he urges us not to "map and conquer the world" but to
"sophisticate the beholding of it" (43). Research is fo do seeing, and good research is seeing in more sophisticated
ways. Itimplies the map as metaphor - a way of understanding, rather than as a perfect representation of that which
is seen. Clough (2002:16) suggests that language "glances-off" reality, a phrase that I find hard to comprehend
as a literal explanation of how language works, but which as a metaphor is full of thrilling possibilities. It speaks
of research-writing which 'pings' the world like sonar; which catches glimpses of reality; which only really sees when
the world is taken off-its-guard; an enigmatic world; a poetic one. Research looks more like a process of puzzling,
than arriving at solutions. Solutions fix the world into Rolls Royce/Cortina-like models and get in the way of our
beholding of it.

In a letter to Turgenev, Flaubert wrote "I wanted to live in an ivory tower, but a tide of shit is beating against
the walls threatening toundermine it" (Gordimer 2002: 93). It would be arrogant of me to suggest that Superinténdent
X is a superior person occupying an ivory tower. Rather, I am arguing that  have to descend from my ivory tower
and wade through shit to meet him. I ought to make long visits.

THE SECRET POLICEMAN'S BALL

OnOctober 215t 2003 the BBC screened a documentary titled "The Secret Policeman”. It followed anundercover
reporter who joined Greater Manchester Police asa probationer constable and underwent the police initial training.
His video diary and secret filming revealed the inability of police training to tackle the issue of racism in the police
service. The sickening behaviour of some of the recruits who were filmed caused an uproar and led to public

condemnation by people from all walks of life, including senior Government figures. Subsequent to its screening
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three racist probationer officers resigned, and two police trainers were suspended whilst their behaviour was
investigated. The documentary was another reminder of what has been clear since the Scarman Report (Scarman
1981) and the Stage 2 Review (Macdonald et al. 1987), namely that there is something fundamentally problematic
about police training.

Police forces across the country responded by setting-up committees, with comical names like "The Secret
Policeman Subcommittee”, to look into what the service should do to stamp-out racism. The police service
desperately wants to do the right thing, and this anxiety is turned into knee-jerk re-action rather than thoughtful
action. The service takes itself too seriously. It cannot shrug its shoulders. Or puzzle. Or be imperfect. It rushes
to find solutions to a problem as if problem and solution were logically separable - but performing a task always
presumes an understanding of what the task is.

The "Secret Policeman" switched-on my 'sonar set', and I began to 'ping' reality with metaphors. ABBC reporter
goesundercover and submerges (ping) into the culture. A culture where the hidden racistenemy (ping) was already
waiting. My sonar detects what is concealed (ping) in an organisation which remains silent on difficult issues -
aSilent Service (ping). Silence about the deceptions (ping), silence about one thing pretending to be another (ping),
or the misalignment of saying and doing (ping).

The link between 'a deception' and the 'secret policeman' is culturally embedded in British humour, in the idea
of the Secret Policeman's Ball - the names on the guest list giving away the cryptic purposes of the invitees. Thus
the police guests to this particular 'Ball' might include Superintendent Wright-Answer, the senior manager whose
favourite aphorism is "Don't bring me problems, bring me solutions". Or Inspector Nayle-Biter whose first name
may be Ernest - but it may not; and in any case, if he were a PC then he'd just want to be 'PC".

And what if this particular sonar is pointed at the policy makers?

In 2003 tﬁe Home Office established the Probationer Training Modernisation Project, its aim being to
professionalise the system for the Twenty First Century. The projec responded to HMIC criticisms (1999, 2002,
2003) about the lack of flexibility and cost of centralised training centres, and the siren cails from the Home Office
for the application of rigorous skill and behavioural assessment against national standards. The Modernisation
Project was split into two distinct parts and given to separate groups. The first group, managed by staff from within
the service, is devising a training delivery mechanism to reduce the amount of time probationers spend in
classrooms in favour of contextualised learning in the work place. However, as a 'mechanism’ it concentrates on
assessment as the means for quality assurance, and continues the police tradition of keeping the learning

environment in its blind-spot.

The other part of the Project was contracted to a group of consultants, led by John Elliott (UEA)and Saville
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Kushner (UWE), and whose task was to develop what the HMIC (2002) called the "Learning Requirement". The
group issued preliminary findings in the Autumn (Elliott and Kushner 2003) and reported in November (Elliott et
al. 2003). Their prescription - unsurprisingly - is an updated version of the Stage 2 Review (Macdonaldetal. 1987);
a philosophy which is in natural opposition to the rigidity of the assessment and verification technologies implied
by the National Occupational Standards (NOS). By the time "The Secret Policeman" was screened in October 2003.
Centrex and the Policing Skills Standards Organisation (PSSO) had succeeded inneutralising the threat from Elliott
and Kushner's group. The latter attempted to minimise the damage by emphasising that the Learning Review and
the NOS could be complementary, "Difference does not imply inconsistency - each represents a different resource”
(Elliott and Kushner 2003: 4). But [ think this argument was either disingenuous politicking or naivety which
underestimated the inertia of police organisations.

However, "The Secret Policeman" shifted the balance and Government ministers were once more emphasising
the importance ofthe Learning Requirement. But, I am reminded of Norris and Kushner's (1999) prophetic warning
to the Home Affairs Committee that the real enemy to police reform was political expediency. So who would the
Home Secretary send to the Ball? Well, probably his ministerial team of Con Saltem and Don Taskem, whowilldo
a dazzling one-two with the co-opted illusionists from the PSSO, Messrs. Tick, Box and Le Mesurier.

This thesis is not just about teaching and learning in the police service, itis also about a way of doing research.
The two are linked. And linked also in less obvious ways, since Universities, and the academy as a whole, is also
ahierarchical organisation with an intrinsic need to protectits conception of knowledge and therefore its particular
ways of relating. There are candidates here for the Secret Policeman's Ball.

In the early stages of this research project my approach was influenced by a humanistic psychology which
caused me to focus more on individuals than on social groups. It is a tendency which is shared by police officers
generally, and which would lead them to subscribe to Margaret Thatcher's famously quoted remark "There 1S DO
society; only individuals". Much of my personal learning has been recognising my constitutiveness in social
outcomes. If I change in some respect then the social systems in which I participate change with me. There is an
odd paradox here. The academy does not consider personal revelation to be sufficient to fulfil the Doctoral
condition of a distinct and original contribution to knowledge. And yet any personal revelation must havz
implications for its social context. I have heard it said that the average number of readers of a PhD thesis 1s two.
Itis a bizarre distortion of the idea of knowledge that a distinct and original contribution might gather dust on the
shelves of the British Library, but thatarrival atanew, socially shared understanding might be ruled out-of-court:
void for idiosyncrasy.

Ifresearch is to be concerned with the way that results and findings are used by practitioners then the academy
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will have to change its relationship to knowledge in two distinct ways. Firstly, the accumulation of knowledge will
give way to the valorisation of learning; and secondly, pure reason will give way to a practical rationality
encompassing a situated ethics. Knowledge and reason are not unimportant, but valuing them differently will
change the power relations within the academy.

Early onin the writing of this thesis my supervisors observed that one of my problems would be decidingwhich
thesis to write. It was an enigmatic statement that struck a chord with me. I felt at the time there was so muchl could
write about that it was bemusing - an embarrassment of riches. Added to this I felt I had an equally confusing array
of possibilities forrepresenting it. The combination of choices seemed legion. Thad to decide which thesis to write.

ButIwonder now ifIdeceived myself. Inapiece of research which is descriptive or exploratory, the connection
between the research and the thesis is contingent in the sense that there may be a number of important and
sufficiently different themes to write about. If several themes are each capable of forming an academic thesis then
it 18 true to say that a choice has to be made about which thesis to write. In this sense I understand 'thesis' as the
totality of what is set down. The thesis is the final product. However, 'thesis' can also be understood as a synonym
for'argument'. Whatis set down must make the argument; there must be a logical connection between what is written
and the thesis. Understood in this way, the question which thesis are you going to write? is an exhortation to
synthesise the chosen argument from the evidence.

Ibegan with the beliefthatI had the intellectual ability to make which ever argument I chose, and the difficulty,
as suggested above, was choosing which theme to write. I did not see any potential dissonance between the internal
coherence of the theme and the logic of argument. I held this view until quite recently. I now believe I had got the
problem the wrong way round. There was only ever one story, but that, what the story made was not necessarily
an argument.

Thave set outaparadigm for practical educational research. My account sits at a nexus connecting my biography
with my practice as ateacher and aresearcher. The lines connect at only one place, and therefore only tell one story
(albeit a complex one). The story tells the now through the medium of the past, and in this sense the present is in
the past (White 2003a). The present is always liable to be rewritten as the practitioner re-stories the past in the
process of doing biographical work. Thus, the logic of the connection between the stories that are told and the
argument that is made, will be contingent, experiential, conflicting and impressionistic. The conclusions one draws
from the act of living do not necessarily make a thesis, but may nevertheless comprise one.

My claim is that the most significant outcomes of this research are the social situation that it produced and,
as part of that, my person as a practitioner-researcher, capable of acting in particular ways within it. The work of

changing that social context, and thereby re-storying myself, is ongoing.
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I'have played many roles during this research. If I were to attend the Secret Policeman's Ball, which of these
masks should I wear? I could go as the participant observer, disguised as someone innocuous and forgettable.
like the man in the street who watches the Bag Lady. But I am still drawn to the manipulative, but nonetheless
appealing, educational bandit. Perhaps I need to be a solitary and dangerous creature, like the cat in Marianne
Moore's Silence who makes only short visits. There is also a character, largely invisible in this thesis. who writes
papers and performs to conference audiences; so perhaps I should go as someone flamboyant and artistic like J enny
Joseph's woman in purple. But what of the old rationalist who seeks philosophical certainty from his armchair? He
needs to be represented by something warm and comfortable like an old jacket.

Or then again, do I need to go at all?

The final invitation to the Secret Policeman's Ball ought to be offered to you, the reader.

Will you go?

And if you do, what will be your deception?

Notes

! Computer generated Single Image Random Dot Stereograms, based on the 'Salitsky Dot'. They have commercial
names such as Magic Eye and STAR-E-O.

?Erwin Schrodinger (1887-1961) worked in quantum mechanics developing the mathematics that modelled atomic
particles ('Schrodinger's equation'). He became dissatisfied with the counter-intuitiveness of a science which
asserted the existence of matter that could not be known directly. It broke-down the fundamental, empiricist
distinction between a physical world and the mind that experiences it. Human agency thus becomes a condition
for the existence of atomic particles. He offered the following paradox: a cat is placed in a box with a radioactive
isotope, a Geiger counter and a phial of cyanide gas. Ifthe counter clicks once, indicating the release of an electron,
the seal on the phial is broken and the cat dies. Both the fact of the cat's life and the electron have an equivalent
ontological status dependent upon a human actor taking a reading from the Geiger counter. The cat is neither dead
nor alive until the box is opened and the measurement made. One solution to the paradox is that the cat makes-
up its own mind as the lid is removed.



ACPO

APA

Bramshill

CPU

Centrex

Cert.Ed.

Glossary

Association of Chief Police Officers. Chief Constables are one of the 'tripartite’ partners in the
administration of the police service. As individuals they have considerable autonomy in directing
their force's operations, and as a body have a powerful voice in setting national, operational policy.

Association of Police Authorities. One of the 'tripartite’ partners in the administration of the police

service, representing local governance. They have little effective control over the service, either
locally or nationally.

The National Police Training College. Part of Centrex and the home to several of its departments.
Probationer training and the trainer development programme are run from Bramshill, but it is best
known for the provision of police management training. The other main Centrex site is in Harrogate,
where the majority of the organisation's training function is located.

Central Planning Unit. Became the Central Planning and Training Unit (CPTU) in 1989, and National
Police Training (NPT) in 1996 (see NPT below). It was a Home Office department funded by a top-
slicing arrangement from police force budgets. It is now known as Centrex (see below).

The National Centre for Policing Excellence. A publicly funded, non-departmental public body that
replaced NPT in 2002, when it was taken out of direct Home Office control. It provides a range of
centrally pooled services including regional training centres for probationer training, and the trainer
development programme (TDP) for trainers. It is staffed by civil servants and seconded police
officers. Ittakes a political lead from the Home Office.

Certificate in Education. An HE level 1 course carrying CATS points equivalent to the first year of
an undergraduate degree. Before April 2002 it was provided only by HE institutions. Now that the
educational standard is controlled through FENTO, any provider could offer an equivalent
qualification (e.g. City and Guilds).

City and Guilds A qualification provider. For example, it now provides a Cert.Ed level qualification. Also

EMPNTO

FENTO
HMIC

providesthe 7307 qualification which, up to April 2002, was the minimum qualification standard for
teachers in FE.

Employment National Training Organisation. Responsible since 2002 for the training and development
NVQ standards. These standards have been adopted by the PSSO for police trainers.

Further Education National Training Organisation. Responsible for the Cert.Ed standards.

Her Majesty's Inspector of Constabulary. External inspectorate ensuring that individual forces
comply with the Home Office lead. The HMIC also performs wider scale 'thematic' inspections into
important issues, or evaluation of centralised resources (e.g. Centrex).

Home Secretary The Home Secretary has political responsibility for the police service, through the Home

KUSAB

NCF

NOS

Office. Officially the Home Secretary is one of the 'tripartite' partners, but through increasing
centralisation of control wields more authority than the other partners. The Home Secretary gives
a lead to the service through the National Policing Plan which sets objectives and priorities, and
through Home Office Circulars which set policy.

Knowledge, Understanding, Skills, Attitude, Behaviour. A mnemonic adopted by the Police
Training Council in 1988. Police training should integrate all aspects of KUSAB. It has become a
Centrex dogma.

National Competency Framework. Centrex began work on a framework for police occupational
competencies in 1999. Progress was overtaken in 2002 by the creation of the PSSO with aremit to
create national occupational standards (NOS). Additional work had to be done to 'map’ the NCF
against the NOS. The combination is now known as the Integrated competency Framework (ICF),
but it is effectively the same thing as the NOS owned by PSSO.

National Occupational Standards. These are established for 'sectors’ of the work force (e.g. PSSO
for the police service) and form the basis of NVQ qualifications. Training providers can offer training
accredited to these standards. The Government sees itas a way of providing vocational qualifications
for sectors which have had little accreditation of standards in the past. There is a risk that such
qualifications are seen by public-service employers as protection against litigation, rather than being
valued by their staff as a transferable qualification.

National Police Training. A Home Office department that provided centrally pooled services to
individual police forces (e.g. probationer training; trainer training). It was staffed by civil servants
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and seconded police officers. It was formerly known as the Central Planning Unit, and in 2002 it
became a publicly funded, non-departmental public body with the name Centrex.

NVQ National Vocational Qualification. Level 3 isintended to represent the practitioner level of expertise.
The state-of-the-art in behaviourist qualifications. A practice is divided into Units, which are
subdivided into elements. Each elementis composed of 'performance criteria', a detailed 'knowledge

requirement’, and a 'range’ of situations across which competence must be shown. It requires a
specialised form of assessment.

Police Service The police service in England and Wales consists of 43 separate forces each representing
a metropolitan area, a county or a group of counties. Each force has a separate chief constable and
police authority. ACPO, APA and the Home Secretary share tripartite control of the sevice asa whole.

Police Training Council Home Office appointed body responsible for overseeing police probationertraining.
It was abolished in 2002.
Probationer constable New recruits to the service must complete a two-year probation. Their training is a

mixture of classroom learning, work place tutoring and on the job learning. Most of the directed
training takes place in the first 6 months, including 15 weeks at a regional training centre.
Approximately 10 weeks of training is provided at in-force training colleges.

PSSO Police Skills Standards Organisation. The national training organisation for the police service set
up in 2002; itis an independent agency funded from the public purse. Its responsibility is to provide
qualifications against national occupational standards, and to research the current and future skill
requirements of the service. The standards and qualifications have an NVQ framework. In 2003 the
PSSO adopted the EMPNTO standards as the level of qualification required for police trainers.

Special constable  Part-time, unpaid, volunteer police officers. They are poorly trained and less well equipped
than regular officers, but generally perform their duties under supervision.

Stage 2 Training The system of probationer training that existed between 1989 and 1996. It was a 'sandwich’
style course, each layer known as a module. Modules 2 and 4 were provided centrally by NPT.

TDLB Training and Development Lead Body. The national training organisation formerly responsible for
the training and development NVQ standards. Replaced by EMPNTO in 2002.

TDP Trainer Development Programme. The 'flagship' Centrex training course. It includes a 6-week
intensive stay at Bramshill. On completion students are awarded a Police Trainer's Certificate, a
necessary qualification for any person teaching ata Centrex establishment. The course is structured
around the competences for a level 3 NVQ in training and development. Officers have to complete
anNVQ portfolio to claim six unit credits, amounting to no more than half of the NVQ qualification.
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