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10 INQUIRING INTO INQUIRY

My reconsideration of what is involved in learning to change establishes a greater necessity to understand the nature of inquiry.   This chapter addresses that need, and then turns to reconsider any methodological implications for my concept of reflective research of practice.   In Chapter 4 I noted that it was my understanding that I was trying to conduct my inquiry by using a reflective research of practice method, and placed on notice that, while I had Kressel’s description, and Kressel’s analysis of issues related to such a form of inquiry, there might also be further need to consider methodological implications of its form.   As I reconsider how I understand inquiry, and take into account the findings from my in-action testing of my professional development activity design, I might be better placed when I facilitate the improvement of inquiry practice, since inquiry practice is a significant component of professional practice, in-practice.
10.1 Experience Posing Questions
What was not a first concern has become a significant aspect of this investigation.   It is the task of learning about, and how to, research; or, to express it another way –how to undertake inquiry.   As such, it appears to have all the components of the ‘learning problem’ for me: unexamined assumptions which are part of a resilient frame, and which are not appropriate for this kind of research/inquiry behaviour.   So I need to work on: examining my otherwise unexamined assumptions; gathering alternative content of methodology (values and principles – the know-why) and methods (the know-how); making a decision about which one best serves the current purpose, and then see if I can learn to enact it, especially when the method represents a significant change from my adult formed toolkit.

As in the case of learning, I can identify a number of experiences that individually, and together, raised, and then clarified, what is the perplexity, what is the issue for this investigation (See Appendix 10.1 for further details).   In the first instance there was some ‘unfinished business’ in my first disciplinary training in science teaching - what scientific method was, and how to undertake it, and teach it.   Then as I changed profession, the skills developed in one area were transferred, applied, and refined in another kind of practice, that of management.   My engagement in management, and trying to be an effective manager, had alerted me to the difference in people and their different ways of perceiving problems and instructions, and interpreting events.   I had found that there was more effectiveness in my role when I was open to those differences – working with them to construct a more creative solution - than getting and/or insisting on my own way.   I had implemented a number of procedures to manage the implications of mixed perception and fuzzy communication processes.   In 1996 I returned to formal academic studies.   What was unfinished business in my first disciplinary training in science teaching - what scientific method was, and how to undertake and teach it - resurfaced during these master-level, post-graduate studies.   The unresolved dilemma needed to be reviewed again.   I was required to undertake a research task.   Now it was with a people-based activity – mediation.   How would I do that, in a way that dealt with the complexity I was encountering, and yielded something useful, in-practice?
10.2 Inquiry Issues

What my experience highlighted for me was the following issues.
10.2.1 Understanding My Inquiry Practice
My practice is predominantly informed by the empirical-analytical frame.   Part of that, as I understand it, is the way I think (my NT preference in MBTI) and the fact that this way of thinking has been so successful for me – firstly in high school studies, secondly in undergraduate science studies, and finally in ongoing professional work practice.   Furthermore, the ‘hegemony’ of ‘research’ privileges the empirical-analytic approach.
Over time, with an increased involvement with management of people-related activities as my professional focus, I have become more involved in the study of human activity and institutions.   Such study includes what is involved in responding to others, to the results of action taken, and organisational dynamics.   When it comes to the systematic and persistent study of these issues, the reductive-analytic approach, while helpful, and perhaps essential for some aspects of my understanding, is not, of itself, sufficient.   I am now looking for something that can help me deal with the systemic, the whole as a dynamic.   With my experience and understanding of theory and theory making (first evidenced in my understanding of the nature of light) I am open to more than one way of explaining the ‘nature’ of a phenomenon, or the ‘behaviour’ of another.
Consequently, in research, in inquiry, I am asking: what do I need to change?, and how do I need to change it, to be a more effective student of, and so practitioner with, these matters which are now my primary concern?

10.2.2 My Inquiry Starting Premises
In 1997-8 I enunciated some of this as follows:

My personal "intellectual" reservations about limiting research in any of the human activity fields to the approach which is the typical empirical-analytic mode, are as follows:

· This is not the only way to develop knowledge.   The use of the survey or the experiment does have its power, its virtues, and when constructed well (ie probably by a specialist/ team with developed skills in this area) it has the potential to deliver useful information.

· Without the appropriate expertise in design, especially for survey instruments, this process is likely to be "flawed" by the tendency to prove the obvious; to be so constructed that the designer (me) can no longer "see" its inadequacies - "leading questions" designed to prove thesis being tested, etc

· This process is particularly dominant/ powerful in our current scientific- technological- oriented paradigms.   However, and moreover, it has mechanistic overtones.   Further, the present dominant paradigms are not necessarily delivering the goods, with regard to providing effective direction in guiding our practices to deal with our present "social uncertainties"   (See remarks in Bush & Folger’s The Promise of Mediation, 1994)

· My awareness (from studies in ecology) of the limitations of determining (absolutely) cause and effect in complex system interrelations; and the need in this area of studies (Frey, Kramer, et al) to recognise "human complexity", and the "contextual" reality and complexity accompanying human interactions.

· I have spent much time (in undergraduate science studies, 1963-66) reproducing "reproducible" results (some of it can be described as following the "recipe") and having no real sense of exploring the unknown.  Then at the end of my studies, when preparing to teach science, and "scientific method", I was obliged to explore (Dip Ed major assignment, 1967) the nature of "scientific method", "scientific discovery", "creativity" and the related issue of "locked mind sets".   My basic sources in those studies included Arthur Koestler (The Act of Creation, 1964) & JB Conant  (cited as a stimulus to Kuhn, 1962/1970)

· Without developing these themes in any detail (and they are usually dealt with in any introductory text on psychology and sociology when discussing research and research methods and limitations) I would have to say that if I am to take this approach, I far prefer to structure it in as open a way as possible, to allow for the so-called "serendipitous" "discovery".

10.2.3 Where to from here?
From these considerations I conclude that as I proceed to investigate and develop a richer understanding of inquiry, the focus of my attention needs to be on:

· How I improve my current practice of inquiry.   This is a ‘learning’ issue – how do I ‘detect and correct error’.

· What is involved in learning to change a ‘resilient frame’ of inquiry, if it needs to be changed, and when and where it needs to be changed?   This is the ‘learning to change’ issue.   To what extent are ‘values’ involved?   To what extent is a ‘developed routine’ involved?

· What is the nature of inquiry and how are the ‘natural’ elements of inquiry developed to yield more valid information on which practical decisions might be made – learning for change.   This is the ‘philosophical’/ foundational, assumptions, component – the ontological: what is inquiry?   Here I will be involved in teasing out the epistemic aspects of inquiry.   Here I may well be involved in investigating to what extent sociolinguistic and psychological factors limit current modes of inquiry, for myself, for others.

· How I assist others to investigate (become self-aware about) their own preferred approach to inquiry, and how that might be improved.   This is the question of whether I can apply knowledge developed in the previous three areas – is it actionable in Argyris’ terms, firstly for me, as I practice, and secondly for me to share with others who are also interested in this aspect of improving their practice?

· And as a result of the stimulus of Kressel’s article about researching mediation practice, I am also interested in considering how to encourage quality collaborative inquiry, into practitioners’ own practices, especially holding on to the synergy and creativity required to deal with complex issues using multiple perspectives.   This part of the inquiry explores what is happening in the development of authentic, uncoerced consensus.   Argyris claims that he and his team can develop it, but admit that they do not yet have a good explanation of what is happening [Argyris, 1993 #7], p.249-253.   I am here indicating that I ‘value’ authentic consensus; uncoerced consensus.   Why do I value that?   It is part of the ideal intellectual research culture (cf Habermas).   I have chaffed under inauthentic consensus: (a) emotional manipulation; (b) majority vote; (c) inadequacy of thinking – easier to follow a leader than to have to think it out for oneself.   When I find a like mind, operating at a like level, I am delighted, excited, etc.   Authentic, uncoerced, consensus: I value independence of thinking/ understanding (you can tell me what to do, but not how to think).  When I think the ‘do’ is wrong, I will not do it, and I can give my reasons why not.   So my disobedience, my non-conformity, is not “person” based (ie the challenge of power and of me wanting to be the most powerful) but principle based.   And if another can show ‘fault’ in my reasoning, or better reasons for a different action, eg return to conformity, then I can go there.
10.3 Inquiring into Inquiry – Rebuilding My Conceptual Framework
10.3.1 Overview

The kind of inquiry I am interested in investigating is that which a professional needs to undertake in their practice, to deal with the issues that arise in their practice, more effectively.   Since the issues that arise in a professional practice run the gamut of the practitioner’s activity, the kinds of inquiry will also need to cover the same range.   Such inquiry will include the kinds needed to increase their knowledge and application of that knowledge to the technical elements of their practice.  It will also include the kinds of inquiry to improve the quality of their interpersonal engagements with clients and others to accomplish objectives; or to increase the effectiveness of their engagement in social situations, perhaps even up to the level of taking political action.   Further, inquiry itself is a part of the professional’s toolbox, and this requires that there be inquiry to increase the effectiveness of their inquiry processes.   As a part of a professional’s toolbox, inquiry is used to deal with material that is non-routine.   Similarly, inquiry is part of providing quality advice to their clients – finding the solution that fits the specific circumstances: of time, of locality, of context, of feasibility, for the individual.   Inquiry is part of the process that they use, as a professional within their profession, to learn what is to be learned from, and by, experience.

It follows then that this section begins the process of seeking answers to the following questions: How does the professional go about those inquiries?  Can the professional’s processes of inquiry be improved?   The first aspect of improving a process of inquiry will be knowing/ finding out what is the process of inquiry to be improved.   This is the self-awareness aspect, and the issue-awareness aspect: it is problem framing, for the individual.   The second aspect of improving a process of inquiry will be ascertaining: Is the process used the appropriate form of inquiry for the problem/ question being inquired into?   This is an evaluative process.

For most inquiries my starting point is to ask: What is already known?   What does the literature have to say about inquiry?   What have other inquirers found that informs my current and developing understanding of this field?

In summary, my attention to the literature, and the debate there, informs me that firstly, there are multiple methods of conducting inquiry.   However, while there might be multiple methods, there is a reasonable argument that there is an important link/nexus between inquiry method and the kind of knowledge being sought and the phenomenon being studied and the intrinsic values associated with the phenomenon being investigated.   Next, for inquiry for practice, to deliver actionable knowledge while still remaining engaged in practice, an effective and practical inquiry process (something like action research) is needed.   Finally, for inquiry into the elements of practice that involve interpersonal interactions, the inquiry needs persons to do the study, as well as recognising that it is persons who are being studied.   Since it is inquiry of persons by persons, managed reflexivity will be a significant component of such a study.   Furthermore, developing a process that harnesses collaborative work effectively (authentic, uncoerced, consensus development) will both assist manage bias and complexity, and be respectful of the personhood of the participants, in their respective roles.

The following diagram provides a ‘whirligig’ overview of what is informing my conceptual framework.   Indicated are the major contributors, and when their contribution has been made to my thinking.
Figure 10‑1 Contributors to My Conceptual Framework for Inquiry, and when their contribution occurred for me (Suggestion- to be spun like a Catherine Wheel)
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10.3.2 The Debate in some of its historic context

In 1962 Kuhn first published his significant and systematic historical analysis of the nature of science and scientific method.   In that study he enunciated some of the basic assumptions involved in different kinds of scientific endeavours and indicated the element of ‘politics’ / power plays involved in the formation of a hegemony in the approach to investigation in a particular field.   Although it took time to happen, this analysis gave others the wherewithal to consider an equivalent challenge in other areas of inquiry.   In particular, the nature of this challenge was such that it allowed other arenas of scholarship, outside of the physical sciences, to re-assert their own traditional forms of investigation.   The challenge allowed them to begin to deal with some of the creeping/ galloping scientism abroad in the world of thinking and the more general, current, ‘global’ culture.   The dominance of quantitative approaches, with the traditional evaluative criteria of ‘scientific’ research, with its focus on techniques to enhance ‘objectivity’, its tests of ‘validity’, its criteria of ‘reliability’, its demand for ‘replicability’, the process of hypothesis and the experiment, the processes of factorial correlation, as the only routes to acceptable knowledge, had been challenged.

Since this challenge, there has been a greater capacity for other approaches of investigation to establish, or re-establish, their different credentials.   The review of other ways to develop knowledge and to develop an understanding of the nature of the knowledge so formed, has been undertaken at another stage in the hermeneutic spiral of the community of inquirers.   Older, traditional forms of investigation, and emerging new forms, have been examined with ‘eyes’ informed by a deeper understanding of the nature of ‘scientific’ investigation.   The assumptions implicit in the traditional forms of inquiry have been opened to scrutiny.   As a result, the differences between different kinds of inquiry are now clearer.   Also clearer are the strengths, weaknesses, limitations, and new opportunities provided by different forms of inquiry, and the basis on and/or context in which one kind of investigation has more credence than another.   More, and closer, attention can be given to what an inquirer/ researcher is doing, how, and on what assumptions.

This attention to difference leads us to the debate on what are called ‘research paradigms’.   It is not my intention to revisit that debate in any great detail.   Rather it is my task, with a view to assisting professionals to improve their inquiry process, to be aware of that debate, and how it informs the question of making a suitable choice, a match of method to problem.   Once an awareness of the implications of that debate has been established, the next task is to consider what is involved in the process of making the selection of a method which will yield the knowledge that is relevant and appropriate for dealing with the problem at hand (that is, the phenomenon to be investigated).   Part of that selection will be to ensure the methodology-epistemology-ontology-axiology nexus is maintained.   Any process of selection depends on the nature and quality of evaluation.   The question of evaluation will be addressed in due course (see Chapter 11).

10.3.3 Multiple Methods: the Range of Choice and the Criterion of Fitness

A representative summary of the current position of many inquirers into forms of inquiry is given by Patton when he says [Patton, 2002 #707], p.xxii: “The classic qualitative-quantitative debate has been largely resolved with the recognition that a variety of methodological approaches are needed and credible, that mixed methods can be especially valuable, and that the challenge is to appropriately match methods to questions rather than adhering to some narrow methodological orthodoxy.”   Similar sentiments are enunciated in similar terms by a variety of authors (‘authorities’?), for example [Denzin, 2000 #444] and [Reason, 2001 #565].   Furthermore, the variety of methodological approaches available to practitioners is now very extensive.   The implication of variety, and divergence in practices, is that it leads to less certainty about rightness of a particular practice in the circumstances.   To manage this diversity and uncertainty, theorists and analysts look for key factors on which to base both convergence of similarities and identification of distinctiveness.   Once the nature of those factors is made clearer, the enunciation of criteria by which one might judge the match of method to question is also clearer.

In the current literature on inquiry, especially inquiry of human and associated social phenomena, it is often usual to find three major, different, perspectives and approaches identified: the empirical-analytic; the interpretive; the social critical.   The literature often indicates that this threefold distinction has been resurrected by Habermas and can be seen to have some of its roots in the work of Aristotle.   Authors who have used these categories in their theorising about inquiry, and in making suggestions about the choice of best fit for inquiry of human and social phenomena, include [Carr, 1986 #188], [Guba, 1989 #426][Guba, 1990 #332], [Mezirow, 1991 #116].   It is also instructive to note that there are also authors who have found these three categories limiting, and have sought to devise additional or new categories, or have reframed their thinking about and describing how they are categorising styles and boundaries of different kinds of inquiry.   Such authors include [Dunn, 1982 #234][Dunn, 1994 #671][Dunn, 1997 #407], [Heron, 1981 #666][Heron, 1981 #669][Heron, 1985 #81][Heron, 1988 #455][Heron, 1996 #678][Heron, 1996 #683][Heron, 1997 #480][Heron, 2001 #621], [Kemmis, 1985 #82][Kemmis, 2000 #516][Kemmis, 2001 #619].   Another approach is seen where theorists or analysts use the spectrum analogy.   Here, hard and fast boundaries give way to a more graded range along a continuum between poles of a specific dimension, for example: between objectivity and subjectivity; between the reductive and the holistic; between observation and participation [Tesch, 1990 #674][Schon, 1991 #13].

While such categorising is useful, and begins to build some clearer understanding of what is going on in inquiry, and what activities in inquiry have a common base and what activities make one kind of inquiry distinctive over another, it is only categorising.   It is an artifice, a man-made model, useful for the purpose of building understanding.   The extent to which the categorising and description maps the actuality may well be limited.   I understand a ‘good’ model to be one that maps, accurately, more of the territory than a ‘poor’ model.   This question of correspondence between map and territory, and how we evaluate ‘good’ model versus ‘poor’ model, raises the second part of the multiple methods issue: on what basis do we make a choice of method?   Here, part of the answer lies in the issue of the fitness of the method to the phenomenon being investigated, that is to say, the nexus of methodology, epistemology and ontology and axiology.

10.3.4 The Nexus of methodology-epistemology-ontology-axiology
I have noted that there is a reasonable argument that there is an important link/nexus between inquiry method and the kind of knowledge being sought and the phenomenon being studied.   In reverse order, using technical terms, it is claimed that there is an important nexus between ontology, epistemology and methodology that needs to be met, since this contributes to the validity of the inquiry process.   The proponents of this position argue that there is some consistency, or congruence, required between these three aspects to ensure that there is not some logical fault that would tend to invalidate, or seriously challenge, the findings [Guba, 1989 #426], [Heron, 1997 #480], [Schon, 1991 #13], [Toulmin, 1996c #170].   As I consider more of what is involved with inquiry into human activity, especially that of a practitioner, the more I appreciate Heron and Reason’s contention that axiology – concerning the intrinsic values pertaining to the inquiry knowledge formed by the methods used for the phenomenon investigated – needs to be added to the trio of methodology, epistemology and ontology [Heron, 1997 #480].
One of the arguments for the necessity of congruence between the method of inquiry, the knowledge sought and developed, and the phenomenon being inquired into, and what is intrinsically valuable in the case of the phenomenon studied, comes from the field of logic.   Arguments are recognised as false in their logic in a variety of ways.   One such way is irrelevance [Toulmin, 1984 #49]: that is to say, when material that is not related is used to try and argue a point, to substantiate a reason, it can be ruled out of court because of this irrelevance – it is not accepted as a reasonable argument.   The link between a method of inquiry, and the phenomenon being inquired into, needs to be able to demonstrate a line of relevance.   This line of relevance is part of its fitness.

Another way of making a logical error lies in what we understand to be structure: first things first; second things second.   One such structure exists in the phenomenon we experience as ‘time’, so chronology has its ‘logic’.   Another structure comes from the nature of sets and membership of sets.   This leads to an understanding that in categorising there are such things as logical levels [Bateson, 1964 & 1971 #702] and confusing such levels creates illogicalities, if not absurdities.   Some things are foundational.   Some things are dependent on the foundations.   (In science this relationship is called that of the independent and the dependent variable, and is one of the assumptions basic to the reasoning involved in cause-and-effect explanation.)   An argument that goes from ends to justify means is considered invalid, based on an understanding of structural relationship.   Further, in-practice, the outcomes of proceeding down such a route are found to be self-contradictory – in-practice, means need to be consistent with ends [Huxley, 1946 #269].

In considering forms of inquiry and their internal and relative credibility, scholars like [Guba, 1989 #426], [Schon, 1991 #13] and [Toulmin, 1996c #170], again to name a few of many, speak of this congruence, this fit, as being part of an inquiry approach’s internal validity.   Indeed, Toulmin indicates that this idea of fitness is at least as old as Aristotle [Toulmin, 1996c #170], p.207.   Similar arguments arise in a variety of fields, and it would appear to me to indicate a fundamental aspect of our thinking processes, our understanding of ‘just’/ice, of reasonableness, (of fitness!): ‘an eye for an eye’; ‘horses for courses’.

Some examples may illustrate the force of this argument and the nature of the relationship more clearly.   The experiment, as a process of inquiry, in history, events past, is impossible.   Another example of fitness/unfitness, in relation to the phenomenon being studied and the process by which it is being studied, relates to inquiry into practice.   If we are studying a ‘going concern’ which needs to keep going, then testing, using techniques that destroy, to find out the point at which it ceases to keep going, are counterproductive.   Similarly, for inquiry into practice the experiment has a limited value because of what is involved in the rigorous experimental approach.   The experiment, where natural conditions are distorted in order to isolate the variables under study and to control factors that are not part of the current examination, cannot deliver valid information for a situation where such isolation and control cannot be accomplished or approximated.

10.3.5 Mapping the territory: Inquiry for practice and practice that includes the interpersonal dimension

As I have noted, practice includes a broad range of activity: the technical, the interpersonal, the non-routine, the particular.   Further, the study of practice, as a holistic entity, appears to be a relatively recent focus of scholars.   Schon, one of the scholars of inquiry in the practice setting, indicates that practice is characterised by seeking to deal with ‘complex, indeterminate, unique and conflictual’ situations.   In that context, he argues, the previous reliance on the technical rational approach, which tends to be the traditional dominant model, is insufficient [Schon, 1983 #11][Schon, 1987 #12][Schon, 1995 #19].

A number of scholars have raised the issue of inquiry that is appropriate for human studies.   Argyris argues that for the study of the human condition, the rigour of the classic scientific: objective, observant at a distance, with the researcher outside and prohibited, by concepts of bias, from having any active role in a human interaction, is both limiting and contradictory [Argyris, 1993 #7].   Such rules actively conspire to prevent the inquirer from finding out what they need to know (about change particularly), in a way that allows them to develop actionable knowledge.   As I have noted earlier, Kramer and Messick, and Frey, to name but three of many, have pointed out the way in which certain studies, conducted in certain ways, lack ecological validity.   Negotiation study, moving into game theory, and ignoring the social aspect, is fraught with danger, since negotiation is a social activity – requiring at least two persons, with emotions as well as rational calculating capabilities, with psychological and relational needs to be met as well as ways of estimating economic risk [Kramer, 1995 #197].   Communications studies of social interactions that rely almost entirely on one-shot, ‘laboratory’ groups of tertiary students, are similarly limited [Frey, 1994 #203][Frey, 1995 #202].   Such a process cannot possibly illuminate, completely, the situation where there are pre-existing patterns of relationships, where there is the need to meet a variety of interpersonal needs, of a variety of participants, at a variety of developmental levels, and with a view to providing for a long-term sustainable, relational context for future group effectiveness.   It is this latter level of complexity that is found in natural groups.   It is both in a natural group, and for the natural group, that the professional is called on to provide a professional service, and it is in these contexts that the professional’s effectiveness will be put to the test.

For any practice where there are communicative actions, like those between a professional and their human clients, the critique of social critical theory has some force.   In building their argument for the use of critical theory in the inquiry of educational issues, Carr and Kemmis, remark that it is Habermas’ view that ‘the knowledge of the symbolically structured domain of ‘communicative action’ is not reducible to scientific knowledge’ [Carr, 1986 #188](p.135).   It is the critique of the social critical theorists, and others of the post-modern and various other strands of social studies, that indicate that investigating meaning and understanding through the study of language and communication, also has its limitations, if it is restricted to the hermeneutic and interpretive disciplines.   Their argument begins to take us into the area where there is understanding of the capacity of words to limit and bind our thinking and relating.   Their argument is that words, and concepts conveyed by words, and social constructs that are mediated by language, conversation, stories, discourse, are part of the mechanisms by which we engage in power-plays.   They are the handmaidens of oppression over autonomy.   Ideas and concepts conveyed by words are part of the edifice of political and social structures and institutions, they are the building blocks of ideology.   Unless and until challenged, the ideas conveyed by words begin to have a ‘life’ of their own which then limits the options of the individual, and through the individual to groups and whole social and cultural structures and communities.   It is this area of assumptions that constitute what Mezirow calls ‘sociolinguistic perspectives’ [Mezirow, 1991 #116].

Focusing on in-practice inquiry, I find it more useful to have an extended list of categories of kinds of knowledge, where the relationship of methodology to epistemology (how we inquire to find a certain kind of knowledge) is a clearer match.   One such extended list, which I have found to be more useful in the exploration of practice, is found in the literature of policy analysis, notably of Dunn and Lindblom ([Dunn, 1982 #234][Dunn, 1986 #656][Dunn, 1994 #671], [Backoff, 1986 #658], [Braybrooke, 1963 #661][Lindblom, 1965 #662][Lindblom, 1993 #670]).   One source that is particularly useful in spelling out the relationship of method and assumptions relating to the attendant epistemology is in Dunn’s work, notably [Dunn, 1982 #234][Dunn, 1994 #671].   It is from my reading of these items, that I have become more aware of the seductiveness, as well as the limitations, of the ‘analytical’ approach, my preferred approach.

Since in-practice inquiry for the professional is more than likely to involve an aspect of the human dimension, the conduct of inquiry into human concerns also involves, as Heron and Reason contend, a fourth dimension – axiology, where ‘the axiological question asks what is intrinsically valuable in human life, in particular what sort of knowledge, if any, is intrinsically valuable’ [Heron, 1997 #480].   As I understand this, the implications are that for study of the human, processes that value ‘humanness’ and express it in methods that are consistent with that valuing, are needed.   One such instance of a value related to humanness might well be the need for the dignity of autonomy.   Research BY people ON/OF people does not, by its processes, value autonomy of the other.
10.3.6 Focusing on the appropriate form - Toulmin’s contribution

As in the case of learning, so in the case of inquiry, the literature is voluminous and threatens to overwhelm.   In this instance, finding the focus that is most salient for inquiry into inquiry is a significant first step.   I have found that Toulmin’s work helps cut that down to manageable proportions.   His first contribution is by way of clarifying that what is involved, and needful, in work at the practical level, falls into the common sense arena.   It is here that the building of the consensus of what is ‘common’ and ‘sense’ is an integral part of the formation of appropriate, evaluative standards for making such a selection [Toulmin, 1976 #246].   Secondly, Toulmin clarifies what is significant in the analysis of reasoning, by describing its structure, identifying the differences in reasoning used in different areas of operation, and the necessity and legitimacy of reasoning in different ways in different areas [Toulmin, 1984 #49].    In such an analysis, it becomes clearer how significant the role of assumptions is
.   Thirdly, Toulmin has something to say about what is the nature and role of action research that indicates that it is an appropriate approach for inquiry which is focusing on aspects of practice [Toulmin, 1996c #170].   In effect, Toulmin is saying that for inquiry at the level of practice, the inquirer is not engaged in ‘high science’ or ‘grand theory’.   Consequently, the criteria for, and mechanisms of, good inquiry for ‘high science’ and ‘grand theory’ are irrelevant and inappropriate to the practical endeavour, and need to be dismissed as such.   The exercise of inquiry at the practical level needs to be as rigorous as it may, given its context.   There is room for improvement, and the outcomes of studies that constitute ‘high science’ and ‘grand theory’ may well inform the process of improvement.  But those criteria and mechanisms should not dictate what practical inquiry aspires to, or how practical inquiry endeavours to achieve it.   Nor can those criteria and mechanisms be used, validly, to discount the knowledge developed by alternative criteria and mechanisms (so long as the knowledge so developed does not claim to be ‘high science’ and/or ‘grand theory’).

For professional practice, the focus of effort of inquiry is on dealing with the ‘timely’, the ‘specific’, the ‘contextual’, the practical limitations operating for the professional and their client.   The professional is engaged in crafting a solution to the client’s problem, and bringing knowledge from professional expertise, to bear, in a way that the client, and/or the professional, can, in due course, act on.   At the end, the client usually recognises the advice as ‘sense’, maybe even ‘common sense’, at least practical and practicable.   It is these components that commend action research – inquiry for action, inquiry about actionable capacities.   It is inquiry that may need to iterate, and cycle through the elements of: clarification of the presenting problem (as it is now understood from prior cycles of investigation); interpretation of the salient information available, leading to understanding.   This is then followed by an action informed by this understanding.   When that action is taken, there are changes to the system, consequences, and the consequential results are checked for whether or not they satisfy the client’s expectations or values.   If not, another cycle is required.   This latter cycle is now informed by, at least, the information available from the process of ‘not satisfying the client’s expectations or values’ by inquiring into what those expectations and/or values are.   The decision process is recent, and the thinking/ reasoning informing the decision is likely to be more accessible.   The professional can seek current and valid information about the basis of choices and the process of choosing, for the client.

Action research, which in my view represents a generic inquiry process, is one of the inquiry approaches which has an openness to a variety of methods.   Indeed, it has come under criticism, in earlier times when the debate about rigour and paradigms was at its peak and trying to establish or restructure the landscape of acceptable research forms, just because of this flexibility [, 1988 #67].   In each cycle, as the problem being addressed is teased out into it various aspects, there is the liberty to choose a way of investigating the current, salient aspect, which is appropriate to that aspect.   And the way of investigating, from cycle to cycle, may change - responding to providing the best possible fit of method to knowledge required of the phenomenon under investigation.

10.3.7 Further Support for Action Research for Human Inquiry into Practice for a Practice Setting

There is now a substantial literature both exploring and supporting the use of action research, and its various affiliates, including action science, action learning, action inquiry and participative action research, as an appropriate tool for certain kinds of inquiry [Reason, 2001 #565], [Torbert, 2001 #622], and especially for inquiry of human situations by and for practitioners [Reason, 2001b #566], [Heron, 2001 #621].   From my review of the journal literature, it is clear that the use of action research is growing, both in the range of different professional settings and applications (eg education, nursing, management, agriculture, medicine, community development) and in number of instances in a particular setting (eg education) [Allen, 1998 #501].

One reason for this growth may well be disenchantment with the limitations of the processes of technical rationality, as Schon argues [Schon, 1983 #11][Schon, 1987 #12][Schon, 1995 #19].   Another reason is its very capacity to focus on the ‘practical’ [Toulmin, 1996c #170].   One factor commending its use lies in its basic flexibility and openness to being taken where the experienced phenomenon leads - here is the responsive congruence with the nature of the phenomenon being studied - its responsive linking with ontology.   In addition, Dick argues that action research can be conceived as bringing practice (action) and inquiry (research) together [Dick, 2000 #206].

In my view, the inquiry involved in practice activity is ‘by definition’ action research, involving observation, reflective work, action designing and action taking, followed by another iterative round of observation of consequences of the designed action.   Another term to describe this might well be mindful intentionality.   Further, it is no accident then that Argyris’ work [Argyris, 1993 #7] has its foundation in Lewin’s conception of action research.   It is by action research, or action science as Argyris prefers to call it, that an effective focus can be placed on addressing the barriers to inquiry when interpersonal interactions are not effective, and are, by their nature, inhibiting effective inquiry to produce reliable actionable knowledge.

10.3.8 Managing Reflexivity: the Objective-Subjective spectrum

What is seen from a review of multiple methods and the identification of the commonalities and the differences, is that inquiry ranges along a spectrum that moves from the extremes of claimed authority of objectivity to the extremes of claimed authority of subjectivity [Tesch, 1990 #674].   This is particularly the case in the areas of inquiry which focus on the ‘human element’.   At the practical, common sense level of human interaction, normality, and normalising, and doing this by conversation, by story sharing, is a significant element of recognising what we call ‘sanity’.   Normalising is identifying the common ground of understanding, the sense that what is unusual, and unsettling, for an individual (the subjective), is not so unique that the individual is given cause to wonder if they are mad or not (the more objective view, less dependent on the experience of only one subject).

In professional practice there is a similar experience of having to deal with this polarity, and determining, in the relevant area of inquiry, where along this dimension, the appropriate balance is struck.   Indeed, in Kemmis and McTaggart’s more recent analysis and theorising, they use a pair of matrices that bring together the subjective-objective dimension with the individual-social dimension, and place the kinds of inquiry appropriate to the relevant perception and/or focus of practice within that grid [Kemmis, 2000 #516].   They then make the point that reflexivity and dialectic processes contribute to establishing a balance between subjective-objective and individual-social when the kind of inquiry involved needs to have these poles in balance.

Reflexivity is part of the process of bringing forward the individual information relevant to the practice investigation.   It includes the reflective work needed to learn by and from experience, and it allows practitioners to investigate their own responses in a practice situation, and inquire of themselves what is going on here, for me.   Reflexivity also informs the practitioner’s inferential hypotheses of what is going on here, for the other.   The dialectic process, the mutual questioning to elicit valid information, to uncover reasoning and assumptions underpinning an argument, provides the antidote to the kind of risks inherent in using reflexivity in both these tasks.   One role of the dialectic process is that it allows the practitioner to test inferential hypotheses implicit in empathy, with the other party.   When used amongst peer practitioners the dialectic process provides alternative information that then needs to be taken into account.   The alternative information can be used to evaluate any tendency to self-deception, any locked mind-set, any idiosyncratic perceptive and/or assumptive distortions that have come from an individual’s epistemic, socio-linguistic, or psychological perspectives that Mezirow and others speak of in their separate ways [Mezirow, 1991 #116], [Dewey, 1933 #208], [Bandler, 1979 #569], [Acland, 1990 #333], [DeBono, 1990 #209], [Argyris, 1993 #7].   The dialectic process does this by establishing interaction with others in the same kind of inquiry, focusing on the same phenomenon, and now having a range of ways of viewing it.   The proviso is that the negatives of positive groupthink are dealt with by way of something akin to Argyris’ principles of Model II theory-in-use or Habermas’ criteria of good context for authentic communicative activity.

10.3.9 Collaboration to manage bias and complexity

It is in this context of the role of dialectic to manage reflexivity, establishing a proper balance between the subjective and the objective, that a partnership in a collaborative effort is required.   It is in a context of where dialectic process is needed that collaborative inquiry becomes a ‘natural’ form.   There needs to be respect for difference, and full use of the potentialities of difference.   Another context where collaborative inquiry becomes essential is in an investigation that is seeking to deal with complexity.   Here, the kinds of difference that need to be respected are those associated with the different disciplines that are represented in the multi-dimensional endeavour needed to address the complex.   Then, as Heron and Ravetz argue, when the findings of different routes, applied with integrity, demonstrate synchronicity and/or ‘isomorphism’ – a matching of outcomes - credibly arrived at, able to be supported by cogent reasons, by different modes of inquiry, with their own particular mechanisms of achieving valid and reliable outcomes, then there can be more confidence in the inquiring team that something closer to mapping the territory accurately, is being found [Heron, 1992 #421][Heron, 1997 #480], [Ravetz, 1987 #223].
10.3.10 Summary: Converging the Inquiry into Inquiry

In summary, I find from the literature, that there is now, in a way that there was not in the more recent past, a clearer understanding of the nature of inquiry.   Such an understanding allows for different kinds of inquiry for different phenomena and for different purposes.   What needs to be understood in selecting the kind of inquiry to undertake, is the relationship of fitness of inquiry method to the knowledge sought of the particular phenomenon under investigation, taking into account the intrinsic values relevant to phenomenon being investigated.   For inquiry of practice, for practice improvement, a more generic and flexible approach is required, the kind of approach that is found in what is called ‘action research’ or its affiliates.   Further, in the inquiry of practice where the purpose is improvement of one’s own practice, processes which assist manage issues related to reflexivity and self-serving bias are required.   One such process is identified as the dialectic amongst peer inquirers.   Also, inquiry in and of the practice situation, with its actionable knowledge imperatives and its situated context of complexity, is assisted by collaborative effort.   So collaborative effort, providing it can be conducted in an authentic inquiry context, achieves two objectives: that of validating reflexive knowledge and managing complexity.   For inquiry of practice where the practice is about human interactions, collaborative inquiry is also required in order to honour the humanness of the inquirers.   With this understanding now in place I turn to the task of investigating what the literature has to say about facilitating the learning of inquiry processes and especially how to participate in the conduct of collaborative inquiry.

10.4 Improving Inquiry of Practice, In-Practice 

10.4.1 Overview

I have argued, by way of the literature of the field, that inquiry in-practice, of practice, for practice improvement, needs to recognise that there is a range of ways of undertaking that inquiry.   I have argued that for such inquiry to be valid, and so potentially useful, since it more accurately maps the territory than otherwise, it needs to have a good match of what is being inquired into, by what method, and with a view to the kind of knowledge that needs to be formed by such a process, while taking into account the intrinsic values applying the case of the particular phenomenon being investigated.   I have argued that for inquiry into human activities, by the humans involved, ways of managing reflexivity, bias, and enunciating and checking assumptions involves the dialectic process established within a certain frame (Argyris’ Model II and/or Habermas’ ideal communicative dialectic), and that the way to do this is in a collaborative context which also honours the humanness of the inquirers.   In this section I need to indicate what else the literature has to say about what is involved in facilitating a process that seeks to assist professionals inquire into their practice, with a view to improving it.   On the one hand, compared with the literature on facilitating learning to change for the adult, my exposure to the literature suggests that there is a lot less guidance for facilitating learning to inquire.   On the other hand, I would argue that the logic is that facilitating any process, with a view to improving it, involves all that is involved in facilitating learning to change, and that has been dealt with in the previous chapter.

10.4.2 Facilitating Learning to Inquire

One area where I would expect to find some of this material is in the literature dealing with higher education, and supervision of research students and researcher formation studies.   It is my impression that such literature is scant and Angela Brew’s recent survey and analysis of researcher formation, reported at a conference I attended, supports this.   In the first instance supervision of researcher development is generally a one-on-one activity, where there is the potential for two idiosyncratic approaches to either mesh, somewhat fortuitously, or clash, apparently inexplicably.   Documenting such success or failure is seen as secondary to other more pressing research activity.   Secondly, Kuhn’s study of science and its paradigms and the process of induction into such paradigms, something which gives us a bit of a handle on what is involved, is a relatively recent contribution to the field [Kuhn, 1970 #394]
.   Kuhn’s analysis exposed what till then was not problematic, to be an issue in the sociology of research practices and induction into the same.   As I understand it, the first round of creative energy from Kuhn’s contribution has been expended on what might be called the ‘paradigm wars’.   It is only very recently that the field has come to terms with the multiple options of inquiry and their respective legitimacies, and is now at liberty to turn its investigatory eyes on the task of researcher formation that takes us to the issue of how such learning is facilitated.   Further, it is the relatively recent expansion of postgraduate studies, and the inclusion of at least one research unit into master level coursework studies that has meant that more students are exposed to what others have considered an ‘arcane’ practice (Kressel’s term [Kressel, 1997 #2]).   The task of teaching it, even at the expository level, involves such teachers in thinking about what it is and how it can be explained to novices.   When the students have difficulty with the concepts, let alone the practice, these problems become the points of further inquiry.   The dialectic that then develops among teachers of research perspectives and methods then helps refine the practitioner’s understanding of this process.

However, for humans, inquiry is a fundamental part of all living, of all learning, if the argument I have mounted in the previous chapter has any credence.   With this in mind Edward deBono’s work is helpful in opening up the understanding of thinking, in its various forms, and in developing processes to help people engage in more effective thinking, especially creative thinking [DeBono, 1970 #724][DeBono, 1971 #261][DeBono, 1985 #263].   He has worked at reaching children at the elementary schooling stage and people operating outside the academy: in industry, and in management, with these tools.

Another indicator of where this investigation might need to go, is found in Gardner’s introduction to Frames of Mind.    There, he indicates that ‘constraints’ research seems to counter Piaget’s developmentalist theory, by showing that infants make assumptions about causality, for instance, that results in ‘powerful and already entrenched theories about their immediate world’ which prove difficult to alter [Gardner, 1993 #323].   If this is the case, then clearly facilitating learning to inquire is the kind of difficult, complex, and time consuming task that is involved in facilitating learning to change, when such change involves reaching into routines established in early stages of life.

Schon’s work on professional practice, and education for it, offers an important contribution to my understanding of facilitating learning to inquire: it needs to be done in the midst of the practice where it is to be used.   Amongst Schon’s formative learning was extensive work on Dewey’s Theory of Inquiry [Schon, 1987 #12], p.xi.   In my view, it is this grounding that informs Schon’s concept of reflective practice and his ability to discern the elements of the inquiry process in the complexity that represents expert professional practice.   This frame helped him manage the information coming to him as he attended to what teachers of professional practice were doing as they sought to convey the elements of such practice to students.   He found that one of the techniques these teachers used was to enunciate their thinking that informed their practice decisions.   They made open to the student their thinking as they engaged in successive testing of alternative, explanatory hypotheses for the professional problems that they were endeavouring to deal with.   Schon’s examples included professional problems in design, in diagnosis with a view to formulating treatment strategies, in personnel management issues, in musical performance, in town planning practice [Schon, 1983 #11].   It was the observation of this kind of problem solving, and how to teach it, that then suggested to Schon that the practicum was not just a traditional way of forming practice knowledge, but a significantly important aspect of professional development [Schon, 1987 #12].   He has argued that the traditional ‘technical rationality’ approach of most current university structures, misses this vital component of practice knowledge and practice learning [Schon, 1995 #19].   As a consequence, practitioners can be launched on their practice essentially unequipped to engage in the kind of inquiry practice that is needed to progress their practice knowledge.

10.4.3 Facilitating Collaborative Inquiry

There are a number of sources in the literature that talk about the particular issues involved in facilitating collaborative inquiry.   The primary issue lies in the personal and interpersonal capabilities of the facilitator.   Can the facilitator operate, model and intervene to sustain the optimal conditions for effective inquiry?   Can the facilitator continuously challenge other participants to take more and more responsibility for themselves in developing these same personal and interpersonal capabilities in authentic communicative activity?   These are the challenges enunciated in the work of Habermas, Argyris, Reason and Rowan, Guba and Lincoln, and Heron, for example [Carr, 1986 #188], [Mezirow, 1991 #116], [Argyris, 1993 #7], [Reason, 1981 #568], [Reason, 1988 #453], [Reason, 2001 #565], [Guba, 1989 #426], [Heron, 1996 #683].

Similarly, in considering the role of reflective practice in professional development, Schon looks at collaborative self-inquiry, and the particular skills an inquirer operating in this arena needs [Schon, 1991 #13], pp.355-6.   He identifies the following capacities: affirming without dogmatism; confronting without hostility; Model II competence; being able to live out with the collaborators what is involved in the process the collaborators are inquiring into; and modelling the different inquiry style which includes an existential use of self.   Further, he indicates that a number of conditions need to apply for this to be accomplished.   First is the time to be able to do this.   Second is the ability to recognise limits of reciprocal empathy and vulnerability, and reaching a balance with appropriate objectivity.   Third is the capacity to engage with one’s own constructions in a sufficiently detached way that the inquirer can both apply a critical evaluation of them and revise such constructions in a way which arrives at a better fit with the territory information.

In traversing the territory that is collaborative inquiry, Heron covers similar ground.   He identifies necessary capabilities as follows: the capacity to handle uncertainty to alternate and balance between chaos and order; to alternate and balance convergence and divergence; to alternate and balance reflection and experience; to manage power at multiple levels and act autonomously while also indicating where, when and how the collaborators also need to act autonomously; to manage intrapersonal elements like unaware projections; to manage interpersonal elements including the capacity to operate as a devil’s advocate when appropriate [Heron, 1999 #322][Heron, 1997 #480][Heron, 2001 #621].

One element common to all these activities resides within the practitioner’s capacities of practical judgement - the ability to make a decision to act that is informed by the quality of understanding gathered while in the midst of the process.   This brings me to the third section of this investigation requiring some closer analysis: evaluation, and its role in the process of coming to decision to act.

10.5 In Summary: Converging on Inquiring into Inquiry of Practice, In-Practice 

In the previous four sections of this chapter I have been exploring what is involved in inquiry, especially inquiry in-practice for the professional, and how that might be improved.   It is evident, from my experience and the literature, that inquiry is a significant part of our human existence and, as such, suffers the risk of being ‘taken for granted’.   Inquiring into the nature of inquiry, at a level that moves beyond the current dominant tradition, and at a level that is informed by the best traditions of inquiry, is a relatively recent development.   Considering how a practice of inquiry might be improved becomes a matter of learning to change, as enunciated previously.

· In the practice context, inquiry for practice needs to be learned in the midst of practice.

· One of those learnings will be that there are many ways of inquiring, and that the choice of inquiry approach in a particular instance, in-practice, needs to be actionable knowledge.   The inquirers will need to ask themselves: what is the kind of inquiry that has an appropriate match with the nature of the phenomenon being investigated, and the kind of knowledge being sought, and how is it best done in ways that acknowledge intrinsic values associated with the nature of the phenomenon being investigated?

· For inquiry to improve practice for a practitioner, the inquiry form needs to be appropriate for human inquiry, by humans, including self-inquiry.   As such it is inquiry that needs to be able to deal with the complex, the indeterminate, the unique and the conflictual situations that arise in practice.   It needs to be able to deal with reflexivity and bias.

· Action research, with its iterative approach and its openness to different methods in different cycles, provides a generic framework for in-practice inquiry.

· Collaborative inquiry, with its use of an effective dialectic process to help manage reflexivity and complexity, and its capacity to call into account how the values expressed in inquiry method respect the humanness of the inquiry subject, is recommended for practice inquiry, including self-inquiry.

· For the task of facilitating learning to inquire, and to improve inquiry, all the conditions of learning to change need to be in place, together with a developed understanding of the principles operating in the many different kinds of inquiry that can be used, and the basis of choice of match of inquiry to problem being investigated.

10.6 Methodological Understanding for the Conduct of Reflective Research of Practice – Round 2
My revised conceptual understanding, conveyed above, of the nature of inquiry, and of inquiry into practice, in-practice, including inquiry into the practitioner’s thinking informing action, suggests that for the case of reflective research of practice my methodological understandings, conveyed in Chapter 4, need to be adjusted.   For the conduct of reflective research of practice, the methods employed need to be various, so that there can be a match of what is being inquired into, by what method, and with a view to the kind of knowledge that needs to be formed by such a process, including consideration of the intrinsic values being applied to humanness in the way such knowledge is developed.   This will mean that for inquiry that involves moving into the reflective thinking area and the thinking-action complex of a person’s practice, self-inquiry will be essential.   The quality of the self-inquiry will be enhanced by using iterative cycles, in a collaborative inquiry in the company of other self-inquiring practitioners.
As far as data collection and analysis processes for reflective research of practice are concerned, a first step will be the collection and analysis of data to inform the inquirer of what thinking-action unit needs to be focused on, since it is either ineffective (and the inquirer is interested in improving it) or it is effective and another inquirer is interested in knowing why it is effective, and comparing it to their own.

A second step will be enunciating the thinking informing the action.   This is usually understood to be written work - journalling, say, but can also include the answering of others’ questions, and describing and explaining thinking processes, orally, when in the company of others.   How that data is then collected and analysed may depend on the circumstances.   It will, in my view, involve some storying, or some analogic, or metaphoric expressioning.   Others have used audio recordings [Kressel, 1997 #2][Argyris, 1993 #7] and video recordings for teaching practice (Whitehead) - and the latter can capture more of the presentational knowledge component as well as the conceptual/propositional knowledge component of the practice knowledge.   Sharing the process of analysis with peer collaborators may also unearth confirming and disconfirming data from the experiences of others, and others’ ways of thinking about their action.

While the analysis of action effectiveness is usually covered by the discipline of evaluation, the analysis of thinking effectiveness will include the exercise of appropriate processes to engage with epistemic, psychologic, sociolinguistic distortions and may well involve the use of social critical theorising inputs and techniques.   It will include the comparison of theoretical models and the evaluation of their relative effectiveness in-practice.   But it also appears that beyond the disciplines of logic, and dialectic discourse about how we frame knowledge and knowing (eg cause-and-effect, systemic processes, etc) we will also be involved in drilling down into our respective values-in-use, which I need to explain and will address in the next chapter.

As I have tried to identify what would demonstrate quality reflective research of practice, I have needed to return to the literature of reflection and reflective practice, to identify what is ‘different’/ ‘significant’ / ‘distinctive’ about reflective research of practice, and I find that it is the emphasis on reflection, and reflection as both content and process.
Revisiting conceptions of reflection and its role in learning and inquiry involved me in acknowledging that reflection is a cognitive process [Dewey, 1933 #208]; and that reflection, as an experiential process, is more than just the ‘rational’ [Boud, 1985 #71]; [Boud, 1993 #83]; [Main, 1985 #78]; [Knights, 1985 #77]; [Powell, 1985 #74]; [Walker, 1985 #75]; [Brew, 1993 #90]; [Brookfield, 1993 #85]; [Criticos, 1993 #95]; [Kasl, 1993 #94]; [Mason, 1993 #92]; [Miller, 1993 #93]; [Mulligan, 1993 #87]; [Postle, 1993 #86]; [Thorpe, 1993 #91]; [Usher, 1993 #96]; and that reflection is a significant part of any transformative learning process [Mezirow, 1991 #116]; and that reflection is a practice and how it is practised, by others, varies [Schon, 1991 #13]; [Lucas, 1996 #148], [Loughran, 1996 #115]; [Dick, 1998 #207].

I have concluded that reflective research of practice, in that it is dealing with the thinking-action complex of humans in human activity, needs to be conducted and evaluated using a variety of methods and their respective different criteria, for its various components, and that the argument supporting multiple methods and evaluative criteria goes like this:

· The study of practice needs to acknowledge the nature, impact and implications of the practice context.   ([Kressel, 1997 #2]; [Schon, 1983 #11][Schon, 1991 #13][Schon, 1995 #19]; [Dewey, 1933 #208]; [Toulmin, 1996c #170])

· The self-study of practice will be based on honouring the individual’s experience and learning from it, and meaning constructs developed of it and from it.   This is part of Schon’s concept in reflective practice of ‘giving the practitioner reason’ – acknowledging the practitioner’s expertise as expertise to be honoured, and dealt with in its own terms [Schon, 1991 #13].   This is part of Kressel’s view about the contribution of different levels of practice (novice or expert) in helping understand what is going on in the development of expertise in-practice [Kressel, 1997 #2].

· The reflective approach will honour the context of practice, and have the purpose of developing usable knowledge for the practice context.   ([Dewey, 1933 #208]; [Kressel, 1997 #2]; [Schon, 1983 #11][Schon, 1987 #12])

· The reflective approach will note the elements of practice: thinking (ideas/cognitive, causal or relational explanatory models); action (behaviour); and affect (emotional response).   That is to say it provides a mechanism for handling more than the rational/ cognitive/ verbalised and verbalisable.   ([Boud, 1985b #72][Boud, 1985c #73][Boud, 1993c #89]; [Boud, 1985 #71][Boud, 1993 #83])

· The reflective approach will involve exploration of premises, in whichever domain of learning it is operating.  ([Mezirow, 1991 #116])

For reflective research of practice, where the practice is focused on interpersonal interactions, the focus is now on ‘communicative’ learning.   The reasoning involved in such learning is metaphoric-abductive reasoning where sense is made of the unknown by making connections in experience, both of one’s own experiences over time, and/or with the experience of others [Mezirow, 1991 #116].   So findings from such an inquiry will be most effective and informative when formulated in communicative terms: metaphor and story, anecdotes of experiential incidents.  ([Mezirow, 1991 #116]; [Schon, 1991 #13]; [Bateson, 1979 #144])

From these considerations and the work represented previously in this chapter, I have categorised the criteria for assessing quality of reflective research of practice into a taxonomy of three domains:   (see detail in Appendix 10.6).

Domain I: Aspects of reflective work and reflective practice

· What; When; How; Outcomes (to what purpose/why); Outputs (Forms)

Domain II: Aspects of research of practice

· Action research

· Practicality

Domain III: Aspects of reflective research of practice

· Reflection of research including the researcher as participant

· Reflection of research in practice including the evaluation of reflection

· Other general aspects (e.g. evaluating the expression of reflection in the report)

I have also concluded that a reflective report of practice should veer ‘naturally’ away from the linear approach expected of ‘rational’ inquiry.   The very nature of the phenomenon being investigated, the knowledge being formed, and the congruent method being used which takes into account the intrinsic values associated with the phenomenon being investigated, call out for a different kind of written form.   It may include the linear approach, but will be defective if it only conveys the linear, the rational, the articulated, and the articulated in a linear, rational form.

As with others who experience the constraints of a traditional thesis structure, I have learned that my/a ‘reflective’ approach will have strengths for research of practice that others may need to draw upon, when they come to realise and acknowledge that the fundamental nature of what they are doing, in research of practice, is meta-reflection, reflecting on reflection.





































� Indeed, the assumption that argument is effective, is one of the underlying assumptions that is open to experiential challenge (cf Jean Rostand "Reason's weakness is the belief that it has the capacity to convince unreason.").


� Can I note that Kuhn's first presentation of the findings of his study of science and its paradigms was in 1962, as mentioned previously.   It is more often that his 1970 publication of these findings is cited in the literature, especially of the social sciences.   It took some time for this 'new' perspective to become recognised for what it had to say to the field of the study of inquiry, proving, in a sense much of Kuhn's point.
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