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Abstract
This thesis is fram ed as a first person action inquiry into participatory inquiry
and practice. The context of the inquiry is a national voluntary organisation
w orking for social justice for children and young people.
The thesis is developed in fo u r connected Inquiry Strands: 1) the im plications
of researching w ithin a constructivist epistem ology; 2) the im plications o f selfaware research through inquiry into the history and traditions o f the
researcher; 3) how appreciating m etaphor can help in researching
understandings of participation;4) how appreciating m etaphor can enhance
participatory practising.
In connection with the first two Inquiry Strands the thesis identifies
im plications for epistem ic and ethical practice. In connection w ith the third
Inquiry Strand, the thesis first develops a theory of m etaphor as relational and
participative. This is then incorporated in a participatory m ethodology that can
be applied in research with children, young people and adults and that
em bodies the output from the first two Inquiry Strands.
. The m ethodology includes elicitation of stories and pictures in conversations
and activities, exploration of the contexts of the inquiry, the identification and
exploration of metaphors in the stories and pictures, and the developm ent of
criteria fo rju d g in g these m etaphors fo r the enhancem ent o f practice.
In developing the m ethodology the researcher draws on her experiencing of
the fourth Inquiry Strand within the social justice organisation. The
m ethodology is then used as a fram ew ork for explicating the fourth Inquiry
Strand. This inquiry leads to the proposal of a set of m etaphorical conditions
for participatory practice: ‘purposeful activ ity ’, ‘space for ch an g e’, ‘a safe
place to le a rn ’ and ‘reciprocal recog n itio n ’. The thesis concludes by reflecting
on the four Inquiry Strands to identify learning concerning participatory
inquiry in conditions of com plexity and uncertainty and issues of pow er.
Invitations are offered concerning changes in practices w ithin the
organisation, and for further research.
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Chapter 1 Introduction to the thesis and the
deveiopment of the research questions
1.1 Background and contexts ____________________________________ 1:1
1.2 My ambitions for the research________________________________1:4
1.3 The Inquiry Strands, thesis questions and outcomes

________ 1:8

1.4 The Inquiry Strands and how the thesis is organised____________ 1:10
1.5 The structure of the thesis___________________________________ 1:16
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Third P ass : in v o lv in g children and you ng p eo p le and eth ical
r e se a r c h in g _____________________________________________________________ 1:27
Fourth Pass: w riting up the th esis in w ays congruent w ith the
doing o f the research_____________________________________________________1:30

Summary of Chapter 1______________________________________1:33

1.1 Background and contexts’
M y PhD thesis is the story of a CASE studentship betw een The C h ild ren ’s
Society (TCS), and the Open U niversity (OU). TCS is a voluntary agency
that was w orking for social justice for children and young people in
England and W ales during the period of the research. My research has been
supervised within the Systems D iscipline in the Faculty of T echnology o f
the Open U niversity. CASE studentships are collaborative partnerships
betw een an organisation and an academic institution to support doctoral
research of interest to the organisation.

The research funding body, the

ESRC (Econom ic and Social Research Council) provides a grant for the
student, and the organisation also contributes some additional m oney.

The idea for the studentship arose from the mutual interest in p articip ativ e
action research of people in the Systems Discipline o f the Open U niversity
and people from The Child in the N eighbourhood Group (CIN) in TC S. An
account of the CIN Group is given in Chapter 6. This jo in t concern was
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discovered through the sharing of a conference paper that drew on the w ork
of a PhD student w ithin the Systems D iscipline. His research indicated the
particular possibilities for participative research o f an appreciation o f
m etaphors (M cClintock and Ison, 1994b).

The relationship was further

developed in 1995-6 through the com m issioning o f research into the
experience o f TCS practitioners developing participatory decision-m aking
with young people. This was conducted by Paul M ai ten y , a researcher from
the OU System s D iscipline(M aiteny, 1997).

My thesis develops D avid M cC lintock’s work, taking up his ideas on how
m etaphors can inspire researching w ith people, particularly in contexts
characterised by many actors and different activities or ‘diverse stakeholder
contexts’ (M cClintock, 1996). D avid’s research was concerned with
agriculture, and specifically ''how futu re countrysides in the UK can come
a b o u t”. 1 have taken his work into a different kind of stakeholder context. I
have also adapted and extended the methods he used to bring forth
m etaphors by including pictures and stories in my researching.

Both Paul Mai ten y and David M cC lintock connected their research practice
with participative and cooperative inquiry, that is, researching with people
rather than on people (Heron, 1996, Reason, 1994). Specifically David
endeavoured to "lay some groundwork fo r a dialogue regarding metaphors
and researching with pgop/e "(M cClintock, 1996; p. 272). Two of D avid’s
conclusions about how metaphors inspire researching with people were of
particular relevance in my inquiry. These were that m etaphors "provide a
way to reflect on research itself” and "provide ways o f creating space f o r
understandings to e m erg e ” (ibid. p. 10, 193, 217). By knitting D av id ’s
work on m etaphor with inquiries into ‘epistem ologically aw are’ researching
and ‘self-aw are’ researching I developed a m ethodology in the practice of
my research which can be used in other contexts.

' M y c h o ic e o f the plu ral c o n te x ts rela tes to the e p i s te m o lo g y o f m y re s e a r c h in g , and the

Chapter 1:2

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

The positive relationships that Paul M aiteny form ed w ith project team s in
TCS have benefited my researching^. Problem atic issues concerned w ith
the dissem ination of his report provided som e helpful learning, both about
com m unication processes in TCS, and for the conduct o f this research.

A

question for one of my inquiries in this thesis is how M aiteny’s conclusion,
that TCS could improve its effectiveness "by bringing organisational
relations and processes closer into line with the participatoiy practice o f its
projects” (M aiteny, 1997; p. 25), m ight be achieved.

Participation has becom e a ‘buzzw ord’ for social care organisations in both
the statutory and voluntary sectors in the UK (Singleton, 2001). R oger
Singleton, the C hief Executive of Barn ados, the largest ch ild ren ’s voluntary
organisation in the UK, suggests that participation has come to have a
special sort of meaning, specifically describing the relationship betw een
social care organisations and service users. In the lim ited sense o f the
influence of service users on the activities of practitioners, the "rhetoric o f
participation” has entered the discourse o f social care (Shaw, 1997).

Participation in developm ent contexts, and in service evaluations has been
claimed to lead to better planning, im plem entation and evaluations ((C ooke,
2002; Cham bers, 1997). Participation is also seen as em pow ering in giving
people control over decisions which concern them, and over their
environm ents, and in transform ing consciousness.

The United Nations Charter on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC), ratified
by the UK government in 1991 provides pow erful and com prehensive
support for w ider interpretation of children and young p eo p le’s
participation in society. Children and young peo p le’s active involvem ent in
p o ssib ility o f m a n y rea litie s and ways o f se ein g , as d o e s m y p r e f e r e n c e for h is t o r ie s
rathe r than history, and un d e r sta n d in g s r a th e r th an u n d e r sta n d in g .
^ In the thesis 1 use re searc h ing, ex p erien c in g and la n g u a g in g to re fle c t th e s e as
p r o c e sse s and a c tivitie s rath e r than research, e x p e r ie n c e and la n g u a g e w h ic h are th e
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local environm ental issues and decision-m aking processes has also been
seen as a w ay of tackling cycles o f deprivation in com m unities. C hildren’s
sense of control over their environm ent and positive sense o f self have been
identified as key determ inants for their successful developm ent (Rutter,
1975, R utter, 1979, R utter and R utter, 1992, Hart, 1998, H art et al., 2000b).

Participation can ju st m ean ‘filling in a form ’ or ‘turning u p ’ (see C hapter
7, Section 7.3). D ick (1997) identifies seven ‘dim ensions o f p articip atio n ’
in research, including participants as inform ants, as interpreters, as
planners, as im plem enters, as facilitators, as researchers, as recipients.
Therefore, I use M cClintock's (1996) term researching with in the thesis to
indicate that som ething m ore than, for exam ple, participation as giving or
receivmg information. One reading o f the thesis could be as an inquiry into
what the 'something more ’ could be.

The CASE studentship was set up in 1996. I was looking to change career
from university teaching and responded to an OU advertisem ent for CASE
students in 1997. 1 carried out the research between 1998 and 2002. My
histories, traditions and roles are the focus of one o f the Inquiry Strands in
the thesis.

1.2 M y a m b itio n s fo r th e research
In this section 1 discuss my ambitions for my research at the start and for
the thesis at the end, the slippage between these, and what I claim is
exciting and new in the thesis. This involves some issues of alignment, that
is, characterisations of research that 1 have used in the thesis to make sense
of what I did.

This section is a meta-reflection on the sections follow ing in

this chapter. I am placing it first because this reflection is also a

o u tc o m e s o f p r o c e s s e s and tend then to be talked o f as th in g s in d e p e n d e n t o f those
in v o lv e d in the p ro c e sse s. This is d isc u sse d f u rth e r in C h a p te r 2, se c tio n 2.2, C laim
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background and context for w hat follow s, and threads through to the
concluding chapter.

A t the end o f the first year of the CASE studentship, when I had developed
the initial research questions which are discussed in Section 1.4.1 below , I
quoted in m y report to TCS and my research supervisors:

All good research is/c>r me, f o r us and f o r them', it speaks to three
audiences, and contributes to each o f these three areas o f know ing.
(Reason and M arshall, 1987 p. 112).
I saw these audiences reflected in the ambitions with w hich I started the
research:

(i)

to im prove my understanding and practice of research with people;

(ii)

to say som ething useful about practice designed to enable children
and young people’s participation in matters which affect them for
people in TCS with whom I would be researching;

(iii)

to say som ething new about participatory research for the research
community.

At that time these am bitions appeared to me to be unproblem atically
connected. 1 did not, for example, consider the differences betw een ‘/oz-’and
'w i t h \ and between establishing warranties of usefulness ox im provem ent
for other people - the you 's and th e y ’s, and for m yself. I expected the
research m ethods to include an action learning group, of which I had had
some previous experience (Helme (1996), see Section 1.4.1). I thought this
and developm ent of the m etaphor m ethodology proposed by D avid
M cC lintock would enable me to claim my research as ‘p articip ato ry ’. In
the distinction made by Peter Reason, my am bition was that my research
w ould be (at least) "first and second person action research”:

First person action research/practice skills and m ethods address
the ability of the researcher to foster an inquiring approach to his
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or her own life, to act awarely and choicefully, and to assess
effects in the outside world w hile acting.
•

Second person action research/practice addresses our ability to
inquire face-to-face with others into issues of m utual concern-for
exam ple in the service o f im proving our personal and
professional practice both individually and separately ...

•

Third-person research/practice aims to create a w ider com m unity
of inquiry involving persons who, because they cannot be know n
to each other face-to-face (say, in a large, geographically
dispersed corporation), have an im personal quality (Reason,
2001 ).

R eason goes on to say "first person inquijy is in many ways the experiential
and practical foundation o f all other fo rm s o f inquiry” (ibid.). As I discuss
below in Section 1.4, as my understanding o f the research unfolded I saw
“first person inquiry into participatory practice”- seeing m yself in the
research, as itself requiring to be grounded in an explicit epistem ology how and what can I claim to know, how can I know o th ers’ know ing, how
can my knowing be know ledge for other people? As I started to explore a
constructivist epistem ology for my research - at the same tim e as designing
and undertaking the ‘participatory’ research with TCS presented in C hapter
7, 1 was also questioning my understanding of research and widening
boundaries, "swimming into an unknown current” in M oustakas' (1990)
metaphor.

In Section 1.5.4 below 1 describe the struggles in w riting the thesis in term s
of finding a voice, the em ergence of meanings in the w riting and problem s
of selecting what to include from the mass of m aterial. The context for
these struggles was the problem of setting out the research questions and
creating a transparent structure for the thesis that w ould show the different
threads and connections, and outcomes, and hold different kinds of
‘m essiness’ and uncertainties. The constructivist epistem ology of the thesis
reveals the com plexity of any endeavours with other people. The m essiness,
unpredictability and em otional rollercoaster of participative practice and the
experience of participation threaded through the em pirical research with
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TCS and children and young people (see, for exam ple, pictures 27 to 29 in
A ppendix 5). Action research is "bumbling change” (Cook, 1998, M ellor,
2001) as is indicated in m y m etaphors for m y research C hapter 5, Section
5.3).

As I w rite in C hapter 2, Section 2.2.10, "closure occurs when we accept a
satisfying explanation, in terms o f the contexts as we construct them at that
time”. The structure in w hich the research is presented em erged in the
contexts of w riting a PhD thesis, as I understood this. This structure is
outlined in Section 1.4 below and em bodied in Chapters 2 to 7 as four
interconnected Inquiry Strands. In the Inquiry Strands I establish:

•

An constructivist epistem ology that provides a basis for understanding
what would count as ethical and participatory practising^, including
self-awareness and is the grounding for the inquiries in the thesis;

•

A m ethodology which draws on the participatory qualities of m etaphor
for researching with adults, young people and children;

•

A set of conditions for the em ergence o f respons-able participatory
practice with children and young people, that is practice aimed at
increasing opportunities for the possibilities of participation (given that
w hether their experience is participatory is a judgem ent that other
people can only make for them selves).

But the outcome of the thesis is a ‘first person in quiry’; in the thesis
writing, and in the later stages o f the research, the voices o f other people the ‘y o u ’s ’ and ‘they’s ’ were lost. It was as if o th ers’ voices and the
m essiness of researching with were ‘structured o u t’, m arginalised in

T his is c o n tra st to C h a m b e rs ' (1997) co n c lu sio n th a t '‘the issu es a re m o re e t h ic a l th a n
e p i s te m o lo g ic a l [in P a r tic ip a to r y R u r a l A p p r a is a l ] ”(p. 208).
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illustrations or relegated to the appendices. Thus a further ‘m eta’ question
arose from the thesis as structured in four inquiry strands w hich is:

W hat w ould need to have occurred for this research to be second
person action research, or to embody research with others?

This question is carried through the four Inquiry Strands to the last chapter.

1.3 The Inquiry Strands, thesis questions and
outcomes
I give an account of bringing forth the thesis questions in Section 1.4. There
are four prelim inary questions which each relate to a different Inquiry
Strand in the thesis:

•

W h at a re th e im p lic a tio n s o f ep istem o lo g ically -aw are re se a rc h fo r
researching with (In q u iry S tra n d 1)?

•

W hat a re the im p licatio n s of self-aw are re s e a rc h fo r researching
with (In q u iry S tra n d 2)?

•

How

can

m e ta p h o rs

help

in

re se a rc h in g

u n d e rs ta n d in g s

of

p a rtic ip a tio n (In q u iry S tra n d 3)?
•

How can u n d e rs ta n d in g m e ta p h o rs of p a rtic ip a tio n in TCS help to
im p ro v e p a rtic ip a to ry p ra c tisin g (In q u iry S tra n d 4)7

By ‘epistem ologically-aw are’ I mean research in which inquiry into the
epistem ology - what it is to know, understand and learn is included in the
research, and not a ‘given’. A prem ise on which the epistem ology o f my
thesis stands is summed up by Fell and Russell (1997a) as:

We humans are self-regulating organism s who live from the inside
out (p. 5).
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From my inquiry into the constructivist epistem ology of my thesis I identify
requirem ents for ethical and participatory practising in research. The
epistem ology of the thesis requires the researcher to be ‘self-aw are’ in her
researching. Thus the epistem ology forces the second Inquiry Strand.

By ‘self-aw are’ I m ean research in which the researcher inquires into her
own traditions - the intellectual background w ith which she interprets and
acts, and histories - the personal experiences which contribute to m eaning
m aking. Self-aw are research involves self-reflection and attention to the
researcher’s construing of her experiences in the unfolding o f an inquiry.
In Inquiry Strand 2 I identify the im plications of being self-aw are for
researching with, and the im plications o f my histories and traditions for
subsequent inquiries in the thesis.

Inquiry Strand 3 includes firstly an inquiry into a theory o f m etaphor w hich
draws on a constructivist epistem ology, and secondly an inquiry into the
em bodim ent of this theory in a research praxis. The second part o f this
inquiry draws on my research experiences in Inquiry Strand 4. This is
explained further in Section 1.3. There are two outputs of Inquiry Strand 3:
a transferable m ethodology and a reform ulation of the last two research
questions. These become:

H ow can a p p re c ia tin g m e ta p h o rs in sto rie s and p ic tu re s e n h a n c e
eth ical an d responsible researching with (In q u iry S tr a n d 3)?
How can a p p re c ia tin g m e ta p h o rs in sto ries an d p ic tu re s
illu m in ate an d enhance c h ild re n a n d young p e o p le ’s
p a rtic ip a tio n and p a rtic ip a to ry p ra c tisin g w ith c h ild re n a n d
young people in an o rg a n isatio n w o rk in g f o r social ju s tic e
(In q u iry S tra n d 4)?

Inquiry Strand 4 is an inquiry into the second of these questions, using the
m ethodology developed in Inquiry Strand 3. The output of Inquiry S trand 4
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is ‘a set o f conditions’ w hich if fostered lead to the em ergence o f responsable participatory practising w ith children and young people. These
conditions are in the form o f m etaphor clusters that can be interpreted in
term s o f participatory practice w ith children and young people.

A question raised in the course o f Inquiry Strand 4 is:

What would it take for an organisation to embody participation
in its practising and managing?
This question is taken forward into the last chapter and connected w ith my
responses to draws upon the ‘m eta’ question identified above in Section

1.2:
What would need to have occurred for this research to be second
person action research, or to embody research with others?

In the responses to these last two questions I reflect on the ‘structuring o u t’
and ‘reifying o u t’ of mess and unpredictability, the m uting of m ultiple
voices in texts, and the effects of power in participatory inquiry. D raw ing
on the relational and participatory qualities of m etaphor, the distinctions in
judging m etaphors proposed in Inquiry Strand 3. and m etaphor as a
heuristic, 1 propose a set of questions for participatory practising in TCS
and for researching with.

1.4 T h e In q u iry S tra n d s and how th e th e s is is
o rg a n is e d
In this section 1 present the organisation of the thesis follow ing the
definition of organisation put forward by Capra and Flatau (1993):

The pattern of organisation of any system, living or nonliving, is the
configuration of relationships among the systems com ponents that
determ ines the system ’s essential characteristics (ibid. p. 3).
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The organisation of the thesis em erged in my w riting it. I w ant to m ake the
processes o f its developm ent transparent for the reader and to engage the
reader in the story o f my researching.

I had difficulty in presenting

processes w hich were essentially recursive and reflexive in the lin ear form
o f the thesis as document. W riting the research into the thesis as four
sequenced Inquiry Strands was only one o f several p o ssibilities. I reflect on
the advantages of my choice in C hapter 8.

Figure 1-1 shows the organisation o f the thesis in term s o f the Inquiry
Strands and chapters.
Chapter 1
Introduction to the
thesis, the Inquiry
S trands and
developm ent of the
research questions
IN Q U IR Y
S TRAND 1

Chapter 2
An inquiry into
the im plications
of researching
w ithin a
co n stru ctivist
epistem ology

IN Q U IR Y
STRAND 2

Chapter 3
Inquiry into the
implications of selfaware research

IN Q U IR Y
STRAND 3
INQUIRY
STRAND 4

Chapter 4
Inquiry into the
qualities of
metaphor

Chapter 6
Starting
conditions

Chapter 5
Inquiry into how
metaphors can be
used in inquiry
(methodology)

^

i

Chapter 7

Inquiry into how
understanding
metaphors of
participation in TCS
can help to improve
participatory
practising

Chapter 8
R eflections and
synthesis

Figure 1-1 A relationship diagram showing the organisation o f the thesis
as constituted by the relationships between the eight chapters.
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In C hapter 2 I articulate the constructivist epistem ology o f the thesis in ten
claim s, and inquire into th eir im plications for participatory practice and
research. M y epistem ology locates the researcher in the research, as a
constructor of know ledge rather than an objective discoverer. Thus the
epistem ology entails accounting for m yself as the constructor of the thesis,
particularly the pre-understandings, values and assum ptions I brought to my
researching. At the sam e tim e, self-aw are research involves inquiry into
w hat and how I know. There is a recursive relationship betw een
epistemologically-awaj-e and self-aware research.

In C hapter 3 I inquire into my histories and traditions as I ju d g e they are
significant for my research. The term that N orm a Romm uses for this
necessary accounting is a ‘trusting constructivist view ’. In this view

... people cannot desist from offering their own constructions (that
embody their particular concerns) in processes of inquiry .. .But they
need to recognise the choices they are m aking as they create
constructions, so they can account for these in relation to alternatives
in social discourse, as a way o f earning o th ers’ trust in their ways of
seeing and acting (Romm, 2000).
C hapter 4 of the thesis is the first part of Inquiry Strand 3. This is an
inquiry into the qualities of m etaphor in order to appreciate how m etaphor
can be helpful in researching understandings of participation in
constructivist research. M etaphor is a process of sense-m aking of
experiences that can also trigger enthusiasm and engagem ent with other
people. M etaphors as verbal or pictorial expressions of that process can be
instrum ents of research and data for analysis. In my inquiry 1 attend to the
relational qualities of m etaphor, the am biguity of m etaphor use and how
m etaphors them selves can be ‘participative’. The outputs of this inquiry
are a summary of m etaphor qualities and four questions to structure the
developm ent of a m ethodology.
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C hapter 5 is the second part of Inquiry Strand 3. The purpose of C hapter 5
is to draw out a m ethodology from the output of the m etaphor inquiry in
conjunction with the m ass of m y experiencing in Inquiry Strand 4. There is
thus a recursive relationship betw een Inquiry Strands 3 and 4. M y
justification for this is that the design o f a constructivist inquiry unfolds in
the process o f the inquiry. M cC lintock (1996) proposed an approach for
using m etaphors in participative inquiries w hich was a starting point for
Inquiry Strand 4. This approach was substantially adapted and developed in
response to the contexts of Inquiry Strand 4 as they emerged.

Inquiring into the m ethodology of a constructivist inquiry is a way o f
enabling the inquiry to be recoverable, and for the m ethodology to form the
basis for further inquiries. Inquiry Strands 3 and 4 do not reflect the
temporal order in which the research with TCS was carried out. In w riting
the thesis, conducting the inquiries in this order has been extrem ely useful
because I could then use the m ethodology to provide a coherent and
structured account of my research in Inquiry Strand 4 in terms of five
sequential steps:

1. engage with people in conversations and activities to elicit stories
and pictures;
2. explore the contexts o f conversations;
3. identify' metaphors in the stories and pictures and cluster them;
4. explore and jud ge metaphor clusters;
5. judge combinations o f metaphors.
In terms of judging m etaphors I distinguish between attractor and
alternative m etaphors. This is a developm ent of M cC lintock’s (1996)
distinction between appropriate, disabling and alternative m etaphors.
Attractor metaphors are those that in TCS contexts represent pow erful and
useful ways of thinking about participation, but which becom e taken for
granted and sedim ented in formal descriptions of practice. Alternative
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m etaphors are those that arise in everyday talk o f experiencing and
practising o f participation and in the depicting o f experiences o f ‘doing
som ething together’. A further developm ent o f D avid M cC lintock’s
research is that combinations of m etaphors are m ore likely to bring forth
new possibilities than single m etaphors.

C hapter 6 is an account of the ‘starting conditions’ for Inquiry Strand 4.
These include the CASE Studentship partnership w ith TCS w hich supported
my research, an outline of TCS and an introduction to som e o f the
discourses within which participatory practice with children and young
people is situated. These discourses include those challenged by
participatory practice, for exam ple objectifying and problem atising
discourses of childhood and youth, and those which participatory practice
draws on, for exam ple children’s rights.

C hapter 7, Inquiry Strand 4, addresses the question: How can appreciating
m etaphors in stories and pictures illum inate and enhance children and
young people's participation and participatory practising with children and
young people in an organisation w orking for social ju stic e ? ’

Follow ing the five steps of the m ethodology, I include in the Inquiry:

1. An account of my engaging in conversations and activities with people
in TCS and children and young people, to elicit exam ples, stories and
pictures of participation.

2. An exploration of TCS as the contexts of my research through exploring
‘grounded m etaphors’ evoked in my experiencing.
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3. The identification and clustering o f m etaphors of participation in the
stories and pictures, taking into account feedback from research
participants on the m etaphors and clusters chosen.

4. The exploration and judging of the m etaphor clusters in term s o f w hat
they reveal and conceal about participation, and the im plications o f the
m etaphors for participatory practising in TCS.

5. The developm ent and application o f criteria for judging a com bination
of m etaphors, w hich leads to the output o f Inquiry Strand 4: m y
proposal of the com bination of m etaphors:

Participation as purposeful action
Participation as space f o r changing and owning
Participation as a safe place f o r learning
Participation as recognition and respect
as a set of conditions for the em ergence of participatory practice.

In Chapter 8 I explore different ways o f synthesising the processes and
outcom es of the four inquiries. Firstly I review the connections betw een
the inquiry strands and reflect on the effects of this structure on the
presentation of the research in the thesis. Secondly I critically evaluate the
em bodim ent of researching with in my thesis, using as guidance a set o f
questions concerning ''ecological narratives'" (K rippendorff, 1998).
Thirdly I draw on this evaluation and the Inquiry Strands to offer
invitations to TCS concerning em bodim ent of participatory practice in the
organisation.
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1.5 The structure of the thesis
In this section I give an account o f the developm ent of the research focus,
the em ergence o f the research questions in the Inquiry Strands and the
w riting o f the thesis.

This is a plot sum m ary from the point o f view o f the

researcher as author and ‘trusting constructivist’ (see section 1.3 above),
recognising the choices I have made in respect o f the epistem ology,
ethicality and coherence of the research. This is presented as four ‘p asses’.
By using ‘p a ss’ I mean to reflect the passing of time, the changes, iterations
and the lunges, but in the telling also to show the interconnections and
com plexities.
At the beginning of the research I was concerned to construct a w ay of
research with metaphors from the vast and m ulti-disciplinary body of
literature on m etaphor that would lead to ‘enhancem ent’ o f practising in an
organisation rather than introducing new euphem isms. I also needed to
design a process for ‘getting to know T C S’ as a social ju stice organisation.
This was the first ‘pass’.
The second pass - a shift in epistem ology, arose from my questioning how
it was and what it was that I would know about TCS, and about
participatory practice and about research from eliciting stories and
m etaphors. Until I could make sense of metaphors and stories as ways of
know ing I could not make judgem ents about what would count as
‘illum inating and enhancing’ practice. 1 was for a tim e stuck in a trap of
thinking that since I could not know evervthing about TCS I could not know
anything about it for sure. At the same time I was starting to explore
‘ch ildren’ and ‘childhood’ as discursive constructions and the im plications
for participatory practising. My exploration was triggered by Adam
P h illip s’ evocative description of children as 'beasts in the
nursery’(Phillips, 1999). This resonated with my am bivalence about
researching with children which I discuss in C hapter 3. I realised I needed
to do some personal excavation of the source of this am bivalence.
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The third pass - involving children and being ethical - m arked that I had at
last taken in w hat TCS people had been saying in our m eetings about the
need to involve children and young people in my research. In this pass I
drew up a Statem ent o f Ethics in R esearch w ith Children and Y oung People
but started to question w hether this was sufficient to count as being ethical
in researching.

The fourth pass was my struggle to write up the research. I recognised that
this was my responsibility as a researcher but I was concerned about how to
w rite about my researching in a way that was congruent with doing it. The
m etaphor of bricolage offered ways of inviting readers into m y text.

1.5.1

First pass: constructing a research focus and
appreciating metaphors

R esearch, or at least the record of it, has to start somewhere. The starting
point for me, after deciding to leave teaching and do a doctorate, was the
text of the C.A.SE studentship details, and specifically that which
em phasised the topic “C h ild re n c re atin g th e ir e n v iro n m e n t: m e ta p h o rs
fo r o rg a n isa tio n a l change, le arn in g an d e v alu atio n in T C S ” .

I was drawn to the research by the prospect of exploring m etaphors, and the
opportunity for critical inquiry into an organisation - getting to know it
from both the inside and the outside. I was fam iliar with m etaphor theory
applied to organisational m anagement through the work of G areth M organ
(1985; 1997) from studying for an MBA and through teaching m anagem ent
courses. I had reservations about whether looking at m etaphors led to
enhanced m anagem ent practice, particularly from the view point o f those
who were m anaged.

Can people really choose the m etaphors, or

com bination of m etaphors, from an almost unlim ited selection, "to su gg est
an appropriate future""(Morgan, 1985), the fram ew ork for action for
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organisations, or for them selves? It appeared to me that this was a com plex
and very difficult dialectical process, requiring the uncovering and
challenging o f existing ways o f seeing. This was the starting point for
Inquiry Strands 2 and 3.

In the last tw enty years m etaphors have been extensively used in qualitative
research^ in organisational research and developm ent and in therapeutic
contexts to the point that consideration o f m etaphors has becom e alm ost
ubiquitous (Packwood, 1994, Kay, 1991, Paprotte and D irven, 1985).
H ow ever, pace M organ, my starting position was an appreciation of the
evocative pow er of m etaphor in literature, and as a heuristic in m aking
sense o f a new experience, and sharing with others experiences and
em otions and ideas. I was also concerned to investigate how “exploring
different m etaphors is a way of addressing differences in understanding”
(M cClintock, 1996).
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Figure 1-2: Pass one model fo r my research

B y the te rm ‘q u a lita tiv e r e s e a r c h ’ I m e an r e se a r c h a round q u e s tio n s such as ‘how and
w h y ? ’, ‘w hat did it feel l ik e ? ’, and p ro cesses and m e a n in g s . T h is is in c o n tra s t to
‘q u a n tita tiv e r e s e a r c h ’ w hich is co n c e rn e d with q u e s tio n s such as ‘h o w m a n y ? ’, ‘h o w
o f t e n ? ’, and c o r r e la tio n s , asso cia tio n s and sta tistica l in fe r e n c e ( F u lle r,a n d F e tc h 1995) .
Q u a n tita tiv e r e se a r c h can be ch a ra c te rise d as w ithin an o b je c tiv is t/p o s itiv is t e p i s te m o lo g y
(see T ab le 2.2 in C h a p te r 2. Section 2.3). C h a ra c te r istic s o f q u a lita tiv e in q u iry are
o u tlin ed in C h a p te r 5.
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In the first model (Figure 1-2) I conceived the research as a three-stage
process. The first stage would involve an investigation of ‘what goes o n ’ in
TCS, thinking in terms of TCS as a case study. This would particularly
focus on the practice and management o f those projects that aimed to
"[facilitate] children’s participation in their environments'” and "[respond]
to children’s participation in constructing its own roles and tasks”. These
italicised phrases are taken from the original research proposal. I saw this
as ‘critical organisational research’ rather than as ‘managerial research’
(Stablein, 1999), and concerned with the questions ‘How can practitioners
practice as they see best in a managed environm ent?’ and ‘How can practice
be best m anaged?’

I anticipated that at the same time I would elicit the metaphors of different
stakeholders within TCS, including practitioners, managers, children and
others, through conversations about participation.

In the second stage these “metaphors of participation” would be explored in
the context of TCS. This would draw on an appreciation of metaphors as;

(i)

having entailments “through which they highlight and make coherent
certain aspects of our experience” (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980; p.
156) and therefore implications for actions

(ii)

highlighting and suppressing aspects of experience (Goatly, 1997)
(or ‘revealing and concealing’ (McClintock and Ison, 1994a,
McClintock, 1996)).

Metaphors can be classified in terms of 'root metaphors' (Lakoff and
Johnson, 1980). For example, common root metaphors in W estern culture
are that argument is war, and time is money. In using metaphors in therapy
Zimmerman and Dickerson (1994) refer to 'deep metaphors' which
structure family relationships. Krippendorff argues that “metaphors
organise their u s e r ’s perceptions and, when acted upon, can create the
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realities experienced” (Krippendorff, 1993; p. 5, emphasis as original).
From texts I saw that the surfacing o f different metaphor might help
different groups of people to communicate and facilitate organisational
change (Marshak, 1993; Barrett and Cooperrider, 1990; Vince, 1996;
Morgan, 1993, Morgan, 1997).

But I was interested in inquiring further into what metaphors ‘d o ’, why and
how we choose or take for granted metaphors and how different or new
metaphors get accepted as ‘valid’ (McClintock and Ison, 1994a). From my
own experiences of being unable to provide a metaphor to order, I
perceived that invitations to develop metaphors of participation might not
be taken up. I also wanted to avoid what (Alvesson and Wilmott, 1996)
refer to as a ‘superm arket’, or ‘pick and m ix ’ approach to the collection of
metaphors in which metaphor mastery is a matter of quantity. This was the
starting point of Inquiry Strand 3.

I hypothesised that people from different groups in TCS would have
different root metaphors for participation, from their different experiences
and perspectives. Research by Mai ten y (1997) and (Gabriel (1998a) into
the experience of practitioners and managers in TCS indicated that some
felt there was incongruity between the participatory work that was being
done with children and young people and the organisational structures and
processes within which this was being practised. My early discussions with
some practitioners and managers revealed differences in views of
organisational changes and concern about communication in the
organisation.

In the third stage of the research (Figure 1-2) I originally planned to initiate
an iterative cycle of action learning. Some of the ‘m etaphor-m akers’ would
be invited to consider their own and others’ metaphors, highlights and
suppressions, roots and masters, meanings for practice and organisation,
and to generate new shared metaphors, and then re-evaluate them in the
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light of practice experience. This stage referred to the original research
proposal, and

the potential [of the research project] to trigger other cycles of
learning and action through children's participation and through
critical reflection on practice (Appendix 1.1)
It also reflected my perspectives on the research at the time. I had
incorporated into my teaching practice cyclical theories o f learning. I
appreciated action learning as a recursive process o f planning, acting,
observing and reflecting (Carr et al., 1986, Stringer, 1996).

In the iterations of my first pass model I developed two ‘research
questions’. These were included in the information about the research
circulated within TCS. They were also sent out to people with whom I
arranged to talk about their role in TCS and their examples of participation.
Question One: What are the distinctions in constructions of
participation, participating and being a participant, and children and
young people’s participation in TCS?

This question reflected my learning from two workshops I had conducted
with practitioners from TCS. This was that helping others to participate, or
providing the contexts for them to do so, was easier to talk about, and
somehow different from what it was to be a participant oneself.

The second research question reflected my understanding that my
conversations with people in the organisation were an intervention. As
such these might offer the possibility of change and learning, but I could
not direct what the meaning of mv research might be for others.

Question Two: How can the eliciting and communication of these
constructions of participation provoke change (through learning and
evaluation) in TCS?
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D uring the first pass I w orked on a way of researching in which I could get
to know TCS as the contexts of my research and in which the different
understandings of participation could be surfaced. H ow ever the third
‘action research cycles’ stage became problematic as the research unfolded.
There were logistical and resource issues related to events in the
organisation which are outlined in Chapter 7 step 2. More significantly, I
was uncertain how this last stage might be done within the context of this
research. Managing my own understanding of constructivist researching in
the process of the first two stages proved difficult. The face to face action
learning group, which I had originally planned, was replaced with various
strategies to ‘carry on conversations’ started in the first stage. These
included letters, short papers and meetings with individuals.

1.5.2

Second Pass: moving from outside to inside the
research

In the second pass I struggled to move from seeing m yself outside the
research to including m yself as researcher in it. This was a shift in
epistemology - what I understood by knowing in research.

In an early meeting about the research with a small group o f project leaders
I proposed two contrasting metaphors for what social work was about filling the cracks in the wall, or taking the wall down^. I asked which they
thought described what they did. The immediate answer from one project
leader was that they^ were not social workers {02b/notes}^. At the time
this was a reminder for me of my being ‘outside’, that I did not know this
organisation. The offer of a metaphor stopped rather than helped the flow of

■*' T his d is tin c tio n reflec ts c o m m e n ts such as “ C harities are not the s ti c k in g p la s te r o f the
w elfa re state ... but the c e m e n t that binds o ur s o c ie ty ” (T he G u a r d ia n 26 M a y 1993)
^ I use ‘t h e y ’, ‘t h e i r ’, ‘t h e m ’, ’th e m s e lv e s ’ as sin g u la r as well as p lu r a l p r o n o u n s , in stea d
o f the g e n d e r sp e cific p r o n o u n s ‘h e ’, ‘s h e ’ etc., as a stylistic p r e f e r e n c e an d to w a rd s
p r o te c tin g the a n o n y m ity o f r esp o n d e n ts.
' T h r o u g h o u t the thesis I use o rigin al data. N u m b e r e d r e f e r e n c e s in {} b r a c k e ts refer to a
c h r o n o lo g i c a l list o f all data sources in A p p e n d ix 2. R e fe r e n c in g p r o to c o ls are d e s c r ib e d
in C h a p te r 7.
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conversation. Although another project leader then took up the metaphor, it
was as i f the energy had temporarily left the conversation, although I was
thinking furiously how to proceed.

In the context of TCS the question and response were politically charged.
M y question, which had drawn on projects being in the Social W ork
Division^ of TCS, evoked a history o f public debate about what TCS ‘d oes’.
As I discuss in Chapter 4, metaphors generate new ways of thinking and
engage people. They also constrain, and determine ‘how people do (and
d o n ’t do) things here’. And in conversations they can produce disorder.
My question and the response also evoked a history o f oppositions between
social work and community work and youth work. I note that in subsequent
discussion about what the project leaders would call what they did, for
example community work, or community development I did not need to ask
what the differences were between these and social work: I ‘took them as
shared'^. What I ‘notice as difference’ and ‘take as shared’ is to do with
who I, the researcher, am and my understanding. This was a reminder of
the need to be ‘self-aware’ in my research.

In the first pass model I proposed various roles for myself, as researcher,
including ‘research designer‘, ‘metaphor elicitor’, ‘organisation exp lorer’,
‘metaphor investigator’, ‘reflection group facilitator’. My understanding of
these roles and how I undertake them reflects my previous experiences and
understandings and these also form the basis, or ‘pre-understandings’, from
which I make sense of my learning from researching. Being a reflexive
researcher

^ R e n a m e d ‘C h ildre n and Y ou n g P e r s o n ’s D i v is i o n ’ in 2001
T h is is a p h rase that von G las erfield quotes P aul C o b b as u sin g in h is w o rk on
c o n s tru c tiv is t te ac h in g in m a th e m a tic s (von G laserfe ld , 1996) . T h is is not the s a m e as
‘ta ken as if s h a r e d ’, w hich im p lies some sort o f d e lib e r a te d e c is i o n - m a k in g p ro cess.
9
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... requires researchers, to the extent o f their ability, to analyse and
display publicly their history, values and assumptions, as well as the
inter-relationship with their participants (King, 1996; p. 176).
Recognising the legitimacy of this was not easy for me. The process of
self-questioning was painful, and had some personal consequences outside
the research. This was the starting point of Inquiry Strand 2.
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Figure 1-3: Pass Two research model

In the second iteration of the research model I located m yself as my
constructions within the research as shown in Figure 1-3. I moved from a
‘first order’ position of seeing myself as an objective independent observer
outside the research, to a ‘second order’ position of recognising "there is no
observation without an observer. There is nothing spoken without a
speaker, there is no action without an actor” (Glanville, 1998; p 85). I took
the position that all research is an intervention, and there are different
forms of interventions. In conversations with my research supervisors and
with CF we discussed the distinctions between missionaries and colonists,
and between ‘poking with a stick’, and ‘rubbing up against’ as metaphors
for research interventions and for being a ‘participant researcher’.
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Instead of an action learning set, I conceived the third stage o f the research
as leading to invitations to ‘see differently’ what goes on in the
organisation and what people do.

The emergence of the epistemology of the research was interwoven with the
development of my ideas about the methods. I interpreted ‘children
creating their environm ent’ as a metaphor for organisational learning,
change and evaluation in three different ways. Firstly, it can imply an
understanding of children as essentially creative, imaginative and playful,
turning boxes into houses, ships, and almost empty spaces into universes, as
Hart illustrated from his research in the 1970s (Hart, 1978). This
interpretation is an invitation to see organisational learning as achieved
through the same processes.

Thus David Cooperrider invokes the m etaphor

"the child as the agent o f in qu iiy” as one "where wonder, learning, and the
dialogical imagination will be modus operandi” for the practice of
organisational development, and asks,

Wh}’ is uninhibited wonder something we generally restrict to
children? If doing good inquiry is at the heart of [Organisational
Development], why then so little talk of things like awe, curiosity,
veneration, surprise, delight, amazement, and w onder - in short,
everything that serves to infuse what CD has traditionally referred to
as the "spirit of inquiry (Cooperrider, 1996)
I found Cooperrider’s metaphor problematic, especially for an organisation
in which practitioners work with the realities of children’s lives, and the
complex and often conflicting constructions of children and childhood
which suffuse actions and writings, theories and policies^°. But his ideas of
appreciative inquiry and the valuing of imagination in organisations were
helpful to me in developing the research methods.

Appreciative inquiry

focuses on looking for what works, because success is seen as energising
The c o m p le x ity can be ca p tu red in the d iffe r e n c e b e tw e e n ‘c h i l d l i k e ’ - p r e s u m a b l y
w h at C o o p e rrid e r w as th in k in g o f - and ‘c h i l d i s h ’ w hich m ig h t resu lt in a d if fe r e n t
o rganisa tion. T here w as an echo o f C o o p e r r i d e r ’ s m e ta p h o r in the v iew o f a r e s e a r c h
p a rtic ip a n t that the in v o lv e m e n t o f c hildren and y o u n g p e o p le m ig h t r e v ita lis e T C S as an
o rgan isa tio n . T his is d isc u s s e d in C h a p te r 7.
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and inspiring (Hammond, 1996, Srivastra and Cooperrider, 1990). I was
concerned that in my research with TCS I should focus on positive example
of participation to maintain my enthusiasm, and as a way of validating other
people’s experiences.

A second interpretation o f the research focus is to understand ‘children
creating their environm ent’ as an epistemological metaphor for
organisational learning. In this sense, knowledge of our environment is not
a process o f developing a more or less accurate picture of the ‘re a l’ world,
which is separate and independent from ourselves, like holding up a mirror.
It is a process o f making sense of experiences through constructions and
classifications which themselves also constitute the experience. Children
get to know their environment through constructions derived from the
interaction between them and the environment. For Edith Cobb, the
environment is ‘fingered over’ by children, and "interpreted through
personal, social and cultural lenses, and the outcome is never a copy”
(Cobb. 1977 in Matthews, 1992).

Inquiry into the metaphor ‘children creating their environm ent’ as an
account of what is knowing also has other entailments for thinking about
organisational learning. Children’s environments change as children grow
and change. .As they develop physiologically, their environment expands
too. But for this process to make further development possible, some
stability in their surroundings is needed together with familiarity and
comfort in "adventures o f the senses”, that Erikson refers to as ‘basic tru st’
(Erikson, 1965; p. 239). I connect this with the need for anyone or any
organisation to conserve their identity to fit with their environment (Gash
and Kenny, 1991).

The epistemology claims in Inquiry Strand 2 were developed during the
second pass of my research. Many of the ideas were not new to me, but I
reread with much greater understanding texts I had encountered as a
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philosophy student. I could connect the ideas to new reading and I could
embody them in my researching. The themes of childhood as constructed,
children’s relationship with the environment, trust and place and space
which I referred to in this section recur in the Inquiry Strands. The next two
passes concern the ethics of m y researching, and the writing o f it.

1.5.3

Third Pass : involving children and young
people and ethical researching

A further interpretation of ‘children creating their environments: metaphors
for organisational, change, learning and developm ent’ is as a m etaphor of
ethicality, an ‘ought’ statement. As a matter of social justice or o f
emancipatory practice, children ought to be able, or enabled, to construct
their own environments, have a voice in decision-making, be heard in
matters which directly concern them. Thus perhaps, organisational learning
and change and evaluation should also be considered matters of social
justice, processes achieved through the redistribution of pow er and
recognition of difference.

A practitioner’s question in one of my early

research conversations was, "How can practitioners work to em power and
involve clients in decision-making processes i f the decision-making in the
organisation excludes them ?” (see also [Mainteny, 1997; Gabriel, 1998a).

As recounted in Chapter 6, working for the participation of children and
young people had become a key issue for TCS. C hildren’s participation
was no longer just concerned with their participation in their
neighbourhoods, in political and environmental decision-making and those
issues which concerned them personally, but also in the governance of The
Society. After some personal reservations which I discuss in Chapter 3 I
wanted to involve children and young people in the research.

The

question for me was

How can I include children and young people in the research, in such
a way that their stories and metaphors of participation can be put
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alongside those of adults in TCS, rather than as a special corner for
‘children’s tales’? {Helme, DM7}
As I planned research sessions with children and young people, the research
data was expanded to include other ‘ways of talking about and picturing
participation’, including drawings and rich pictures, and some group
activities.

These are detailed in Chapter 5. As a result of the process o f

relationship building with TCS a commitment was generated that I would
draw up a Statement of Ethics in research with children and young people.
This would reflect not just good practice, but also The Society’s duty o f
protection in respect of those with whom it was working. I write about this
in Chapter 7.

My Statement, which is included in Appendix 4 reflects the

usual concerns in respect of research with people.

I was aware, however, that codes o f ethics designed to protect certain
groups from exploitation on the grounds of their special vulnerability, may
also perpetuate a system in which their views are given less weight.
Morrow and Richards point out, "an overly protective stance towards
children may have the effect o f reducing children’s potential to participate
in research" (Morrow and Richards, 1996; p. 97), with the consequence that
there may be areas of children’s lives about which they cannot be heard^\
This pointed to the importance of inquiring into the implications for ethical
research of a constructivist epistemology in Inquiry Strand 1.

In a short paper setting out my ideas for involving children, which 1
circulated for discussion I wrote;

I d o n ’t want to set up a particular corner of the research that is ‘just
for children and young people’, so that their views are thought o f as
‘special’ or somehow separate from the rest of the research, so it is
M o r r o w and R ich a rd s ac tu a lly write "'the c o n s e q u e n c e ... m ay w ell he tha t th e re a re
va r io u s a s p e c ts o f c h i l d r e n ’s liv es that w e sim p ly k n o w n o th in g a b o u t ” ( M o r r o w and
R ic h a rd s 1996 p. 97). I am u n c o m fo r ta b le w ith this. O u g h t we (ad ults, r e s e a r c h e r s ) to
k n o w a b o u t a h aspects o f c h i l d r e n ’s liv e s? E ven if it is to d e v e lo p b e n e f ic ia l
in te r v e n tio n s ? H ow this q u es tio n is a n s w e re d re v e a ls diffe ren t p e r s p e c tiv e s on r e se a r c h ,
and a b o u t ch ild ren .
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important that the questions I would like to explore are the same as
for the other people (individuals and groups of adults) involved in
the research, and that I can put the ‘answers’ side by side. (Helme
1999/{DM7})
Including children and young people alongside adults in this way had
implications for how I selected the data and what I considered in the
analysis. I took a holistic approach to the presentation and analysis o f the
prim ary data, rather than an analysis of fine detail, as a way o f dealing with
several ‘dimensions of difference’. These do not just include differences
between children and adults, managers and project workers. For example
these dimensions of difference include relative age, power, linguistic or
artistic competence of those whose stories and pictures are the data for the
research. Differences also include the variety of contexts in which the
stories and pictures were elicited and observed: including one to one
conversations in offices, group discussions and presentations, facilitated
groups, primary school classrooms, and mountain biking through a forest.

Guba and Lincoln write that constructivist inquiry actually involves greater
ethical risks than conventional ‘scientific’ inquiry (Guba and Lincoln,
1989).

The risks they identify concern face-to-face contact, the difficulty

of maintaining confidentiality and privacy, and in the constraints of the
short time period of inquiry, of violation of trust and the need for open
negotiation, and finally, the risk inherent in case studies and participative
research, in the selection for presentation of multiple constructions.

George Kelly argued that rules, e.g. moral laws, ethical codes, are "handy
f o r the morally near-sighted” (which he also claimed included most of us)
(Kelly, 1969). I found this metaphor helpful for inquiring into what it is for
a researcher to be responsible in research, which I understand as a second
order appreciation. A second order perspective locates what is seen as to do
with the observer. Being near sighted is good enough in many everyday
situations. However it limits the potential for movement, and perhaps
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relationships with others. To see better involves both improving the quality
of your own vision and moving closer to that which you wish to see. To do
that you first have to be aware of your own nearsightedness and the
limitations. In an infinite universe perfect sight of everything is
unattainable, but you need to see as best you can that which you want to
see.

The third pass introduces developments in my understanding of the ethics
of researching, triggered by the inclusion of children and young people and
the drawing up of a Statement of Ethics. This became part of Inquiry Strand

1.

1.5.4

Fourth Pass; writing up the thesis in ways
congruent with the doing of the research

In my thesis I wanted to write about the research and about TCS as I have
experienced it. My experience has been as a participant in conversations,
with observations and feelings. As a thesis it has had to be written in a way
that meets the requirements of ‘the relevant research com m unity’ (Altheide
and Johnson, 1998, Alvesson and Skolderberg, 2000) and within the spirit
of the CASE studentship. The thesis is also a constructivist and self-aware
account of personal learning. An aspect of Inquiry Strand 2 was my struggle
to find a voice of my own in which to write a thesis that met my perception
of these requirements.

The writing in its final form is at least for the reflexive writer, a freezing, a
snapshot of a movie. The contexts of the research - those parts of TCS and
the Open University and my personal life impinging on the research - are
not static, but constantly changing. The process of writing forces stasis
upon the dynamics of research as it is lived, in the same way that Burrell
writes of (organisational) conceptualisations "performing an imprisoning
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a c f \ and stasis "through which the mobile, the dynamic, the restless are
fo r c e d to offer themselves up to the gaze o f the observer” (Burrell, 1999).

A second issue is that the act o f writing up research is also theorising the
practice of research. Writing and rewriting the practice brings forth the
theory. Different interpretations and meanings are always possible.

One writes about the meanings in practice and through writing
creates the meanings of practice. Practice is itself always changing
hence there are always new meanings to be written about. At the
same time, through writing, the meaning of practice is re-created,
always cast anew (Usher, 1993; p. 100, in Bolton, 2001).
The process of writing has seemed to me at times an endlessly recursive
trap, each draft a new level of emergent order "in which things o f all sorts .
become designated and thus made meaningful” (Krieger, 1999).

Writing up the research is also selective. Van Maanen writes of the
ordering of ‘realist’ tales of research working by synecdoche, a form of
metaphor in which the part stands for the whole (Van Maanen, 1988). In a
conversation with me about the difficulty and additional work involved in
an online system for projects to give information about their work, a project
leader said that it was as if the people in headquarters had an idea of one
specific project when they developed these things, which unfortunately did
not resemble any of the actual projects {67b}.

Thus ‘T C S ’, ‘p ractitio ners’,

‘managers’, ‘children and young people’ of which I write, could be
considered as synecdoches, standing for my limited and partial know ledge
but including all. But within the epistemology of this research, what it is to
know, is just that. It is important to signal the particular perspective, the
experiences that are being drawn upon, and I have tried to do this in writing
the thesis.

A metaphor for the process of both doing and writing up the research that
captures my experiencing is ‘bricolage’ and the researcher as
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bricoleur/euse. The appropriateness of this term for qualitative research has
been questioned, most notably by Hammersley (1999). He suggests its
louche origins and dubious associations (Lévi-Strauss included) are
completely inadequate to represent the rigour and non-partisanship for
which qualitative research should aim.

However, Denzin and Lincoln offer a definition with resonances for my
researching:

The bricoleur produces a bricolage, that is, a pieced-together, close
knit set o f practices that provide solutions to a problem in a concrete
situation .... The qualitative researcher-as-6ricoZgwr uses the tools of
his or her methodological trade, deploying whatever strategies,
methods, or empirical material as are at hand... If new tools have to
be invented, or pieced together, then the researcher will do this. The
choice of which tools to use, which research practices to employ, is
not set in advance ((Denzin and Lincoln, 1998c; p. 3)^“.
A related metaphor which could be put alongside Hammersley’s alternative
metaphor of boat building is that of weaving. The researcher is a weaver,
threading different yams into something both useful and aesthetic, in which
the different colours and textures are enhanced.

Mountains and gaps are different kinds of challenges in writing up. I have
taken R odw ell’s advice that narrative is the most appropriate technique in
writing constructivist research, in "conquering a mountaui o f material''
((Rodwell, 1998 p. 174). As a researcher, I am aware of the ‘one that got
aw ay’ - the unrecorded conversation when the tape failed, the key meeting
that was cancelled, the projects too far away to visit, the mislaid (or never
obtained) documents, the questions I should have asked and did not,
comments from others that were left unexplored. But I am also aware of
the boxes of papers and tapes, the excitements and surprises, and the

T h u s "in the cr ea tive stage o f ideas yo u a re a l l o w e d to use a n y th in g a n d e v e r y th in g to
g e t th in g s g o in g " S egal, L. 1986; p. 162).
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authority with which I can speak of what I know, and want to convey this to
the reader.

In working with these metaphors, o f the reader ‘following in my footsteps’,
and researcher as bricoleuse/tricoteuse, my aim was to weave events and
ideas together, and to invite the reader to see the research both as an
emergent process and as systemic whole in which the ‘entities’ and their
relationships are identified. H ow ever these have involved reworkings of
chapters and the relationships between chapters. Specifically in first drafts
the gap became apparent between the constructivist epistemology of the
research and metaphor theory, and the application of the research methods.
Theories make sense of practices and practices make sense of theories.

1.6 Summary of Chapter 1

In this chapter I introduced the four Inquiry Strands in the thesis and their
associated questions:

•

What are the implications of epistemologically-aware research for
‘researching w ith’ (Inquiry Strand 1)?

•

What are the implications of self-aware research for ‘researching w ith ’
(Inquiry Strand 2)?

•

How can metaphors help in researching understandings of participation
(Inquiry Strand 3)?

•

How can understanding metaphors of participation in TCS help to
improve participatory practising (Inquiry Strand 4)?

I also identified a ‘meta question’ to take forward to the last chapter:
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•

W hat would need to have occurred for this research to be second person
action research, or to embody research with others?

I introduced m yself as knowledge producer, and the background o f the
research, and gave an account of how the construction of the thesis as
shown in Figure 1-1 addresses the thesis questions.

I distinguished the processes of knowledge production in which the thesis
questions emerged as four ‘passes’ in Section 1.4. The three main issues
that surfaced in the passes were:

•

the importance of the epistemology of the thesis in terms of how my
research would count as knowledge;

•

the implications of a constructivist epistemology for the researcher in
accounting for herself in the thesis;

•

metaphor theory as a field of study in the thesis.

These are what I cover in the next three chapters.
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Chapter 2 : An Inquiry into the implications of
researching within a constructivist epistemology
2.1 Introduction: the place of epistemology in my thesis_____________2:35
2.1.1

T he c o n s tru c tiv is t m e ta p h o r and c o n n e c t io n s w ith sy s te m s t h i n k i n g _____2:38

2.2 Making epistemological claims

•____________

2:41

C la im 1: K n o w le d g e is a p r o c e s s o f c o n s t r u c t i o n ________________________ 2:4 2
in w h ic h we - ir re s p e c tiv e o f age, m a k e se n s e o f o ur e x p e r ie n c in g . _____2:42
C la im 2: W h e n w e e x p e r ie n c e s o m e th in g as rea l, it is in d e e d
real to us. W e e a ch c o n s tru c t o u r o w n r e a lity in e x p e r i e n c e . ____________ 2:45
2.2.3 C la im 3: K n o w in g is a p r o c e ss o f m a k in g o f d is tin c tio n s and w e
m a k e se nse o f o u r e x p e r ie n c e s t h r o u g h c a t e g o r i s i n g . ____________________2:47
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2.1 Introduction: the place of epistem ology in my thesis
In this chapter I inquire into the epistemology of my thesis and the
implications of the epistemology for ‘researching w ith’. This is Inquiry
Strand 1. Epistemology is concerned with questions such as ‘what is
know ledge’, ‘how do we know that we k no w ’, ‘what do I take to be
evidence about what I know ’. It is the study of "how we know and what
the rules f o r knowing are” (Scheurich, 1996; p. 29)^^.

These rules are our

T h ere are d iffe re n t in te rp re tatio n s of e p is te m o lo g y as a b ra n c h of p h i lo s o p h y , as
S c h e u ric h p o in ts out. For ex a m p le , e p is te m o lo g y has bee n r e stric te d to the s tu d y o f
‘s c ie n t if i c ’ k n o w le d g e , ’^ 'i d e r in te rp re ta tio n s o f e p i s te m o lo g y , p a r tic u la rly in th e
p h ilo s o p h y o f la nguage, w ere a bone o f c o n t e n ti o n in m id - tw e n tie th c e n tu r y W e s te r n
p h ilo s o p h y - ""epistemology has k id n a p p e d m o d e r n p h i l o s o p h y a n d w e lln i g h r u i n e d it"
(D u rran t, W. 1962: p. 13). H e also hopes ""...the s tu d y o f the k n o w l e d g e - p r o c e s s w ill h e
r e c o g n is e d a s the b u sin e ss o f the science o f p s y c h o l o g y " (ihid). On this v ie w e p i s t e m o l o g y
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claims for what counts as knowledge. The criteria for evaluating the
quality of the research must also take account of the epistemology o f the
research to be meaningful (Denzin and Lincoln, 1998a). The epistemology
o f my thesis is summarised in ten epistemological claims. These are
explored in Section 2.2 o f this chapter and connected with the thesis
questions.

Désautels and Roth (1999) describe epistemology as a practice operating
and interacting in language, and enacted in conversations. They illustrate
this in analysing high school students’ conversations about scientific
knowledge. Questions, such as the teacher’s ‘What ^

we see?’ about

magnetic field experiments trigger conversations about whether magnetic
fields are being perceived, or patterns in iron filings, or whether what is
seen is spoken into being in the classroom.

In the unfolding of the

conversations "differentpositions are discursively constituted” which
students can work out and identify themselves with (ibid. p. 37).

Désautels and R oth’s account has two different resonances for me. The
first is a reminder of a small, half forgotten epiphany in an undergraduate
epistemology class when we looked at a shadow on a screen and some of us
saw a revolving object and others a changing shape. The second resonance
is between the classroom conversations and conversations I have had with
my research supervisors and critical friend in their invitations to me to
inquire into my experiences; these conversations formed the basis for the
Inquiry Strand 2 of the thesis into my traditions and histories. More
specifically these conversations provided space for inquiry into different
epistemological positions. Since I articulated these positions in

is only a s u b s e c tio n of m e ta p h y s ic s, d istin ct from o n to lo g y (the n atu re o f re a lity ) and
eth ics, ra th e r than e p i s t e m o l o g y e n ta ilin g u n d e r s ta n d in g s o f w h a t it is to b e and to be
e thical.

Chapter 2:36

A ppreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

m e t a p h o r s t h e s e conversations were important for the third Inquiry
Strand, and developing my understanding of metaphor as a way of knowing.

As well as general epistemological questions concerning my research, such
as ‘How is my research bringing forth know ledge?’ and ‘W hat is it that I
am claiming to know from my research?’ I had a set of epistemological
questions specific to the area of my research and the thesis questions.
These included:

(i)

W hat have metaphors, stories and pictures to do with knowing?

(ii)

What will I take to be evidences of people’s knowing of participation
and my knowing of TCS in my researching?

(iii)

How is my knowing knowledge for other people?

(iv)

Is children’s knowing different from adults’ knowing, and in what
ways?

(v)

How can organisations be said to know and is this different from how
people know?

All these questions require an explicit inquiry into the way that
epistemology influences research.

Definitions of research terms such as ‘research m ethods’, ‘d ata’ and
‘em pirical’ draw their meaning from the epistemology in which they are
situated (Scheurich, 1996). In part answer to questions (i) and (ii) above,
my epistemology leads me to consider that asking for examples or stories of
participation is asking an epistemological question (Marta, 1995).

The

exam ple-giver’s knowing of participation is implicit in their example of
participation.

S om e o f these m e tap h o rs are d isc u sse d in C h a p te r 5.
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The epistemology of my thesis emerged from this inquiry and in the
practice of my researching. Désautels and Roth describe how “ the process
[the teacher] started f o r transforming the epistemological context f o r
learning physics also changed the epistemological context o f his own
practice, and thereby his pedagogical pra ctice” (ibid. p. 42). However as
they note, these transformations take time and do not necessarily lead to
changes in the students’ epistemologies. They also note that these class
conversations were among many other conversations going on for those
involved. Teachers and students probably imported new topics into the
classroom setting from other conversations they were participants in. The
complexity of the evolving process cannot be determined. Bringing forth
my epistemology was not a sudden illumination, or epiphany of the sort I
write about in Chapter 3, but a struggle with different sorts of dizziness.

2.1.1

The constructivist metaphor and connections
with systems thinking

The epistemology 1 brought to the research was a broadly constructivist
one. 1 was challenged to articulate this further, hence this Inquiry Strand. I
was also challenged to connect this epistemology to systems thinking as this
was important tradition in my new context, and more particularly to
metaphors. Much of this is explored more specifically in the third Inquiry
Strand. This section is for thinking more deeply into a constructivist
epistemology and connecting it to systems thinking.

Abstract ideas like epistemology, theory and metaphor can only be talked of
in m e t a p h o r s V o n Glaserfeld (1984) claims that Giambattista Vico , the
eighteenth century historian, was the first “true constructivist” in arguing
that verum ipsum factum ~ the truth is the same as the made, or in Spivey's
(1997)’s translation, "we know it [truth] because we made it”. Piaget may
have been the first to use the metaphor of the construction of reality

T h is is d isc u sse d in C h a p te r 4.
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(Piaget, 1954). However ‘K onstruktivism ’ was already in use with regard to
a post-revolutionary Russian art movement of the 1920s. This movement
considered architecture the supreme aesthetic form, and included artists
such as Nabo and El Lissitsky. In his printed book of symbols and words 'A
Suprematist Tale of Two Squares in Six Constructions' El Lissitsky
inscribed (in Russian) ''built 1920 Vitebsk'' (Steiner, 1999). Thus he
considered this book as ‘b u ilt’, rather than written or drawn, in Vitebsk.
However ‘building’ is often just seen as the process of assembling bricks
and mortar between the design stage and the use of the building - which
may not be what the designers or builders had in mind. To indicate a more
dynamic and holistic interpretation of the metaphor o f construction I link
constructivism with systems theory.

In his book, The Social Construction o f What? Ian Hacking (1999) writes o f
there being “too many m etaphors” in constructionist/constructivist^^
discourse. Construction is both "trendy" (p. 35) and "stale" (p. 49).

Uttering the very phrase ‘social construction’ seems more like
standing up at a revival meeting than communicating a thesis or
project (ibid. p. 36).
The trouble is, according to Hacking, that constructionism has become part
of the discourse it is trying to undo. He calls for the metaphor of
construction to keep one element of its literal meaning in order to be
‘refreshed’, that of building or assembling from parts (Hacking, 1998).
Thus for him a book which is a "paragon o f fa irly literal constructionism ...
presents a histoiy o f crafting various parts which are iri turn assem bled into

A lth o u g h H a c k in g is p r im a rily w riting abo u t ‘so c ial c o n s t r u c t i o n ’ I c o n s id e r w h a t h e
has to say is re le v a n t fo r c o n s tru c tiv is m too in te rm s o f the r o o t m e tap h o r. T h e r e are
o v erla p s and fuzzy b o u n d a rie s ( R o d w e ll and B y e rs, 1997), b e tw e e n the ‘n ’s ’ a n d the ‘v ’s ’
as P a p e rt(1 9 9 0 ) refers to them . B u t in co n tra st to so m e a u th o rs (for e x a m p le P a r to n a n d
O 'B y rn e (20 00) and V elo d y and W illia m s (1 9 9 8 )) w ho slip b e tw e e n n ’s and v ’s I th i n k
th e re are sig n ific an t d iffe re n c e s, k d isc u ssio n o f th e se is b e y o n d the scope o f m y th e s is ,
but I w ould po in t to d iffe re n c e s b e tw e e n the p r o c e s s e s o f co n s tru c tio n ( C la im s 5, 6, 7)
w h ich may be view ed as so c ia lly neg o tiated and p r im a r il y lin g u istic by social
c o n s tru c tio n ists, and C laim 10, h u m a n in te ra c tio n w hich social c o n s tru c tio n is ts m ig h t se e
as a p ro ce ss o f linguistic co u p lin g .
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larger structures" (Hacking, 1999; p. 52). Buildings are also always more
than the sum o f their parts (ibid.).

The second metaphor that Hacking advocates is constructionism as an
unmasking turn o f mind,

" 'The unmasking turn o f m in d ’ does not try to

refute ideas hut to harm them by exhibiting their 'extra-theoretical
fu n c tio n ’ ” (ibid. p. 94). Thus inquiry based on constructionist ideas
reveals ideologies oi "vision[s] o f underlying reality" in social and
scientific practices (ibid. p 95). In my interpretation this involves the
surfacing of patterns of connections, and ‘standing b a ck ’ or abstracting
from the practice, and seeing the practice in its contexts. All of these I
associate with systems thinking.

The definition of a system or system o f interest as I use the terms in the
thesis is that:

1. A system is an assembly of components connected together in an
organised way.
2. The components are affected by being in the system and the
behaviour of the system is changed if they leave it.
3. This organised assembly of components does something.
4. This assembly as a whole has been identified by someone who is
interested in it.
5. Putting a boundary around this organised assembly o f
components distinguishes it from its context or enviromnent.
(The Open University, 2000; p. 40-41, my italics)
I have emphasised the fourth and fifth points to indicate connections with
my constructivist epistemology. In the above definition, systems are not in
the world but are constructions of someone, or ‘an observer’ (see Table 2-1
below). Identifying a system - setting a boundary - involves making
epistemological judgements of what knowledge and way of knowing are
considered relevant. Boundary setting involves ethical judgements
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concerning who are the knowers to be included - who is in and who is out and what counts as improvement or enhancement in this system (Midgley et
al., 1998, Flood, 1999). I refer to boundary setting and boundary
maintenance as useful concepts for exploring participation in Chapter 7.

2.2 Making epistem ological claims
In exploring my epistemology I was able to articulate ten epistemological
claims. These are set out in Table 2-1. Although I set them out separately
in the table, my epistemological claims are interrelated and I move among
them in the discussion. These claims form the starting point for my inquiry
into the implications of adopting this epistemology in the research.

Table 2-1: The epistemology of my thesis summarised in
ten claims.
1. Knowledge is a process o f construction in which we make
sense of our experiencing.
2. When we experience something as real, it is real to us. We
each construct our own reality in experience.
3. Knowing is a process of making of distinctions and we make
sense of our experiences through categorising.
4. Meanings are generated within a context to which we have
also given meaning.
5. Knowing, the making of distinctions and the process of
categorisation are embodied processes.
6. Knowing, the making of distinctions and the process of
categorisation are imaginative processes.
7. There is no one way of knowing
8. Our constructions - of the ‘things’ in the outside world,
including objects, people and their understandings, are
brought forth in language.
9. In conversations and dialogue with other people and writing
we do not exchange meanings, but present opportunities and
constraints for interpretation.
10. Knowing is a recursive process: in making sense o f our
experiences we distinguish those ways of knowing which
enable us to achieve closure.
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Claim 1: Knowledge is a process of construction in
which we - irrespective of age, make sense of our
experiencing.
My first claim is particularly associated with Piaget’s ‘genetic
epistem ology’ (Piaget and Inhelder, 1969, Piaget, 1954). (The term
‘genetic’ does not refer to heredity, but to the genesis or generating of
cognition). Thus:

knowledge for Piaget is never (and can never be) a ‘representation’
of the real world. Instead it is the collection of conceptual structures
that turn out to be ‘adopted’ or ‘viable within the knowing subject’s
range of experience’ (von Glaserfield 1989).
Von Glaserfeld (1990) refers to this claim as ‘trivial constructivism ’. This
is that knowledge is not ‘out there’ to be acquired, but brought forth in our
experiencing. Knowing is an active construction rather than a passive
reception of sense data. How we come to know is more like working in our
own construction yards than mirroring what goes on outside us in the world
(Potter, 1997).

Theories explicitly and implicitly structure our constructions. These
constructions also constitute what it is we know - they shape our
subsequent experiencing and have implications for actions. Theories of
childhood, for instance, frame what we think children can and should know
and do.

To connect Claim 1 with the thesis questions, and show how recognising
constructions is ‘unm asking’ (Section 2.1.1) I discuss interpretations of
Piaget’s developmental theory of childhood. This theory was based on
genetic epistemology and Piaget’s further assumption that cognitive
organisation was achieved through increasingly complicated and integrated
ways. From his research on children’s accomplishment of specific tasks
Piaget concluded that "this process o f growth does not take place
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haphazardly hut fo rm s a developmental sequence" (Piaget, 1970; p .5). He
elaborated this sequence as four major stages in the child’s cognitive
developm ent from birth to adulthood, the point at which the child develops
the capacity of abstract reasoning.

Harden et al.(2000) claim that developmental theory based on P ia g e t’s ideas
is at the core of the construction o f childhood in Western societies,
embedded in everyday thinking, having material and practical effects on
social interaction and organisation. A way of understanding how theories
become unquestionable is that they become in Kuhn's (1970) term ‘a
p a rad igm ’. That is, developmental theory of childhood has become one of

those universally recognised scientific achievement^ that for a time
provide model problems and solutions to a community of
practitioners (ibid.)^^.
A paradigm “ ... governs, in the fir s t instance, not a subject matter but
rather a group o f practitioners" (ibid.) p. 180.

Replication of P ia g e t’s

research indicates that his research methods were based on under
estimations of children’s abilities and therefore his conclusions are
questionable (Spencer and Darvizeh, 1995, Butterworth, 1987). H ow ever
P iag et’s conclusions are still influential in teaching methods and testing in
education, and in research involving children (Arksey and Knight, 1999,
Lloyd-Smith and Tarr, 2000).

Stainton Rogers and Stainton Rogers argue that because ability is seen as a
series o f "transformational leaps" rather than a continuous process, in
Piagetian theory the child

is not merely lesser (qualitatively inferior in understanding) to
adults, but a lesser alien (qualitatively inferior in kind of

R h o d e s , C. (2000) O rgan isation, 7, 7-29. po in ts out that, o f co u rse , p a r a d i g m th in k in g
is its e lf a co n stru c tio n and leads to a p a r tic u la r way o f th in k in g . W e are te m p te d to th in k
we can c o m p a re p a ra d ig m s fro m a n o - p a r a d ig m positio n.
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understanding)^^... Piaget’s theory is intrinsically 'adultist' and
educationally elitist. Piaget's child like Freud's is constructed out of
the goal for adulthood (Stainton Rogers and Stainton Rogers, 1992),
see also James and Prout, 1997)).
P iag et’s stage model of child development has been interpreted as support
for the view of children as intrinsically vulnerable, dependent and
incompetent (Lewis and Lindsay, 2000). On this view the role of adults is to
protect children. Practices and policies in respect of children indicate they
are also viewed as ‘lesser aliens’ to be isolated and controlled.

Protection is mostly accompanied by exclusion in some way or the
other; protection m ay be suggested even when it is not strictly
necessary for the sake of children, but rather to protect adults or the
adult social orders against disturbances from the presence of
children. This is exactly the point at which protection threatens to
slide into unwanted dominance (Qvortrup, 1997; p. 87).
A specific implication for my first thesis question is that inquiry into
understandings of children and young people’s participation is also an
epistemological inquiry into what people understand by childhood.

Exploration of Piagetian theory also shows the power of underlying
metaphors in theory construction. As Soy land (1994) argues, metaphors can
be used as a way of bringing philosophical presuppositions into a text.
Presuppositions assume the existence of the subject being discussed and
bring with them a particular view of the subject and a way of talking about
it and analysing it. "Taking some assumptions f o r granted is the fir s t step in
rendering alteimatives irrelevant’’ (ibid. p. 56). To exemplify her argument
Soyland examines different concepts of development in texts of
psychological theories, including those of Piaget. She shows how Piaget
uses the language of logical structures and logical symbolism to describe
the cognitive structures in the child’s mind. Thus "development [is seen] as
T h e p e r v a s iv e n e s s o f this v ie w can be d e m o n s tr a te d by the c h o ice o f the title ‘On
B e c o m in g a P e r s o n ’ for a 1 990s te x tb o o k w ritten for an O pen U n iv e r s ity C o u r s e on c h ild
d e v e lo p m e n t. T his title was c h a n g e d in 1998 (M artin W o o d h e a d , p erso n a l
c o m m u n ic a ti o n ).
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changes in logical system s" and stages are in strict sequential order (ibid. p.
75). Soyland suggests this connects with other aspects of Piagetian theory,
for example that the child develops alone and that language is not a tool
that enables development but a symptom of development (ibid. p. 76)^^.

The implications of my first claim for researching in general and for my
researching are that researchers need to explore their own pre-constructions
in their researching and to surface the metaphors in which their ,
understandings are expressed. For this reason I attend to this in Chapter 3.

2.2.1

Claim 2: When we experience som ething as real,
it is indeed real to us. We each construct our
own reality in experience.

My second epistemological claim arises from the first. For Piaget,
individuals construct knowledge through their actions on the world; to
understand is to invent. However he considers objective know ledge o f the
world feasible, even if only in terms of a best approximation at a given
moment.

The theory of knowledge is ... essentially a theory of adaptation of
thought to reality, even if in the last analysis this adaptation (like all
adaptations) reveals the existence of an inextricable interaction
between the subject and the objects of study (Piaget, 1970; p. 18).
What makes von Glaserfield’s own theory of constructivism ‘ra d ic al’, and
which I echo in my epistemology is his claim that we cannot know an
independent reality. Paul W atzlawick gives compelling examples to
illustrate how

... our everyday, traditional ideas of reality are delusions which we
spend substantial parts of our daily lives shoring up, even at the

T h is view o f la n g u a g e is s u b sta n tia lly d if fe r e n t from the u n d e r s ta n d in g I p r e s e n t in
C la im 9, and w ould im ply th a t ch ild ren use m e ta p h o r in a d if fe r e n t w ay f r o m ad u lts.
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considerable risk o f trying to force facts to fit our definition of
reality instead of vice versa (Watzlawick, 1976; p. xi).
Things are indeed real, b ut they count as real to us not with reference to an
external objective world, but with reference to our experiencing of them.
For Fisher (1991) reality is "the ongoing unfolding o f our experience". My
knowing of TCS was brought forth in the flow of my experiencing in
research conversations and activities. I encountered many different T C S ’s
in my research conversations through the experiencing of other people, and
thus many contexts of m y inquiry into the thesis questions. This is more
fully discussed in Inquiry Strand 4, Chapter 7.

An illuminating distinction made by von Glaserfeld (1996) is that when we
speak of ourselves we "refer to the totality o f perm anent objects and the
relationships we have abstracted fro m the flo w o f our experience".
However when we focus attention on a particular item, or person, the
environment is the surroundings of the item or person. Both the item or
person, and their surroundings are part of our experiential field. We should
not assume that what we see is there for another. Research with children
about their perception of their environment often reveals how very
differently from adults they experience and use it (Jones, 2000, Breitbart,
1998). Even the reality of the position of objects in respect to our observing
of them is constructed through experiencing, and languaging and culture
(Pederson et al., 1998).

The implication for researching is that judgements of difference of
linguistic or intellectual competence must always be questioned, and
differences between the researcher and research participants identified as a
matter of good practice and ethics in researching. This claim constitutes a
major theme throughout the thesis and is taken up in Chapter 5 in relation to
researching with children and young people.
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2.2.2

Claim 3: Knowing is a process of making of
distinctions and we make sense of our
experiences through categorising.

W e make sense of our experiences in making distinctions, not by processing
information received from a pre-given external world. The making o f
distinctions is not a process of constructing dualisms or differences but a
process in which we "mainly [distinguish] a unity fro m its background, e.g.,
a tree fro m the forest. Every time human beings refer to something,
implicitly or explicitly, a ‘criterion o f d istinction’ is specified" (Krogh and
Roos, 1995; p. 53). Thus distinction-makings is a process o f bringing fo rth
a in and fro m b - a. ‘duality’, rather than drawing a line between a and b dualism. People’s knowing or experiencing is revealed in the distinctions
they make. Self-awareness, for example is brought forth in the process of
distinguishing ourselves from others.

Out of these distinctions we construct categorisation processes. These are
not defined by objectively given shared properties but constructed by us in
our experiencing:

... the being of structures consists in their coming to be, that is, their
being 'under construction' ... there is not structure apart from
construction (Piaget, 1977, quoted in Fosnot, 1992).
These structures - "frames, schemas, perspectives, filters, lenses, interests
or mental sets - ... influence what aspects are salient and [are] a means o f
ordering and interpreting the experience" (Spivey, 1997). Thus distinctions
develop knowledge, and knowledge enables distinction making.

When people experience a mismatch between their experiencing and what
they are told is happening, they make sense of this by making a further
distinction. The making of further distinctions can indicate fragmentation,
or lack of coherence in organisations (Morgan, 1985), as I discuss in
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relation to TCS as a ‘social justice organisation’ in Chapter 6. In
constructivist researching it is the researcher who brings these distinctions
forth in the mass o f her experiencing, thus this claim reiterates the need for
the researcher to reveal her sense-making structures as far as possible.

Racial categorisation and other forms of stereotyping imply relations of
superiority and inferiority. A connection between Claim 3 and the thesis
questions concerns distinctions drawn between adults and children.
(Alderson (1994 relates the discounting of children’s views and
perspectives to the understanding of adults as ‘w hole’ human beings and
children as physically and cognitively immature. Within this understanding
children’s identities are perceived as fragmented and undeveloped, and thus
they are seen to have no physical or mental integrity - " if there is no real
s e lf there cannot he any invasion, or integrity to violate" (ibid.).

2.2.3

Claim 4: Meanings are generated within a
context to which we have also given meaning.

Meaning is not an inherent quality of a word or gesture or an experience.
Neither are meanings caused by contexts. Wittgenstein wrote "We want to
say: ‘When we mean something it's like going up to someone, i t ’s not
having a dead picture (of any kind). ' We go up to the thing we mean ’’
(Wittgenstein. 1999; par. 45-47). Meaning for Wittgenstein was interactive,
living and playful. Meanings draw on our histories and traditions.

Bruner (1986) quotes the story of Heisenberg's account of what Bohr said
when they came to Kronberg castle:

Isn't it strange how this ...castle changes as soon as one imagines that
Hamlet lived there? As scientists we believe that a castle consists
only of stones, and admire the way the architect put them together.
The stone, the green roof with its patina, the wood carvings in the
church, constitute the whole castle. None of this should be changed
by the fact that Hamlet lived here, and yet it is changed completely.
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Suddenly the walls and ram parts speak a different language (ibid. p.
45)
The m eaning we give to a context inform s the m eaning we give to an event
and vice versa. F isher (1991) gives the example o f a practitio n er being
asked to com e to a m eeting with a supervisor. The context o f the invitation
for the practitioner includes how they evaluate their own w ork, th eir
perception o f the relationship with the supervisor, w hat they should have
done and have not, and so on. The m eaning of these contexts w ill account
for w hether the practitioner is anxious or cheerful in going into the m eeting.

M illigan's (1998) explanation of attachm ent to place provides an o th er
illustration:

Every interaction bestow s some form of m eaning on its stage,
transform ing that site into a known place. But when the in teractio n
involves a higher degree of m eaning, w hether or not that m eaning is
perceived at the time, the place becomes the site o f place attachm ent
(ibid. p. 28).
C landinin and Connelly (1998) point out that tem poral duration is im portant
in the m eaning we make of events. Some of my experiences have g reater
m eaning for me than others because they have been retold, and relived
through several conversations. The research activities I undertook w ith
children and young people in Inquiry Strand 4 were developed
collaboratively over a period of months. I had to wait for them to happen in
a way I did not for many of the one off conversations with adults.

"P auses

heighten the im pact o f what is about to happen" (R ickett-Y oung, 1996).

M aturana argues that when we want to know if another person has
know ledge in a given environment or domain we look for their adequate, or
effective behaviour or action in their domain, through asking a question,
im plicitly or explicitly. Thus,
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... know ledge is behaviour accepted as adequate by an observer in a
particular dom ain that he or she specifies ... when we say ‘I k n o w ’
we m ean T am able to act or behave adequately’ in some p articular
dom ain (M aturana, 1988; p. 60).
In term s of w hat counts for us as effective actions,
we hum an beings live in cognitive com m unities, each defined by the
criterion o f acceptability o f w hat constitutes the adequate actions o f
its m em bers (ibid.).
One of the im plications for the thesis questions of know ing in relation to
specific domains concerned my appreciation o f m etaphor and the
juxtaposition of adults’ and children’s m etaphors. M etaphor-m aking and
com prehension has been linked to linguistic com petence. H ow ever,
understanding m etaphor in relation to domains o f experiencing rather than
linguistic ability provides ways o f juxtaposing m etaphors from children,
young people and adults and exploring these m etaphors in terms of each
other. I discuss this further in C hapter 4.

The im plication for the researcher and for Inquiry Strand 4 is that it is never
possible to gain a system atic overview of a situation or problem or field of
know ledge by rising above it. Borrow ing Rorty's (1992) m etaphor, there is
no objective observation platform to which a researcher or anyone else
m ight repair to check the truth of her observations in the field.

2.2.4

Claim 5: Knowing, the making of distinctions
and the process of categorisation are embodied
processes.

The essence of this claim is that there is no mind independent and separate
from the body, and our capacity for thought is shaped by our bodies and our
bodily interactions (L akoff and Johnson, 1999). Thus consciousness and
em otion are not separable (Damasio, 2000, Dam asio, 1994, Pert, 1999):
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People first feel things w ithout noticing them , then notice th em w ith
inner distress^® and disturbance, and finally reflect on them w ith a
clear m ind (Vico, 1744/1999; p. 94 , paragraph 218).
There are several different m eanings o f em bodim ent in cognitive theory
([Rohrer, 2000 #1633] identifies at least nine). For exam ple L a k o ff and
Johnson (1999) describe the em bodim ent o f concepts in term s o f three
levels:

(i)

N eural circuitry - a concept only arrived at through in terp retatio n of
scientific investigation (see Pert, 1999, D am asio, 1994));

(ii)

The phenom enological level, which is "everything we can be aw are
of, our own m ental states, our bodies, our environm ent a n d our
physical and social interactions" (L akoff and Jo h n so n ,1999; p. 103).
This is the level of my inquiry.

(iii)

Cognitive unconscious, which is a hypothesis to explain conscious
experience and behaviour that cannot be explained in its ow n term s.
This is "the m assive portion o f the iceberg that lies below the
surface, below the visible tip that is consciousness" (ibid). As
cognitive unconscious, em bodim ent refers to the ways in w hich our
conceptual thought is shaped by many processes below the threshold
of our active consciousness, usually as revealed through
experim ental psychology. Cognitive unconscious includes linguistic
processes such as metaphor.

In my discussion of this claim I only attend to those aspects o f know ing as
an em bodied process that have im plications for the thesis questions as I
have identified them, that is in relation to adults and children’s know ing,
and participatory endeavours. There are also connections with m etaphor,
which I discuss in C hapter 4.

I take ‘d istress’ to mean ‘occupied or p erp lexed ’ which is the m eaning o f the Latin
word d i s t r i c m s , the root o f the English word ‘d istressed ’ Collins (1 9 8 9 ) ; The Shorter
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F or L akoff and Johnson, universal m eanings in cultures and the public
nature of the m eaning o f language are m ade possible because of the
com m onality o f em bodim ent, that is in the physical nature o f our
experiencing.

That is, that the w orkings o f our bodies and bodily

sensations are assum ed to be shared. Thus, for exam ple, Lupton (1998)
claim s that

"space and place are central fe a tu re s o f the experience o f

‘being in the w o rld ’ as an em bodied subject, fo r em bodim ent is alw ays
experienced through spatial dimension" (p. 152). From the centrality of
spatial experiencing open space is seen as "freedom , light, the p u b lic
realm " and enclosed space as "security^ privacy . . . ” (ibid.).

Em bodim ent also refers to the role of our bodies in shaping our selfidentities and our culture, "through acts o f conscious and deliberate
reflection on the lived structures o f our experience" (Rohrer, 2000). In the
developm ental processes and bodily changes betw een being born and
adulthood our know ing of ourselves and others changes too. How people
know other people, and particularly how children know adults, and how
adults know children is as differently sized bodies m oving in different
spaces in the world. The distinction of w holeness (Claim 3) also refers to
health. Thus people with a physical disability are often ‘kn o w n ’ in term s o f
their different em bodim ent. This is reflected in languaging, for exam ple in
the distinctions of ‘little ones’, and ‘grow n-ups’, and ‘disabled p eo p le’, and
‘w heelchair-bound people’.

Learning as an embodied process is illustrated in a conversation betw een
bell hooks'^ and Ron Scapp concerning classroom learning. Bell hooks
reflects that "the person who is most pow erful in the classroom [the
lecturer] has the privilege o f denying their body", by for exam ple standing
behind a podium . She argues that this hinders learning w ith students and
efforts are needed “ to disrupt the notion o f professor as om nipotent, allOxford English D iction ary (1975). In the next paragraph V ic o is translated as writing o f
passion and em otion rather than pain or anguish in this way o f know ing.
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knowing m ind". A way of doing this is to leave the podium and m ove
around, and then "suddenly the way you smell, the way you m ove becom es
very apparent to your students" (hooks, 1994; p. 138). Thus learning
becom es an em bodied process for students too.

C hildren, as W ittgenstein (1969) points out, do not learn that books exist,
"they learn to fe tc h books, sit in arm chairs etc. ” (par. 476, p. 62e).
Learning and knowing are enacted (B runer, 1990).

The im plications for participatory practising and researching w ith relate to
the responsibility of the researcher and other people to recognise the
legitim acy o f em bodied knowing. Firstly, this involves not disqualifying
people’s know ing on account o f their perceived physical differences. As a
child was reported to say, ‘Just because I have a sm aller body it d o esn ’t
mean I have sm aller feelings’ (source unknown). (See also Prout (2000)
who charts the shifts from seeing children as outcomes to social agents in
attending to constructions of children’s bodies). Secondly it requires the
researcher to attend to the bodily nature of her know ing, as I argue in Claim
7, and to attend to "emotion displays ... [as] em bodied expressions o f
judgem ents" (Harre, 1995).

This Claim requires the researcher to recognise how her engaging with
other people, and the engagement o f other people in participatory practising
is an em bodied process.

A ttending to the embodiment of what appear to be uncontestable and
pervasive concepts such as power can challenge and rearticulate concepts so
that they can be ‘undone’. K rippendorff (1995) argues that the ‘re 
em bodim ent’ of power by "distinguishing between physical p o w er and its
m etaphor and treating each in a m anner appropriate to its em bodim ents ..

bell h o o k s ’ chose not to capitalise her name in her writings.
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in nature ... and in languaging" (p. 118) can speak against "general
theories o f pow er a n d , instead, fo r rather specific and locally practicable
em ancipatory or therapeutic articulations" (p. 128)^.

2.2.5

Claim 6: Knowing, the making of distinctions
and the process of categorisation are
imaginative

To support this claim I turn to W illiam Blake,

And I know that This W orld Is a W orld o f im agination & V ision. I
see Every thing I paint In This W orld, but E very body does not see
alike. To the Eyes of a M iser a G uinea is m ore beautiful than the Sun
& a bag worn w ith the use o f M oney has m ore beautiful proportions
than a Vine filled with Grapes. The tree w^hich moves some to tears
of joy is in the Eyes of others only a Green thing that stands in the
way. Some See N ature all R idicule & D eform ity, & by these I shall
not regulate my proportions; & some Scarce See N ature at all. But to
the Eyes of a Man of Im agination, N ature is Im agination itself. As a
Man is. So he Sees. As the Eye is formed, such are its Powers
(Blake, 1799; pp. 448-9).
V ico (1744/1999) argued that imagery, m etaphors and stories are the m eans
by which we com m unicate, innovate and learn. He w rote that ‘poetic
w isdom ' - fell and im agined know ing- preceded abstract know ledge in the
history of mankind. He supposed that people took their own bodies as a
m odel in order to make sense of their environm ent. Thus im agination is
fundam entally an embodied experience:

...m etaphysics draws the mind away from the senses, while the
poetic faculty sinks the whole mind into them (ibid. p. 369).
He associated with this the existence of a creative faculty o f invention or
the creation of novel images - ingenium. By this faculty people could order

*'*■ S ee also M itchell (1990 ), who proposes an alternative w ay o f understanding
dom ination - 'enframing' - to exam ine how "dom in a tio n w o r k s th ro u g h a c tu a lly
c o n s tr u c t in g a se e m in g ly d u a lis tic w orld" (p 547).
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and reorder things and thoughts so that new relationships em erged - or in
the term s in w hich I discuss Claims five and six, observers m ake
distinctions.

W enger (1998) gives the exam ple o f two stone cutters who are asked w hat
they are doing. He argues that the difference in their responses o f "I am
cutting this stone in a perfectly square shape ” and “I am building a
cathedral" reflects a difference in the stone cu tters’ experiences o f w hat
they are doing, their sense o f self in doing it and their relations to the
world. "This difference is a fu n ctio n o f im agination" (ibid. p. 176, m y
em phasis). In this sense, im agination "refers to a process o f expanding our
s e lf by transcending our tim e and space and creating new im ages o f the
world and ourselves” (ibid.)

I rem em ber once standing with my children around a globe and
pointing proudly: “This is where we liv e.” They were duly
im pressed - not for a moment doubtful, yet a little puzzled - and I
started to reflect on the kind o f process by which it made sense to
indicate a point on a globe and claim it is where we live ... It was
very different from entering a house and saying “we live h ere” ... At
issue was constructing a picture of the world such that it did make
sense to point to a globe and say we live “there” (ibid. p. 177.)
Im agination is the process by which we know how other people are thinking
and feeling, and as W enger points out, im agination is one of the ways in
which we belong, or see ourselves as being part of a larger com m unity or
organisation.

Im agination as a way of know ing has im plications for m etaphors; w hat
M organ (1997) refers to as imaginization - the bringing forth and
articulation in metaphors and pictures of images which influence b eh av io u r
- is a way of knowing. Thus I claim the rich pictures and draw ings b ro u g h t
forth in my research as ways of knowing participation. I further claim that
understanding of self and others are constituted through the process o f
narrative; this is discussed in the next chapter and C hapter 5.
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2.2.6

Claim 7: There is no one way of knowing

In everyday life, in our thinking and actions, we draw on many different
‘epistem ologies of know ledge p ractice’ (D ésautels and R oth, 1999), for
exam ple, the poetic know ing o f feelings and em pathy (Claim s 5 and 6), the
know ing w hich is brought forth in com m unities o f practice (Brown and
D uguid, 1994), the objective know ing o f science and the tacit know ing o f
practice wisdom.

D ifferent theories of know ing involve different actions. If I thought of
know ledge in my research only as prepositional - that is as objective,
verifiable facts about the world - then I w ould proceed differently in my
inquiry.

For example I m ight attem pt to produce an objective checklist o f

criteria against w^hich to evaluate different participative interventions. This
is not to say there is not value in this sort of research. H ow ever w ithout a
recognition that there are many ways of com ing to know a situation,
checklists as the codification of practice may becom e the practice, or the
onlv reality against which situations are assessed (B erger and Luckman,
1967). A lternatively checklists may be discarded as irrelevant by
practitioners because of the uniqueness of each practice encounter (Fisher,
1991).

When I was determ ining the relative financial position of The C hildren’s
Society from published data, my ‘know ing’ how it stood in relation to some
other voluntary organisations was, I suggest, draw ing on an understanding
o f ‘know ing’ as a rational, logical, com putational process. By contrast, my
‘know ing’ what was wrong with my com puter when it would not turn on
even though I could not fix it myself, was like the practice know ing that
Brown and Duguid describe in com m unities of practice (Brown and D uguid,
1994). This happens through processes of narration, collaboration and
social construction.

A very im portant aspect in the com puter exam ple,

which is im plicit but not em phasised in Brown and D ug u id ’s telling o f a
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sim ilar story, is that know ing w hat was w rong with the com puter includes
know ing w hat was not wrong, or w hat corrective actions do not w ork.
K olb’s theories o f cycles o f learning w ould also provide an epistem ology,
in the sense o f a theory o f ‘com ing to k now ’, for this exam ple, and also
include a way of ‘know ing what does not w ork’ in the stage o f ‘active
experim entation’ - trying som ething out (Kolb, 1995).

These epistem ologies are not necessarily com plem entary or coherent.
Sometimes know ing is ‘the truth of im agination’. For exam ple, in the
course of the research I said to CF^^ during a lull in our conversation, “I
know you are thinking about your doorm at”. This was because o f an
earlier, incidental comment about him expecting an im portant letter, and he
confirm ed this with pleased surprise.

W hat m akes the truth of the im agination ‘know ing’ is a conversational
response within the context of the dialogue - "a system o f coordination o f
actions in language braided with coordination o f emotion" in M aturana's
(1988) words.

There are different flows of em otion in conversations.

R ecognising changes in intim acy in conversations is a way o f know ing.
D epending on C F’s response, he or I m ight experience a change in our
intim acy during the conversation. He m ight have replied, “No, I ’m thinking
about what w e’ve just discussed”, or “I ’m actually w ondering w here w e’ll
go for lunch”. The sense of rapport com es from feeling understood w ithout
saying what you mean (Lakoff, 1973, referred to in Tannen, 1996). It is
easy to make mistakes about this sort of know ing, or rapport as I discuss in
my problem s with working with young women and my own children in
C hapter 3.

‘C F ’ was my critical friend who supported me in m y researching. He had been in v o lv e d
in setting up the research with TCS, but took an independent role to support m e during
the research. His role is explained in Chapter 3.
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M aturana distinguishes different classes of conversations. Am ong others
there are conversations o f co-ordinations o f present and future actions, for
exam ple questions, requests and responses. There are also conversations o f
com m and and obedience, w hich "consist in co-ordinations o f actions that
an observer sees as taking pla ce in an em otional background o f m utualand self-negation in which som e participants obey ... and others
com m and". Some of the conversations I observed betw een the teacher and
children in his class appeared to me to be like this.

M y conversation w ith CF was a "conversation o f valuing" w hich consists in

... co-ordinations o f actions in a dom ain o f discourse, descriptions
and opinions that the observer sees as taking place in a braided
em otioning of acceptance and rejection, pleasure and frustration
according to w hether the participants who listen perceive they are
properly seen or not by the participants who speak (ibid. p. 53).
Shotter (1993) claim s that relationships betw een people are based on a
special kind of knowledge - not knowing w hat or know ing how, but
knowing fro m (a social situation). This sort of knowing only appears in
mom ents of interaction, and it is som ething we need in order to get along
with other people (Riikonen and Mad an Smith, 1997).

W riters about participatory research sim ilarly claim for there being m any
ways of know ing (Park, 2000 #1843; Heron, 1996, Reason and M arshall,
1987, Reason, 1994). In particular, prepositional know ing is inadequate to
account for how people can ‘know ’ each other in their participating. Heron
(1992) adds "presentational knowledge" as a bridge betw een prepositional
and experiential knowing. This way of know ing has particular relevance
for my thesis questions in claim ing the im agery in art forms such as
pictures and stories as knowing through experiencing, as evidenced in
A ppendix 5 (see also Claim 8).
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P resentational know ing emerges from and is grounded on
experiential knowing. It is evident in an intuitive grasp o f the
significance o f our resonance with and im aging of our w orld, as this
grasp is sym bolized in graphic, plastic, m usical, vocal and verbal artform s. It clothes our experiential know ing o f the w orld in the
m etaphors o f aesthetic creation, in expressive spatiotem poral form s
o f im agery. These forms sym bolize both our felt attunem ent w ith the
w orld and the prim ary m eaning em bedded in our enactm ent o f its
appearing. (Heron and Reason, 2000, see also R eason and H eron,
1995).
In recognising the legitim acy of different epistem ologies I expand the idea
of validity in relation to the research. As well as the techniques and
procedures for qualitative research suggested by Lincoln and G uba (1985)
in the term trustw orthiness, I include those recom m ended by B rand and
A nderson (1998), such as ‘bodily w isdom ’ (attending to bodily sensations),
em otions and feelings in the process of doing the research, and aesthetics.

2.2.7

Claim 8: Our constructions are brought forth In
language

In this claim I am asserting that language, or languaging is how we m ake
sense of our experiencing in distinction m aking and category co n stru ctio n .
That is, language is not just a transparent and value-free conduit for
thoughts, or a representation of ‘reality ’, but it is how we think o f the
‘things in the outside w orld’, including objects, people and their
understandings (Reddy, 1993, L akoff and Johnson, 1980). In this w ay,
know ledge is brought forth in conversations and dialogue. “7r is by
languaging that the act o f knowing, in the behavioural coordination which
is language, brings fo rth a world" (M aturana and Varela, 1998; p. 234.

D ésautels and R oth’s example of the m agnetic field experim ents th at I gave
at the beginning of this chapter shows how epistem ologies are b ro u g h t forth
in conversations. Dean and Rhodes (1998) describe a very sim ilar p ro cess
in the constructivist teaching of social work students. The students are
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helped to articulate different interpretations and responses to a “case” (sic).
In these interpretations "the students understand more fu lly the m eaning
and dilem m as inherent in taking a p a rticu la r p o s itio n " . In the exam ples
given these are m oral dilem m as, for exam ple when there are value conflicts
betw een social w orker and client. E thical issues are brought forth in
epistem ological conversations (D ésautels and Roth, 1999). Dean and
Rhodes point out that constructivism is not itself ‘value-free’, and they
identify "equality, openness and tolerance" as ethics that lead to "one story
being better than another" among interpretations.

Languaging brings forth a w orld because "language is addressing itse lf to
som ebody else" (von Foerster, quoted in Segal, 1986), and this holds for
self-other com m unication, and self-self com m unication. O f particular
relevance to my other inquiry strands in the thesis is that our constructions
of who we are - our selves, and of other people are brought forth in
conversation (Taylor, 1991; Jopling, 1997, N eisser and Fivush, 1994). The
s e lf IS not like a hom unculus, a little person sitting in your brain who is in
charge of your knowing, and from whom emanate stories about who and
what you are from images stored in your brain;

N or is the story really told by you as a self because ... [the
conscious] you is only born as the story is told, within the story
itself. You exist as a mental being when prim ordial stories''^ are
being told, and only then; as long as prim ordial stories are being
told, and only then. You are the music while the music lasts.
(Dam asio, 2000)
A nnette B aier writes of dialogue as "the means by which we are "talked
in to " selfhood through elicitative speech acts".

B y ‘primordial sto rie s’ D am asio refers to his argument that firstly ‘wordless
s to r y te llin g ’ - “ the i m a g e r i e r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f s e q u e n c e s o f b r a i n e v e n t s " preceded
lan guage in the evolutionary developm ent o f human b e in g s ’ awareness o f self, and
se c o n d ly that telling stories in this definition is a condition for language. H o w ev e r he
u ses a narrower definition o f ‘lan gu a ge’ - as ‘words and s e n t e n c e s ’ than I do in this claim
( D am asio, 2 0 0 0 p. 107).
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The second person you plays a critical role [in dialogue], because it
has the elicitative locutionary force: As the pronoun o f m utual
recognition and response, it calls a person forth and situates him or
her in a space w here the first-person and third-person pronouns also
becom e appropriate (Baier, 1985 p, 257, quoted in Jopling, 1997)
The m utuality o f I/you constructions has im plications for how researchers
think of and refer to other people and to th eir engagem ents with other
people in constructivist and researching with. For exam ple Steier (1991)
chooses to refer to other people involved in researching - those "with whom
I interact, that make my research possib le" as ‘reciprocators’. This is
because "it is only by their hearing me and answ ering me that a ‘me ' can
emerge as an I who does research" (p. 165).

The term interview as a process in w hich the researcher gets inform ation by
‘tappin g’ interview ees is inappropriate. C onversation as a complex braiding
of language, body and em otion is to be preferred (Barnes, 1994)^. In th eir
use of the term M aturana and others have reclaim ed usages of conversation
as ‘‘the act of living or having one’s being in or am ong”(The Shorter
Oxford English D ictionary, 1975; M aturana, 1988; Riikonen and M adan
Smith, 1997). Conversing from its Latin root con -f versare, ‘to turn w ith ’
im plies intim acy and fam iliarity and being and doing things together with
others. Thus we live together in language and via conversations. Learning
goes on in conversations as well as from them as distinctions are brought
forth in people’s engaging with each other.

The gram m atical structuring of language also structure ways of thinking. In
the English language verbs tend to be turned into nouns (K ow alski, 2000).
In this process "an activity [becomes] expressed in terms o f having; that is,
a noun is used instead o f a verb" (Fromm, 1995). Fromm observes that

U sin g Barnes'(1994j definition, Broekstra (1 9 9 9 ) su ggests ‘co n v er sa tio n ’ as a m etaphor
for organisations.
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to express an activity by ‘to have’ in connection w ith a noun is an
erroneous use of language, because processes and activities cannot
be possessed; they can only be experienced (ibid. p. 47).
Turning an ongoing process into an event, or some thing th at some people
can possess, can be a w ay in which people lose confidence and pow er
(K ow alski, 2000).

How people are spoken o f in expressions and m etaphors used in
conversations reflects the constructions o f the speaker and constitutes the
position of those spoken of. Hawkins et al. (2001), w riting about social
w orkers’ use of the language of social justice, argue that in practising w ith
others how people talk about their practice is part of that practice.

They

found in their research that m ost social w orkers spoke of their practice in
term s of welfare, care and issues such as poverty, rather than in term s of
em pow erm ent and justice. They suggested that their findings reflected an
aw areness of social environm ental issues but an am bivalence towards social
action. A wareness of the term inology and how it is used "can be critical in
determ ining whose view o f ‘reality^’ we are accepting" (ibid. p. 3).

Claim 8 brings to the forefront the forms in which interactions between
researchers and practitioners and participants take place in language, and
the m eaning of constructing this as an interview or a conversation. In
addition, constructivist researchers and practitioners need to attend to their
own languaging in conversations, and particularly how this constitutes other
people. Languaging, for exam ple, that constitutes the researcher or
practitioner as ‘expert’ may constrain the participation of other people in
conversations.

This claim also brings out the main forms of languaging involved in w orldm aking and com m unicating including body language, pictures, sounds and
other sensory ways of engaging with other people.
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2.2.8

Claim 9: In conversations and dialogue with
other people and writing we present
‘opportunities’ and ‘constraints’ to one another
for interpretation

Claim 9 concerns how people relate to each other, and it draws on the idea
that hum an beings as living systems are autopoietic systems^^ (M aturana
and V arela, 1998; Kersten, 1995). A utopoietic system s are autonom ous and
organisationally closed. That is, the product o f the organisation is the
organisation itself. Changes in living systems are determ ined by the
structure. This means that perturbations in the environm ent, for exam ple
interactions w ith other people, may act as triggers for changes o f state in
the living system , but cannot determ ine what those changes are. A ny event
may be construed as an opportunity or a constraint, or have elem ents of
both (Fisher, 1991). How people interact with each other as autopoietic
svstems is shown in Figure 2-1.

This is a foundational idea in my ep istem olo gy, but I introduce it here b e c a u se I se e it
as ‘com ing to the su rface’ in Claim 9, although the idea stands under the other claim s too.
For exam ple as autopoietic systems, human beings cannot directly ‘k n o w ’ an external
objective world (Claim 2).
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/ewmaremnt

My expeneifel enyiromiett

Figure 2-1 A m odel o f how we operate as individuals with other people.
This fig u re shows how 7 ' and ‘y o u ’ (any and all other people) interact in
terms o f my epistem ology. Thus interaction takes place in our respective
experiential environm ents or ‘rea lities’. It does not lead to a transfer or
exchange but an m vitation or perturbation to construe the o th er's actions
with our own constructions. This interaction is referred to as ‘structural
coupling ' by M aturana and Varela (1998). Our histories and traditions as
defined in Chapter 1 are histories arid traditions o f structural coupling.
(Figure adapted fro m Fisher, 1991)).
Claim 9 does not imply that we cannot know other people.

as living, embodied beings, we cannot not be responsive to the w orld
around us ... once we allow for this possibility, once we allow people
to be in a continuous, living contact with each other, we can no
longer sustain the idea of ourselves as being separate, self-contained
entities ... or of our world being an 'external' world. For when a
second, living human being responds to the acts of a first, and thus
acts in a way that depends on their acts ... then, the activities of the
second person cannot be accounted as w holly their own activity
(Shotter, 1996a).
H ow ever I consider it m isleading to speak of ‘exchanging m eanings or
‘sharing m eanings’. M eaning arises in the course o f conversation, that is,
in the languaging in which our interaction is constituted in Figure 2-1 (Fell
and R ussell, 1999)(Claim 8).
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F isher (1991) claim s that co-constructions exist, although these are general,
and this is a recursive process - ‘‘the sense o f generality p ro vid es the
conditions fo r co-construction'’ (ibid. p. 43)^^. In our relationships w ith
others, our know ing them is a m atter o f the coherence o f our constructions.
As we reiterate our connections and construe each other’s actions we come
to have understandings in common. H ow ever this is a judgem ent and,

language does not transport pieces o f one person’s reality into
another’s - it m erely prods and prom pts the other to build up
conceptual structures which, to this other, seem com patible w ith the
words and actions the speaker or w riter has used (von G laserfeld,
1 9 9 H ^ 2 3 ).
The im plications of this claim for researching and the thesis questions
specifically concern two principles for ethical practice w hich are discussed
later in this chapter. These principles relate to the creating of possibilities,
and responsibility. Change for other people is brought about by th eir own
agency, not caused by the actions of others. Therefore ethical practice is
directed firstly towards creating conditions that other people could use to
bring about change. Responsibility involves recognising our entire
responsibility for our own m eanings, including the m eanings we attribute to
other people. We cannot claim experiences for other people as
participative; this is a judgem ent only they can make. R esponsible
participatory practice involves creating possibilities for p articipation and
seeking to m inim ise the constraints in our structural coupling.

2.2.9

Claim 10: Knowing is a recursive process: in
making sense of our experiences we distinguish
those ways of knowing which enable us to
achieve closure.

As C andace Pert points out our brains are under a constant deluge o f
sensory input, and ‘‘some sort o f filte rin g system m ust enable us to p a y

This "sense o f g e n e r a l i t y ' may be the " c o mm o n a l i t y o f e m b o d i m e n t ’ - see C la im 5.
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attention to w hat our bodymind^^ deems the m ost im portant p ieces o f
inform ation and to ignore others" (Pert, 1999; p. 146). M y claim is that we
attend to, or choose those ways o f know ing that enable us to m aintain our
fit w ith the environm ent (von G laserfeld, 1996), or “achieve closure"
(Segal, 1986). K now ing is em bodied in actions (C laim 7). E ither our
actions fit and we continue them , or they don’t and we experience feelings
of puzzlem ent and anxiety and som etim es discontinue the actions. As
Fisher points out, the concept o f f i t m eans that we can ’t be sure beforehand
that our actions w ill be the right ones to take. W hen things w ork out as we
predict then we have “real-ize[d] (to make real) co h eren ce” and m aintained
a fit with our environm ent (Fisher, 1991; p. 38). Fisher suggests that this
coherence is what we ordinarily refer to as experience.

R ecursion refers to how each elem ent in a system provides the context
(conditions) for the em ergence of other elem ents.

Thoughts, feelings,

personal characteristics, behaviours and events may be understood as
recursive processes. Recursion could offer an infinite regress. But we
“truncate the processes o f recursion by getting to closure" (Fisher, 1991).
“Closure is the p o int at which recursive processes are construed as selfevident c o n c l u s i o n s " 1986). Closure occurs when we accept a
satisfying explanation, in terms of the contexts as we construct them at that
time. The follow ing account is an illustration from my researching.

From conversations early in my research I made a judgem ent that it was the
steep hierarchical structure of TCS that accounted for differences I
perceived in people’s descriptions of their experiencing. H ow ever on
reflection I recognised that this judgem ent arose in part from the way in
which I visualised the structure in a diagram (see Figure 7-1 in C hapter 7)
and from how I had made sense of my own experiences in a sim ilar
organisation. I concluded I needed to find out more. From further
‘B o d y m i n d ’ is the te rm P ert uses to indic ate that e m o tio n s and b o d ily s e n s a tio n s are
""ini ricat eh i n t e r t w i n e d in a b i o d i r e c t i o n a l n e t w o r k in w h i c h e a c h c a n a l t e r t he o t he r "
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conversations I m ade a judgem ent that a satisfying explanation for the
differences I perceived in peop le’s experiencing consisted in the tensions
betw een w orking in and w ith local com m unities in an organisation w hich
was m anaged from the centre.

A way of m aking sense of this exam ple is that closure occurs w hen we
understand and learn. The situating o f our distinctions in the contexts (or
histories and traditions) brings forth understanding (Reyes and Zaram a,
1998). Learning is the process by which we embody these distinctions in
our actions (ibid.). U nderstanding and learning in the epistem ology o f m y
research are not about taking in new facts but “h io w in g how to go on"
(W ittgenstein, 1999; par. 254), that is, know ing how to relate to our
situation or circum stances at that time (Riikonen and M adan Sm ith, 1997).

Thus know ledge

is constructed, negotiated, propelled by a project, and perpetuated
for as long as it enables its creators to organise their reality in a
viable fashion (Larochelle and B ednarz, 1998; p. 8)
The m eaning of this for constructivist researching is firstly that there is no
one right way to understand situations; there is no ‘tru th ’ and there will
always be the possibility of other ways of understanding. Secondly because
knowing arises and evolves in the unfolding of experiencing, the design of
the research will always be em ergent in the processes of engagem ent, as the
researcher and others involved attend to feelings of puzzlem ent and revise
their actions.

2.3 Summary of epistem ologlcal claims and ethicality
C onstructivism is an alternative to an objectivist (or traditional)
epistem ology. The differences between objectivist and constructivist

(Pert, 1999; p. 140).
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epistem ologies, as I have discussed them in the epistem ologlcal claim s, are
sum m arised in T able 2-2.
Table 2-2: A comparison of object! vist and constructivist
epistemologies, based on Fisher (' 991) p. 15

Objectivist Epistemology of
‘discoverers’

Constructivist Epistemology of
‘inventors’

Reality exists “out there”
independently of the observer, to
be discovered

Realities are constructed or invented
as experience = the relationships
between the observer and the
observed

A ‘scientific’ or propositional way of
knowing is privileged in discovering
truths; logical processes are how
we come to new understanding

Multiple ways of knowing are
recognised as ways of coming to
satisfactory explanations; imagination
is the way we come to new
understandings

Knowing is a process of matching
our internal conceptualisations and
categories to an external reality

Knowing is an on-going process of
making distinctions and interpreting
present events from within the
observer’s interpretative framework.

Thinking is a disembodied process;
the mind is separate from the body

Knowing is an embodied process

Meaning resides externally in
symbols and combinations of
symbols

Meaning is constructed both internally
and socially as processes of
interpretation

Causality is linear. That is, under
specifiable conditions, if X occurs
and Y follows, then X may be said
to be the cause of Y

Recursivity: each element in a
relationship provides conditions of
operation for other elements in the
relationship

The differences between objectivist and constructivist epistem ologies are
captured in von F o erster’s pair of “in principle undecidable" questions,
“Am I apart from the universe", or “Am I pa rt o f the universe". Those who
decide they are apart from the universe see them selves as discoverers of an
independent world “whose regularities, rules and custom s we may
eventually discover". Those who decide they are part o f the universe see
them selves as inventors, “participants o f a conspiracy, whose customs,
rules, and regulations we are now inventing" (von Foerster, 1990).
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Von F oerster goes on to tell of his continual feeling of surprise at the chasm
separating the two different worlds of discoverers and inventors that can be
created by m aking this choice, but that the two can live together “as long as
the discoverers discover inventors and inventors invent d isco verers".

A constructivist inquiry is a second order inquiry, that is it is not ju st
concerned w ith ‘w hat is observed’, or invented, but with ‘observing the
observer’. Second order positions do not re p la c e /irsT order positions, they
are com plem entary (von Foerster, 1990, A tkinson and H eath, 1990).
H ow ever a constructivist epistem ology has consequences for how we think
o f fir s t order understanding. Including the observer in that w hich is
observed necessitates giving up the idea o f certainty, and the possibility o f
finding an absolute truth.

In Claim 9 I referred to responsibility and the ‘creation o f p o ssib ilities’ as
im plied by this claim and I am now going to explore the ethical
im plications of my epistem ology further. B utt (2000) argues that

‘

A constructivist ethics allows us to use w hatever pow er and
argument we can draw on to make our points. H ow ever it
em phasises that they are our points, and not G od’s or scien ce’s. 29
This is both disturbing and liberating. Any m oral judgem ent becom es open
to question (Rorty, 1982). But as von Foerster w rites, “autonom y m eans
responsibility!” (von Foerster, 1993, quoted in B ardm ann, 1996). As the
researcher it is my responsibility to inquire into the contexts and
connections of the ethical judgem ents I make and to be attentive to use of
self (Rodwell, 1998). In a m etaphor resonant w ith H acking’s ‘u n m a sk in g ”,
Fuller (1998) identifies the role of the constructivist in raising blind spots
I do not think that the recognition o f ethical and moral construing as contingent
necessarily precludes people identifying their ethical b elie fs as Christian, for ex a m p le.
H o w ever, as Jeffrey Stout, the philosopher o f theolog y, pointed out: ""You c a n 't s o m e h o w
leap o u t o f culture a n d h isto ry a lto g e th e r a n d g a ze d ir e c t ly at the M o r a l L aw , u s in g it as
a s t a n d a r d f o r j u d g e m e n t o f the ju s tific a tio n o f truth o r m o r a l p r o p o s i t i o n s ... a n y m o r e
than y o u can g a ze into the m in d o f God" (Stout, 1988 p. 23)
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- revealing the silencing o f alternative voices in establishing paradigm s, and
the rew riting of history. In this inquiry “the situation at hand becom es
m uch more textured" (V arela, 1999).

C onstructivism could seem to entail solipsism , that is that only I exist,
everything else is the product of my im agination, and therefore ethics and
responsibility are m eaningless concepts. As von Foerster points out.

The key distinction here is that the usual interpretation o f experience
is com pletely reversed. R ather than my experience being a
consequence o f som ething outside, i.e., the w orld, the w orld is
postulated as a consequence of m y experience (Von F o erster’s w ords
in Segal, 1986 p. 147).
He argues, how ever, that this provides additional choices. We can choose to
reject solipsism , and we can choose to see ourselves sim ilar to other people.
Ethics arises from these choices. By choosing to see ourselves sim ilar to
other people we construct a communal reality. In seeing people as sim ilar to
ourselves we have to attribute to them at least the same capacities as
ourselves, in term s of their capacity for self-reflection, for responsibility for
them selves and choice. Since, as autopoietic systems, we cannot change
each other, ethicality involves acting so as to increase their and our choices.
This requires attention to the constraints and invitations in our construing.

As autopoietic systems, other people cannot be held responsible for causing
change in us (although they can constrain our possibilities). Thus we are
responsible for our constructions of our own and of others m eanings.
“A cting responsibly towards [for example] a child entails doing one's best
to fig u re out the child's m eaning and acting in relation to the ch ild 's
m eaning" (Fisher, 1991; p. 93). Thus being ethical is being responsive, or
‘respons-able’ (M cClintock and Ison, 1994b).
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There is no one ‘tru e ’ w ay o f know ing a situation. The m eaning of
experiences is brought forth in conversations. It is not possible to know
w ith certainty what w ill count as ethical actions in situations beforehand.
Thus codes of ethics are useful heuristics but cannot determ ine w hat w ill be
ethical in all encounters betw een people; each encounter w ill b e unique.

Ethical practising within a constructivist epistem ology involves:

•

Acting so as to increase the num ber of possibilities for m y self and other
people.

•

Taking responsibility for m y constructions, and being respons-able to
alternative constructions.
G ranting to others the abilities I claim for yourself: “to observe, to

•

construct, to live with others and observe their wo/i7.y”(K rippendorff,
1999; p. 141).
•

Regarding codes of ethics as resources for making ethical choices rather
than prescriptions for ethical actions.

2.4

Conclusion

In the introductory section to this chapter I identified five epistem ological
questions for my inquiry in relation to the prelim inary thesis questions. I
have responded to four - the last one ‘how can organisations be said to
know and is this different from how people know ’ will be introduced in
C hapter 3 and addressed in Chapter 8.

The outputs of my inquiry in this chapter are that:

(i)

M etaphors, stories and pictures are evidence of know ing in term s of
em bodim ent, im agination and presentational knowing.
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(ii)

O ther form s of know ing, for exam ple know ing how (to do
som ething), and bodily feelings and practice w isdom are valid ways
of know ing too and should be put alongside ‘know ing th a t’ or
propositional know ledge.

(iii)

In relation to the thesis questions, children’s know ing is different
from adults in term s of their em bodim ent (size and speed o f physical
changes) and ‘domains o f experience’.

I am not seeking to be objective, or to discover som ething, or for my
research to match reality. H ow ever, I am seeking to be trustw orthy in my
relationships with other people and in terms o f showing how I arrived at the
conclusions of my researching. I w ant to be fair in my appreciation of, and
respect for, other p eo p le’s view points as I interpret them in my thesis. I
aim to be authentic in offering invitations which reflect rigour and
thoughtfulness in my inquiry. As I indicated in C hapter 1, the developm ent
of my understanding of what it is to be ethical in my researching follow ed
from the epistem ology.

2.4.1

Implications for researching with and practising
with

I sum m arise below the im plications of my epistem ology claim s for
participatory practising and constructivist researching, as I have identified
them in my inquiry in this chapter.

R e se a rc h in g with an d p ra c tisin g with o th e rs involves

•

recognising that in conversations with others, researchers and
practitioners offer them possibilities and constraints, and practising so
as to m inim ise the constraints and increase the possibilities for their
participation;
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attending to taken-for-granted theorising, especially in how these
construct the experiencing o f others, for exam ple children and young
people;
recognising others’ experiencing o f their environm ents and of other
people m ay be different from the researcher/practitioner in respect o f
their embodiment;
questioning the researcher/practitioner’s judgem ents o f linguistic or
intellectual competence;
being aware of and m anaging differences betw een the researcher/
practitioner and participants;
attending to forms of know ing, for exam ple know ing how and know ing
from and empathy as well as propositional knowing;
using m ultiple ways of 1anguaging/com m unicating.

Constructivist researching involves:
recognising the researcher’s processes o f distinction m aking;
recognising that the contexts of research are not givens but
constructions;
revealing the researcher's sense m aking structures in com m unicating
with others;
attending to the researcher’s feelings and other ways of know ing;
recognising that research is an em bodied experience and not ju st
cognitive; attending to em bodim ent in conversations and other
engagem ents with people;
creating opportunities for im agination for h erself and others - and
recognising this as a way of knowing;
attending to how her language constitutes others in her researching;
inviting others to join in different ways of languaging and
com m unicating;
observing ethics of responsibility and the creation o f conditions for
change - possibilities;
attending to ‘not knowing how to go o n ’, puzzles, paradoxes and
dilemmas as opportunities for further conversations or reflection or
distinction-m aking.
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An im plication o f epistem ology Claim 1 was th at researchers need to
explore their own pre-constructions in their researching. This is therefore
w hat I discuss next in the thesis.

I indicated in this chapter some of the im portant aspects o f m etaphor,
specifically the process of m etaphor as categorising, and m etaphors as
underlying structures in theories. I also claim ed m etaphor as a w ay o f
know ing. In C hapter 4 I explore what I mean by ‘appreciating m etap h o r’
and how this could lead to illum ination and enhancem ent of practising.
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Chapter 3 An inquiry into the impiications of
seif-aware research
3.1 Introduction: self-awareness and the importance of self-awareness in
researching_________
3:75
3.1.1

H o w I went about the inquiry_____________

3:78

3.2 Sub-strand inquiry into ‘Who am I?’: roles, feelings and
remembering______________________________________________ 3:81
3.3 Sub-strand inquiry into working and living with children and young
people_______________
3:86
3.4 Sub-strand inquiry into managing and practising in organisations 3:93
3.5 Sub-strand inquiry into the CASE studentship as a participative
experience_______________________________________________ 3:101
3.6 Conclusions: the implications of self-aware researching for
‘researching with’ and my research__________________________ 3:104

3.1 Introduction: self-awareness and the im portance of
self-awareness in researching
The second question in my thesis, and the focus of the second inquiry
strand is ‘what are the im plications o f self-aw are research for p articipatory
research, or ‘researching w ith ’ other people’. In this chapter I inquire into
the baggage of personal experiencing and professional belonging and
discourses which I brought with me to the research.

In C hapter 2 I showed how the epistem ology of my thesis forced an inquiry
into my histories and traditions. By ‘traditions’ I mean the intellectual and
conceptual background with which I interpret and act, and in which I draw
upon a particular vocabulary and set of m etaphors to make sense of my
experiencing. In Hacking's (1995) term, these make up the “description
spaces" - the categorial and conceptual resources that are available to me in
m aking distinctions and which affect what I pay attention to. By ‘h isto rie s’
I mean those personal experiences which constitute my sense of self and
w hich make up the em otional baggage and predispositions with w hich I
came to the research. These histories and traditions shaped how I engaged
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w ith the research, the judgem ents and choices I made and the decisions I
took in the other inquiries. A lthough I have m ade a distinction betw een
traditions and histories, I found these im possible to disentangle in giving a
coherent account but I sum m arise w hat they are and the im plications for my
research at the end o f this chapter.

There are risks for a researcher w riting about herself. The personalised
first-person account “can leave the reader w ith the drama o f the research
experience but w ithout the m ethodological substance" (Y oung and Lee,
1996), quoted in de Laine, 2000). The researcher could be seen as having a
“covert agenda" of softening up the critical reader (G ould, 2000). W orse, it
can seem like self-indulgence (de Laine, 2000, A lvesson and Skolderberg,
2000, Hertz, 1997). This is im plied in descriptions of research w ritten in
the first person as ‘confessional tales’ (Van M aanen, 1988). As part of m y
inquiry I wanted to understand “how [em otion] does enter" research
(Steier, 1991b; p. 179), but in w riting about my feelings as a researcher in
the thesis. I was w orried that the reader would be bored. I often felt
uncom fortable, ‘out of p lace’, and vulnerable in the m essiness in my
inquiry in this chapter (Bell, 1998). However, as well as my inquiry into
self-aw are researching being required by the epistem ology there are three
further argum ents for self-aware researching which are connected with the
practising of research.

Firstly, as Scheurich argues, the researcher brings to research conversations
“a plethora o f baggage" - conscious and unconscious, including related
research, epistem ological leanings, institutional and funding im peratives,
social positionality and so on. This baggage “in the guise o f the interview er
interacts with an interviewee, who o f course brings her/his own baggage to
the interaction" (p. 74). However, in the writing up of the ‘interview ’,
rather than reflect the am biguity of the interaction, the researcher fills the
“openness at the heart" with their own interpretive baggage, im posing
constructions and categories and theories. The first way that Scheurich
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proposes for reconceptualising research ‘interview ing’ in order to “refuse
this fa ls e order" is to highlight the baggage we bring to research.

Secondly, my inquiry in this chapter is also an inquiry into the connections
betw een self-aw areness and ethical practising. In C hapter 2, C laim 8 , 1
referred to how our concepts of ourselves and others are constructed in
language. T aylor (1991) em phasises that the self is em bodied and that ‘s e l f
h a m oral ascription :

... hum ans devise, or accept, or have thrust upon them descriptions o f
them selves, and these descriptions help to m ake them w hat they are. ...
These self-descriptions include m oral or ethical self-characterisations,
that is, descriptions that situate us relative to some goods, or standards
of excellences, or obligations that we cannot ju st repudiate. A hum an
being exists inescapably in a space o f ethical questions; he or she
cannot escape assessing him self or h erself in relation to some standards
(ibid. p. 305)
For M ason (1997), moral awareness is self-aw areness directed to
“graspling] the m oral possibilities o f the roles I hold" w hich I can learn to
do with the help of exemplars and friends, for exam ple. M oral aw areness is
sensitivity to the affordances of our m oral environm ents - the practices,
institutions, settings, roles, traditions of the group in which we live and in
whose contexts our identity is constituted - for m oral actions. Thus “7
learn, if I am perspicacious, the ways in which my own flo u rish in g is
connected wnth the flourishing o f others" (ibid. p. 243). S elf-aw areness can
both reveal the researcher’s ethical sensitivities and develop these further.

Thirdly, as I wrote in Chapter 1, I was concerned that in w riting the thesis
the reader should be able to ‘follow in m y footsteps’, so this ch ap ter is an
inquiry into where I started. An account of the author is also entailed in
terms of how the perspectives of other people could be recognised in my
thesis. How can the reader hear the voices of those others involved in m y
researching w ithout being able to differentiate my voice?
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3.1.1

How I went about the inquiry

In the first m onth of my researching I drew a picture representing m y life as
a pathw ay and showing the events and choices I had m ade as bends and
forks in the pathw ay (Figure 3-1). The question ‘W ho am I? ’ as R icoeur
(1992) points out is inescapably bound up w ith ‘w h at?’, ‘how ?’ and ‘w hy?’
because of the construction of self in language as a ‘som e th in g ’ and the
know ing of self through em bodim ent in actions. The construction o f ‘life
pathw ays’ was a technique I had used in social work practice with
individuals and fam ilies to help them identify and connect the turning
points in their lives in term s o f the decisions they had made.

In this picture I wanted to show some academ ic and practice credentials,
and that my ‘description spaces’ included philosophy, social work and
com m unity work practice and m anagem ent theory in local authorities and
voluntary agencies, and training and teaching. My histories include a rural
fam ily background, being m arried, and a parent and som etim es struggling
to fit hom e and work together.

From my picture, for my first m eeting with people from TCS I prepared a
short curriculum vitae which included some of the epiphanies^^, choices and
difficult tim es as well as achievem ents and traditions. In the terms w hich I
introduce in Claim 9 of C hapter 2, my CV indicated both rough and smooth
patches in the quality of the flow of my structural coupling (Fell and
R ussell, 1999). Later in the research I used storyboards and rich pictures^^
to capture my experiences and feelings. These pictures were also a way of
inviting conversations and showing my interpretations to other people. In
this chapter I focus on how they can help develop self-aw areness.

I am u sin g the term ‘e p i p h a n y ’ as d e s c r ib e d by D e n z in (1992). E p ip h a n ie s are the s o r t
o f ‘critica l i n c id e n t s ’ w hich ""rupture r o u t i n e s a n d l i v e s a n d p r o v o k e r a d i c a l r e d e f i n i t i o n s
o f self. In m o m e n t s o f e p i p h a n y , p e o p l e r e d e f i n e t h e m s e l v e s .
to t u r n i n g - p o i n t e x p e r i e n c e s ... ” (ibid. p. 27).

S tory b o a r d s and rich p ic tures are d e s c r ib e d in C h a p te r 5.
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To explore m y ‘baggage’ I “move into a reflexive relationship w ith m y se lf'
(A rm son, 1998).

I articulate some of the ‘m e’s ’ w riting the thesis. Judi

M arshall describes “living life as in q u iry” as m eaning “a range o f beliefs,
strategies, and w ays o f behaving w hich encourage me to treat little as fixed,
finished, c le a r-c u t” (M arshall, 1999; p. 156). L iving life as inquiry involves
“seeking to m aintain curiosity" and “hold[ing] open the boundary betw een
reseaj'ch and m y life generally" (ibid. p. 157, 160). I reflected on w hat in
the original research proposal, and in my research experiencing triggered
my enthusiasm and my curiosity. Enthusiasm or curiosity are necessary to
engender energy for sustaining long term com m itm ent, and also indicate
predispositions and prejudgem ents, or ways o f seeing situations. I also
reflected on those aspects I was inclined to give less attention to, and the
m eaning of this for the direction o f my researching.

As well as conversations with my academic supervisors I explored m y
understandings from researching with a ‘critical frien d ’ (CF). This was
som eone who had been instrum ental in the original research proposal but
who was no longer working for TCS. Kem ber et al. (1997) identify 12
m etaphors for the role of a ‘critical friend’ in research. Those w hich I
consider m ost apply to C F’s role are rapport builder in term s o f our
relationship, p ro ject design consultant in relation to my interventions in
TCS, m irror for my reflections on TCS, and match m aker in his help in
choosing people to contact. M ost usefully to me though was that he was
always som eone with whom I could have conversations. Even when he
w asn’t there he provided another perspective; I could ask m yself, ‘W hat
w ould CF say?’

W riting about experiencing is a means of inquiry (C landinin and C onnelly,
1998, Holly, 1989). I wrote different drafts of the stories in this chapter and
shared some of them with other people in the stories. Some of the feedback
changed my perspective, for example with regard to the judgem ents I m ade
about my ch ild ren ’s feelings. From other feedback I refocused my w riting
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on m y research; ‘holding the boundaries o pen’ w ith my life generally m eant
that there was m ore data available to m e in m y inquiry in this chapter than
in the rest o f the thesis. In order to lim it m y inquiry and to help keep the
focus I have separated out four m ini-inquiries into self-aw areness w hich
capture different sets o f im plications. These concern:

(i)

Finding a voice in a w elter o f roles and ways of know ing

(ii)

My initial reluctance to include children and young people in the
research

(iii)

D istinguishing m anaging and practising in organisations

(iv)

The CASE studentship as a participative experience;

3.2

Sub-strand inquiry into ‘Who am I? ’: roles, feelings
and remembering

Two of the most difficult things for me in w riting up the thesis w ere w riting
in the first person and getting the first person voice rig h t. Epston and
W hite (1992) make the point that behind idea o f ‘au th o r’ understood as
‘having a voice’ is some functioning o f pow er - the pow er to be heard or to
be read, to influence others and so on. This is why ‘voice’ is such a
pow erful and pervasive m etaphor of participation, as I discuss in C hapter 7.
In other w riting I have done for public reading I have always been hidden
behind a ‘professional’ role of objectivity, or behind academ ic w riting
conventions (Alvesson and Skolderberg, 2000). As a novice first person
researcher I slip past the second person into the third w ithout noticing.
W riting about students becom ing researchers in the academ ic com m unity,
Schratz and W alker (1995) suggest that this may be like the struggle of
adolescents who have to assert their independence of their fam ily in order
to becom e individuals. I have particularly struggled to find a coherent voice
in my research.
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M y ‘first-p erso n ’ struggle is partly to do w ith how I construct w hat it is to
be a w om an and w hat is a scholarly te x t

G illigan (1990) describes how

adolescent girls m eet “the w all o f w estern culture". They begin to realise
that ‘being a good w om an’ in this society m eans becom ing selfless.

They

m ust renounce the clear sense o f self developed by the age of 11 and 12,
because to continue to assert the self w ill label them as selfish. I do not
have a sense that m y experience in adolescence reflects this loss o f self. I
do rem em ber the deep unhappiness of feeling out of place in body as a
fourteen year old girl and the unfairness o f arbitrary adult decisions about
w hat I could do. I saw my choice of studying philosophy at London
U niversity as an act of resistance to being drawn into a teaching career, an
act of independence in choosing what I wanted to study and an escape from
county town life. The irony of then becom ing a social w orker - the other
career alongside nursing, of “w om anly s e lf sacrifice and obligation"
(Bowden, 1997) in the 1960s and 70s, did not strike m e at the time.

W hen I studied to be a social w orker in the 1970s, at first in G lasgow and
then in B irm ingham , social work training was largely unregulated. The
course in G lasgow included a large elem ent of psychodynam ic theory, and
sociology connected to social action, with no attem pt at synthesis. The
B irm ingham course two years later espoused systems theory, but the
teaching was based on the theoretical preferences of individual lecturers.
There was no attem pt at theoretical coherence (Jones, 1996). C oherence
was obtained ‘on the jo b ’, with a ‘pick and m ix ’ approach to theoretical
tools. I learned that many very diverse theories ‘w orked’ in practice, if
applied with conviction and energy. I always most enjoyed in practising
social work the opportunity to inquire into peo p le’s stories about their lives;
I specialised in w hat were then called ‘problem fam ilies’ because they had
the most com plicated lives of all. In my later social work jobs this becam e
refined as child protection, family centre work and work with lone parents.
A lot of this was difficult to manage em otionally and physically. The
quality of supervision I received and team support varied from job to job.
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Finem an (1993) argues that som e professional w orkers, for exam ple doctors
and social w orkers have been “in effect p a id fo r their skill in em otion
m anagem ent‘s in their w ork and in their role they are expected to exude
benign detachm ent. B eing non-judgem ental and not becom ing (over)
involved are social work virtues that m ake it difficult to w rite in the first
person.

My struggle to find a voice in my current research also relates to the
plurality o f roles I see m yself in. A consequence o f seeing the research er as
in the researching, rather than standing above it, and recognising ‘s e l f as
dialogically constructed is that m any researcher selves becom e apparent. In
different situations I have worn different hats, for exam ple those o f a
student, an (ex) social worker, a researcher, an interview er, a friend, ‘an
adult’, as well as being elsew here, a m other, a wife, a daughter, a lectu rer, a
neighbour, a close friend, a colleague, a partner and so on. In exploring
‘who am F the idea of roles is a useful starting point. Role theory
(Goffman, 1959, D ahrendorf, 1973, H artley, 1999) is helpful in thinking
about these ‘h a ts’ as negotiated with other people, and as a way o f talking "
about the problem s when they are seen differently by different people, and
when there is conflict between the roles that one individual holds. W e say
to people, for example when they are w ondering how to ‘p resen t’
them selves in an im portant interview , “Be y o u rse lf’, as if this w ere a m atter
of choice and well-defined.

At home perhaps I am ‘m yself’, in m eetings with my supervisors I am ‘the
m ature postgraduate student’, in conversations with m anagers I was the
‘respectful, but probing researcher’, in activities with children I was ... This
is where I think the idea of roles stops being helpful. I would like to think
in the activities I have done with children in the research that I was ‘being
m y s e lf, as well as ‘being a researcher’ and ‘not being a teacher’. This is
despite my perception that how I behaved towards the children and young
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people in the research activities and how I evaluated th eir behaviour was
different from how this m ight be with children at hom e or elsew here.

How I experience a situation w ith other people, and the role I see m y self
having are bound up together. R oles construct experiences and experiences
constitute roles. In this research I did two activity sessions with children in
a school with a TCS project w orker as a co-researcher in each session^^.
These activities are described in C hapter 7. At the beginning o f the
sessions we tried to introduce ourselves to the children, to the teacher and,
in the first session, to a parent helping out, by our first names. W e did this
on purpose to show we were not there as teachers. H ow ever, especially
with the Year 3 group it was m uch easier for them to call us ‘m iss’. W e
noted that the class teacher had some hesitation in introducing us especially me - to the class by our first names.

It was really difficult not

to behave in the classroom like a teacher. We had in front of us the m odel
of the class teacher, who used various strategies to m aintain his ‘o rd er’. I
say ‘his order’ because he saw and responded to behaviour that I did not
notice at all, or did not see as ‘out o f order’ in the activities that we were
doing with the class. This is not a reflection on his skill as a teacher but an
observation on the differences in how people ‘see’ and respond to situations
{58/notes}.

Feelings act like flags and signposts and paint boxes in rem em bering. Not
everything can be recorded for re-reading in research, and it is the
associated em otions that bring experiences vividly to m ind. For exam ple,
on one of my field work visits in TCS I was sitting in the office kitchen,
w aiting for NC to finish a telephone call. On the notice board were
arranged tidily an up-to-date set of health and safety notices. O ffice notice
boards in my experience usually need pruning and tidying. In the

B y ‘co -r ese a rch ’ I mean that these se ssio n s w ere planned, set up, and carried out w ith
TCS p roject workers, and that we talked the sessio n over afterwards. But I took the lead
in in stigatin g the a ctivities, and g iv in g feedb ack . There is t e n s i o n in co n cep tu a lisin g this
as co-in q u iry, as C osta (1997) notes.
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conversation I m entioned the tidy notice board, and discovered that
organisational health and safety issues were N C ’s special responsibility
{54/notes}. The m inor pleasure of this connection brings m uch of the rest
o f the conversation to mind, as well as some other conversations around
notice boards, and understandings about how jo b s are constructed, and
certain qualities becom e associated with people.

The interplay of feelings and images and rem em bering is not alw ays
helpful. T.S. E lio t’s lines,
“I am moved by fancies that are curled
Around these im ages and cling”
{Preludes IV, lines 48 and 49)
rem ind me of my journey betw een C hildren’s Society projects in South
W ales and Som erset, which transported me to the holiday journeys o f m y
childhood, travelling under Clifton suspension bridge, fighting and singing
with my sister in the back of the Ford Consul betw een H ereford and
Paignton. The cloud of nostalgia in which I arrived at the p roject got in the
way o f my listening and observing, and it is still the journey that is m ore
vivid than the project visit.

There were other powerful rem inders to me of my attachm ent to places and
how many of the sites of TCS work that I visited in my researching were
connected with my histories. I sent postcards to my father from L iverpool
w here he had been a student; I revisited the house in Hull w here we lived
w hen the children were born. Two of the m ost vivid experiences in my
researching knotted together emotions and place. The first was being taken
for a car ride around Newcastle to see housing estates where w hole streets
of houses disappeared overnight along with p eo p le’s sense o f belonging and
com m unity. This was so like what I felt about G lasgow in the 1970s that
my sadness was how little some things have changed. It brought back m y
feeling about m oving from the north east of England to the south east in the
1980s - somewhere down the M l we crossed into a different w orld. The
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second vivid experience was to share the solar eclipse o f 11 A ugust 1999
w ith people from a TCS project and a field o f cows in the countryside o f
southern England. The taken-for-granted cam araderie rem inded m e o f what
I m ost m issed in m y research.

In my inquiry in this section I have ju st touched on som e of the ‘selv es’
brought out in my researching. That there are m any selves is im plied in the
epistem ology o f m y thesis. The constitution o f a researcher's identity as
having stable boundaries implies a reality independent o f the know er (Lai,
1996). This raises the question of identifying the research er’s voice.
Jopling (1997) proposes a ‘self of selves’. I propose this as a useful
m etaphor for the researcher as author.

I have brought out the unsettling effects o f experiencing that problem atised
my attem pts to be consistent in the quality o f my attention to other p eo p le’s
stories. The unsettling effects relate to the quality and quantity of
connections that I am open to in my experiencing. From my social work
traditions I am predisposed to attending to other p eo p le’s experiencing and
feelings, but not to recognising how these are woven in w ith my own
experiencing.

The next two ‘m ini-inquiries’ take this understanding

further in relation to issues specific to my researching.

3.3 Sub-strand inquiry into working and living with
children and young people
My next ‘m ini-inquiry’ into the im plications of self-aw are research
concerns researching with children and young people. I verified with my
academ ic supervisors that the research would not involve interview ing
children and young people before I accepted the CASE studentship.
H ow ever the TCS CASE partners required that I be police checked and
clearly expected children and young people to be involved. I changed my
view about researching with children and young people in the course o f our
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conversations, but I needed to inquire into m y initial apprehension. The
inputs of this ‘m ini-inquiry’ are aspects o f m y social w ork practice, but
m ainly my im m ediate experiences as a parent.

Social w ork w ith children and young people was som ething I had ‘drawm a
line under’, in the transition from being a social w ork practitioner to being
a trainer in a work organisation, and then a lecturer in higher education.
Seeing oneself as som ething particular is also not seeing oneself as
som ething else. Few people who move from a social w ork or youth w ork
practitioner role to a m anaging or teaching position return to practice.
There is a sense of ‘having m oved o n ’. In the way we talk about w ork
organisation structures, the m ove from practice to m anagem ent is ‘u p ’, in
both status and salary, at least in social services organisations. In fact, I no
longer had confidence-to-practice. This was partly that my know ledge o f
the context and rules of practice had becom e obsolete, and some skills
atrophied through lack of use. But it was also that I did not have
confidence that I w ould choose to do what was right, especially in
interactions with children and young people.

W riting about being a parent is still difficult for me, because it involves
returning to painful experiences when I have felt m ost a failure. In the last
four years my two children have grown from late teens to early tw enties.
One is working and the other studying abroad. I love both o f them very
much and unreservedly, and am very proud of them, enjoy their com pany
and miss them im m ensely. However I found being a parent of children
through the transition to adulthood a difficult experience.

Kaufman (1997) chooses ‘m othering’ as a m etaphor of em bodim ent, for
Living in Love - or living in a domain of unconditional acceptance. H er
aim is to reclaim ‘m othering’ from its interpretation as ‘sm othering’ in
adult relationships. She relates this to Hum berto M aturana’s definition o f
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love as: "the dom ain o f those behaviours through w hich the other arises as
a legitim ate other in coexistence w ith o n e se lf' (M aturana, 1988).

M othering is a m anner of living. It is not about giving to or doing for
another. It is an em otional fram ew ork that includes both the se lf and
other. It is living in a place o f openness, and, by virtue o f your m anner
of living, issuing an invitation to others to m eet you there. It is a place
of non-judgem ent. It is a place o f absolute safety. It is a w illingness, a
desire, to accept others at face value. It does not urge you to agree or
disagree w ith som eone else's w ay o f life or to "fix" what is w rong.
((K aufm an, 1997))
In her explication K aufm an m isses w hat for me is a crucial point in the
entailm ent of the m etaphor of ‘m o t h e r i n g T h a t is, it is not ju st th e re . It
has to be em braced and w orked on, and is hard work. There is alw ays the
struggle not to absorb others in oneself.

Just before my son’s difficult birth I gave up social work practice for five
years to look after him and subsequently his sister. This was an easy
decision: rem oving other people’s babies, even when convinced this was the
only way to ensure their safety, was very difficult for a pregnant w om an. I
was strongly influenced by my own experience of being parented and
patterns of parenting in my extended family and my partner’s. Looking
after two children under two years o f age - who were my children - was
hard work.

Being constantly with children was like wearing a pair of shoes that
were expensive and too small. She couldn’t bear to throw them out,
but they gave her blisters (B ainbridge, 1991; Ch. 4).
Advice from others about problem s - not feeding, not sleeping, biting,
tantrum s - was often contradictory.

M emories of the advice I had given

and judgem ents made about others’ parenting in my professional role were
at best em barrassing, and for a time I considered changing career. H ow ever
when I eventually returned to work - in preventive social w ork w ith

This is o f course also a g e n d e r e d term.
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fam ilies in a voluntary agency, I think to start w ith I was less to leran t of
other paren ts’ practice because somehow I had m anaged to do this.

The theories of action em bedded in parenting are no less heterogeneous,
culturally determ ined and often contradictory than those in other w ays o f
relating and being with other people. W hile espousing the in d iv id u ality o f
m y children - their de facto right to be different from their fath er and m e I also felt and thought o f them as extensions o f me - a sort o f ontological
extension of self.

The intim acy o f physical contact - cuddling, dressing -

is reinforced through social practices. These include, for exam ple being
referred to as ‘m other’ rather than by name, receiving Child B enefit,
w aiting at the school gate, having their names added to my passport. All
plans and decisions about future actions - what groceries to buy, w hether to
return to work - take account of the children.

There is a real sense in which children are not ‘o th er’ to their m others;
the boundaries between self and other, m other and child, child and
m other, frequently seem to dissolve in the activities of p ro tectin g and
nurturing (Bowden, 1997; p. 30).
W hatever our children do and feel reflects somehow on their father and me.

How we respond to other people is often determ ined by place. In my
p aren ts’ home I am always a daughter, to be nurtured. W hen my children
are away from home, or we are together som ewhere else, then it is m uch
easier for me to recognise them as independent, autonom ous beings. At
home, we still fall into patterns of protection, and resistance to p ro tectio n ,
o f responsibility and irresponsibility, almost as if they had never been
away.

I do not suggest this is how the relationships betw een children and th eir
parents, and other adults, ought to be. This is how w hat being a p aren t o f
young children seems to me now, looking back, understanding how it w as.
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I am seeing it through the cultural and situational perspectives, the w esternw orld nuclear fam ily, the geographical distance from the extended fam ily,
expectations of self-as-parent from own experience o f being parented and
from observation of other fam ilies and from know ledge o f theories of child
developm ent, kinship. Seeing children as extensions o f oneself is often
uncom fortable. C hangeling m yths - the fractious ungrateful goblin child
swapped for the real obedient and loving child, offer escape and expression
of am bivalence for parents in the same way that adoption myths - everyday
m oody parents swapped for the true noble ones, offer these to their
children.

W ithin this m etaphor of child-as-parent-extension, grow ing up is also a
tearing away, from refusing to hold hands to choosing to go on holiday with
friends rather than parents. Som etim es this feels anguished and other times
an enjoyable release. W hat was m ost painful when the children w ere
betw een fourteen and eighteen was not the anxiety about what they were
doing - were they at school, taking drugs, not looking when they crossed the
road etc.

W hat felt m ost difficult was not to be able any more to m ake

things better and easier, knowing that they would be som etim es unhappy
and disappointed and despairing and tired. W hat felt alm ost worse was to
know, with wearying anticipation that even when everything was fine, we
would be shouting at each other and slam m ing doors and not speaking.

In C hapter 2 (Claim 9) I wrote of the possibility of ‘co-constructions’ and
com m onalities. K rippendorff (1996) suggests that rather than em pirical
constructs these com m onalities are logical or technological constructs that
we are ‘tem pted’ to make in our dialogical involvem ent with other people.
He claim s that ''assertions o f com m onalities can be associated with the
exertion o f pow er and with efforts to control dialogical processes'". Thus
the rhetorical question ‘don’t we all agree on th a t? ’, or the statem ent ‘of
course, we all speak the same language’ and references to shared fam ily
values, are assertions of com m onalities.
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Com m onalities are always constructed by som eone who values such
com m onalities w ith the expectation that Others accept th eir conception
and live w ithin its e n ta ilm e n t... The authoritative assertion of
com m onalities, w hile contestable in principle, can easily silence
divergent voices and becom e oppressive (ibid. p. 319).
A way of understanding w hat was happening in my relating to my children
was that the com m onalities that I had constructed, em bodied and asserted
w ere being contested as m y children found their own ‘v o ices’. As a social
w orker I found it particularly difficult to w ork w ith young w om en. In many
respects their experiences were very sim ilar to m ine at their age, but in
others com pletely different, and I would make m istakes. F or exam ple, w ith
one young woman my attem pts at em pathy about physical changes w ere met
w ith total incom prehension. H ow ever we achieved a startling but
tem porary rapprochem ent when we w ent out for a meal at a roadside café
together.

I would som etim es make the same m istakes w ith m y children, so

that they sometimes felt like strangers.

The growing up and away from their parents of young people is a frequent
them e in folk tales and fiction and television drama. I suggest that my
experiences led to me being hesitant about doing research w ith children and
young people. This was because of the residual bruising effects and
feelings of failure and lest 1 make the same sort of m istakes in assum ptions
about them.

An im plication for my researching from this ‘m ini-inquiry’ was that I was
more sensitised to the assertion of com m onalities in my researching w ith
children and young people, although sometimes this only cam e out in my
reflecting. For example, at the beginning of the research activity sessions I
conducted in schools I asked the children what they thought research w as. I
had w ritten beforehand individually to almost all the adults I talked w ith
about what I was doing, and this question served the same sort of purpose.
All the children’s answers were that it was about finding som ething out. It
was the right sort of question to introduce the session as som ething
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different, and find out other p eo p le’s expectations. B ut I also see it now as
a didactic, back-to-the-classroom question, depending on the follow up to
the response.

There is a difference betw een 'th a t’s r ig h f (w hich I think I

said), and 'yes, th a t’s w hat I think to o ’. M y aw areness o f this difference
was triggered by a presentation by a researcher com paring teachers and
planners w orking w ith children on their ideas for tow n planning. He
expressed this difference as that the teachers were interested in changing
the children, and the planners were interested in ch ild ren ’s ideas for
changing the town. This difference encapsulated for me the difference
betw een ethics as adhering to codes of practice and the ethical principles I
set out in C hapter 2, w hich are not about changing people but creating
possibilities.

The research with children was ‘sharp edge’ learning for m e in other ways.
Firstly, most of this work took place at the end of the fieldw ork period. I
was more at home in the research and with the methods I was using than in
the early m eetings with m anagers. I was com fortable w ith being a
researcher. I was starting to know what I was looking for. I was confident
and so able to be more flexible, and see more possibilities. In recognising
my own uncertainties I planned these activities, and ‘rehearsed them in my
h ead ’ much more carefully than most of the conversations and project
visits. I seized on the opportunity to use different m edia and to be visual. I
have alw ays seen m yself as a frustrated artist since I was told I had to drop
Art for ‘more academic subjects’ at school.
\

M ost im portantly, in all the sessions with children and young people I had a
co-researcher from TCS. I knew these people beforehand, and in m ost cases
had engaged them in the planning of the sessions. The real value o f this in
my learning was not only the com panionship and the benefit to me of their
experience, but that in my reflection on my experience afterw ards I had my
construction of their different perspectives to draw on.
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3.4 Sub-strand Inquiry into managing and practising in
organisations
B efore I started the research I knew o f TCS w ithout know ing it. In the
1970s I had some professional contact w ith TCS concerning adoption and
fostering. In the early 1980s I worked for B arnados at a tim e w hen that
organisation and TCS w ere m aking sim ilar shifts from running ch ild ren ’s
hom es and nurseries to working with children and fam ilies in the
com m unity. In the 1990s I experienced the changing relationships betw een
the statutory sector - social care, housing and health, and voluntary
agencies, as services moved into the ‘co n tract’ culture. From supervising
and teaching students on practice placem ents in m any different agencies, I
saw practice in the statutory sector becom e m ore circum scribed by
legislation, regulation, budgetary controls and the language of com petence
and accounting. But innovatory practice aimed at changing processes
w hich m arginalised groups including children and young people, was going
on in many voluntary organisations, including TCS. However, despite
teaching social work in a building a stone’s throw away from one o f T C S ’s
regional offices, when I started the research I had little idea of w hat TCS
actually did.

W hen I started w riting about The C hildren’s Society as an organisation, I
w ondered how people came to make sense of such an organisation. I
w ondered what they brought from their previous experience that helped
them to do this, and how is it that we come to have the sort of organisations
we do. Rhodes frames this question as "how is it we come to ‘k n o w ’ about
organisational life?" (Rhodes, 2000). At a conference in Hull in 1999^"^,
one of the speakers, M erryn Hutchings^^, who was doing research into how
children make sense of what ‘w ork’ is, said that younger children she had
interview ed only identified an activity as work if they could see real m oney

‘S ites o f learning: An International C onference on C h ild h o o d ’, 14-16 S ep tem b er 1 9 9 9 ,
Centre for the Social Study o f C hildhood, U n iv ersity o f H ull
" From the Sch ool o f E ducation, U niversity o f North London
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changing hands. So w hat the teacher did was not ‘w ork’. She also pointed
out the sim ilarity betw een head-teachers’ room s and C hief E x ecu tiv es’
offices. There is also a resem blance in the structure of the relationship
betw een teachers and children, and betw een m anagers and w orkers.

W hereas parenting is rich with em otion, w ork organisations have o ften been
w ritten about as em otion free zones, places o f "much head work, b u t little
o f the heart" (Finem an, 1993). Some more recent texts argue that em otions
are now accepted as an im portant factor w ithin organisations (B olton, 2000,
G abriel, 1998b, Finem an, 1997). H ow ever the tone of m ost conventional
texts on m anagem ent and organisations is usually dispassionate, and
em otions reified as things to be w orked on - ‘em otional labour’, m anaged,
regulated and accounted for (Bolton, 2000, Putnam , 1993). "W hen
em otions are incorporated into organisations they are treated as
coim nodities" (ibid. p. 43].

If I think of a work organisation I have a picture in my mind of a large
building, part Greek temple^^ som ew hat resem bling my school building and
Aston Tow n Hall where I had my first perm anent social work job.

I

interpret H utchings' work as suggesting the im portance of attending to such
im ages and their sources. My image of an organisation made it easy for me
to see some aspects of TCS, for exam ple, the pillar-like structure o f the five
divisions, the D irectors as capitals of the columns, capped by the
entablature of Society M anagem ent team and Council. A ppreciating
‘surprises’ about TCS, such as the geographical spread and the tensions
betw een local com m unity and Society alliances needs other images and
m etaphors.

G reek tem ples, as Handy (1985) points out are insecure when the ground
shakes. In the late 1980s the small voluntary agency for which I was
w orking as a practitioner had its funding drastically reduced. This was
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foreseen but not planned for and I changed jobs to w ork as a training officer
in a local authority. A t the same time I was studying for an M BA, and
observing the distress of fellow students from industry as their com panies
closed down. A year later the local authority proposed to ‘hive o f f some
human resource functions. For my M BA research project I investigated and
designed a m arketing strategy, identifying potential ‘custom ers’ if training
and personnel had to becom e self-financing. B ut nobody knew w hat was
happening. There w ere tearful and angry staff m eetings. E ventually, in
what I see now as a political coup, those of us involved in post-qualifying
social w ork training w ere transferred to the local university and everyone
else stayed until the next reorganisation.

For the first three years at the U niversity we continued to provide the same
training under contract to the LA and took on an increasing am ount o f
teaching and tutoring. W e helped to develop a new university departm ent,
and became involved in research and the developm ent o f good teaching
practice. During the fourth year serious financial problem s came to light in
the university. M isjudgem ents had been made in financial controls and
forecasting. Rum our filled in the inform ation gaps. We waited at hom e for
the telephone call on a Saturday m orning in April. Two o f those m ade
redundant were colleagues I especially respected for their learning, th eir
teaching skills, and their research, and had worked with closely. There
were more tearful and angry meetings. Those of us who were left were
threatened with disciplinary action for w riting in support o f our colleagues.
Union representation was ineffectual and the appeal process drawn out and
unsuccessful.

Although this experience precipitated my decision to look for other
em ploym ent and eventually apply for the CASE studentship, I continued to
do some occasional teaching at the university.

But I no longer trusted the

university with my work. And as Seth (1999) w rites, "an egg m ay not be
36

This is also just l i k e ' s picture o f the role culture in a bureaucracy (p. 190)
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unboiled nor trust resealed". It was in D en zin ’s term s, an illum inative
m om ent in w hich the underlying structure o f the relationship betw een me
and the university as em ployer w ere revealed (Denzin, 1992). It was also a
relived m om ent, an event that I cam e to define in consequential term s.

W ithin the constructivist epistem ology explored in C hapter 2 , 1 now see
that w hat was revealed was a gap betw een the u niversity’s and my
epistem ologies o f practice (W eil, 1998). Schon (1995a) argues that

institutional ... [theories of know ledge] need not be consciously
espoused by individuals (although they may be), for they are built
into institutional structures and practices (p. 27).
W hat I thought of as knowing, fox exam ple, good teaching, was not, or no
longer, legitim ated by the university.

This experience - of colleagues being made redundant - is almost
com m onplace and can be argued for in term s of econom ic necessity that are
generally accepted. It could be one m ore of many case studies, for exam ple
those researched by C utcher-G erschenfeld et al. who conclude that
econom ic shocks often lead m anagem ent to make unilateral decisions
"which disturb the spirit o f co-operation" (C utcher-G erschenfeld et al.,
1991 in H eller et al., 1998).

I was rem inded of the experience of the university redundancies several
tim es during my research with TCS, as people in TCS w ere threatened with
and made redundant. It was a connection between us, one of those m om ents
of ‘know ing from (social situations)’ I describe in Chapter 2. In two
particular conversations we discussed sim ilar experiences as a breakdow n
of trust {42/notes; 53/tape).

This way of thinking about it had w ider

resonances. I was pointed to R ichard S ennett’s article criticising the
governm ent’s failure to trust the public sector to regulate itself (Sennett,
2000). Parton argues that
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audit in a range o f different forms has com e to replace the trust once
accorded top professionals both by their clients ... and the
authorities w hich em ploy, legitim ate and constitute them (Parton,
1996; p. 112; see also Power, 1994).
As w ork becom es m ore closely supervised and specified, the less people
trust each other - because close supervision is interpreted as suspicion, and
trust engenders trust - in ‘m anagem ent-speak’ (exem plified in C reed and
M iles, (1996) 'the opportunity cost o f controls leads to tru st d e fic if).

I understand trust as that which helps us to go on in our relationships w ith
others in conditions of uncertainty. By this I mean:

(i)

Trust is to do with relationships betw een people, not betw een people
and objects (Baler, 1994).

(II)

Trust concerns positive expectations about other p eo p le’s actions In
the future.

(III)

Trust Is an em otion, although It Is often theorised as purely
cognitive.

(Iv)

W here we can predict or know with certainty then we do not talk of
trusting.

(v)

Some mutual knowledge Is necessary for trust; w here we can only
hope we cannot trust.

(vl)

Trust Is an Initial condition (the glue), and an em ergent property (the
lubricant), and can be sustained through participation betw een
children and adults.

(vll)

“Trust has to do with what we can do together w ithout doubting
reality” (M aturana and von Foerster, 2000), thus trust betw een
people may Involve recognising the legitim acy o f different
epistem ologies.
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T rust, as I claim in C hapter 7, is seen as an ingredient o f participation, and
as a boundary creating a safe space in w hich participation can take place.

A question that arises is how it makes sense for me to talk o f ‘tru stin g ’ an
organisation. C zarniaw ska (1997) defines w ork organisations as "nets o f
collective actions". She argues that the im age o f the w ork organisation as
‘super p erso n ’ is pervasive but often overlooked. She suggests that w ithin
this m etaphor the organisation is seen as a single pow erful voice, em bodied
in a leader - chief executive, vice-chancellor - or in a consensual
collective, against a background theory that tells us "how organisations
learn, unlearn, produce strategies, and do all the things individuals usually
do". Seeing a university, or any other work organisation, as a super-person
m akes sense of this feeling of betrayal or disappointm ent.

I find her

m etaphor persuasive, because the organisation - the netw ork of
relationships- that we have first experience of is our own body, and the
bodies of others. The m etaphor of organisation as person makes sense o f
the intense sadness I felt when people were made redundant or projects
closed in TCS or there were financial difficulties. It was as if som eone I
knew were ill or had lost part of them selves. The m etaphor also offers a
response to an epistem ological question I asked in C hapter 2 - how can a
w ork organisation be understood to know?

A question that I brought with me to the research is.

W hy is it that practitioners working with others in anti-oppressive and
em ancipatory ways so often talk about their own m anagem ent as
oppressive and disabling?
This question drew on my own disenchantm ent with m anagem ent and the
opaqueness of m anagem ent decisions. In a conference paper w ritten in the
first year of my research with TCS (Helme, 1999) I claim ed that this
question resonated with the experience of others, and this has been
confirm ed in conversations. I also claim ed that it was an im portant
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question for organisations like TCS, seeking to include in their own
governance structures those with whom they w ere working. I proposed that
considering different explanatory descriptions and th eir em bedded
m etaphors was helpful in inquiring into the question. I offered stories w ith
em bedded m etaphors of:

•

Feelings as contagions to be passed on from service users to
practitioners to m anagers. Thus M oylan, 1994 argues that,

by know ing about ways in which the institution can becom e
“infected” by the difficulties and defences o f their particular client
group, staff are m ore likely to be aware when this is happening”
(ibid. p. 59, my em phasis).
Practitioners m ay have a predisposition to ‘in fectio n ’ in the form of
"unresolved issues fro m our past" (Zagier R oberts, 1994). And
‘supervision’ is in part a ‘disinfection’ process.

•

Feelings as projections of the situations o f service users.

•

Feelings as m irrors in which practitioners’ feelings reflect those of
service users;

•

Feelings as pulls in opposite directions - betw een "the regulating o f an
appropriate emotional distance" and "helping" (Evans and Kearney
1997 p. 68). In her critique of "rights ta lk ”. Smith (1997) argues that:
the ascendancy of rights talk has gained m om entum w ithin a context
of practice which has come to owe less to the social and em otional
content of a caring relationship than in does to the formal
requirem ents of regulations, m easuring and m onitoring the externally
observable contours of perform ance (p. 45).

•

Feelings as pressurised containers- in which the pressure/anger com es
from observing the effects of inequalities (Leonard, 1997), and the
container/trap is the perceived inability to do anything about it in
Foucauldian supervisory structures, bureaucratic organisations, and
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professional conservatism (Foucault, 1977). Thus O ldham (1991)
argues that,

the clam our for children's rights is ... partly a cri de coeur from
w orkers in bureaucratic organisations seeking some redress from the
alienating consequences of the restrictive and half-understood
com plexities of their w ork with children (p. 48).
As I read these now , I see my organisational self struggling in the stories. I
note that they are w ritten from the perspective o f practitioners and that the
distinction betw een m anagers and practitioners runs through my discussion
in this chapter and into the rich pictures I drew in my researching. This
distinction and my valuing of practising above m anaging w ere sedim ented
rather than challenged when I studied for a M asters degree in B usiness
A dm inistration. It has been more difficult - and involved m ore learning for
me - to be responsible in my researching w ith m anagers than with
practitioners.

M ichelle Fine uses two m etaphors to describe the self and other (people) in
research. One is that self and other are "knottily entangled" (Fine, 1998).
Her other m etaphor is “self- (hyphen) other” , and she exhorts researchers to
"probe the hyphen" through critical conversations. W riters about ‘the
other’ in research are usually referring to people who are m arginalised or
‘unvoiced’, for example poor people, people of different ethnicity and
culture from dom inant groups in society, and children and young people
(K incheloe and M cLaren, 1998, Rodw ell, 1998, Alderson, 1995, R eason,
1994). An output of the m ini-inquiry in this section is that ‘hyphen p ro b in g ’
is ju st as im portant for the validity and m eaning of this research when
‘others’ are seen as powerful and independent.

Being a researcher of an organisation of w hich I was not an em ployee was
having different ranges of power and pow erlessness from being a
practitioner or a m anager. A lthough I m et and talked with m ost o f the
senior m anagers in TCS, and become fam iliar with headquarters, getting
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hold o f everyday inform ation, such as internal new sletters or reports, the
sort o f paperw ork w ith w hich people com plain they are overw helm ed, was
m uch m ore difficult. People were w elcom ing, but I som etim es had to wait,
and then som e conversations were too short to explore ‘o ff m essag e’ issues.
"Interview ees are people w ith considerable po ten tia l fo r sabotaging the
attem pt to research them" (Oakley, 1981). M y seeing senior m anagers - all
but one of them men - as different from m yself led to me being less
assertive and to spend m ore time in the conversation in constructing
com m onalities. In C hapter 2 Claim 4 I argue that m eanings are brought
forth in contexts to which we had also given m eaning. The difference
betw een m y conversations with m anagers and the research w ith children
and young people was that I did not attend to my construing o f the contexts
of my conversation with managers; these took place early on in the
research. However, as I discussed in the previous section I had reflected in
some detail on the m eaning for me of research with children and young
people.

3.5 Sub-strand inquiry into the CASE studentship as a
participative experience
In C hapter 1 I referred to the setting up of the CASE studentship
partnership, and in C hapter 6 I outline the m echanisms by w hich this was
managed, including the drawing up of the CASE studentship agreem ent. In
this section I inquire into my awareness as a research student o f the CASE
partnership as a participative experience. The partnership was em bodied in
my researching but also in a series of m eetings most of w hich took p lace at
the OU betw een TCS partners, the research supervisors and m yself, and
which are the focus of my inquiry. The partnership was reified in the
research proposals, the research agreem ent and reports on the research.

CASE studentship research starts life w ithout the student so is not ‘o w n ed ’
at the start by the student (Harris et al., 2000). M arcus describes how
people consciously and unconsciously use their home to express
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them selves. People, objects and places com e and go in our lives and we
selectively pay attention and invest them w ith em otion, "in the process o f
becom ing who we truly are" (M arcus, 1995). Objects and places are sets
and props that we select "to display im ages o f ourselves and to learn by
reflection o f the environm ent around us" (ibid. p. 11). The key is
personalisation of space. It took m e the first year to think of the research as
m ine because so m uch was unfam iliar. I note now that it was m etaphor both exploring theory and using m etaphors - that helped me both m ove in
and take off.

There was no specific guidance about how the partnership betw een TCS and
the OU should be m anaged or w hat sort o f relationship this should be (Bell
and Read, 1998). D octoral CASE students are on the peripheries and
m argins of several com m unities o f practice, including the research
com m unity they are hoping to jo in , the university com m unity and the CASE
partner organisation. One o f the reasons I continued to do some teaching
was that this was a com m unity of practice in which I had a footing.

W enger (1998) argues that we define our identities through both the
practices we engage in and by practices we do not engage in.

Our identities are constituted not only by what we are but what we
are n o t... our identities are shaped by com binations of participation
and non-participation (ibid. p. 164).
He distinguishes between peripherality, in which there is a trajectory of
joining the com m unity of practice, for exam ple the peripherality of students
in the research com m unity, and m arginality, in which the trajectory is
always to the outside. W enger gives as an example how hard it is to be
grown-up participants in our own fam ilies of birth (ibid. p. 166). This
distinction betw een peripherality and m arginality is helpful to me in m aking
sense of my relationship with the OU and with TCS, and my aw areness now
of some m issed opportunities. M y experiencing of being peripheral to TCS
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was in the activities I did w ith children and young people and in presenting
and facilitating discussion in TCS conferences.

A m etaphor that I thought captured w hat the TCS CASE partners and other
people in TCS offered in the research conversations was some “hospitable
space” for learning. I borrow ed this term from M yers (1997) w ho w rites
that self-confident spirituality is unlikely to develop in a child unless
"parents and teachers provide a hospitable space". This is interpreted as
"com passionate concern" by Hay and Nye (1998), also w riting about
children’s spirituality. I understand hospitable space as offering com fort
and safety.

R obert Stake writes that "qualitative researchers are guests in the p riva te
spaces o f the world. Their m anners should be good and their code o f ethics
strict" (Stake, 1998; p. 103). Being a guest is a form o f m arginal
participation. In constituting the relationship offered by TCS partners as
hospitality I was also constituting m yself as a guest in TCS. H ospitality can
be withdrawn for bad behaviour. I saw it as in my best interest that our
CASE partnership meetings should be friendly and supportive. A way of
doing this was to focus on the processes of my researching rather than
potential outcomes. D ifferences which I knew of betw een individual CA SE
partners were not discussed in these m eetings, neither did we talk about the
impacts of changes of the people involved which to me were very
significant. This is not to say the meetings were ‘em otion fre e ’. In a
particular meeting one of the TCS CASE partners expressed the pain of
being under notice of redundancy and having to continue to plan and carry
out work. At other times people were passionate about children and young
people’s participation and rights. But it seemed to me that the em otions
were about things going on outside the CASE meetings.
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3.6 Conclusions: the Implications of seif-aw are
researching for ‘researching w ith ’ and my research
M y inquiry into m y traditions and histories - ‘self-aw areness’ - identified
the follow ing im plications for ‘researching w ith ’ other p eo p le’:

•

The identity of the researcher is constituted in researching
conversations; thus there can be many researcher ‘selv es’, as w ell as the
different ‘selv es’ or roles that the people carry w ith them from their
different contexts, and different ways o f know ing. This means
judgem ents have to made in the w riting up about w hat ‘v o ice’ to w rite
in.

•

Self-aw are inquiry leads to openness to learning from other people;
being aw are of my own apprehensions about researching with children
and young people I was open to invitations from others to act
differently.

•

Self-aw are inquiry includes investigation o f ideas that may be useful in
participative researching, for example, characterising trust, and the idea
o f ‘im posing com m onalities’.

•

Self-aw are inquiry involves attending to the m eaning of the contexts of
conversations for the researcher as well as the contexts them selves.

The im plications of my inquiries for my own researching are that I was
predisposed to attend to:

•

epistem ological inquiry from my study of philosophy;
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•

the ethicality of practice, from my later experiencing o f teaching and
debating social work;

•

stories, as how people express their relationships with each other, and
their responses to questions about their histories and experiencing;

•

specific discourses and m etaphors, for exam ple I think of problem s as
challenges rather than things to be solved, as a technician m ight.
Control m ay be a problem for me rather than an objective. I would speak
of filling gaps rather than bridging them, and o f planning rather than
designing. I w ould be more likely to use and attend to m etaphors w hich
are organic rather than statistical or m echanical.

•

the situatedness o f experiencing.

I also suggest that although social work is about dealing w ith feelings, the
requirem ent of ‘detachm ent’ constrained my w riting in the first person.
From m y bias tow ards practice it has been more difficult - and involved
m ore learning for me - to be responsible in m y researching w ith m anagers
than w ith practitioners.
These outputs are taken forward into Inquiry Strand 3, w hich starts o ff in
the next chapter.
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Chapter 4 Inquiry Into how metaphor can help In
researching understandings of participation:
developing a theory of metaphor
4.1 Introduction to the inquiry_________________________________ 4:106
4 .1 .1

A pp reciatin g the q u alities o f m etaphors in m y r e se a r c h _________________4 :1 0 8

4.2 Theories of metaphor_____________________________________ 4:112
4 .2 .1
4 .2 .2
4 .2 .3
4 .2 .4

D efin itio n s o f m etaphor as a w ay o f k n o w in g ___________________________ 4:1 1 3
The ro le o f m etaphor in con stru ctin g and fa cilita tin g sen se-m a k in g
and in com m un icatin g w ith other p e o p le _______________________________ 4 :1 1 5
The role o f m etaphor in co n stitu tin g and con strain in g e x p e r ie n c in g
4 :1 1 9
Summary: m etaphor as a w a y o f k n ow in g p a r tic ip a tio n ________________ 4:121

4.3 Identifying and interpretingmetaphors _______________________4:122
4 .3 .1
4 .3 .2
4 .3 .3

L ev els o f m eta p h o rs____________________________________________________ 4:1 2 3
M etaphors as partial and rela tio n a l u n d ersta n d in g s____________________ 4:1 2 4
Summary: m etaphors as a w a y o f understanding
others’ k now ing o f p a r tic ip a tio n _______________________________________4:1 2 7

4.4 Judging metaphors, changingmetaphors and metaphors
as invitations_____________________________________________ 4:128
4 .4 .1
4 .4 .2

Judging m e ta p h o r s_____________________________________________________ 4 :1 2 8
M etaphors as in vitation s and as p a rticip a to ry __________________________ 4 :1 3 0

4.5 Conclusion: summary______________________________________4:133

4.1 Introduction to the inquiry
Inquiry Strand 3 is divided into tw o parts. The first part, w hich is the focus
o f this chapter, is an inquiry into the question:

‘W hat qualities of m etaphor are helpful in thinking about and
researching understandings o f particip atio n ?’

The learning from this inquiry is a coherent theory o f m etaphor that could
be applied in a qualitative research m ethodology that involves different
groups o f people including children and young people. This then becom es
the starting point and building block for inquiry into the second question,
w hich is the focus of Chapter 5:

‘How can these qualities o f m etaphors be used in researching
understandings of participation?’
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The outcom e of inquiry into these two questions is a research m ethodology.
This draws on Inquiry Strands 1 (epistem ologically-aw are research) and 2
(self-aw are-research), and has also been developed and tested in Inquiry
Strand 4, for w hich I proposed the prelim inary question, ‘How can
understanding m etaphors o f participation in TCS help TC S?’ Thus the
m ethodology em erged in the inquiry strands. By em ergence I m ean that
putting different parts together and seeing the patterns in how they connect
can lead to different ways of know ing ‘how to go o n ’ in other contexts.
A nother way of expressing this is that a higher level o f integration - the
m ethodology - em erged from com binations o f different elem ents w orking
together - the epistem ology, self aw areness, theories of m etaphor and
qualitative researching and m y experiencing and em bodim ent of theorising
in the research methods described in C hapter 7. This process is explored in
m ore detail in the next chapter.

M etaphors as a means of inquiry w ere specified in the original proposal for
m y research, with an invitation to take up D avid M cC lintock’s research
w ith m etaphor (M cClintock, 1996, M cC lintock and Ison, 1994a,
M cC lintock and Ison, 1994b). In the inquiry in this chapter I review
theories of m etaphor, and D avid M cC lintock’s research as I see it
connecting w ith m y inquiries.

M y question, ‘W hat qualities o f m etaphor are helpful in thinking about and
researching understandings o f participation?’ is deliberately am biguous
because I w ant the inquiry to be as open as possible in term s o f how
m etaphors m ight be used in Inquiry Strand 4. B ut I am specifically
interested in the qualities o f m etaphors that help people to engage w ith each
other and to express understandings in a way that can be captured and
explored further. Two key questions in my inquiry w hich relate to m y initia]
concerns about m etaphor discussed in C hapter 1 were:
How do we choose the m etaphors we do?
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How do we change the m etaphors we choose?

4.1.1

Appreciating the qualities of metaphors in my
research

A ppreciating the qualities of metaphors^^ and in constituting and
com m unicating our experiences, in ordering and connecting and inspiring
was the starting point for me in the research.

The A ristotelian view that influenced much w riting on m etaphor until the
tw entieth century was that m etaphors w ere ornam ental and im plicitly
com pared two objects (Ortony, 1979). ‘M etaphorical’ was to be
distinguished from ‘lite ra l’, in the way that ‘fan cifu l’ is to be d istinguished
from ‘truthful’. The substitution theory o f m etaphor considers m etaphor to
be a substitute for a set of literal sentences (Noth, 1985). These I consider
characterised my own appreciation o f m etaphor gleaned from E n g lish
classes at school, and perhaps accounts for my initial difficulty in
convincing others of the qualities o f m etaphors in my researching. It is
interesting to note that those philosophers who w ere m ost suspicious o f
m etaphors w ere often those who w ere m ost creative in their use. H obbes
com pares m etaphors to "senseless and am biguous words", but a few pages
later w rites “ ... w hat is the H eart but a Spring; and the N erves, b u t so m any
Strings; and the Joynts, but so many W heels ...’’(Leviathon, quoted in
Fium ara, 1995). N ietzsche, who even though he w rote that m etaphor is an
exam ple of the falsifying nature of language in the face o f experience, u sed
m etaphor freely, for exam ple "G edanken sind die Schatten unsrer
Em pfindungen - im m er dunkler, leerer, einfacher als diese" {Thoughts are

In ‘m etaphor’ I in clu d e sp e c ific types o f m etaphor such as m etonym , sy n e c d o c h e , and
catachresis. W here th ese could be u sefu lly d istin g u ish ed from m etaphor I h a v e p ro v id ed a
d efin ition in the text. In the theory o f m etaphor I d iscu ss I do not in clu d e a n a lo g ie s and
sim ile s - exp ression s usually in the form ‘som eth in g is li ke so m eth in g e ls e ’ . T h is is
b ecau se u nlike m etaphor, sim ile s and a n a lo g ies are gen erally ‘fla g g ed up ’, th e y a sso c ia te
rather than transfer m ean ing and do not b eco m e em bedded in la n gu agin g. A fu ll
d iscu ssio n o f the d ifferen ces is beyond the sco p e o f the th esis - see G lu ck sb erg, S. and
K eysar, B. (1 9 9 3 ).
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the shadow s o f our sensations - alw ays obscurer, em ptier and sim pler than
the latter) (N ietzsche D ie Frohliche W issenschaft No. 179, quoted by
M ooij 1976 p. 124). These exam ples illustrate the pervasiveness and
inescapability of m etaphor use, and suggest that w e use m any and m ixed
m etaphors.

M y initial ideas from the prelim inary literature search concerned how
m etaphors could be elicited and analysed to explore ‘understandings of
particip atio n ’, as they had been used in exploring understandings of
organisations (M organ 1985, M organ, 1997, Palm er and D unford, 1996,
O sw ick and Grant, 1996, Vince, 1996, Kay, 1991), countrysides
(M cC lintock, 1996) and research (Packwood, 1994, M cC lintock, 1996.
M etaphors have been used extensively in research, to conceptualise the
field, to bring out new insights (into teaching and learning), to identify
research problem s, to suggest research strategies, and to explain results (see
M cC lintock, 1996, Table 8.1 p. 197). As Gowin (1981) puts it, "m etaphor is
the hunting horn o f in q u iij".

I started w ith ‘how ’ questions. How can m etaphors help in researching
w ith others? How can m etaphors bring forth understandings? I was
concerned not to use m etaphors as instrum ents in my researching, or to
‘c o lle ct’ m etaphors for the purpose o f categorising and assessing the ‘b e st’
m etaphors for participation. I saw it as inconsistent w ith m y epistem ology
for m e to take an ‘expert’ position on other p eo p le’s practising by
evaluating their m etaphors from their experiencing. B ut I also w anted to
increase the num ber of m etaphors for participation in talk o f practice in
TCS. From my own experiencing o f w orking in organisations I was
suspicious of the "colonisation o f orders o f discourse" (Fairclough, 1992)
in term s of professionalism , standards, ‘best p ractice’ and "languages o f the
m arket p la c e " (Stout, 1988; p. 7). B ut at the same tim e I was reluctant to
m ake judgem ents about these ways of talking about teaching or social w ork
practice for exam ple, as disabling or harm ful p er se. I could see different
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ways of talking about practice as representing different aspects o f practice,
the different perspectives of those involved and the different contexts in
w hich practice is situated.

M etaphors are extraordinarily pow erful.

It is pictures rather than propositions, m etaphors rather than
statem ents which determ ine m ost o f our philosophical convictions.
W ithout the notion of the m ind as m irror, the notion o f know ledge as
accuracy of representation w ould not have suggested itse lf (R orty,
1980; p. 9).
A ristotle thought m etaphorical language inappropriate for slaves

The greatest thing by far is to be a m aster o f m etaphor. It is the one
thing that cannot be learnt; and it is also a sign o f genius (A ristotle,
1985a; par 22, 1459a 5-8)
It is not quite appropriate that fine language should be used by a
slave (A ristotle, 1985b 10-15 p. 2239)
Fium ara (1995) w rites that despite A risto tle’s claim s for m etaphor,
m etaphor as a topic was ignored for centuries. In the last thirty years
theorists have made up for this (Packw ood, 1994, Paprotte and D irven,
1985).

Studying m etaphor can be an overw helm ing experience from the

mass of w ork on m etaphor theory and m etaphor applications (G ibbs, 1999).
The struggles of researchers in getting on top of m etaphors has been w ritten
into fiction:

M aud sat at her desk in Lincoln and copied out a useful p assage o f
Freud for her paper on m etaphor:
'It is only when a person is com pletely in love that the m ain quota of
the libido is transferred on to the object and the object to some
extent takes the place of the ego'.
She wrote: 'of course ego, id and super-ego, indeed the libido itself,
are m etaphorical hypostasisations o f w hat m ust be seen a s’
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She crossed out 'seen' and w rote 'could be felt as'. B oth w ere
m etaphors. She w rote 'could be explained as events in an
undifferentiated body o f experience'.
B ody was a m etaphor. She had w ritten 'experience' tw ice, w hich was
ugly. 'Event' was possibly a m etaphor too.
(B yatt, 1990 Ch. 24 p. 430)
An insig h t of C zarniaw ska (2000) is that "the p o sitive prejudice tow ards
m etaphor" m ay be a cultural trait. The use o f m etaphors in organisations,
for exam ple, originated in A nglo-Saxon and N ordic cultures. The E nglish
and G erm an languages,

have a preference for understatem ent and flat discourse: the
m etaphor appears to be an exotic flow er in the m idst o f an evenly cut
grass law n - frightening, exciting, disgusting, appealing, but always
provoking strong em otions (ibid. p. 1).
M y developing appreciation o f m etaphors was not always fully shared by
those w ith w hom I have had conversations about the research^^. I see my
use of the language o f m etaphor theory before I could draw on exam ples
relating to practice, as a barrier to those com ing into my researching. An
exam ple o f this was in the m eeting betw een CF and me w ith the new
program m e m anager for participation work with children and young people
in TCS to engage him in the research {10}.

I saw reflected in his questions

m y own uncertainty about how an interest in m etaphor from a university
researching perspective would prom ote participation for children and young
people in project practice. There is some irony in m y difficulty in
com m unicating the pow er of m etaphor in the light o f strongly argued claims
that it is m etaphorical language that is used by "flesh and blood hum an
beings w ho use language fo r their passionate hum an purposes"(FmmaiQ.,
1995).

H ow ever what occurred in our discussion was that in negotiating

from our different understandings we generated and referred back to other
m etaphors. These included, for exam ple a m etaphor play-centre; ‘w ays o f

e.g . CF w rote that “ the OU m etaphor/PhD pressure has led to the in tervention p rocess
o f your m eth o d o lo g y b ein g obscured . . . ” {83 e -m a il).
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ta lk in g ’, and m etaphors for this process of negotiation, for exam ple TCS
participation w ork as an ongoing drama in w hich I have entered.

A w ritten (anonym ous) feedback com m ent on my presentation o f som e o f
the stories and m etaphors at a TCS Conference in 1999 was that although
the w riter had talked w ith me several tim es he or she still was not sure w hat
I was doing in m y research. I was aware that each tim e I talked about my
research w ith TCS partners my perspective on m etaphor had changed.
H ow ever, as I could draw on my own stories my attention to m etaphors and
pictures triggered interest. M y invitations to young people and adults to use
pictorial m etaphors in rich pictures ({66}, A ppendix 5, pictures 23 to 26)
led to a request for the same techniques in m y facilitation o f the evaluation
of young people and TCS staff’s jo in t policy m aking {76}. The tw o short
papers that I w rote for a TCS conference in 2000 stem m ed from a request
from practitioners for ideas about using m etaphors in participative w ork
w ith children and young people {DM11, DM 12}. An im plication o f m y
E pistem ology Claim 10 (C hapter 2), was that the design o f co n stru ctiv ist
research w ill always be em ergent in the processes o f engagem ent. A
corollary o f this is that although the research is purposeful, giving a
coherent account of the m ethodology to others at any one m om ent w ill be
problem atic. In my m etaphor of the researcher as bricoleuse, in the process
o f bricolage the final shape of w hat is being constructed m ay not be
apparent to observers.

4.2 Theories of metaphor
In this section I inquire into a theory o f m etaphor in line w ith the
epistem ology o f the thesis, that is as a cognitive process, and w ay o f
know ing that is em bodied and im aginative. In my research co nversations,
although I did not set out to ask for m etaphors o f TCS I was o ffered three
m etaphors of TCS as an organisation. As a ‘by-product’ o f our
conversations I considered these as data for Inquiry Strand 3 in term s o f m y
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learning about how m etaphors are ways o f know ing, and examples to draw
on in my inquiry in this chapter. The m etaphors w ith an outline context
are:
TCS as an orange^^ (offered by som eone from outside TCS from his
experiencing o f w orking w ith TCS) - discussed in our conversation
as im plying segm ented, tough ‘sk in ’ of values o f putting the child
first, spits out the pips.
TCS as an am oeba (offered by a senior m anager as how TCS should
be) - discussed in our conversations as vision and values replicated
in each part, m anagem ent not ‘at the to p ’ but w andering through,
TCS perm eable to its environm ent.
TCS as an iceberg (offered by a senior m anager as how it is from a
Human R esources perspective) - discussed in our conversation as
visible processes and beneath the surface relationships w hich it was
one of the purposes o f HR to reveal.

4.2.1

Definitions of metaphor as a way of knowing

The root m eaning of m etaphor - ‘m eta + p h orein’ - m eans to carry, or to
transfer, thus m etaphor ‘carries’ meaning.

The term m etaphor is used to

refer to a cognitive process and also to the expressing o f the m etaphor
w hich is the outcom e of the process (Gibbs, 1999). R ather than use
cum bersom e term s such as ‘m etaphoricising’ in general I use ‘m etaphor’, or
‘the process of m etaphor’ to refer to the process, and ‘m etaphors’ in
discussion of outcom es. The definition o f a m etaphor in both senses that I
have chosen to use is that it is "understanding and experiencing one thing
in term s o f another" (L akoff and Johnson, 1980). An additional definition
w hich em phasises that m etaphor is a ‘carrying’ process rather than a thing

T o avoid con fu sion , fo llo w in g M cC lin tock, D . (1 9 9 6 ) In S y s te m s D e p a r tm e n tT h e Open
U n iv ersity , M ilton K eyn es. I u se the con ven tion X a s Y for m etaphors, although they are
p roperly jo in ed by the cop u la is.
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is that m etaphor is ''the m eans by which one thing is described in term s o f
som ething else"' (Cam eron and Low, 1999b).

Follow ing L akoff and Johnson (1980, 1999), M i all, (1982), C am eron and
Low (1999b) I consider that m etaphor is properly construed as a cognitive
process rather than ju st a property of language or linguistic usage. These
view s of m etaphor m arks shifts as m uch in theories o f know ledge as in
theories o f m etaphor and so discussion o f m etaphor belongs p rim arily to
epistem ology (Gowin, 1981). This is not to deny the centrality o f
m etaphors in literature and im agination. H ow ever, m etaphors are not ju st
‘n ic e ’ figures o f speech or special to literature but necessary and
inextricably em bedded in understanding and com m unicating (O rtony, 1975,
O rtony, 1979).

M etaphor in L akoff and Johnson's (1980) definition - ‘experiencing a^’ is
not a process o f holding up a m irror to reality. As Fium ara (1995) points
out, reconceptualising m etaphor as a w ay o f reasoning is revolutionary, and
calls for epistem ological awareness. The o bjectivist idea of tru th as
corresponding to (one) reality becom es "just one o f the com ponents o f the
vast problem o f language and rea lity ”. O ur view o f know ledge is extended
to include the sorts of judgem ents we m ake about m etaphors "appropriateness, fertility, utility or h euristic v a lu e ” (ibid. p. 37).
M etaphor opens up the space for m any ways o f know ing.

B ecause m etaphor as process constructs our experiencing, m etaphors have
entailm ents. That is that making the connection in seeing one thing in term s
o f another involves thinking in a certain way, w hich has consequences
(Lakoff and Johnson, 1980).

M etaphors organise their u sers’ perceptions and, when acted upon,
can create the realities experienced. (K rippendorff, 1993; p. 5).
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Thus m etaphor provides a way of know ing how to relate to our situation or
circum stances, or how to go on (Chapter 2, E pistem ology Claim 10). Schon,
(1995b) argues that in m aking sense of a situation that she perceives to be
unique, a practitioner sees it as som ething already fam iliar, so the fam iliar
situation works as a m etaphor for the unique situation.
Seeing this situation as that one, one m ay also do in this situation as
in that one (Schon, 1995b; p. 139).
D ifferent m etaphors have different entailm ents. Each o f the ways of
thinking about TCS in the m etaphors of orange, am oeba and iceberg, if
em bodied in practice, w ould lead to different actions.

4.2.2

The role of metaphor in constructing and
facilitating sense-making and in com municating
with other people

In L akoff and Johnson's (1980) definition, m etaphor is not restricted to
verbal processes. M etaphor involves recognising sim ilarities w ithin and
betw een different dom ains of sensing and experiencing. M etaphor
processes can be expressed in speaking and w riting, and graphically and in
gestures (Seitz, 1998) - for example in telling a story we show the listen er
how we felt by tensing m uscles, or putting our hands over our eyes as if
hiding from som ething dangerous"^°. D ance m ovem ents are m etaphors
(G oodridge, 1999). B arrett and C ooperrider (1990) give an exam ple o f a
group of em ployees visiting another organisation as a m etaphor in term s of
their experiencing the one organisation in term s o f another.

M etaphorical usage appears to play a key role in ch ild ren ’s language
acquisition. ‘O ver-extensions’, for exam ple referring to all four-legged
anim als as cats, are wrong because the child does not know the right word,
but overextensions “ use m etaphoric relations as a pro cess to p rovide new
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term s” (L ittlem ore, 2001, Goatly, 1997). C hildren use verbal m etaphors
from about the age of two (W inner, 1988). If visual and auditory m etaphors
are included then there is evidence that babies can m ake m etaphoric
connections in term s of 'experiencing in term s o f (Jolley, 1995; C am eron,
1999).

The process of m etaphor helps us to m ake sense of our experiencing in
three key ways. Firstly m etaphor provides a way o f m apping new
experiences on to previous sense-m aking. B y bringing out w hat is fam iliar
to us, new experiencing can then be assim ilated through a form o f tran sfer
and this m ay lead to new ways of categorising (C hapter 2, E pistem ology
C laim 3). Secondly, the m apping process is also an organising process;
m etaphor structures know ing by "incorporating com plex or confused
inform ation into an organised w hole” (O rtony 1979).

The third w ay that m etaphor helps us to m ake sense of our experiencing is
that m etaphor provides a categorial structure for sense-m aking, th at is, a
w ay o f structuring categories in term s o f each other. In C hapter 2,
E pistem ology Claim 5 , 1 referred to L ak o ff and Johnson's (1999) p o in t that
our capacity for thought is shaped by our bodies and our bodily
interactions. L akoff and Johnson (1980) argue that m ost o f our conceptual
system is m etaphorical in nature; concepts "we live by” - that define our
everyday realities - are structured and related in term s o f root m etaphors.
They identify two basic m etaphorical concepts that draw on em bodied
experiences. ‘O rientational m etaphors’ arise fro m the fa c t that we have
bodies o f the sort we have and that they fu n ctio n in the w ay that they do in
our p h ysica l environm ent” (ibid. p. 14). Thus we speak o f happiness as
‘u p ’, o f low status, adults as grown ups etc. Fairness and concepts such as
ju stice draw on the embodied experiences o f balance. ‘O ntological
m etaphors’ arise from our experiences o f physical objects and substances.
For exam p le, the person I w as talking w ith in one o f m y research co n v ersa tio n s a b o u t
p articipation in terlock ed his fingers in a gestu re very n o ticea b le to m e and w h ich I
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Thus we speak of abstract concepts as if they w ere entities such as
containers, for exam ple participation as in something, energy as
quantifiable ('h u g e ’), forces as things to be fa ced . L ak o ff and Johnson
could also have added th at we experience our bodies as containers, w hich
WQfill

w ith food, for exam ple.

There is an "em bodied m otivation ” for choosing certain m etaphors to speak
about abstract concepts and experiences (Gibbs, 1999). Thus children do
not need sophisticated linguistic ability or com plex theories to understand
and use m any m etaphors in everyday use; they have their own bodily
experiences to draw on as m uch as adults

A further m otivation for choice o f m etaphors is the desire to com m unicate
w ith other people. Thus people choose to use m etaphors in conventional use
(G ibbs, 1999), as a com m onality, or they opt for specific m etaphors in
term s o f w hat they w ish the m etaphor to convey, or the em otions they
desire to elicit. O rtony (1975) offers three theses concerning choices of
m etaphors in term s o f m etaphor as a ‘to o l’ for com m unication w hich reflect
the three ways in w hich m etaphor helps us make sense o f our experiencing:

1. The inexpressibility thesis is that m etaphors can express w hat cannot be
otherw ise expressed, for exam ple children in developing language skills
m ay refer to all four legged animals as ‘dogs’, m etaphors in new
technology - the ‘w eb ’, ‘com puter m ouse’ etc., and half-articulated
feelings and expressions. A bstract concepts, like an organisation and
participation can only be expressed in m etaphors. The interest in
m etaphor in organisational theory m ay be associated w ith recognition of
organisations as organising processes rather entities.

com m en ted on at the tim e.
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2. The com pactness thesis concerns m etaphor as a w ay o f organising and
expressing large chunks o f inform ation, and m ultiple m eanings
(R icoeur, 1986). M etaphors are the “tip of an iceberg” (Candy, 1994).
V ico w rote of m etaphor as "m iniature m y th s” (Vico, 1744/1999 par.
404, p. 159) in which poets captured understandings o f insensate
objects. The TCS as an orange m etaphor was offered at the end o f a
long conversation and could be understood as a sum m ary o f m uch of
w hat we talked about. The m eaning o f TCS as an am oeba did not ju st
relate to our conversation but the traditions o f m anagem ent theory that I
shared with the m anager w ith whom I was talking'^^

3. The vividness thesis concerns the richness o f detail com m unicated in
m etaphor, because m etaphors draw on lived experiences rath er than
abstraction. M etaphors m ake language m em orable and entertaining.
M etaphors trigger enthusiasm . M io argues m etaphors "carry w ith them
em otional argum ents that m otivate us into action or at least to support
those who use them ”. Tannen w rites o f being "sw ept up by the sound
and rhythm o f language” in participating in sense-m aking. M etaphors
are linguistic forms of B arth es’ ‘punctum ’ (Barthes, 1993), the "sting,
the speck, the cut (that) m akes a photograph significant” (H agedorn,
1994), that sparks enthusiasm and "fires you o ff into orbit” (Cook,
1998).

M y addition to O rtony’s three theses of m etaphors as tools in
com m unicating is the evaluation thesis. That is that m etaphors also express
and convey evaluations of experiences (C arter, 1998; M oon, 1998 in
L ittlem ore, 2001). An example o f this is B ridges' (1991) story o f the
W e had both com p leted an M B A in the p rev io u s 6 years as w e had esta b lish ed during
the in terview . The m etaphor o f an am oeba to d escrib e the structure o f ‘m issio n a ry
o rg a n isa tio n s’ was first used by M intzberg, H. (1 9 7 9 . and then in n um erous other
strategic m anagem ent texts studied on M B A co u rses. Thus u sin g this m etaphor ev o k ed
for m e our shared traditions (eg. o f ‘m a n a g em en t-sp ea k ’). T aking the in terp retation o f
this m etaphor ‘as shared’ I did not inquire into its m ean ing for the speaker other than to
estab lish the d escrip tion as I w rote it earlier in th e chapter.
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difference betw een describing a com pany about to close down as a sinking
ship which, it can be argued, has only negative connotations and on a last
voyage w hich im plies at least a glorious past. Bridges claim s that inviting
em ployees to consider the second m etaphor may im prove staff m orale. This
raises a question about how people respond to m etaphors that I consider in
Section 4.3.

4.2.3

The role of metaphor in constituting and
constraining experiencing

The paradox of m etaphor is that m etaphors can engage w ith their vividity
and expressiveness (O rtony, 1973) and also becom e a "a p erceptual
hegemony, in their foreg ro u n d in g and backgrounding, and ... in their
perceptual m oulding generate reality” (M eisner, 1992). M etaphors
"organise their u s e r ’s perceptions and, when acted upon, can create the
realities experienced” (K rippendorff, 1993 p. 5, italics as original). Thus
"our m etaphors use us as much as we use them ” (Bmbler, 1966 quoted in
D eschler, 1990).

An analogous process is the diagnosis of psychiatric illnesses, w here this is
perceived to confer legitim acy, predictability and confidence w ith regard to
treatm ent rather than as a useful heuristic. H arlene A nderson gives an
exam ple of how diagnosis can exacerbate and oversim plify human problem s
by becom ing the description o f the illness (Gergen et al., 1996). People
becom e "prisoners o f their diagnosis”, and diagnosis 'c lo ts’ sense-m aking
processes (ibid). M etaphors, like diagnoses can becom e reified and
unquestionable (D ebatin, 1997).

(M io (1996) gives the exam ple of ‘trickle down econom ics’, i.e. that w ealth
‘trickles dow n’ through society from the rich to the poor. This was used in
the US by President R eagan in the 1980s to ju stify tax cuts to businesses
and rich individuals and now seems to be assumed as a fact. This uses the
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root m etaphors of ‘w ealth as w ater’, and ‘up as m ore’. M io suggests the
root m etaphor of ‘m oney as m agnet’ gives a different picture and policy.
Thus w hen single, taken-for-granted m etaphors are in use and there are
vested interests in m aintaining them, they can control and dom inate w ays of
acting and in so doing "lose the voice o f m arginalised others” (ibid.)
"Pow er ... involves the ability to impose m etaphors on others” (C ressw ell,
1997 p. 333).

B ecause we ‘u se ’ m etaphors as much as they use us, m etaphors that at first
bring in new ways of seeing things, because of their am biguity can be
reinterpreted into existing discourses. Furbey (1999) argues that this is
w hat has becom e o f the m etaphor ‘urban regeneration’. R egeneration has
pow erful resonances w ith a w ide range of discourses, for exam ple those of
religion and biology, and appeals to diverse constituencies. N evertheless,
Furbey argues, the ‘regeneration’ m etaphor "sustains a restricted and
confused a g en d a ”. A lthough ‘regeneration’ has the potential for
transform ing social policies, it has strong connections w ith in d iv id u alistic
and conservative traditions.

M etaphors can be used to legitim ate social orders (Gergen, 1990). F o r
exam ple a com m on them e of m etaphors used to describe learning and the
acquisition o f know ledge is ‘know ledge as grow th’ ( ‘the idea grew on m e ’,
H offm an et al, 1990). This m etaphor em bodies the notion o f teach er as
gardener, but also im plies that increase in grow th is increase in know ledge,
ju stifying com m ents such as ‘when you are older you w ill u n d e rstan d ’.
L akoff and Johnson present a case that values deeply em bedded in our
culture include ‘up is m ore’ (consider ‘grow n-up’) ‘bigger is b e tte r’ and
‘m ore is b e tte r’ (Lakoff and Johnson 1980 p. 22). These account for the
surprise elem ent in the original presentations o f ‘sm all is b e a u tifu l’ and
‘less is m ore’. These ways of talking position others, for exam ple children
as inferior and reflect constructions and patterns o f pow er relations w hich
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constrain the introduction of new ways o f thinking (C hapter 2,
E pistem ology Claim 8).

4.2.4

Summary: metaphor as a w ay of knowing
participation

In this section I indicated the scope of m etaphor in sense-m aking and
com m unicating. In term s of my question ‘W hat qualities o f m etaphor are
helpful for understanding participation?’, m etaphor as process provides a
way o f structuring experiences like participation, in term s o f other m ore
fundam ental structures, for exam ple in terms o f bodily experiences.
M etaphors as products are the only w ay o f expressing abstract concepts like
participation - all talk about participation w ould be m etaphorical - but
m etaphors operate in a w ay that connects the abstraction w ith p eo p le’s lived
experiences. M etaphors help us to identify w hat it is that w e do experience.
A m etaphor used by Cortazzi and Jin (1999) in their research into the
generation of m etaphors in the context of learning to teach is that m etaphors
are "bridges” to the ‘reality ’ of the professional w orld for student teachers.
The study of these m etaphors is then a bridge for researchers to understand
stu d en t’s learning. Thus m etaphors o f participation could offer bridges to
understanding participation in TC S.

I claim ed that m otives for choices o f m etaphors related to em bodim ent and
the evaluation o f experience in addition to the inexpressibility, com pactness
and vividness of m etaphors in O rtony’s theses. I suggested that the choice
of particular m etaphors related to em bodim ent and the evaluation of
experiencing Thus m etaphors are a way o f evaluating the experience of
participation as well as conveying the com plexity and vividness of
experiencing participation. C ortazzi and Jin (1999) and Cam eron and Low
(1999a) evidence other uses in the specific context o f teaching, for
exam ple, deliberate vagueness and providing a fram ew ork.

Chapter 4:121

A ppreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

M etaphor can create possibilities by bringing into question propositional
ways of know ing. H ow ever specific m etaphors can becom e the only w ay o f
expressing an experience or concept if they are taken as ‘the only re a lity ’.
This m ay happen if:

#

m etaphors are taken as expressing propositional know ledge about
the w orld, or

• m etaphors are im posed by pow erful interests or pow er bases, such
as ‘expert pow er’ and political pow er, or
• other metaphors are disqualified because they are perceived to
represent m arginal interests
• there is no space for the bringing forth of other m etaphors
This is not to say that all m etaphors are equally useful, or inviting or
satisfying.

But if a m etaphor is treated as ‘the reality ’ there is no w ay of

judging its usefulness, or for the generating o f other m etaphors. I said that
‘particip atio n ’ can only be expressed in m etaphors. So one w ay o f fin d in g
out if there are ‘diagnoses’ of participation m ight be to see if there are ways
o f talking about participation which are not thought of as m etaphorical.

In the next section I inquire into ways o f understanding m etaphors as they
are brought forth in conversations, and exploring them.

4.3 Identifying and interpreting metaphors

In the previous section I outlined a general position w ith regard to
m etaphors and participation. In this section I consider some specific issues.
M y thesis is not research into m etaphor, but research with m etaphor. T his
involves pragm atic decisions about som e o f the questions in m etap h o r
theory, for exam ple with regard to live and dead m etaphors, the lev el o f
analysis and identifying m etaphors. H ow ever the focuses of m y in q u iry in
this section are the im plications of my epistem ology for how m etaphors o f
participation brought forth in conversations w ith others can be resp o n d ed
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to, interpreted and explored. I also w anted to inquire into the viability o f
m etaphor in research w ith children since m etaphor use is often associated
w ith linguistic ability. In connection w ith the question in this inquiry strand
I needed to consider how m etaphors can be ‘im proving’.

4.3.1

Levels of metaphors

One o f the im plications o f my discussion in Section 4.2 is that m etaphor
operates at different levels in sense-m aking and can be attended to at
different levels of explanation. The level o f my attention to m etaphor is
w hat C am eron and Low (1999b) refers to as the ‘processing l e v e l ( o r
‘psychological le v e l’ (Kittay, 1987). That is, I am interested in how
m etaphors get processed and expressed in discourse, how p articular
m etaphors com e to be used and understood, and how “encounters w ith
m etaphor lead to conceptual change” (ibid.). Specifically this is about
m etaphor as “language in use, situated within p a rticu la r discourse
contexts” (ibid.). This is a key distinction which I discuss in the next
section.

A nother im plication of my discussion in Section 4.2 is that m etaphor
operates at different levels in language. For exam ple some m etaphors are
em bedded unnoticed in language and some surprise by their vividness.
L iterary theory of metaphors differentiates betw een ‘live m etap h o rs’, that is
those that are experienced and im m ediately recognised as m etaphors such as
TCS is an orange, and ‘dead m etaphors’ w hich are not recognised because
they have entered everyday language, such as TCS is a fo r c e fo r change.

The line of distinction betw een the live and the dead is a shifting
one, the dead being som etim es liable, under the stim ulus o f an
affinity or a repulsion, to galvanic stirrings indistinguishable from
life (Fowler, 1926; p. 348-90).
Other le v e ls o f exp lan ation o f m etaphor ab ove and b elo w the p ro ce ssin g le v e l are the
theory le v e l (eg. the role o f types o f m etaphor in d iscou rse) and the neural a ctiv ity le v e l
r e sp e c tiv e ly (C am eron and L ow , 1999b ).
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D istinguishing betw een dead and live m etaphors seem ed an unnecessary
com plication to m e since ‘participation’ can only be expressed in m etaphor.
An alternative understanding o f the degree of em bedding o f m etaphor in
language is that this is like “depth in w ater” so that surface m etaphors are
m ore easily recognised (M eisner, 1992).

4.3.2

Metaphors as partial and relational
understandings

A useful distinction w hich I draw on in this discussion is betw een the parts
of m etaphors and the relationship betw een the parts. M etaphors can be
analysed in term s o f the topic - the ‘one th in g ’ in “understanding and
experiencing one thing in term s o f a n o th er”, vehicle - ‘the other th in g ’, and
the grounds or term s in w hich they are being perceived (R ichards,
1936/1979). Thus, in the m etaphor TCS as an orange, TCS is the topic, an
orange is the vehicle, and the segm entation, thick skin etc. the term s in
w hich they are being perceived. M etaphors are p a rtia l understandings in
that they only draw on some of the aspects of the topic and ground, those
that are being judged as sim ilar. These aspects are highlighted, or revealed.
At the same tim e those aspects that are judged as dissim ilar (orange as ju ic y
citrus, TCS as voluntary organisation) are suppressed, or co n cea led
(G oatly, 1997, M cC lintock and Ison, 1994a, M cC lintock and Ison, 1994b,
M cC lintock, 1996). M etaphors w ith the same topic but d ifferent vehicles,
for exam ple TCS as orange, TCS as iceberg can be juxtaposed and explored
in term s o f w hat they reveal and conceal about TCS.

R ecognising and appreciating m etaphor involves having som e know ledge o f
the topic and vehicle: TCS as an orange only w orks if you have som e id ea
of w hat TCS and an orange are. In Section 4.2 I referred to m etaphor
aw areness as a cognitive process from infancy. H ow ever there are
differences betw een children’s and ad u lt’s conceptions o f w hat is and is not
m etaphorical (Cameron, 1999). V osniadou (1987) identifies a lag b etw een
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ch ild ren ’s use of m etaphor and their understanding o f adults’ m etaphors.
R ather than this being related to developm ental im m aturity, or linguistic
incom petence, W inner (1988), W inner and G ardner, (1993) argue that this
has to do with children’s know ledge o f the topic and vehicle. Thus for
exam ple, an explanation for young children’s use and com prehension of
perceptual m etaphors (e.g. ‘the car was th irsty ’) rather than non-perceptual
m etaphors (e.g. ‘the idea was plan ted ’) is their lack o f know ledge o f the
“the internal w orkings o f the w o rld ”

p. 434). The m etaphor, for

exam ple, “the prison guard has becom e a hard rock” is understood as the
guard having strong m uscles not as the guard hardened to feelings (ibid. p.
435). W inner and G ardner (1993) concludes that

m etaphor understanding is constrained by dom ain know ledge [of the
topic and vehicle] and not by any inherent lim its on the kind o f
sim ilarities children can perceive” (p. 442).
Todd (1996) suggests that the differences in m etaphor use betw een adults
and children, and betw een children of different ages should also be seen in
sociolinguistic term s, that is that m etaphors are structured in terms o f
experiential contexts. She cites the research of H ale et al. (1995)
concerning children’s use of the m etaphor conflict as a p la ce w hich is
structured as a way o f distancing them selves from the conflict, in
opposition to the m etaphor of ‘argum ent as w ar’ in w hich positions are
defended and attacked. That understanding m etaphors requires situating
them in the contexts of th eir production is a key issue for m y inquiry
because it links w ith my epistem ology.

T here are two im plications of m y epistem ology for understanding
m etaphors. Firstly, in interpreting m etaphor, for exam ple in terms o f w hat
aspects are being revealed and concealed, and in choosing m etaphors, we
draw on our own traditions and histories. As I indicated in C hapter 3, my
histories and traditions lead me to use certain sets o f m etaphor rather than
others, and to notice some in everyday language that other people w ould
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take for granted. Low (1999) suggests that researching w ith m etaphor
heightens the researcher’s sensitivity to m etaphors, and to ‘seein g ’
m etaphors elsew here that they have already noted. . Thus researching w ith
m etaphor requires self-awareness.

Secondly, in term s of my epistem ology, the m eaning of the m etaphor does
not reside in the m etaphor but is brought forth in conversations. The
interpretation and appreciation o f m etaphors is a collaboration betw een the
interpreters and the m etaphor makers - D avidson (1979) w rites o f this as a
“cycle o f im agination”. M etaphors are dependent on m etaphor-m akers
‘taking-as-shared’ w ith the interpreters a vocabulary, a set o f beliefs and
values “w hich m ust be presupposed i f the use o f m etaphor is to be
attem pted” (Corradi 1997 p. 105). M etaphors are like a “p in g p o n g gam e”
in w hich the ball is always in play (G ow in, 1981). The ‘stretch in ess’ o f
m any m etaphors - that is, their im precision and vagueness invites different
interpretations, and may in fact be chosen because o f this (C andy, 1994).

M etaphor, and the interpretation o f m etaphors, are culturally specific and
culturally determ ined (Packwood 1994). Packw ood gives an exam ple fro m
B eck (1982); ‘the rolling stone gathers no m o ss’ - moss is seen as a bad
thing in N orth A m erica and a good thing in the UK, so as applied to life
style, the m etaphor means different things. L ittlem ore (2001) show s how
uses of m etaphor in university lectures are ‘m isinterpreted’ by overseas
students. Even when m etaphors in different languages appear sim ilar, th e ir
m eaning in every day use can be different (C ortazzi and Jin, 1999).
G estures m ean different things in different cultures.

In his research Eraser (1993) presented novel m etaphors w ithout a context
for interpretation by people from different groups. He concluded th at there
was little evidence of consistency o f in terpretation betw een people o f
sim ilar characteristics, except a general orientation in term s o f p o sitiv e and
negative.
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Cazal and Inns (1998) describe m etaphors as having ‘relatio n al’ qualities in
respect to their specificity . They argue that associations m ade w hen using
m etaphor are socially defined and also individual and idiosyncratic and can
only be understood in relation to the specific context and ‘personal code o f
m eaning’ of the individual. Therefore the researcher cannot accurately
interpret the m eaning of m etaphors used w ithout access to the personal
(unconscious) code of participant. Unless the m etaphor is ‘unpacked’ for
com pact images and associations the m eaning of the m etaphor expression
m ay not be understood. Cazal and Inns w rite that the researcher should also
spend tim e in the p articip an t’s setting to access “situation-context-specific”
language. Sim ilarly Smith and Smith (1983) claim that "before a m etaphor
is added to a context it has an incom plete m eaning".

4.3.3

Summary: metaphors as a way of understanding
others’ knowing of participation

The qualities of m etaphor which help us to m ake sense o f our own
experiencing have entailm ents for interpreting and responding to
m etaphors. Interpreting m etaphors involves attending to the contexts in
w hich the m etaphor is brought forth and the histories and traditions o f those
involved in its interpretation, as well as to the conventions w ithin w hich the
m etaphor is expressed. In terms of my question in this inquiry ‘W hat
qualities of m etaphor are helpful for understanding participation?’,
m etaphors needs to be contextualised in order to be m eaningful in respect
o f other people’s experiences o f participation, and for my exploration o f my
ow n m etaphors.

T here are two contextual dim ensions. One concerns the background against
w hich the m etaphor is brought forth, that is in m y terms the context o f the
conversation. A ttending to the contexts o f m etaphor is also required by
E pistem ology Claim 4, m eanings are generated w ithin a context to which
w e have also given meaning (Chapter 2). The other contextual dim ension
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of m etaphor concerns the personal m eaning o f the m etaphor for the speaker.
Thus I should be ‘self-aw are’ in respect o f m y own m etaphors, but in my
epistem ology it is not possible to know the m eaning attributed by another
person. W hat I aim for is ‘a satisfying explanation’. One of the w ays this
could be achieved is through conversation about the m etaphor. A lthough
this is useful and responsible research practice (Gibbs, 1999) the
interpretations w ill be mine.

I also indicated ways of understanding the difference betw een adults and
children’s m etaphor processes and products. In terms o f offering and
inviting m etaphors, these need to take account o f children’s dom ains o f
experience.

Like adults, in areas where children have experience, they have
w isdom and com petence (B oulding, 1995; p. 153).
This m ay im ply a preference for perceptual rather than non-perceptual
m etaphors. In term s of understanding m etaphors I should appreciate that
children’s contexts and experiencing m eans that our interpretations m ay be
different in unexpected ways.

In the next section I consider criteria for ju dging m etaphors and how
m etaphors are invitations.

4.4 Judging metaphors, changing metaphors and
metaphors as invitations
4.4.1

Judging metaphors

I have stated that m etaphors cannot be ju d g ed in term s of ‘tru th ’. As a
responsible researcher I could not take an expert position in resp ect o f
judging best m etaphors of others. B ecause o f the relational nature o f
m etaphor, identifying ‘best m etaphors’ for participation would not
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necessarily apply outside the context in which they w ere generated. B ut I
do w ant to come to some conclusions in Inquiry Strand 4: How can
understanding m etaphors of participation in TCS help TCS?

M cC lintock (1996) proposed three judgem ents that clarify how m etaphors
can add to understandings:

enabling or appropriate metaphors: “Do the m etaphors enhance an

•

ability to act in a certain context? Do the m etaphors give rise to new
understandings in a certain context?”

• ■ disabling metaphors: “Do the m etaphors “reveal and conceal
understandings and actions that are destructive or harm ful in a particular
context”

alternative m etaphors: Are there m etaphors “th at are not being used in

•

a certain context at a particular time, but may trigger different
understandings if they are used or explored” ? (ibid. p. 84 ff.)

W hat I ju d g e as enabling in one context m ight be disabling in another^^^. I
assum e that all m etaphors are useful in some contexts. From this I propose
an alternative criteria of usefulness and constraint:

Useful m etaphors: how are these clusters o f m etaphors useful in w hich
contexts? By usefulness I m ean how do these m etaphor clusters help
m ake sense o f participation in these contexts and engage people w ith
participation.

M c C lin to c k (1 9 9 6 ) p oints to this in d iscu ssio n o f m etaphors as d isa b lin g for w hom (p.

86y
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•

C onstraining m etaphors: how do these clusters o f m etaphors constrain
new possibilities for acting and choosing in other contexts?

From these questions I propose a further judgem ent of:

•

A ttra cto r metaphors: are there taken for granted m etaphors, that draw on
pow erful influences and have becom e established as ‘th e ’ way of
talking, or a ‘discourse’ from which other m etaphors draw their
m eaning 44o?

In this chapter I argued that firstly in everyday language we use m any
m etaphors and this adds to the richness o f conversations and dialogue, and
secondly that single m etaphors constrain by becom ing ‘the w ay things a re ’.
Thus I propose that the last judgem ent is that of:

•

D ifferent com binations of m etaphors: w hat com bination o f m etaphors
trigger different understandings and create p o ssib ilities f o r new w ays o f
acting?

This involves a further judgem ent, that o f ‘v iab ility ’ in term s o f m etaphors
fitting together and considerations o f ways in w hich people m ay be invited
t o ‘ch an g e th e m e ta p h o rs th ey choose’.

4.4.2

Metaphors as invitations and as participatory

In this section I review w hat I have said about m etaphor in order to see how
using m etaphors offers invitations to other people to participate in som e
way, that is how m etaphor itself is ‘participatory’. This discussion is
predicated on the understanding that m etaphors offer a general invitation to

I am not u sin g the term a tt r a c t o r as it is used in co m p lex ity theory, but to in d ica te that
th ese m etaphors are a tt r a c t iv e and p eo p le draw on th ese m etaphors in th eir in terp reting o f
alternative m etaphors.
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see ‘a s - if (Debatin, 1997) and th at m etaphors are recognised as such, that
is that there is m ore than one m etaphor ‘in p la y ’.

M etaphors are w ritten about as instrum entally transform ative, that is that
proposing a different m etaphor by itself creates new understanding. Gowin
(1981) argues that breaking the hold o f thought controlling m etaphors is
ju st a m atter of inventing others. H ow ever as B arrett and C ooperrider
(1990), M organ (1985) show this is not ju st a m atter o f proposing a new
m etaphor. There needs, for exam ple to be experiencing w ith it.

Schon (1979) proposed the idea o f generative m etaphor in w hich new
understandings are generated in the relationship betw een topic and vehicle.
B ecause m etaphors are experiencing one thing in term s of another, they
carry over perspectives from one dom ain to another (Schon, 1979, Schon,
1995b). G enerative m etaphors result from seeing som ething already
fam iliar as som ething else that is also fam iliar but “so different that it
w ould ordinarily p ass as a m istake to describe one as the other” (Schon,
1995b; p. 185). G enerative m etaphors invite new ways o f structuring
experiences, but taking up the invitation requires a lo t of energy and
enthusiasm since it is not im m ediately apparent w hat the connections are.

A second argum ent concerning creativity draws on the paradoxical nature o f
metaphor:

the paradox consists in the fact there is no other w ay to do ju stice to
the notion of m etaphorical truth than to include the critical incision
of the (literal) ‘is n o t’ w ithin the ontological vehem ence o f the
(m etaphorical) ‘is ’ (Ricoeur, 1986; p. 255).
A w ay o f understanding this is that m etaphors com bine m utually exclusive
m eanings (Apter, 1982). The m etaphor TCS as an orange combines at the
sam e tim e TCS is an orange (in respect of these revealed shared properties)
and TCS is not an orange (in respect o f these concealed different
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properties). A pter argues that m etaphors are types o f cognitive synergy in
w hich the

new effect produced by the conjunction o f m utually exclusive
m eanings is experiential, and can be described as increased vividness
associated w ith enhanced arousal (A pter, 1982, m y italics).
Thus m etaphors can trigger em otional responses, and increased interest
because synergy “contains some elem ent o f the unusual and therefore
unexpected ... [and] presents a conceptual p u zzle ” (ibid.). H ow ever A pter
identifies that other responses m ay be to accept the ‘logical p u z z le ’, and
synergy can also be experienced as annoying or w orrying if it is p erceived
to serve no useful purpose.

By offering an invitation to ‘see as’ and at the same tim e denying identity,
m etaphors function like ‘externalising conversations’. E xternalising
conversations are used in therapy to create space for people to see
them selves as separate from the problem so they can resist identifying w ith
it (W hite, 1998). Stories and m etaphors provide “safe em otional p a ra lle ls”
as analogic experiences, in which new ways o f thinking and feelin g can be
expressed (Sunderland, 1997).

M etaphors are not propositional, that is they cannot be considered true o r
false p e r se. Parker (1982) uses the m etaphor of the ‘m etaphorical p lo t’ to
capture the idea of m etaphor as a different w ay o f know ing. B y ‘p lo t’ she
means not ju st the plotting of stories contained in m etaphors, but also
m etaphors as a ‘sp ace’ in which the break from a pre-determ ined m eaning
invites readers to participate. Because appropriate responses to a m etap h o r
are “I see (or don’t see) what you m ean”, not “T h at’s true, you are rig h t (or
false, you are w rong)”, m etaphors invite the listener to evaluate the
m etaphor-m aker’s m etaphor in term s of the liste n er’s experiencing
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A final way in w hich I consider m etaphors to be invitational and w hich
draws on the previous examples relates to th eir essential am biguity. R ather
than being paradoxical, metaphors should be considered am biguous and
open to different interpretations. R ather than stating ‘this is how it is ’,
m etaphors invite by asking ‘how about th is? ’. Thus m etaphors provide
m etaphorical space for developing further m etaphors. This understanding
of m etaphor resonates w ith R icoeur’s descriptions of m etaphor as setting
free language’s function o f discovery, and as allow ing for one to many
relationships, or a “surplus o f m eanings” (R icoeur, 1986).

W oolum et al. (1987), quoted in N eim eyer and N eim eyer (1993), suggests
that it is the m etaphorical construction that perm its m ovem ent and fluidity.
“C onstructing som ething in m etaphorical term s breathes life into it so that
it can grow and change and evolve or dim inish across tim e” (ibid.).

4.5 Conclusion: summary
The focus o f my inquiry in this chapter was w hat qualities o f m etaphor are
helpful for understanding p articipation?’ In reading texts on m etaphor
theory I attended to those that I considered gave an account of m etaphor
consistent w ith my epistem ology. The conclusions o f this first part o f
Inquiry Strand 3 that I take forw ard to the second part of the inquiry in the
next chapter are;

•

M etaphors are brought forth in conversations, that is betw een people.

•

M etaphors are m eaningful in so far as they draw on people’s prior
understandings, thus they relate to peo p le’s histories and traditions.

•

M etaphors are useful in that they do draw on histories and traditions and
thus can reveal these.
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•

M etaphors are ambiguous (in w hat they reveal and conceal) - thus as
ways o f know ing m etaphors are not propositional, but ‘in v itatio n al’;
they create space for dialogue and allow for different constructions.

•

M etaphors are inherently paradoxical (they are and are not identities),
thus they invite different ways o f thinking, that is, m etaphors invite
m etaphors, and thus create possibilities.

•

B ut m etaphors are em bedded in languaging and are ‘co m p act’ form s of
expression, so they are often perceived as ‘fa c ts’ and as propositional
know ing.

•

For m etaphors to be useful in understanding participation they need
situating in their contexts.

•

B y offering and inviting contextualised m etaphors that are w ithin
c h ildren’s domains o f experience, m etaphor can help in u nderstanding
participation from the perspective of both children and adults.

The questions arising from this inquiry that I consider in the n ext chapter
are:
•

How can metaphors be elicited?

•

How can m etaphors be contextualised ?

•

How can m etaphors be identified and explored respons-ably, that is in a
w ay that includes other people in the process?

•

How can the judgem ent criteria be put into practice?
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Introduction

This chapter is the second part of Inquiry Strand 3. The question for
investigation is ‘How can the qualities o f m etaphors identified in C hapter 4
be used in researching understandings o f particip atio n ?’ The purpose o f
this inquiry is to develop a qualitative research m ethodology that could be
used to enhance practice of participatory and responsible research w ith
different groups of people, including children and young people.

The inputs of this inquiry are:

•

The qualities of m etaphor identified in C hapter 4.

•

Q ualitative research theories to help see how these m etaphor qu alities
could be em bodied in the research praxis.
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•

The im plications for participatory and constructivist research o f being
epistem ologically-aw are and self-aw are (the outcom es o f Inquiry
Strands 1 and 2), specifically in respect o f the ethicality o f research.

•

M y experiencing in Inquiry Strand 4.

This Inquiry Strand has presented me with different issues from the other
three strands because it draws on work I have already done but not yet
w ritten about in the thesis.

I have used this inquiry to think generally

about im provem ents on my research design. The output o f this inquiry also
provides a structure for presenting Inquiry Strand 4 in C hapter 7. There is a
reflexive relationship betw een Inquiry Strands 3 and 4. B ecause in my
experiencing they w ere braided together it has been particularly difficult to
disentangle them and to think of this as an inquiry rather than as an
explication o f my m ethodological choices. I have, for exam ple included
some inform ation w hich m ay properly belong in the next Chapter.
N evertheless, as I explain in Section 5.2 there are good argum ents for
disentangling m ethodology from m ethod in constructivist inquiry.

In the conclusion of C hapter 4 I raised four questions w hich w ere
•

How can m etaphors be elicited?

•

How can m etaphors be contextualised?

•

How can m etaphors be identified and explored respons-ably, that is in a
w ay that includes other people in the process?

•

How can the judgem ent criteria be put into practice?

I have structured the inquiry around these four questions, and in relation to
the research methods I used in Inquiry Strand 4 w hich included
conversations, activities and reflexive reporting.
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5.2 Methodology as the outcome of an inquiry
M ethodologies are sometimes ju st labelled and not seen as requiring
explanation, let alone inquiry. In this section I explain w hat I understand
by a m ethodology and present some argum ents for the usefulness o f an
inquiry into the m ethodology as part o f a constructivist inquiry.

In qualitative research Guba and Lincoln (1998) argue that “the
m ethodological question” is “how can the inquirer . . . g o about fin d in g out
w hatever he or she believes can be know n” (p. 201). In C hapter 1 I referred
to this inquiry strand as drawing a map o f m y research terrain w ith som e
guidance notes about how to use it. W inograd and Flores (1987) offer
another useful m etaphor of m ethodology as:

... a kind of ‘coaching’ - not a form ula for producing a result, but a set
o f practices that can lead to appropriate questioning and to appropriate
change (in H eylighen, 2001, my em phasis).
This m etaphor is particularly apt in term s o f know ing as how to go on as the
research unfolds (C hapter 2, Claim 10). In addition, this definition
connects research with other sets o f practices, for exam ple those carried out
by practitioners in TCS participation work. M ethodology as a set o f
practices challenges the understanding o f research as som ehow on high,
hard ground overlooking the swampy low land o f practice (Schon, 1995b),
echoed in concerns from practitioners about how m y research should be
w ritten up {DU 3 ,4 2 } .

A further argum ent for seeing m ethodology as a set o f p ractices rath er than
procedures or protocols is M adison's (1988) claim that m ethod in
interpretivist research is a norm ative process. That is, it is com parable to
using ethical principles to guide ethical judgem ents in specific situations.

[I] seek to make a responsible decision and give good reasons for
[my] actions, but the application of ethical principles does not p erm it
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the elim ination o f judgem ent on [my] part [as] the decision m aker ...
To be rational in this situation dem ands or requires the exercise of
judgem ent (not the follow ing o f procedures or rules) and the m aking
of an interpretation. ... At best [I] can appraise the interpretation by
applying norm s or criteria that are com patible w ith the very
condition that dem ands [I] interpret in the first place (Schw andt,
1998 p. 229, rew ritten in the first person).
I found the idea of m ethodology as norm ative helpful in thinking about the
extent to w hich practices need to be specified. For exam ple, engaging w ith
other people in research conversations requires m aking judgem ents and
interpretations. I knew from applying the m ethodology in Inquiry Strand 4
that I m ade interpretations o f other peo p le’s experiencing and judgem ents
in conversations of how m uch to speak of m y own experiencing and
w hether and when to introduce specific m etaphors in the flow of
conversation. It m ight be possible to devise a set of rules for when to do
this, but pointless because every engagem ent w ould be a special case. The
criteria for judging my interpretations would not be about their truth or
rationality, but their coherence and usefulness in term s o f my learning, the
flow o f our conversation, and my purpose, for exam ple the elicitation o f
m etaphors.

One of the im plications o f a constructivist inquiry is that the process o f the
research develops in accordance w ith an em ergent design rather than being
set out before the research (Claim 10, C hapter 2). This is because the
researcher cannot know beforehand about the contexts o f the research and
the m ultiple realities that will emerge (Rodw ell, 1998). So the m ethodology
of m y research was not a pre-specified form ula, and n o r did it appear by
m agic. M ethodology com es som ewhere in betw een the epistem ology and
the m ethods that are applied in a particular context. B oundaries betw een
theory and practice shift as the m ethodology unfolds, and are always open
to interpretation (W atson et al., 1995).
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T raditional ways of judging research, for exam ple in term s of
confirm ability or generalisability are inappropriate for research based on a
constructivist epistem ology because o f the m eaning o f the inquiry draw s on
the contexts of research and these are unique. Checkland (1998) proposes
‘recoverability’ as an alternative criterion to replicability for action
research. R eplicability is the possibility of repeating the research to
confirm the findings. Q ualitative research, apd particularly action research
and research based on a constructivist epistem ology, by its nature cannot be
repeated. C om ponents, relationships and processes are unique to those
people in that situation at that time. E xplicating the m ethodology of the
research m akes it possible for the research to be ‘recovered’, its processes
to be traced so that it can be used by others in their researching.

One ‘recoverability process’ is the construction of an ‘audit tra il’. T his is
■the organised collection of m aterials - notes, audio-tapes, transcripts,
pictures and other docum ents, in w hich the data generated in m y
researching are available to m e now in w riting the thesis and could be to
others (Schw andt, 1997, H alpern, 1983 in (M orse, 1998, and (L incoln and
Cuba, 1985). In organising the m aterial and a reference system for this
thesis I have adapted a m odel used by R odw ell (1998). She distinguishes
‘interview s’, the researcher’s reflections and docum ents as sources o f
evidence. These are num bered so they can be cross-referenced in the text.

‘R ecoverability’ also requires adherence to a common understanding o f
research praxis, for example as to w hat counts as ‘evidence’ and ‘in feren ces
from evidence’ (Salner, 1999). In generic term s, my m ethodology fits the
broad characteristics o f qualitative research identified by H am m ersley,
(1990), Fell and R ussell (1997a), D enzin and Lincoln (1998b):

•

P eo p le’s behaviour and things are studied in their natural settings, not
under experim ental conditions
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•

A variety of em pirical m aterials are studied and collected. These
describe problem atic and routine moments and m eanings. They include
case study, personal experience, conversations, observations, texts

•

A range of methods are used, but m ainly include conversations and
observations

•

A nalysis o f data involves interpretation o f m eanings

5.3 Engaging with people in conversations
R esearch-w ith-m etaphor can be carried out in several different ways.
M etaphors can be identified in people’s ways o f com m unicating in
everyday settings through participant observation. People can be
specifically asked for a m etaphor, for exam ple, in the form of ''teaching is
... because ...’’(Cortazzi and Jin, 1999), or asked to w rite a description
including a m etaphor (Palm er and Dunford, 1996). A lthough these
approaches are efficient in generating specific m etaphors they are lim ited in
term s o f the contextualising o f the m etaphor. It can be difficult to produce
m etaphors to order. The m eaning the researcher attributes to the m etaphor
m ay be very different from that o f the m etaphor-m aker. For this reason and
to provide a context for the m etaphors I chose to invite ‘exam ples and
p ic tu re s’. These are discussed in Section 5.5

In im portant respects all constructivist research m ethods could be referred
to as conversations, or engagem ents with the structure o f conversations, as I
describe these in claim 8 (C hapter 2). Schon (1995b) discusses design as
"reflective conversations with the situation"'. B am berger and Schon (1991)
give an account o f learning as "reflective conversations with materials'". In
this process, w hich they characterise as ‘know ledge-in-action’, talking,
im provising, and experim enting are key activities.
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In C hapter 2 I referred to my becom ing ‘epistem ologically-aw are’ through
exploring different m etaphors o f research in conversations w ith CF and my
PhD supervisors. This was part of, and im portant to, the m ethodology o f my
research. The key m etaphors I m oved betw een were:

•

R esearching as discovery: this was the starting point from w hich I
m oved quickly w ith the guidance o f the research supervisors, but
returned to som etim es as a com fortable place.

•

R esearching as doing a jigsaw puzzle: this was a way of m aking sense of
w hat I could do w ith the m aterial brought forth in my experiencing, and
was also a m ore useful m etaphor for w riting up"^^.

•

R esearching as creating hospitable spaces: this was how I cam e to think
of the relationships supporting my researching in the CASE studentship
partnership, and the bringing forth o f the Studentship A greem ent.
H ow ever hospitality is a qualified relationship w ithin a ‘hegem ony o f
nicen ess’ (The CASE studentship is discussed in C hapters 3 and 6, and a
‘hegem ony of niceness’ is defined in C hapter 7).

•

R esearching as poking w ith a stick (and then rubbing up against): these
w ere m etaphors particularly discussed w ith CF about w hat
organisational researching and w hat researchers do. The developm ent
o f this m etaphor captured m y aw areness that all research is an
intervention, or a perturbation (C hapter 2, Claim 9).

•

R esearching as being on the boundaries: this m etaphor captured m y
experiencing of researching as different ways o f knowing, o f my
m arginality in respect o f TCS, w hich is discussed in C hapter 6, and m y

de L aine, M . (2 0 0 0 ) w rites that ''at th e b e g i n n i n g o f f i e l d w o r k th e p r o b l e m is h o w t o g e t
th e m a t e r i a l ; a t th e e n d it is w h a t to d o w i t h it..." .
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awareness that researching w ith people is m oving in and out of
engagem ents.

•

R esearching as dancing: this m etaphor represents the cum ulative
learning from reflection on the other m etaphors. ‘D ancing’ resonates
w ith B ecvar et al. (1997)’s term ‘choreograph’ (see also Janesick, 1998),
Fell and R ussell, 1997b). As well as em bodying the ‘turning w ith ’ o f
conversation, what this m etaphor brings out is that there is d.flow o f
experiencing through all the conversations in m y research (Guba and
Lincoln, 1989). R ather than each conversation being ju st a discrete
event I took into it m y learning, and the m etaphors from the previous
conversation.

In C hapter 2, following M aturana (1988), I distinguish betw een different
types of conversation in terms o f their em otional background and flow.
R esearch conversations m ay be considered to take place against a
background o f curiosity. In my experiencing in Inquiry Strand 4 I
differentiated research activities from research conversations in the
follow ing ways:

i.

All the activities involved doing som ething w ith a group o f other
people and in that process producing som ething that could be shown
and talked about w ith others (sum m ary on flip chart paper, pictures,
objects, photos, w ritten plans, stories of shared adventures). I
suggest that as an analogue o f learning it is a richer experience for
those involved.

ii.

All the activities except tw o w ere designed to elicit visual im agery
as expressed in drawing, rather than or as well as verbal stories and
m etaphors.
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iii.

A ll the activities except one included people purposefully m oving
around. For exam ple they m oved into sm all groups, m oved from a
group discussion to drawing individual pictures, m oved into a
different room for one to one conversations, m oved around a room to
discuss different issues. In one activity I invited children to do a
short role play, to be photographed by other children. In another
activity involving young people and adults, I invited them to think o f
them selves and other people as crew m em bers on a voyage o f
discovery and to move round the room as they were exploring
different aspects o f their journey.

iv.

I designed the activities purposefully so as to provide m aterials and
construct a space in w hich I could invite others to im provise.
M aterials w ere usually restricted to pens and pictures. By ‘sp ace’ I
include blank sheets of paper, a story or m etaphor (participation in
the story o f Peter Pan, experiences together as a voyage o f
discovery), role play, physical space in m oving around a room . Thus
I explicitly invited people to participate and to bricolate
understandings of participation, as they w ere participating.
U nstructured conversations can also offer ‘spaces’ for im provisation,
but in my experience the invitation is less likely to be taken up.

V.

In the conversations, at least initially, m y role was o f
questioner/inquirer. In the activities, w hich took m uch m ore
preparation, I was also facilitator and som etim es ringm aster. B ut
also I could stand back and let people get on. There was also a
sense, that I could ‘be m yself’ m ore in the activities than in the one
to one conversations. This m ay be that in m oving and doing th in g s
w ith other people I could be m any ‘selv es’ in a way that talk in g at a
table w ith one person does not perm it.
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The flow o f energy and enthusiasm was greater in the research activities
than in the m ainly verbal exchanges of research conversations. R esearch
activities are richer conversations and I w ould use these m uch m ore in
applying the m ethodology in other research.

Thus my response to the question ‘how can m etaphors be e lic ited ’, given
the pervasiveness of m etaphor in everyday sense-m aking is that this is m ost
effectively done in exchange that has the structure o f a conversation in
language and w hich is experienced as participative.

5.4 Ethicality and embodim ent in conversations
In C hapter 2 I identified im plications o f the epistem ology of m y research
for ethical practice. W ittgenstein's (1999) distinction betw een ‘fixed rule
language gam es’ like the ju dicial system , and ‘em ergent rule language
gam es’ is helpful in thinking about how ethicality can be em bodied in
research practice. Ethics in research are em ergent language gam es, that is,
rather than being captured in pre-specified codes, ethics arise in lived
experience. The m eaning of w hat counts as ethical for that conversation is
brought forth in the conversation. In C hapter 4 I proposed that for creating
new ways o f thinking the content o f m etaphors is in som e ways less
im portant than the process o f m etaphorical construction. There is an
analogous relationship betw een Codes and Statem ents o f Ethics and the
process of draw ing them up, if this process is carried on in conversations. It
is w orking on developing a Code that foregrounds ethical issues rather than
the code itself. Codes are "m arkers o f problem atic areas" o f researching
(Payne, 1995) rather than prescriptions for practice.

The m utuality of conversations is recognised by C landinin and Connelly
(1998) who claim that the conversational form in qualitative research is
m arked by:
•

equality among participants;
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•

flexibility to allow participants to establish the form and topics
im portant to their inquiry;

•

listening;

•

probing in a situation of m utual trust, and caring for the experiences
described by the other.

I sent out to individuals and projects an introductory letter requesting an
m eeting, indicating those people in TCS involved in the research w hom
they m ight know. I included an inform ation sheet about the research
project, m y background, the current research questions, assurance of
confidentiality, and an outline o f my plans for the research. M y intention
was that this would show my expectation of our conversation as an
exchange and as an exploration, rather than an interview in w hich "the only
equity avenue fo r the interview ee is the benevolence o f the researcher"
(Scheurich, 1996 p. 70). I em bodied ethicality by adhering to com m on
courtesies, for example punctuality. I made it clear in setting up research
conversations that these were confidential and I provided in form ation p rio r
to the conversation about my research and the questions I w ould be asking.

An issue o f responsible researching that arose in Inquiry Strand 4 concerned
research w ith children and young people. R esponsible researching involves
valuing other people (M cClintock, 1996) and attributing to them at least the
same capacities for self-aw areness and choice as you attribute to yourself.
C hildren are obviously different from adults. As I discussed in C hapter 3 I
had some specific concerns about involving children and young p eo p le in
the research and how I would value them. I took two approaches that could
be included in the m ethodology as a prior investigation. As w ell as self
reflection I used theoretical ideas to ensure that I took children and young
peo p le’s perspectives into account in my conversations w ith them . I am
including some key ideas about research w ith children and young people
here in m y m ethodology inquiry for three reasons:
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1. R esearch w ith children could be seen as a practice in its own right, w ith
its own repertoire of methods.

2. In term s of self-aw are research, research with anyone whom the
researcher sees as significantly different from h erself requires careful
reflection.

3. In term s of ethical researching, children w ill alm ost always be in a
position o f pow erlessness relative to an adult researcher (Pole et al.,
1999) and this m ight be the case for people from other groups. This
difference in pow er can filte r" research engagem ents (Jam es, 1993).
For some researchers this raises questions about the validity o f the data
- for exam ple w hether children and young people are saying w hat they
consider the researcher wants to hear, rather than a ‘tru e’ account o f
their experiences. The researcher is also required to use strategies that
m itigate the effects of the pow er they hold.

Perhaps uniquely in all researching with particular groups o f people,
everybody is or has been a child and a young person. "C hildhood is ...
som ething we all hold within us: a set o f memories, a collection o f ideas""
(O akley, 1994; p. 28). Thus for everyone our know ledge o f childhood and
being a child is constructed from intim ate deeply felt experience, not a
reflection o f an external ‘reality ’, or "som ething 'b u ilt’ up w ithin the m ind
through dispassionate observation"" (G ergen 1994 p. 68). In researching
w ith children we are also researching our own childhood experiences
(Jam es, 1993). B ut "your childhood is not like your c h ild ren ’s childhood
any m ore than your childhood was like that o f your parents"" (W illiam son
and B utler, 1997; p. 62). As the know ledge expert of my own childhood and
my own adolescence, especially from the vantage point o f adulthood, it is
easy to fall into the trap o f assum ing I am an expert o f o th ers’ childhood
and youth too. But there are also traps in adults as form er children "taking
the fa m ilia r and making it stra n g e ’’ as Thom e (1993) advocates. In
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exoticising children’s experiences they becom e objects of anthropology,
incorporated in sociological discourses (James, 1993).
From my understanding o f the contexts o f m y research and m etaphor theory
I decided that firstly I w ould consider differences betw een me and children
and young people as a difference in ‘dom ains o f know ledge and ex p erien ce’
(see C hapter 4). A consequence o f this was that, after consultation w ith m y
co-researchers from TCS, in the sessions w ith prim ary school children I
used the expression ‘children and adults doing som ething to g eth er’ rather
than ‘particip atio n ’"^^. The im plications of this are considered in C hapter 7.
Secondly, I w ould consider children and young people as experts o f th eir
own experiencing (one o f their dom ains o f know ledge). And it was my
responsibility as a responsible researcher to w ork w ith them in th eir
dom ains o f know ledge, as I perceived these, and to check w ith them that
this was w hat I was doing. In my script for the sessions I aim ed to use
illustrations that I judged both I and they could relate to, especially in
describing w hat we w ere going to do and that they understood and agreed.
Thirdly, I w ould consider the data as brought forth in our engagem ent, and
that w hat children and young people told m e was w hat they w anted to tell
m e in the contexts of our engagem ent, and not representations o f th eir
experiences.
Fourthly, I w ould endeavour to use strategies to m itigate the pow er
difference betw een the children and young people and m yself as adult. O ne
strategy w ould be to engage with groups of children and young people,
rather than individually (H ill, 1997).

Pow er can be considered in two

form s, ‘pow er o v er’ and ‘pow er to ’ (N elson and W right, 1995, C ham bers,
1997).

Pow er over is inherent in the structure o f relationships, and

difficult to challenge because there is investm ent in m aintaining the sta tu s

T his d ecisio n w as also based on the understanding that sen sory m etaphors are m ore
lik ely to be in ch ild ren ’s dom ains o f ex p erien ce than con ceptu al m etaphors.
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quo. P ow er to is the energy people can apply to their actions, from
m otivation, enthusiasm and so on. In this analysis, p o w er to challenges
p o w er over. Thus using research strategies that generate children and young
p eo p le’s involvem ent and enthusiasm m itigates the (adult) research er’s
p o w er over. Involvem ent in the design of engagem ents also increases
p o w er to, as could be the choice of w here the engagem ent takes place.

W hat I concluded from m y inquiry is that researching with children and
young people is not especially difficult or a special case. B ut "issues
p rese n t them selves more sharply when subjects are children [and young
peo p le]" (Thom as and O'Kane, 1998; p. 337), and the ‘sharpening’ em erges
from the contexts of the researching. A section about participative research
w ith children and young pieople is included in C hapter 6 as one o f the
starting conditions of Inquiry Strand 4. B ecause access to children and
young people is m ediated by other adults, there are logistical issues w hich I
discuss in C hapter 7.

5.4.1

Attending to different ways of knowing

In C hapter 2 I claim ed there were many ways o f know ing, that these should
be attended to in research and that this expands the idea of validity in
research. For example, I attended to the flow o f em otioning in
conversations from my bodily reactions, being aw are when people becam e
distressed, or enthusiastic or puzzled and adjusting my responses
accordingly. I noted my responses to the physical site o f engagem ents, and
feelings o f puzzlem ent, belonging and m arginality. M cC lintock (1996)
identities a m etaphor of the researcher as fa c ilita to r m participatory
research-w ith-m etaphor. Facilitation, like m idw ifery, involves technical
know -how , and know ing how to care.
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As I discuss in Section 5.5 presentational ways o f knowing, in the form o f
draw ings, w ere an im portant way o f expressing and contextualising
m etaphors and exploring my own constructions.

5.4.2

Strategies for engagem ents

B ecause purposive sampling, or ‘snow balling’ o f personal contacts is m ore
likely to generate a range of different perspectives it is m ore appropriate in
constructivist research than representative or random sam pling.
Snow balling is also more responsive to changes in local conditions and
should apply not ju st to people but to sites (R odw ell, 1998). A rksey and
K night (1999) recom m end "start a t the top and w ork down the hierarchy"
in researching organisations for political reasons. I found that doing this
m eant that m y conversations with senior m anagers were less rich in term s
o f m etaphor and developing my understanding o f the background context
than if I had arranged these later in the research.

In order to m aintain flexibility in research conversations (C landinin and
C onnelly, 1998) I only had three or four planned questions. These w ere:

‘tell me about your role (or w hat goes on h ere)’

‘tell m e how you came to w ork here (or how the project started )’

‘tell m e about one or two experiences y o u ’ve had of w hich you
w ould say, th at’s what (participation) is about’

I w ould also invite people to explore further the m etaphors that I
understood them to be using in their stories. R ubin and Rubin (1995) use
the term "conversational guide" fo r the em ergent design of research
conversations.

M y conversational guide included a repertoire o f
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m etaphors collected in the course of the inquiry (for exam ple TCS as an
orange, TCS structure and roles as the bridge and engine room, p ra ctice as
looking outw ards and looking inwards) and b rief stories o f participation). I
used these to trigger conversation about the background context and to
trigger m ore exam ples. As I started to identify and cluster m etaphors I used
research conversations to test for their viability in respect o f other
m etaphors in use. I did this by asking people w hether the clusters offered
m eaning to them in m aking sense o f their own exam ples o f participation.

There w ere also m ore form alised strategies for developing interpretations
and then involving other people in the process o f data production and
interpretation w hich I refer to as ‘reflexive reporting’. As well as personal
field notes from my researching and from conversations with m y academ ic
research supervisors and critical friend I use rich pictures - w hich are
discussed in Section 5.4 - for reflecting on m y experiences.

I used a w ide

range o f ways o f reporting on my interpretations and exploring these w ith
other people. These ways included m eetings of the CASE studentship
partnership (discussed in Chapter 6), presentations, and reports for
discussion. A ll those involved in my research in TCS were invited to
provide feedback on four key questions about participation that had
em erged for me from my engagem ents, and I incorporated the feedback in
developing these further. Overall, my strategies for including people in the
process of interpreting the metaphors brought forth in the conversations
w ere opportunistic rather than system atic. In applying this m ethodology in
other research I w ould expect to im plem ent my original plan discussed in
C hapter 1. This was to invite people to jo in an activity group, or a
reflection group for exploring m etaphors.

M y response to the question ‘How can m etaphors be identified and explored
respons-ably, that is in a way that includes other people in the p ro cess?’ is
th at this involves:
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•

Thinking of engagem ents w ith people as conversations, in the w ay that I
defined these in Section 5.3

•

The researcher being self-aw are and attending to and addressing her
own pre-dispositions concerning people with whom she engages in
conversations

•

The researcher recognising and responding to different ways of
know ing, including feelings in conversations

•

D eveloping statem ents of ethics or codes in conversations and being
aware that the ethicality of relationships is constructed and re 
constructed in conversations and not pre-determ ined

•

U sing research m ethods that generate involvem ent and enthusiasm ,
w here the researcher may be in a position of pow er over research
participants

•

D eveloping strategies for system atic as well as opportunistic co-inquiry
into the m etaphors and understandings brought forth in the research
conversations

5.5 Contextualising metaphors
In C hapter 4 I identified two dim ensions in contextualising m etaphors.
These w ere the background, or context of the conversation in w hich
m etaphors are brought forth, and the personal contexts of the m etaphorm aker. B uilding relationships with people is one im portant w ay in w h ich a
researcher can com e to have an understanding of these contexts
(M cClintock, 1996). The relationships I established in the CA SE
Studentship partnership played an im portant role in my com ing to know
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TCS. A nother w ay of com ing to have some understanding o f the
background context is ‘hanging o u t’, that is spending tim e w atching and
looking round (Lofland and Lofland, 1995). This was not an option
available to me, how ever I took some o f the invitations to jo in in TCS
activities as opportunities for ‘hanging out’ socially as well as ‘jo in in g in ’.
The m ain m ethod for developing m y understanding o f the contexts was
through the research conversations and activities.

5.5.1

Using grounded metaphors

I took the view at the beginning o f my research that TCS was m y ‘case’.
C ase study researching is a w ell-used term , and a m ethod extensively used,
especially in organisational researching (Stablein, 1999, R obson, 1993).
Som e approaches to case study researching, for exam ple Y in (1989) do not
fit w ith a constructivist epistem ology. For exam ple the ‘reality ’ brought
forth in a case study is that o f the researcher, not a representation of the
"native p a rtic ip a n ts’ reality" (ibid.).

M y involvem ent w ith the issues and

events under study is not the problem (W alker, 1974), but is my inquiry.
C ase study reporting is advocated for constructivist research by Guba and
L incoln (1989).

M iles and H uberm an (1984) prefer to use the term ‘site ’ rather than ‘case’
w ith respect to researching. Robson rejects this because it "carries a strong
geographical fla v o u r rather than the desired human one" (Robson, 1993).
For me, this geographical flavour is its excitem ent, opening up a new range
of m etaphors, and capturing the experience of the researching. ‘S ite’
reflects the em bodiedness o f my learning, both in the sense that my
thoughts and actions w ere located in tim e and space, and that in the process
of learning "the agent [I], activity and the w orld m utually constitute each
other" (Lave and W enger, 1991; p. 33).
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I was aware that I was developing my understanding o f TCS as the
background contexts of m y research through m etaphors. U sing m etaphors
as an epistem ological tool helped m e know and express TCS as m any
different organisations rather than ‘a case’, as I saw these unfolded in the
research conversations. M etaphors can be explored and developed in
conversations. This is an approach described by D exter (1998) as using
‘grounded m etaphor’, although it is also an application o f the theory o f
m etaphor in C hapter 4. In particular, using m etaphors in this w ay draw s on
m etaphor as an organising process for com plex and confusing experiences.
M etaphors can structure an account of the background contexts and can be
explored in term s of their entailm ents for the research question.

M y first response to the question ‘How can m etaphors be co n tex tu alised ?’
is that the contexts of engagem ents to bring forth m etaphors can be
explored through grounded m etaphors.

5.5.2

Examples, stories and pictures

Stories and pictures provide ways o f contextualising m etaphors in term s o f
their personal m eanings and have additional advantages for con stru ctiv ist
research. M etaphors are em bedded in stories and pictures

W e construct

our experiences and sense of self through narrative processes
(Polkinghorne, 1988, Bruner, 1990). Stories are analogues o f experiences,
and fundam ental sense-m aking structures. C hildren appreciate and tell
stories as soon as language begins. I explained in C hapter 1 that I w anted
Inquiry Strand 4 to be appreciative, so therefore in research conversations I
asked for exam ples of experiences clearly identified as participative.
Exam ples can be developed into stories through questions about w hat
happened before and after and eliciting m ore detail.

W h ole n o v els can be m etaphors. M o o ij (1 9 7 6 ) g iv e s the ex am p le o f K a fk a ’s T h e
C a s t l e . Parables can also be sin g le m etaphors. (L D l in clu d es an a ctiv ity in v o lv in g short
stories from d ifferen t faith s).
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C zarniaw ska (1997) argues that "stories m ust construct two landscapes
sim ultaneously". They m ust construct a 'landscape o f a c tio n ’ w here the
constituents are the argum ents of action - agent, intention or goal, situation,
instrum ent, a ‘story gram m ar’. A t the sam e tim e they m ust construct a
'landscape o f consciousness’ - w hat those involved in the action know ,
think or feel, or do not know , think or feel. B runer (1986) refers to this
aspect of stories as subjectification - im parting inform ation about the inner
w orld of the storyteller. Thus stories provide the second dim ension of
contextualising m etaphors, as w ell as providing the background in term s o f
practising.

I note that in my research conversations descriptions include stories, stories
turn into argum ents, and arguments into stories. D escriptive responses to
m y question about peo p le’s roles, or how they cam e to be w orking for TCS
turn into stories to illustrate w hat they do and stories to explain w hy they
joined. Stories about participation turn into argum ents for participation and
vice versa. There is slippage, ju st as there is slippage betw een different
epistem ologies. M y experiences o f the research conversations confirm that

if respondents are allowed to continue in their own way until they
indicate that they have com pleted their answ ers, they are likely to
relate stories (Polkinghorne, 1988 p. 163 draw ing on M ischler,
1986).
M etaphors are em bedded in pictures as m uch as in stories. V isual research
m ethods, and those involving im agery are particularly advocated in research
w ith children (Schratz et al., 1995). H azel (1995) argues for the use of
vignettes, pictures and photographs, and areas o f popular culture in
increasing com m unication betw een researchers and young participants.
Jam es (1995) in Davis (1998) claim s children and young people are more
used to com m unicating through stories and paintings than in interview s.
H olm es (1998) suggests that draw ing helps conversations betw een children
and adults.
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Pictures, like stories reveal personal contexts. They are elicitative, they
draw out and "get us to say more than we w ould othej'w ise” (Barry, 1996).
In relatively undirected drawing, people tend to only draw w hat is salien t to
them (O ster and Gould, 1987 in B arry, 1996).

B arry (1994,1996) suggests the usefulness o f ‘art-like creatio n s’ in
sym bolic constructivist research to enable different ways of know ing:

A rt-based sym bolism tends to naturally upend m ore logocentric,
‘reasoned’ form s o f know ing ... To paint o n e’s w orld is to express
and experience it very differently than talking about it - talking
through the painting beseeches us to alter our story (Barry, 1996; p.
412-413)
V isual im ages capture experiences (H agedorn, 1994, Banks, 1995).

As

well as being ‘m irro rs’ of experiencing, they can also be ‘w indow s’ into
new ways of seeing (M organ, 1997).

As well as inviting children to draw their own pictures I used rich pictures
in my research (see A ppendix 5, pictures 30 and 31 for exam ples). The
draw ing of rich pictures is a particular technique used in Soft System s
M ethodology (SSM ) to elicit understandings o f a situation (C heckland and
H olw ell, 1998, Checkland, 1999, W illiam s, 1998, (Flood and C arson,
1993). R ich pictures use a no-holds-barred approach to representing
situations from a subjective point o f view (The Open U niversity, 2000).
They are cartoon-like and require little draw ing ability.

In exploring

situations they can show relationships, structures and processes, as w ell as
em otions and conflicts and characteristics. They can be draw n by
individuals and by groups and thus offer the experiencing of p articip atio n .

The advantages of using pictures is that they can help reduce the p erceiv ed
pow er of the researcher in interview s by ‘taking the pressure o f f . U sing
pictures provides reassurance that opinions and im agination are leg itim ate
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ways of know ing in interview s (M itchell, 1994). They also add ‘a third
point o f reference’ so

... instead of the interview er holding all the cards ... and quizzing the
interview ee, who has no clues as to w hat she w ill be asked next, here
both interview er and interview ee can address the diagram (Schratz et
al., 1995 p. 88).
The researcher can ask ‘W h at’s going on in the p ictu re?’ rather than ‘W hat
do you th in k ? ’ Pictures do not have to be hedged about w ith com m ents such
as ‘i t ’s only my opinion’. If people apologise, or hedge, this is due to the
shortcom ings they perceive in their draw ing skills, rather than the content
o f the picture.

As B arry (1996) w rites "art as inquiry does things". In using art-w ork in
research the researcher m ay have to plead for participants to carry on, or
plead for them to stop (ibid.) H ow ever people are engaged, things happen
and they rem em ber the pictures {"people in TCS still talk about the p ictu res
and draw ing you did with them" - conversation w ith CF in Septem ber
2001). D raw ing, photography, and the m aking o f three-dim ensional objects
(Barry, 1994) involves a process and a product (M alchiodi, 1998).

There are constraints in and im plications o f using pictures in research. Just
as w ith adults some children m ight not enjoy drawing. Lim itations in
draw ing ability shape w hat can be expressed in the draw ing.

H arden et al.

(2000) recom m end that draw ing should always be accom panied w ith talk.
Boy den and Ennew (1997) specifically identify there being no opportunity
for children to explain or interpret the im ages they have produced as a
contra-indication for using visual m ethods. Pictures need to be talked about
in conversations in order for them to be helpful in understanding both their
content and the contexts o f the drawer.
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M y second response to the question ‘How can m etaphors be
co n textualised?’ is that the personal contexts of m etaphors can be revealed
by eliciting exam ples, stories and pictures, but the m eaning o f these needs
to be explored in conversation.

5.6 Data construction, analysis and interpretations
U sing grounded m etaphor (Section 5.5.1) is a way o f constructing and
analysing data about background contexts. There are two stages in the
construction and analysis o f m etaphors: identifying m etaphors in the stories
and pictures, and ‘clustering m etaphors’. C lustering m etaphors is an
iterative and grounded process. Interpretation involves exploring the
m etaphors in term s of their entailm ents relative to the background contexts.
The interpretation will always be the research er’s. As w ith the previous
stages in the m ethodology, all these processes involved require the
researcher to be ‘self-aw are’. The question is how to achieve a satisfacto ry
explanation, or coherence.

5.6.1

Identifying metaphors

As a heuristic I considered as data w hat I took aw ay with me from m y
engagem ents w ith people at the tim e or subsequently. These included tapes
o f conversations, my notes, subsequently annotated w ith fu rth er reflectio n s,
pictures, and docum ents given or sent to me or referred to in the
engagem ents. Some of this data specifically related to the background
context of the research and formed the basis, alongside my ex p eriencing o f
TCS, o f the elicitation of and inquiry into grounded m etaphors.

The exam ples and stories were transcribed from tapes. W here the ‘sto ry 
te lle r’ had not identified for them selves a m etaphor o f participation, eith er
in introducing the exam ple or story, or in our discussion about it, I then
asked m yself “w hat m etaphor/s of (participation), draw ing on the w ords
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used by the story-teller, help m e make sense o f this exam ple or story as
about (participation)?” In retrospect this is a question I could have asked
the story-teller in the conversation. This w ould have added authenticity to
the m etaphor, but also the possibility of extending the conversation and
reinterpretations of the story in term s o f dom inant m etaphors. It was my
experience that w hen people talked about participation they usually did so
in term s of the prevailing discourses o f em pow erm ent and rights, b u t used
other m etaphors in their stories, for exam ple perceptual m etaphors. For
exam ple, in conversation w ith a project leader about setting up participatory
projects, she discussed the aims as "em pow ering young people and
em pow ering the com m unity". H ow ever the story she told as an exam ple
(included in A ppendix 6) is about seeing, saying and listening. In
introducing his story SN discussed participation as em pow ering, b u t in the
story talked about participation as building and as having a voice {51/tape}.

I drew on research activities, and the pictures and drawings generated in
them , as sources for m etaphors o f participation in different w ays. I used the
sam e approach as with stories to identify m etaphors of participation in the
pictures w here these had not been identified by people talking about them .
I asked ‘w hat m etaphors o f (participation) help me make sense o f this
picture as about (participation)’. I also observed people in the processes of
participating in the activities and explored my own experiences of
participation to generate further m etaphors o f participation.

5.6.2

Clustering metaphors

C lustering is how I refer to the process of grouping and regrouping
m etaphors in terms of their perceived sim ilarities and differences. It is an
efficient way of dealing w ith the ‘heaps’ o f m etaphors generated in an
inquiry. W hat I did was to w rite the m etaphors on ‘p o st-it’ notes and m ove
these around in different groupings to generate a set o f categorial m etaphors
in respect o f w hat connected groups of m etaphors. I then drew these
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clusters as spray diagrams"^^. The relationship betw een the bits that m ake up
each cluster is, in W ittgenstein’s term s a ‘fam ily resem blance’
(W ittgenstein, 1999). Since the w ay in w hich data is displayed can
m aterially affect interpretation (Tufte, 1997, B ertin, 1981), I regrouped the
m etaphors in different ways several times. I recognised that these clusters
w ere judgem ents and that these drew on m y own histories and traditions
and enthusiasm s. Thus I needed to engage w ith the processes described as
‘reflexive rep o rtin g ’ and dialogue through ‘gallery ’ presentations o f the
stories and pictures and m etaphor clusters, and take feedback from others
into account. C losure in respect of the final clusterings drew on how I could
see these clusters having relevance to the background contexts, that is I
could see how they m ight be translated into practice.

5.7 Interpreting metaphors for practice and offering
invitations
In C hapter 4 I proposed a set of four criteria fo rju d g in g m etaphors:

(i)

Useful metaphors', how are these clusters o f m etaphors useful in
which contexts? B y usefulness I m ean how do these m etaphor
clusters help m ake sense of participation in these contexts and
engage people w ith participation

(ii)

Constraining metaphors: how do these clusters o f m etaphors
constrain new possibilities for acting and choosing in other contexts?

(iii)

A ttractor metaphors: are there em bedded, taken for granted
m etaphors, representing pow erful influences, which m ay inhibit the
developm ent and use of other m etaphors?

I said that in order to evaluate m etaphor clusters in terms of these three
criteria they needed to be exam ined in terms o f w hat they reveal and
48

This is a ‘lo w te c h n o lo g y ’ approach. I co u ld have done this electro n ica lly , but this
offers le ss visu al en gagem en t and m ovem ent.
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conceal in respect of each other, and w hat their entailm ents m ean for
practising.

I proposed a final judgem ent criterion of:

(iv)

D ifferent com binations o f metaphors: w hat com bination of
m etaphors trigger different understandings and create possibilities
for new ways o f acting?

I said that these com binations o f m etaphors needed to be m utually viable,
that is they did not lead to a breakdow n in understanding. I also argued that
these com binations of m etaphors could be seen as ‘sets o f co n d itio n s’ for
em ergence. This judgem ent criterion can only be applied w ith respect to the
research question and the background contexts o f the inquiry. This
involves constructing a fram ew ork for applying the criterion, for exam ple in
term s of:

•

D oes this com bination o f m etaphors enable innovatory practising
as it is already going on?

•

D oes this com bination o f m etaphors also invite new possibilities
for practising?

•

D oes this com bination o f m etaphors also invite new m eanings for
practising?

5.7.1

Im plications of the Epistem ology Claims for
invitations to people to ‘change the m etaphors
they choose'

In C hapter 2 I argued that m etaphors w ere w ays o f knowing. I also proposed
know ing as an em bodied and im aginative process, brought forth in
language, and that meanings were brought fo rth in a context to w hich we
have also given meaning.
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In a constructivist inquiry conclusions can only be offered as invitations, or
‘w orking hypotheses’(Guba and Lincoln, 1989). From m y inquiry into the
qualities of m etaphors in Chapter 4, invitations in term s of ungrounded
‘n e w ’ or alternative m etaphors are unlikely to be taken up. For other people
to develop and to take up metaphors as ways o f know ing they m ust perceive
them as viable in terms o f the m etaphors they already use. This is a
judgem ent only they can make and this w ill depend on their personal
interpretations. Invitations have to be m ade in term s that recognise the
relational qualities, that is what the m etaphors m ean to the person
suggesting them. Invitations m ust be ow ned (taken responsibility for) by
those who are involved in the process o f em ergence or who offer them . In
offering invitations, the ‘politics o f in v itatio n s’ needs to be recognised, that
is, the m eaning of the contexts o f invitations m ay lead to invitations being
considered irrelevant or viewed as im positions.

D eschler (1990) proposes that new m etaphors can be developed through
dialogical processes in a ‘reflective g ro u p ’. The processes include
recognising m etaphors, choosing and unpacking a m etaphor by describing
its m eaning, reflecting on the values, beliefs and assum ptions em bedded in
the m eanings of the m etaphor, questioning the validity o f the m etap h o r’s
m eaning in terms of own life experience, know ledge etc. From this he
suggests new m etaphors can be created that express m eanings the group
w ant to em phasise. He argues that this should be a recursive process in
w hich the new m etaphors are then explored. The content o f the m etaphor is
in some ways less im portant that the process o f m etaphorical construction
itself. The dialectical processes described by D eschler also enable the
rearticulation of constraining m etaphors in a sim ilar w ay to that proposed
by K rippendorff (1995) for the rearticulation o f pow er (see C hapter 2).

In term s of the epistem ology of the thesis, changing m etaphors as w ays o f
know ing also involves processes o f em bodim ent, enactm ent and
im aginisation. B arrett and C ooperrider (1990) give the exam ple o f
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experiencing a new m etaphor for m anaging through visiting another
organisation. Rich pictures and m odel building provide ways of depicting
and exploring new m etaphors (See Section 5.3 above).

Thus invitations to develop new m etaphors m ust also attend to:

•

Personal interpretations of the m etaphor (for exam ple, BC gave the
exam ple of ‘change as m ovem ent’ m etaphors being challenged as
inappropriate for people w ith m obility difficulties).

•

The ‘politics of invitatio n ’ in term s o f coercive and enabling contexts.

•

O pportunities for dialogue, or conversations w hich z i t fr e e flo w in g (see
7.3.1 below ).

•

O pportunities for em bodim ent and im agination - w hich may be
constrained by the prim acy o f propositional knowing.

5.8 Summary: the output of the inquiry as a
m ethodology
In this chapter I inquired into the im plications o f a constructivist
epistem ology for engaging w ith people in research through my inquiry in
Strand 4. The im plications for the m ethodology are that:

•

A ll researching could be considered as conversations in that m eaning
arises in the process of engagem ent;

•

R esearchers need to attend to the flow of researching as well as to
discrete events and experiences, for exam ple in how m etaphors develop
from conversation to conversation, and in terms of the research er’s ow n
experiencing and learning;
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•

Ethical practice involves self-aw areness on the part o f the research er in
term s of her predispositions. D raw ing up a Statem ent o f E thics is good
practice as a starting point especially if it is the outcome o f
conversations w ith those to whom the Statem ent applies. B ut the
m eaning o f the statem ent and its interpretations are brought forth in
conversations. Thus the researcher needs to be sensitive and alert to the
lim itations and constraints of codified practices as she is p articip atin g in
the ‘reality ’ o f w hat is going on;

These are the principles for the conduct of the m ethodology.

I also inquired into how the qualities of m etaphor identified in C hapter 4
could be em bodied in a set of research practices. Those id en tified form the
m ethodology in five steps:

Step 1;
a) D esign engagem ents w ith people in their settings so that they m ay be
experienced as participative, and include invitations to describe th eir
organisational contexts and invitations to give "exam ples and stories
about participation;
b) D esign activities so that they m ay be experienced as participative, and
include invitations to draw pictures;
c) Engage in conversations and activities w ith others to b ring forth the
contexts of conversations and stories and pictures of participation;.

Step 2:
a) E xplore the contexts o f conversations through grounded m etaphors,
attending to the researcher’s own predispositions
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Step 3:
a) Identify m etaphors of (participation) in the exam ples, stories and
pictures, that is turn these into m etaphors o f the form ‘(participation) is
... (a journey, a battle, a safe place ...). Present some of the stories and
pictures to others for the m etaphors they perceive.
b) G roup m etaphors in clusters in terms o f perceived sim ilarities and
dissim ilarities, being aware o f own predispositions and obtaining
feedback from others involved in the inquiry as to their perceptions.
Feedback to research participants the m ain m etaphors that appear to
researcher and invite com m ents. Review these com m ents, and recluster
the m etaphors.

Step 4:
a) Explore the usefulness of m etaphor clusters in term s of their contexts
and identify the constraints and possibilities afforded by the m etaphors
in term s o f practising. That is, consider the influences that m ight affect
choice of m etaphors and explore the entailm ents o f the m etaphor for
practice and to w hat extent they offer new ways of seeing participation,
or challenge those understandings in use that may be constraining.

Step 5;

a) D evelop criteria for judging com binations o f m etaphors as ‘set of
conditions for em ergence’ from the research question

b) Identify com binations of m etaphors inviting new possibilities for
practising

c) O ffer invitations to apply these com binations in term s that take account
of :
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•

C onstraints on the invitation being perceived as such

•

The availability of space and time for conversations about m etaphors

•

The richness of contextuality: m etaphors are m ore likely to be taken
up if they are richly contextualised, that is they are presented in
term s of the m eaningfulness for p eo p le’s experiencing.

5.9 Conclusion/outputs; a m ethodology and refined
research questions
In this chapter I drew on the appreciation o f m etaphor and m etaphors as
ways o f knowing, and the relational, invitational and am biguous qualities o f
m etaphors developed in Chapter 4 to bring forth the m ethodology that was
presented in Section 5.8.

The second output of this inquiry is revisions to the questions for the
current inquiry and Inquiry Strand 4. B ecause o f the need to contextualise
m etaphors, w hich I identified in C hapter 4, the questions need to refer to
stories and pictures. Thus the question for Inquiry Strand 3 becom es:

How can appreciating m etaphors in stories and pictures enhance
ethical and responsible participatory researching, or researching
with? The outcom e of this strand is the m ethodology.

The question for Inquiry Strand 4 becomes:

How can appreciating m etaphors in stories and pictures illu m in ate
and enhance children and young p eo p le’s participation and
participatory practising with children and young people in an
organisation w orking for social ju stice?
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As I said at the beginning of the chapter, the m ethodology developed in this
chapter is robust because it has been applied in practice in Inquiry Strand 4.
Thus I now m ove on to show how this was done. C hapter 6 describes the
‘starting conditions’ for Inquiry Strand 4 in terms o f the CASE studentship,
the w ork o f TCS, and some of the discourses w ithin which participatory
practice w ith children and young people is situated. In Chapter 7 I structure
Inquiry Strand 4 in five sections relating to the five steps in the
m ethodology.
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Chapter 6 Inquiry Into participatory practising in
TCS: the starting conditions
6.1

Introduction _____________________________________________ 6:167

6.2 The CASE Studentship partnership: possibilities and constraints 6:169
6.3

The work of TCS__________________________________________ 6:174

6.4

Discourses of childhood and youth___________________________6:176

6 .4 .1
6 .4 .2
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6 .4 .4
6 .4 .5

O b jectifyin g d isco u rses _______________________________________________ 6:1 7 8
P rob lem atisin g d iscou rses _____________________________________________ 6:1 8 4
E m ergent d iscou rses: ch ild ren ’s rights, children and y ou n g p e o p le
as ‘e c o -a g e n ts’ and ‘children as the fu tu re’_____________________________6:1 8 7
S u m m ary_______________________________________________________________6 :1 9 3
P articipative research w ith children and you ng p e o p le _________________ 6 :1 9 4

6.5 The ^Child in the Neighbourhood’ Group_____________________ 6:200
6 .5 .1

The GIN H y p o th e s is ___________________________________________________ 6 :2 0 2

6.6 TCS as a “social justice organisation” ________________________ 6:205
6.7

6.1

Conclusion_______________________________________

Introduction

In this chapter I describe the starting conditions for the fourth inquiry
strand in the thesis, w hich is the focus o f C hapter 7. The rev ised question
for this Inquiry Strand is:

How can appreciating m etaphors in stories and pictures illu m in ate
and enhance children and young p eo p le’s participation and
participatory practising w ith children and young people in an
organisation w orking for social justice?

In C hapter 2 I showed what constructivist research m ight m ean in term s o f
ethical and responsible participatory research and practice. In C hapter 3 I
inquired into the bases for m y choices and predispositions in research in g ,
and identified those that connected with my research in this in q u iry strand.
In the previous chapter I drew on the qualities o f m etaphor in p e o p le ’s
engaging w ith each other and qualitative research theories to estab lish a
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m ethodology. I said that the m ethodology em erged from the practice o f the
research in a specific context.

To set the scene for the inquiry I am going to give short accounts o f the
elem ents w hich w ere in place, or ‘givens’ in the inquiry. These include the
CASE studentship partnership, the work o f TCS in outline, the discourses in
w hich TCS practice w ith children and young people is situated, and the
Child in the N eighbourhood Group (from w hose w ork in TCS the idea for
my research originated).

The CASE partnership provided, and in some ways determ ined, my access
to TCS. I describe the CASE studentship partnership in term s of the
m echanism s and people who, at different tim es, supported my research. The
outline of the w ork of TCS draws m ainly on publicly available sources.

I discuss the discourses in w hich TCS practice w ith children and young
people in term s of residual, dom inant and em ergent discourses. These
include objectivising discourses o f childhood, problem atising discourses of
youth, and em ergent discourses of social ju stice and ch ild ren ’s rights, w ith
reference to social inclusion and citizenship. Each o f these discourses
could take up a chapter in their own right. There are m any other discourses
and concepts I could have selected, for exam ple discourses in respect o f
gender, race and sexuality and youth, concepts such as social capital,
com m unity com petency and the 'civil society'. M y m ain interest though is
in seeing these discourses as entering and structuring the practices in TCS
in respect of children and young people’s participation, and as m etaphors of
participation that could be juxtaposed with m etaphors elicited in my
inquiry. As V ictoria M orrow concludes from her research using a social
capital fram ew ork w ith children, children’s perspectives do not fit a p re
existing m odel because ''social life is much too com plex and contradictory
fo r such an a c co u n t' (M orrow, 1999; p. 17).
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The inform ation about the CIN group com es from w ritten reports I was
given at the beginning o f the research, but also conversations w ith some o f
those who w ere members.

6.2 The CASE Studentship partnership: possibilities
and constraints

T he ‘round ta b le’ of
the research
prop osal O U/TCS

R esearch
A greem ent

Steering
Group
A cadem ic
Supervision
Collaborative
Management

L

‘S ite’ access
to TCS

^Supervision

My
Researching
In TCS

Hospitality

A ctivity
Group

Critical
Friend
ship

C ritical
Friend

Figure 6-1: A relationship diagram to show the components of the
CASE studentship partnership that supported my researching in TCS
at different times and how they were connected. The arrows mean
‘led to’- for example the round table and academic supervision led to
funding from ESRC and TCS - except for the dotted line which means
that academic supervision ‘was part o f’ the round table research
proposals.
D uring the period of my research in TCS, different com ponents o f the
partnership with TCS w ere brought forth to support my researching. These
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are shown in Figure 6-1. ‘The round table of the research p ro p o sal’ arose
from the shared interests of TCS and the OU System s D iscipline referred to
in C hapter 1. The ‘round tab le’ was the originating body o f the CASE
studentship and preceded the start of my research by about 18 m onths.
From a TCS perspective the ‘round ta b le ’ came out o f the w ork of the Child
in the N eighbourhood (CIN) Group w hich is discussed later in this chapter.

I b riefly explained the partnership in Chapter 1 and discussed one aspect in
C hapter 3.

There is w ide variation in how CASE studentships operate

because o f the range of contingent factors. M y experience was different
from that o f other CASE students, for exam ple that reported in H arris et al.,
(2000). B ell and Read (1998) suggests that CASE studentships can be more
dem anding for the student than standard, non-collaborative studentships.
They suggest this m ay be because o f rapid change of personnel in nonacadem ic organisations, the different research tim e-scales w ithin w hich
non-academ ic organisations and universities operate, and potential conflict
betw een organisation specific concerns and the depth and originality of
successful PhD research.

A t the instigation of TCS a formal research agreem ent was developed
betw een TCS, the Open U niversity and me. There w ere no appropriate
m odels for such an agreem ent in either TCS or the OU. D uring 1998 the
ESRC published research on CASE studentships w hich recom m ended “a
foi'm al w ritten agreement, set out in advance, betw een the university, nonacadem ic organisation and the stu d en f' as a m atter o f good practice (Bell
and R ead, 1998;, p. 1). The final version o f my CASE studentship research
agreem ent was eventually signed 17 m onths after the start o f the research
and is included in A ppendix 1. The first version. Terms o f U nderstanding,
was draw n up in conversations betw een TCS people, the academ ic
supervisors and m yself. This em bodied the spirit of our w orking together in
these discussions and is included in A ppendix 1.1. H ow ever this version
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then had to be re-interpreted and renegotiated in a legal framework^^. W ith
regard to my conduct of the research, the agreem ent specified that I should
draw up the statem ent of ethical principles for research w ith children and
young people w hich I discussed in C hapter 5. C onversations in the process
o f draw ing up the agreem ent w ere as useful as the agreem ent itse lf in
supporting my research.

In the Term s of U nderstanding two bodies were set up to m anage and
develop the research. The m anagem ent body was the Steering G roup,
‘‘steering the partnership’’ {5/tape}. This included the academ ic
supervisors and m yself and three people from TCS. The Steering G roup m et
tw ice a year during the first three years of the research. I reported on the
progress o f the research and we discussed developm ents in TCS. T he other
body w as the A ctivity Group, w hich included 2 TCS colleagues w ho had
been involved in the research proposals and me. The R esearch A greem ent
legitim ised my access to people in TCS, and the Steering and A ctiv ity
G roups provided the introductions that started the ‘sn ow balling’ p ro cess
off.

The A ctivity Group was to be designed to be part o f the research and to

bring [T C S’s] participation into the research, in term s of i t ’s
understanding, in terms o f those who have interests th at n eed to be
seen to be included that have positional understadnings, th a t need to
be subject to reflection by ... a group, by exchanges betw een
projects and m anagers ... so there is in a sense w hat I call a
stakeholding... The [Steering G roup] is external to [the re se a rc h ]...
m anaging that w hich is happening. The A ctivity G roup is w ith in the
fram e ... It is part of the m echanism ... So w hat ever task it takes on
... you need a group to help you achieve or to help the research to be
achieved {07, transcript o f tape o f Steering G roup/A ctivity G roup
m eeting, R A ’s com m ents}.

The contract first offered by the OU contracts departm ent in resp o n se to re q u ests for
gu id an ce concerned ‘laboratory resea rch ’.
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T he A ctivity Group did not w ork as planned; the two TCS people involved
in this group left TCS or took leave o f absence early in the second year of
the research. The activity group was replaced by w hat I described in
C hapter 3 as ‘h o spitality ’, that is a netw ork o f inform al conversations w ith
TCS people encountered in the research with w hom I explored ideas about
the research and the em ergent m etaphors. These conversations were the
basis o f m y personal learning about, and experiencing of, children and
young people’s participation. There was a shift in the role o f the Steering
G roup to include a greater role in developing the research and providing a
forum for feedback. The Steering Group was also an opportunity for my
participant observation o f TCS histories and traditions as these were
brought in to the process of collaboration. Thus I include the Steering
G roup conversations in the m ethods of inquiry in C hapter 7.

A t my instigation one o f the people who had been involved in the research
from the beginning but w hose post in TCS was m ade redundant, becam e my
‘critical frien d ’ (CF). W e m et four or five tim es a year w ith a focus on
developing my understanding of TCS histories and traditions. C F ’s
involvem ent provided a continuity for me and a link to TCS traditions and
histories. I especially valued his critical perspective as a counterpoint to
m y tendency to be unquestioning of, or detached from , m anagem ent
perspectives, a pre-disposition I identified in C hapter 3.

A cadem ic supervision was crucial to my sense-m aking and learning,
particularly in the other inquiries in the thesis. At the beginning o f my
research the academic supervisors took the lead in discussions w ith TCS
people and the question for me was how can I jo in in conversations which
are already going on? As the research with TCS progressed I saw them
standing by or behind me. By the end of the second year o f the research I
saw m yself as a broker betw een tw o com m unities o f practice (W enger,
1998). This was em bodied in the C ritical R eview o f the research in the
th ird year to w hich both academ ics from the OU System s D iscipline and
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people from different parts o f TCS w ere invited. The C ritical R eview was
planned as another round of processing the research. I saw m y role in the
C ritical R eview as offering invitations arising from my research and setting
up conversations rather than participating in them . As I discussed in
Chapter 3 , 1 was a m arginal m em ber o f TCS com m unities o f practice, and a
peripheral m em ber o f O U /research com m unity. Being a broker betw een two
com m unities of practice, as W enger states, does mean not being a full
m em ber o f either; this m ay be experienced as uprootedness. B rokering can
be an am biguous and vulnerable role, but my role as broker as I constructed
it was supported in the CASE partnership.

A PhD thesis can only be w ritten by the student and I experienced the
process o f w riting up as much more difficult than I had anticipated and
com plicated by fam ily problem s and illness. As this extended well beyond
the three-year period of the CASE partnership seeing m y self as b ro k er
becam e very uncom fortable. W enger suggests that the feeling o f
uprootedness arising from brokering m ay be interpreted as a feeling o f
personal inadequacy (ibid.). In addition, I was doing very little bro k erin g as
such, partly because I found it difficult to interpret feedback from C A SE
partners purely in terms of my w riting and not as additional data as th ere
w ere further changes of peop le’s roles and developm ents in TCS, in cluding
redundancy o f a Steering Group m em ber. As I discuss in C hapter 7,
travelling - driving from place to place, is a requirem ent for m any peo p le in
TCS because of the m anagem ent structure and practice requirem ents.
Looking back I see as significant that I had stopped travelling - v isitin g
projects and HQ, and this increased m y feeling o f m arginality in resp ect o f
TCS.

W hat I suggest from this is that although the CASE partnership pro v id ed
high quality support for my researching in TCS, there w ere also constraints;
These related to:
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How I (and perhaps others) constructed m y role and the im plications of
this in the stages of the research ’
•

How situational issues cannot be covered in form al agreem ents’

•

Q uestions about form s o f w riting appropriate for collaborative practices.

I now turn to TCS, and w hat sort o f organisation it is.

6.3 The w ork of TCS
TCS is a voluntary organisation w orking directly w ith children and young
people in their com m unities in England and W ales. TCS also com m issions
and publishes research, and advocates for children and young people in
social and political contexts. D uring the period of m y researching, TCS ran
about 100 locally based projects in England and W ales and over 100
‘charity shops’ (m ainly selling second-hand donated goods to raise funds).
TCS em ployed approxim ately 1200 people of whom about 300 w orked in
headquarters in London (these num bers varied slightly from year to year),
w ith the support of a substantial num ber o f volunteers who are m ainly
involved in fund-raising. The 1997-98 A nnual R eport records that in the
previous year ‘TCS had contact w ith 21 750 children and young people,
w ith m ore lim ited contact with a further 16 0 0 0 ’.

TCS was founded in 1881 as The Church of England Homes for W aifs and
Strays by Edw ard De M ontjoie Rudolf, a young Sunday school teacher and
civil servant;
...w hile w orking at his Sunday school in south L o n d o n ..., troubled
w hen two young people did not turn up for lessons he set out to look
for them and found them begging on the streets . . R udolf
recognised that ‘there was a need to help im poverished and destitute
children .. and felt that the Church of England ought to be leading
the way ... Archbishop Tait warm ed to the idea, rem arking ‘...if this
thing is to be done, this man R udolf is the m an to do it’(The
C hildren's Society, 1995)
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U ntil the 1970s, TCS was prim arily concerned in running a large num ber of
residential care homes for children and in fostering and adoption w ork. The
grow th of the statutory social-w ork sector and the recognition o f the need
for children to rem ain w ith their fam ilies in their com m unities led to
changes in thinking about the role and w ork o f voluntary agencies in the
UK. In the 1970s and 1980s TCS shifted to w orking to support fam ilies
w ithin th eir own environm ent “w ith innovative projects” - com m unity
based, focussed on local needs, and m anaged w ithin geographical regions in
England and W ales. A wide diversity of approaches and structures
developed w ithin these regions. D evelopm ents in the strategic d irectio n and
structure o f TCS in the 1990s can be seen as a reaction to this increasing
autonom y, diversity and ‘distance from cen tre’.

TCS is the fourth largest children’s charity in the UK in term s of incom e
and expenditure. Since it was founded in 1881 TCS has been strongly
linked w ith The Church of England. U ntil 1993 the organisation was
know n as ‘The Church o f England C hildren’s Society’. M ost p ro ject w ork
is joint-funded and otherw ise resourced through partnerships and contracts
w ith other bodies including local authorities, health trusts and the com plex
netw ork o f central-governm ent funding initiatives for the reg en eratio n o f
com m unities and tackling social exclusion (R ickford, 2001). H ow ever TCS
relies on the support of Church o f England congregations and volu n tary
donations. In the financial year 1998-1999 it had an annual incom e o f £26.5
million^®, o f w hich 73% was from voluntary donations including legacies,
and 24% from public funding and fees or charges^\

TCS is both com peting and collaborating w ith other ch ild ren ’s ch arities in
financing and developing work. In 1997, on the retirem ent o f the d irecto r
o f ‘Public A ffairs’, a new director o f ‘M arketing and C om m unications’ was
appointed, specifically to “raise the p ro file o f TCS and attract fu n d in g fr o m
The in co m es o f the three larger charities, B arn ad o’s, N C H A ctio n for C hildren and
N SP C C w ere £1 0 5 m , £ 6 4 .4m and £ 5 5 .2m re sp ec tiv e ly (C aritasD ata L td., 1 9 9 9 ) .
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corporate sources” {01/notes}. TCS m ay be considered to be m ore
vulnerable in terms o f sustaining its work than some o f the other ch ild ren ’s
charities because of its reliance on a declining voluntary donor base in a
period o f increasing transfer o f services w ith funding from local
governm ent to the voluntary sector.

In term s of practice and research TCS is an innovating organisation. It was
the first organisation to set up fam ily centres in the 1960s, the first to
provide a safe haven for runaw ay children and young people in the 1980s.
T C S ’ funding of research and cam paigns was instrum ental in bringing child
prostitution to public notice in the 1990s. Funding was used in the
developm ent of new w ays of w orking w ith children and young people living
on the streets. TCS has been active in the innovative use of governm ent
funding for the regeneration of com m unities.

6.4 Discourses of childhood and youth
As F ranklin (1995) affirm s, childhood is a social construct
form ed by a range o f social, historical and cultural factors ...
differently constructed expressing the divergent gender, class, ethnic
or historical locations o f particular individuals (p. 5).
In C hapter 3 I reflected on my know ing o f children and young people from
m y perspectives as parent and social w orker in term s o f flo w s o f
em otioning, based on intim ate and deeply felt experiences. In a distinction
analogous to the two contextual dim ensions o f m etaphor identified in
C hapter 4, this reflection concerned the p erso n a l m eaning o f childhood and
youth as constituted in m y histories and traditions. The current section is an
overview of some of the background contexts o f TCS conversations and
practices concerned w ith children and young peo p le’s participation in th eir
com m unities and decision-m aking, and o f my research, and on w hich
personal m eanings rest. These include discourses, or ways o f thinking and
Inform ation on TCS W eb site, M ay 2000: h ttp ://w w w .th ech iId ren sso cietv .o rs.u k .
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talking about childhood and youth, w hich support TCS w ork for children
and young p eo p le’s participation, and those w hich participation w ork
challenges and struggles against.

C onstructions of ‘child w ork’ (Oldham , 1994) and ‘youth w o rk in g ’ (Tucker,
1997) - and w hat counts as innovative practice w ith children and young
people, are them selves intim ately connected w ith discourses o f childhood
and youth. Participatory practice w ith children and young people is enacted
w ithin and against constructions of childhood and youth. In C hapter 1 I
referred to a conversation in which I had asked project leaders w h eth er they
saw th eir w ork as “fillin g gaps in walls

p u llin g walls dow n”. L ater in

that conversation ST said o f her w ork for children and young p e o p le ’s
participation in schools that it was “like dripping water, w earing aw ay at
things”{Q 2h/notos]. Tucker (1997) uses the m etaphor o f “the gam e” for the
com plex and discursive social and political constructions against w hich
youth identities, and professional ‘youth w orking’ are defined. In a
statem ent that still rings true, tw enty five years ago D enzin (1977) w rote of
children as political products;
Children are created, defined, and acted on in p o litical term s ..
c a u g h t... w ithout a clear spokesm an for th eir collective po sitio n ,
children find them selves talked about, legislated over, tested and
scrutinised by society’s experts; by its social w orkers, educational
psychologists, probation officials, judges, courts, teachers,
sociologists, anthropologists, politicians and psychiatrists (D enzin
1977, p. 1 6).
W illiam s (1983) suggests that society is always grappling w ith the m ixed
influence of dom inant, residual and em ergent institutions, and I see this
m irrored in ways of thinking and acting tow ards children and young people.

The background contexts o f children and young p eo p le’s p articip atio n th a t I
discuss here include:
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•

objectifying discourses of childhood, w hich may be considered as
residual understandings, “thickened and hardened across generations”
(B erger and Luckm an, 1967; p. 76);

•

problem atising discourses o f youth, which may be considered as
currently dom inant, enacted in social policies and legislation (G riffin,
1993);

•

em ergent discourses o f children and young people as ‘social agents in
their own r ig h t’, and as ‘co-citizens with rig h ts’ (James et ah, 1998,
Q vortrup, 1994 ).

These three sets of discourses are discussed briefly in the next sections. I
have draw n on texts and research relating to W estern European and US
contexts. A full discussion is beyond the scope of this thesis. This is a
com plex field; I do not discuss issues of gender, race and sexuality as
distinct from other discourses, although there is a good case for doing so. I
have chosen those discourses that I see as particularly significant to practice
in TCS.

6.4.1

Objectifying discourses

B y ‘objectifying discourses’ I m ean those in w hich children and young
people are constituted as ‘o ther’, or lesser than adults. Perhaps because of
the ubiquity of childhood to which I referred in Chapter 5, these discourses
are com plex - for exam ple H olt (1975) argues that children are considered
“a m ixture o f expensive nuisance, fra g ile treasure, slave and super-pet”.
As Cloke and Davies (1995) discuss, these discourses, or ways o f talking,
conceal the realities of children and young peo p le’s experiencing. For
exam ple, two “m yths” concerning child protection - that the treatm ent o f
children is based on respect and the w ish to protect them, and that
childhood is a golden age and special time, conceal the fact that “children
are am ongst the m ost vulnerable m embers o f our society, but are denied
civil rights” (Cloke and D avies p. xv). A mong the discourses I have
selected to discuss are those reflected in TCS A ction Plans for projects. The
role o f A ction Plans is discussed in C hapter 7.
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There was little w ritten about childhood and children’s lives until the
publication o f P hillipe A ries U E n fa n t et la vie fa m ilia le sous L ’A ncien
Régim e

in 1960

(C unningham 1995, Jam es 1993).

A rie s’ frequently

quoted statem ent that in “m edieval society the idea o f childhood did n o t
exist” (1973 p. 125), although not reflecting his full argum ent (Jam es 1992,
Stainton R ogers 1992) nevertheless reveals the historical specificity o f the
idea

of

‘childhood’. In

a historical

review

of ideas

o f childhood

C unningham (1995) considers that,
it has been com m on to im agine the history of hum ankind as
equivalent to the life cycle o f a hum an being; some societies have
seen this as an ascent from savagery/childhood to
civilisation/adulthood, others as a descent from prim eval
innocence/childhood to corruption/adulthood.
He illustrates childhood as sa va g ejy in discussion of seventeenth century
Protestant childhoods of disciplining original sin out o f children. C hildhood
as innocence is evidenced in eighteenth century aspirations to bring up
children on R ousseau’s principle o f “the lig h t o f a child to be a child, a n d
to be happy w ith it” (ibid. p. 66). Jenks (1996) refers to these tw o w ays o f
thinking and talking about childhood as the D ionysian and A pollonian
views respectively. In both of these views children’s behaviour is th o u g h t
of as a natural part o f being a child w hich it is adults’ duty to m ould and
control.
M ore recently, children were com pared w ith ‘prim itive so cie tie s’ and
people w ith m ental illnesses in a text book on child psychiatry from m y
social w ork training:
A nim istic thinking (attributing hum an characteristics to inanim ate
objects) and thought om nipotence (w hat the child w ishes is su fficien t
to cause it to happen) are encountered in prim itive societies, and m ay
be observed in certain adult m ental illn esses” (Kamp, 1974 p. 5)^^.

K am p’s ex p o sitio n o f ch ild d evelopm en t in clu d es the injunction that the in fan t m ust
renounce o m n ip oten ce ‘to b ecom e a so c ia lly co n form in g b e in g ’ (p. 6) and the c o m m en t
that in later ch ild h ood ‘the ch ild begin s to be able to u se a system o f sy m b o ls, letters and
d igits, the to o ls o f our c iv ilis a tio n ’ (p. 7).
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In these discourses children are constituted as irrational beings, at the
m ercy of their senses.
Childhood is m easured out by sounds and sm ells
And sights before the dark o f reason grows
(John B etjem an Sum m oned hy B ells IV)
A t the same tim e childhood is talked o f nostalgically, at least in w estern
ideology, as a tim e o f carefree happiness and innocence, especially by those
some distance from it^^. This ideology of the happy, carefree childhood
“w orks to exclude those fo r whom it is not “ (James 1995 p. 28).

Children

w hose behaviour does not conform with the essential innocence of
childhood are then considered as abnorm al, for exam ple the two boys who
killed the young child James B ulger in 1993 w ere typically described in the
tabloid m edia as children who “had the fa c e s o f norm al boys but hearts o f
unparalleled evil” (D aily M ail 1993 quoted by N ew ell, 1995).

The rationale in the A ction Plan for J 0 2 draws attention to the point that:

in acknow ledging children’s rights there is a risk that an
inappropriate perception of children as Tittle ad u lts’ m ay em erge.
A ll involved with the protection o f children should rem em ber that
children also have the right to be children (A ction Plan for J 0 2 ,
R ationale par. A 7)^\
H ow ever C unningham ’s (1995) diagnosis of “the root cause o f much
p rese n t confusion and angst about childhood”, is th at both these discourses
- o f children’s rights to autonom y and “the rem nants o f the rom antic view
that the right o f a child is to be a child” are in currency (p. 190).

G ergen contrasts the fin d in gs o f tw o p ie c e s o f research in w h ich firstly a sam ple o f
you th s b etw een the a ges o f 19 and 21 w ere asked to chart their lif e h istory alon g a
gen eral ev a lu a tiv e d im en sion , and seco n d ly a sam ple o f p eo p le b etw een the a g es o f 63 to
93 w ere asked to do a sim ilar ex ercise. The graphs produced by the youths sh ow a
d ecrease in fe e lin g s o f w ell-b ein g b etw een the ages o f about 7 and 16, b efore a rise. The
graphs produced by the older p eo p le show a steady in crease in fe e lin g s o f w ell b ein g
from age 10 to about age 5 5 , fo llo w e d by a gradual d ecrease (G ergen, 1994 p. 2 0 0 -2 0 1 ).
A sim ilar p oin t is m ade in an anonym ous com m ent from a TCS practitioner “we n e e d tc
m e e t ( t h e c h i l d r e n ) on t h e i r g r o u n d , a t t h e i r le v e l, w i t h t h e i r a g e n d a a n d w i t h i n t h e i r
f r a m e w o r k , r a t h e r th a n e x p e c t t h e m to b e c o m e like m i n i a d u l t s in o r d e r to m e e t o u r
w i s h e s , n e e d s o r a g e n c y o b j e c t i v e s ” ( q u o t e d by G abriel 1998, p. 12)
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In C hapter 2 I discussed how theories o f childhood constitute and are
constituted by adults’ constructions o f children and young people, and
specifically how Piagetian theory can lead to understandings o f children
and young people as vulnerable and incom petent.

Oakley (1994) argues

that a consequence of considering children and young people as ‘p o te n tia l’
people of lesser com petence is that they becom e inscribed in a dialogue o f
“in their best interests”. H ow ever the language o f “in their best in terests”
is based on “a philosophy o f exclusion and control dressed up as
p ro tectio n ” (ibid. p. 16)^^.
The rationale for the TCS 1998 A ction Plans for project w ork draw s on de
W in ter’s m etaphor that in current society children and young people are
“shielded in a special youth land ...m arg in alised and excluded, until
they are suddenly expected to be responsible, independent and
com m itted adults/citizens” (de W inter, 1997){D1}
In the ‘youth lan d ’ childhood is differentiated and separated from the w orld
o f adulthood. C hildren’s culture, talk, gam es serve to m ark th eir id en tity as
children, and distinguish childhood from adulthood.

This resonates w ith

the m edia creation o f ‘yoof culture’ in the early 1990s and the id en tificatio n
o f children as a m arket segm ent for targeted advertising^^.

Jam es (1995)

points out that state institutions, and the legal system “com bine w ith childcentred com m odities and m arkets” to create boundaries around the w orld o f
children and young people and constrain and lim it their everyday activities.
Thus Ennew (1994) comments that
M odern childhood constructs children out of society, m utes th eir
voices, denies their personhood, lim its their potential (p. 125, quoted
by Roche, 1999).
In review ing research involving children Jam es et al., (1998) identified
several different overlapping ways of ‘seeing children’ em bodied in

A lth ou gh A rticle 3 o f the U N C onvention on the R ig h ts o f the C hild (s e e b elo w .
S ectio n 6 .4 .3 .1 ) sp ec ifica lly relates to ‘the b est in terests o f the c h ild ’, th is is d irectly
related to “s u c h p r o t e c t i o n a n d c a r e a s is n e c e s s a r y f o r h is o r h e r w e l l - b e i n g . . . ” (se e
F lek k oy and K au fm an (1997) for fu ll d iscu ssio n ).
‘W orld in A c tio n ’, IT V , 23 N ovem b er 1998 8 .0 0 p .m .
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research ers’ conceptualisations, (see also M orrow and R ichards, 1996;
Jam es, 1995).Each o f these

com bine notions o f social com petence with those o f status to give
rise to ideal types’ of ‘the c h ild ’ (ibid. p. 4).
T hese are also helpful in identifying different ways of seeing ‘ty p es’ of
children and young people in TCS practices. They include “the [Piagetian]
developing child”, which undervalues children’s com petences so that even
w hen their views are elicited they are perceived as unreliable sources o f
inform ation - “h e ’s only a child” (H olstein and Gubrium, 1995; p. 19-20).

“The tribal child - an alien species [inhabits] an autonom ous w orld” w ith
its own rules and agenda, and unknow ably ‘o ther’. Jam es (1993) reflects
that in the first research she did w ith children she constituted childhood as
“culturally other”, and “exoticised” children in order to turn childhood into
a ‘legitim ate' anthropological subject. There is an elem ent o f this
perception in the use of ch ild ren ’s draw ings that adorn w ithout being
related to the content of some TCS docum ents, for exam ple the C orporate
Plan 1999-2002^’.

The adult child - is a “com petent participant in a shared but adult centred
w o rld ” and assumed to be essentially the same as adults (Jam es, 1995 p.
11). H ow ever this perception does not take into account differences in
social status betw een children and adults (M orrow and R ichards, 1996).
A dult childhoods are forced on many children w ith whom and for w hom
TCS w orks, for example young carers (Frank, 1995). O f these children
R oche (1999) comments.

T he old (pre 1998) lo g o o f T he C h ild ren ’s S o ciety in clu d ed three colou red stick
fig u res, lik e a c h ild ’s draw ing, w hich could ea sily be seen as three d ifferen tly aged
ch ild ren, or tw o children w ith a parent etc. A t a m eetin g in 2 0 0 0 w ith so m e p roject
leaders I w as told that these, fa in tly scan d alou sly, had actu ally b een d esig n ed by adults to
lo o k lik e a c h ild ’s draw ing. (The n ew lo g o w hich can be seen as a figu re ‘reach in g for
the stars is clearly ‘d esig n ed ’ (K ennedy, 1998).
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it is ironic that those children who act in that highly responsible way
(the way in w hich it is m ost often regretted they do not act) in
relation to their fam ily are ‘m ade to disappear’ by adult practice.
Practices that render children invisible include ignoring them and also
assim ilating them into ‘adult’ w orlds and practices. ‘A d u lt’ children and
young people are invited to the tea parties of the

‘adult w o rld ’ o f

governance. The group o f young people who w ere involved in governance
w ork w ere invited to give a presentation of TCS Council^^, and then to jo in
the C ouncil in th eir refreshm ents afterw ards. (This story was told to me by
two people in a way that I interpreted as pointing to the gap betw een young
p eo p le’s lives and TCS C ouncil’s understanding o f these lives, and the
m eaning of young p eo p le’s involvem ent in governance). A story o f
participation’ told me by a Council m em ber, w hich was also respectful o f
young people, was:
M y house was attached to the hall and I felt it im portant that it
created a house in w hich students could be adults and I w ould have
all my m eetings w ith students in my own sitting room and I w ould
treat them ... as if they w ere sensible adults who m ight have done
som ething daft but who were going to tell me how they w ere going
to put it right. M y house becam e the place in w hich the ju n io r
common room com m ittee could w alk in and behave like very
responsible adults and I d o n ’t how how w e created that. It was
partly that I had a very beautiful sitting room ... and I w ould behave
as if they w ere m y guests which puts a constraint upon them
im m ediately... T h ere’s an elem ent o f m anipulation in it {50/tape}.
The social sti'uctural child is located in societal and political structures, fo r
exam ple, ‘the lone parented ch ild ’, ‘the socially excluded c h ild ’, ‘the
looked-after ch ild ’ (ie. ‘looked after’ or accom m odated by the Local
A uthority under the C hildren Act 1989) and the target o f in terv en tio n s th at
attract governm ent funding.

The m inority child, for exam ple, the ‘the waifs and stray s’ fo r w hom TCS
was founded, and ‘the disadvantaged child’ are generally m ore iso lated than
all other groups from the culture and institutions of w ider society (B oyden
58

T he role o f the C ou n cil is d iscu ssed in Chapter 7.
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and Ennew , 1997)). H ow ever the plight of this child - and their potential
rescue, is often the basis of advertising cam paigns from charities like TCS
seeking to attract donations (for exam ple, Barnados cam paigns in 2000 and

2002 ).
Jam es et al. (1998) also identify a perspective they refer to as ‘the social
c h ild ’, “children as social actors with their own distinctive abilities to
understand and explain the w orld” (Thomas and O'Kane, 1998). In this
perspective children are not objectified but “are com parable w ith adults,
but ... possess different com petencies”

1995). This perspective

underpins some of the discourses discussed in Section 6.4.3 below , and
participative research w ith children and young people.

6.4.2

Problem atising discourses

By ‘problem atising discourses’ I include those in which children, and m ore
frequently young people, are constituted as in some way problem atic for the
w ell-being of society in general, that is, as social problem s. B eauvais et al.,
(2001) reflect this as a recent shift in perception:

w hereas youth o f the 1960s w ere portrayed as a social m ovem ent,
there is a tendency to see today’s youth as a social problem (p. 5).
H ow ever, as G riffin (1993) dem onstrates, problem atising discourses of
youth in the W estern context draw on a particular understanding o f
adolescence that has been current for the last century. A dolescence, like
childhood is a socially and historically constructed concept. O akley (1994)
com m ents that “adolescence” itself is a derogatory term since all it im plies
is ‘becom ing an adult^ (see C hapter 2, Epistem ological C laim 2; C ockburn,
1998). G riffin (1993) specifically identifies the underpinning biological
paradigm of adolescence as a phase betw een childhood and adulthood
characterised by ‘stress and storm ’ due to biological, specifically horm onal
changes, originating from the w ork o f G. Stanley Hall in 1904. “ Y o u th ’
defines a m om ent o f disturbance: a space in between “ (O sw ell, 1998; p
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38). Thus, like children, young people are driven by irrational forces, w hich
also m ake them vulnerable to social vices.

G riffin, and m ore strongly Finn (2001), also link the ‘co nstruction’ o f
adolescence as pathology in the tw entieth century to capitalist developm ent,
specifically to the need to produce the disciplined labour required by m ass
production, w hich required a com pliant and m echanised w ork force. B ut as
G riffin points out, the ideology o f adolescence also em erged against a norm
of youth appearance and behaviour “w hich w as w hite/Anglo, m iddle class,
heterosexual and m ale” (G riffin, 1997), and m odelled on the desirability o f
self-control and conform ity. Young people should defer to the authority o f
adults. The role of social reform ers w ielding professional pow er was to
protect young people from their own vulnerabilities and to control them in
order to m aintain order and self-discipline.

G riffin argues that dom inant discourses o f youth, draw ing on the ‘storm and
stress’ m odel, link young people w ith specific social problem s p rim arily or
solely on account of their youth - for exam ple, age is the only variable that
make sex, pregnancy, smoking, and alcohol use deviant behaviour fo r
young people. W ithin the individualised psycho-biological paradigm ,
young people are then blam ed for social problem s - youth as trouble. Sibley
(1995) suggests “adolescents may be threatening to adults because they
transgress the adult/child boundary”.

A lternative, or radical discourses developed from critiques o f the ‘y outh as
trouble’ discourse, focusing on the social system s in w hich young people
live and societal structures in relation to youth, gender, race and class, o f
which young people are victim s - ‘youth in tro u b le’.

A cross the ‘youth as trouble’ and ‘youth in tro u b le’ distinction G riffin
(1993) identifies three main problem atising discourses:
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•

D iscourses of deficit: young people are in need o f education and
socialisation into adulthood in order to redress the influences o f a poor
fam ily background and peer group influences.

•

D iscourses of dysfunction: young people are in need o f therapy to ‘tre a t’
their behavioural problem s w hich arise from dysfunctional fam ilies and
social deprivation. These discourses draw on a m edical m odel o f clinical
diagnosis and treatm ent

D iscourses of deviance: young people are in need of control and
correction to address their drug-taking, alcohol abuse and other
behaviour seen as dangerous. The discourse o f ‘perverted y o u th ’
focuses on adolescent sexuality, especially that o f young w omen,
‘teenage pregnancy’, and hom osexuality. W ithin discourses o f deviance
young people can be seen as ‘sick ’ and as delinquent.

W ithin these problem atising discourses, girls are perceived to need to be
protected and controlled, and to be uncontrollable (for exam ple, in their
sexuality). Boys are perceived to be underachievers, to be socially
disturbing, crim inally inclined, prone to disabilities and illness and
uncontrollable. Y oung people are therefore a risk to society and a cause of
fear for adults.

G riffin further argues that problem atisation is an active process. That is,
the discourses are continually being brought into play, for exam ple in
response to “m edia panics” such as those associated w ith the Jam es B ulger
m urder (Oswell, 1998). M oral panics

articulate beliefs about belonging and not belonging, about the
sanctity of territory and the fear o f transgression ... [and] bring
boundaries into focus by accentuating the difference betw een the
agitated guardians of m ainstream values and excluded others (Sibley,
1995; p. 43).
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M oral panics also influence the developm ent and enactm ent o f social
policies. Sharon Stevens, quoted by Finn and N abell (2001), speaking in a
N orth A m erican context, suggests that although labelling of som e youth as
pathological has been going on for some tim e, w hat is new is “the extent to
w hich all youth are now going into the ‘p o o l o f p a th o lo g y ’ to be
subsequently fis h e d out by different nets” (p. 142).

Thus, adolescence - as the period o f flexible trying on of roles and
playing w ith identities - m ay be increasingly the m odel for
‘adulthood’. B ut this form o f subjectivity m ust first be cleansed o f
its adolescent em phasis on collectivity, political questioning, and
social experim entations. The sorts o f adults now needed are
individualised, depoliticised, flexible subjects. The pathologisation
of adolescence and its related m odes of treatm ent.m ay be one way o f
getting us from here to there” (ibid.).

6.4.3

Emergent discourses: children's rights, children
and young people as ‘eco-agents’ and ‘children
as the future'

I include as em ergent discourses those that challenge conceptualisations o f
children and young people as angels, or devils, in a state o f becom ing, or as
social problem s, menaces and victim s. Those considered here are:

•

discourses of rights linked w ith citizenship;

•

discourses of children and young people as eco-agents, p articip atin g in
the creation o f sustainable environm ents

•

current politically driven discourses o f social inclusion and ‘children as
the fu tu re’.

The international discourse of hum an rights, and children’s rights
developed alongside the m ore local issues o f em pow erm ent and service user
involvem ent. Specifically the U nited N ations C onvention on the R ights o f
the Child (1989) (UNCRC) has becom e an im portant reference point,
inspiration and resource for the w ork of TCS.
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The C onvention was not so much revolutionary as the product of an
evolutionary process. It was “a major landmark in a continuing process o f
experience-gathering and reflection over several decades - in the sphere o f
human rights in general as well as in regard to children's issues”
(C antw ell, 1997). W ithin the UK the Convention has no legal force;
ratification of international conventions does not incorporate them into the
legal system , although it does in some other countries, for exam ple,
B elgium (Hill and Tisdall, 1997)

In 1995 the UK governm ent subm itted its first report on im plem entation of
the Convention. A w ell-publicised ‘alternative’ critical report from The
C hildren’s Rights D evelopm ent U nit (CRDU), funded from voluntary
incom e, triggered a debate that:
rem oved any possible ju stificatio n for com placency about the state
of children’s rights in the UK (introduction by R obert Sm ith and
Paolo Basurto in Lansdown, 1996 p. 1).
The overseeing body of UNCRC relies on non-governm ental organisations
(NGOs) such as TCS to supplem ent the reports from States on their
im plem entation of UNCRC and to dissem inate the C R C ’s findings
(Cantw ell, 1997). For example TCS was involved in the U K ’s reporting to
CRC in 2002.

UN Convention on the
Rights o f the Child

Article 12and other
participation rights

Provision
Rights

Protection
Rights

Figure 6-2: Article 12
as the keystone o f the
‘arch ’ o f the UN
Convention^^
Children’s rights

T h is p ic tu r e w as cre ate d by Bill B a d h a m and B eth B e ll o f T C S , an d d is t rib u te d
e le c tr o n i c a lly in Ja n u a r y 2001 after the T C S J 0 5 / C h i l d r e n in C o m m u n iti e s C o n f e r e n c e
{63}.
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As depicted in Figure 6-3, broadly speaking the range o f rights can be
categorised as the three "Ps": provision, protection and participation. The
general principles are outlined in four articles stating that:

•

children should be protected from all form s o f discrim ination (A rticle

2 );
•

in all actions concerning children their b est interests should be the
prim ary consideration (A rticle 3);

•

children have an inherent right to life, survival and developm ent (A rticle

6 ).
The last principle is enshrined in A rticle 12, w hich is o f particu lar
relevance for my research:
States Parties shall assure to the child who is capable o f form ing his
or her own views the right to express those views freely in all
m atters affecting the child, the views o f the child being given due
w eight in accordance w ith the age and m aturity o f the child. (A rticle
12, paragraph 1: U nited N ations C onvention on the R ights o f the
Child).™
The real value of UNCRC is that it produced a com prehensive d isco u rse o f
ch ild ren ’s rights in w hich changing perspectives on ch ild ren ’s place in
society can be enacted. The setting up o f C h ild ren ’s C om m issioners, the
inclusion of looked-after children and young people in decision-m aking, the
voice of children and young people in governm ental policy can larg ely be
claim ed as owing to UNCRC. But as Freem an (2000) asks - w hy is there

^ O ther related A rticles con cern in g participation rights in the U nited N a tio n s C o n v e n tio n
on the R ights o f The Child:
A rticle 5 - the duty o f guidance “in a m a n n e r c o n s i s t e n t w i t h th e e v o l v i n g c a p a c i t i e s o f
th e c h i l d ” , by parents and others in ch ild ren ’s e x e rc ise o f their rights
A rticle 13, paragraph 1 - the right o f freedom o f ex p ressio n and “to se e k , r e c e i v e a n d
i m p a r t i n f o r m a t io n a n d i d e a s o f a l l kinds, r e g a r d l e s s o f f r o n t i e r s , e i t h e r o r a l l y , in w r i t i n g
o r in p r i n t , in th e f o r m o f a rt, o r t h r o u g h a n y o t h e r m e d i a o f th e c h il d 's c h o i c e ”

A rtic le 15, paragraph 1-rights o f the child to freedom o f a sso cia tio n
A rtic le 4 2 - D uty o f states ratifyin g C onvention to p u b lic ise it “fo a d u l t s a n d c h i l d r e n
alik e”.
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still a chasm betw een the C onvention and practice? For exam ple one third
of children in UK now liv e in poverty (Badham, 2001).

The problem identified by A lders on (1994) was that rights are based on
rationality, independence, freedom , and these are associated with
adulthood, not childhood, as discussed in Section 6.4.2 above. H ow ever
UNCRC has been interpreted in terms o f its im plications for ad u lts’
learning, for exam ple, Lansdow n w rote that.

w hat is im plied in the C onvention and its philosophy o f respect for
children is that adults need to learn to w ork m ore closely w ith
children to help them articulate their lives, to develop strategies for
changes and to exercise their rights (Lansdown 2001, p. 7)
There are some risks in only practising participation as defined w ithin
UNCRC. C hildren’s rights to participation as citizens are not addressed,
neither do children have rights to representation separate from their parents
(parents are considered ‘good enough’). ''The lives o f too m any children
are glossed over in the C onvention'' particularly, disabled children, gay
children, girl children, street children and refugee children (Freem an, 2000,
see also Andrews and Freem an, 1997).

A further issue relates to my discussions o f ways o f know ing as codes o f
practice in Chapter 2. Freem an (2000) questions w hether international
conventions should be about codifying or advancing practices. D iscussion
o f rights as W ringe (1996) points out tend to focus on w rongs - w hat is
rather than what ought to b e.

R ights ... have the capacity to be elem ents o f em ancipation, but they
are neither a perfect or exclusive vehicle for em ancipation. [They]
can only be operative as constituents o f a strategy for social
transform ation as they becom e part of an em ergent 'com m on sense'
and are articulated w ith social practices (Hunt, 1990; p. 325).
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There are three different understandings of the relationship betw een
children and the environm ent em bodied in The UN C onvention on the
Rights o f the Child. F irstly and prim arily in the UN C onvention
‘environm ent’ is understood as those relationships and conditions w ithin
which children are born and grow up. Thus the child’s fam ily is "the
natural environm ent fo r the grow th and w ell-being o f all its m em bers
particularly children" and,

the child, for the full and harm onious developm ent o f his or her
personality, should grow up in a fam ily environm ent, in an
atm osphere o f happiness, love and understanding (Pream ble).
U nderpinning this statem ent is an understanding of children both p hysically
and psychologically, as products or outcom es of their environm ent.

Secondly the C onvention refers to children’s rights in respect o f pro tectio n
from environm ental dangers, of w hich they are actual or potential victim s.
This echoes the concerns o f an earlier U nited N ations R eport that stated
that:

children are too often the victim s o f pollution - th eir young bodies
make them far m ore vulnerable than adults to the poisons we spew
into the air, and the toxins we sow on earth. M oreover, the p ro b lem
of environm ental degradation is essentially a problem for children,
not for adults. They, and those still unborn, will inherit the earth w e
leave them . T heir futures are in our hands - only we can p ro tect it
for them (U nited N ations C hildren's Fund (U N IC EF)/U nited N ations
Environm ent Program m e (UNEP), 1990 p. 1 quoted in R osenbaum ,
1993).
U nderstandings of children and young people as eco-victim s and ecoproducts are constraining in terms of participation because children and
young people are constructed as vulnerable and im m ature^\

See discussion o f Piagetian theory in Chapter 2.
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The third type of relationship betw een children and their environm ent is
found in A rticle 29 of UNCRC, w hich refers to education rights, and
im plicitly to children as active and potentially responsible agents.

The

education of the child should be directed to developm ent of the ch ild ’s
potential, to respect for human rights, parents, cultural and national values
and other “civilisations” (sic), to preparation for a responsible life, and
finally to "the developm ent o f respect fo r the natural environm ent. ”
(A rticle 29, paragraph (e)).

Two years after the adoption of the UN C onvention on C hildren’s R ights,
the U K was a participant in the Earth Summ it in Rio de Janeiro. This
resulted in a program m e of action for sustainable developm ent. A genda 21.
As w ell as concern for the quality o f life, global econom ics, global
consum ption and pollution. A genda 21 sets out expectations o f p eo p le’s
responsibility for the environm ent and their involvem ent in decision
m aking about use o f resources. C hapter 25 o f A genda 21 identifies young
people as a special interest group. Their active participation in environm ent
and developm ent decision-m aking and in the im plem entation of
program m es is critical to the long-term success o f A genda 21, because "it
affects their lives today and has im plications fo r their fu tu res", and

[in] addition to their intellectual contribution and their ability to
m obilize support, they bring unique perspectives that need to be
taken into account (Agenda 21, C hapter 25, par. 25.2).
‘Social exclusion’, like rights and social ju stice, provides yet another set of
ideas and term s in w hich children and young people are inscribed. In
discussion of children and young people’s social exclusion Ridge and
M illar (2000) point out that this
... m ay m ean m uch m ore than exclusion from society as conceived
by adults, but also crucially exclusion from children’s society. In
this respect childhood needs to be seen as a social experience in
itself, one that has its own norm s and custom s, and where the
dem ands of participation and inclusion m ay be considerable,
likew ise the costs of exclusion (ibid. p. 162).
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H arden et al. (2000) argue that in the last ten years children have becom e
the projects not ju st for their parents, but for the state.

This process has

been accelerated if anything by the UK L abour G overnm ent’s policy
description of ‘children as the fu tu re’ and as an investm ent in w hich the
future can be controlled (HM Treasury, 1999). A t the same time, parenting
has been m ade a private concern for individuals rather than com m unities
(B irkett, 2001); the G overnm ent introduced ‘curfew orders’ up to the age of
15 to keep children and young people ‘involved in anti-social b eh av io u r’ in
their own hom es and away from public places.

A problem w ith any description focussing on the future, as A lan Prout
(1999) points out, is that it does not take account o f children as children
now. N either does it resolve current responsibilities for adults. As the
U N IC EF com ic on children’s rights w rote to children "you are the fu tu r e
and the m istakes adults make today, you w ill have to sort out in years to
come" (UNICEF, 1998). A statem ent w ith w hich I have great sym pathy,
and w hich I consider stands for other m arginalised groups in society is that
of B oulding (1995):

A dm itting children to co-participation in social thinking, dream ing
and planning ... [drawing] on their own experiential know ledge o f
the w orld w ill help the adult social order m ore m alleable, and m ore
open to new and more hum ane developm ents (p. 153).

6.4.4

Summary

In this overview of some of the discourses o f childhood and youth I have
indicated those which are challenged by the concept of children and young
p eo p le’s participation, for exam ple discourses o f w hich children as angels
or devils. I have also indicated that participation w ork w ith children and
young people as social agents in their own right m ay be at odds w ith
expectations of ‘youth w orking’ and ‘childw ork’ as therapeutic, p ro tectiv e
or controlling. In contrast to these discourses I have introduced those of
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c h ild ren ’s rights, citizenship and children as social agents. These are
discussed further in C hapter 7 in Inquiry Strand 4.

H ill and Tisdall (1997) optim istically suggest that

to extend full citizenship to children could cancel today’s social
construction o f childhood (p. 38).
H ow ever the Com m ittee on the R ights o f the Child, review ing the U K ’s
progress in im plem enting the UNCRC in October 2002 issued a highly
critical report although noting some progress, including "greater em phasis
on children's participation and consultation" (Com m ittee on the R ights of
the C hild, 2002).

An issue alluded to but not discussed, and which stands behind discourses
of childhood and youth, is that o f the relative pow er of children and adults.
As Finn (2001) asks:

W here m ight the ‘stress and storm ’ attributed to adolescence be
located if youth w ere full political participants with voting rights?
... W hat m ight the m iddle-age and elderly scripts look like and how
m ight their deviance be defined if adolescents controlled the pow er
and resources to shape those im ages and experiences?
The concept of pow er threads through all the Inquiry Strands in different
guises. Pow er is a synthesising concept in terms o f the Inquiry Strands that
is discussed in C hapter 8.

6.4.5

Participative research with children and young
people

In C hapter 5 I described the strategies w ith w hich I approached
engagem ents with children and young people, and w hat I took into account
in selecting research m ethods. In this section I consider in more depth som e
of the issues in participative research w ith children and young people from
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a theoretical perspective. In their com prehensive m anual for participative
research with children in a developm ent context B oyden and Ennew (1997)
use 'participation' in the sense o f know ing that one's actions are taken note
o f and m ay be acted upon - "w hich is som etim es called 'em powerm ent" (p
33). This is the understanding o f participative research I use in this section,
and w hich K irby (1999) links w ith social justice:

Participatory research is not ju st about im proved research m ethods.
It is also about achieving dem ocratic participation and social ju stic e
for ... young people. By influencing w hat is researched and how
their lives are represented, they participate in institutional decision
m aking processes. The m ore young people becom e actively engaged
in research, the m ore they personally gain, and the m ore they m ay
expect - and dem and - that changes come out of the findings (p. 3).
The discourses of childhood and youth outlined in the previous section
show some of the contexts and influences on research w ith children and
young people. "W ays o f seeing children affect ways o f listening to
c h i l d r e n " 2002). R esearch w ith children as "adults in the m aking",
or as "a different species", or as "equal hut still different" w ith d ifferent
com petences leads to different research practices, and different
understandings of the research er’s role (H arden et al., 2000, see also
Jam es, 1995). N either are m any children used to being listened to
(O 'Q uigley, 2000; W illiam son and Butler, 1997).

M uch research about children and young people still relies on surveys and
questionnaires w ith little reference to qualitative data, and "the outcom e is
quantitative inform ation that is divorced fro m its context" ((B oyden and
Ennew, 1997 p 9). G riffin (2001) makes a sim ilar point about youth
research. As W etton and M cW hirter (1998), indicate, children and young
people’s answers to questionnaires are "answ ers to questions w hich adults
have p osed in adult language w ith predeterm ined answers that adults have
ch o sen ” (p. 265). H ennessey (1999)in W alker (2001) m akes the sam e p o in t
in relation to satisfaction questionnaires in service evaluations w hich do not
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address aspects of the service that are relevant for children and young
people.

Boyden and Ennew claim that until 1979, The International Y ear o f the
Child, there was little research into children’s lives outside the w elfare o f
their fam ilies and households. "C hildhood as a social experience in its e lf out of school, in their neighbourhoods, w ith other children, is still
researched rarely, in com parison for exam ple w ith ch ild ren ’s television
w atching behaviour (H art et al., 2000a, see also M atthew s, 1999), in w hich
‘the child v iew er’ becom es the object o f research^^ As H ood et al. (1996)
note, "research has been on children, n o t w ith them or f o r them

W hereas

ideas of childhood can be readily identified in historical records as "fed
through into the discourses o f philanthropists and governm ents", there are
particular difficulties in finding out about the lives of children, since
available historical records are m ediated through the perceptions of adults
(Cunningham , 1995).

B ecause o f the differences betw een adults and children, and the
individuality o f childhood experiences, a problem for ‘scien tific’ research
is that "the criterion fo r validity is hard to derive fro m any source other
than the child i ts e lf (Tiller, 1988, quoted by W alker, 2001). M ahon et al.,
(1996) also point to the inadequacy and unreliability o f inform ation, for
exam ple about fam ily structure and status, in saying anything about how
children experience their fam ilies and social w orlds. Thus,

U nderstanding children and childhood, if one starts from the social
position of adulthood, requires listening attentively to th eir agenda,
and participating w ith them in the research process (Hood et al.,
1996 p. 119).

^ H acking, I. (1 9 9 9 ) g iv e s the exam p le o f a w orld con g ress in 1997 on ‘the ch ild v ie w e r
o f te le v is io n ’ at w hich ''c e r ta in a b s e n c e s w e r e c o n s p i c u o u s : c h il d r e n , p r o d u c e r s ,
a d vertisers, p ro d u c ts, televisio n s sets a s o b je c ts o f stu d y ” .

Chapter 6:196

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

H ow ever, the extent to w hich adults can ‘participate w ith children and
young p eople’ in research may also constrained by the traditions and
histories o f the researcher (as I discuss in C hapter 3), differences in
com petence, perspectives, pow er and the contexts in w hich the research
take place.

H arden et al. (2000) point out that ‘frien d sh ip ’ is an inappropriate
relationship betw een the researcher and children and young people because
this disguises differences in pow er and perspectives. R esearch, as the
purpose of the relationship, is also a ‘context’ ; ironically, as A lderson and
G oodey (1996) note, their inform al m ethods of research with children w ith
disabilities, w hich included child led interview s, could be criticised as
unscientific and therefore unethical.

W alker (2001) m akes a strong case for consulting children and young
people in service evaluations: children’s view s as m uch as adults m ust be
sought in order to im prove the services and processes w hich affect them .
H ow ever he concludes that,

the com bination of adult assum ptions about children and young
persons' com petence in contributing to service evaluation, to g eth er
w ith children and young persons' assum ptions about adult p o w er and
authority, conspire to hinder m eaningful developm ents to im prove
the situation (p. 50).
Problem atic key issues for participative research and consultation w ith
children and young people identified by W alker (see also com prehensive
discussion by (A lderson, 1995;(Boyden and Ennew , 1997)) are:
•

The im portance of the timing of research - interview ing, feedback, and
dissem ination. E arlier in this chapter I referred to differences b etw een
research tim e-scales w ithin which non-academ ic organisations

and

universities operate. In Chapter 7, 7.2, I discuss different tim e scales
and tim e zones in relation to TCS practice, including tim e scales o f
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children and young people that, because of issues of their em bodim ent,
w ill be different to those o f adults.
E thically the findings should be feedback to participants, but in
practice the tim e delay betw een data collection and w riting up,
together w ith access to children m ilitate against achieving this aim
(W alker, 2001 p. 53).
B ecause children are not able to challenge how research findings about
them are represented, researchers have the responsibility of ensuring
that their view s are not distorted or m isrepresented (Thomas and
O'Kane, 1998).
Jam es (1995) raises a different issue: "How can c h ild ren ’s

voices ...

capture a cultural c o n te x t.. which children them selves gradually disow n
over time ? ” (p. 29). C hildren and young people may ‘move o n ’ m ore
rapidly than adults. Kirby (1999) lists 17 stages in the research process,
from com m issioning to cam paigning, and points out that tim e and
com m itm ent im plications for young people needs to be taken into
account in deciding at w hich stages young people should be involved.
•

Issues of inform ed and unconstrained consent (see A ppendix 4).
B ecause the consent of adults (parents, teachers) often has to be
obtained, it is im portant to gain their trust and confidenceas well as the
consent of children and young people.

Thom as and O'Kane (1998)

distinguish betw een the p assive agreem ent o f caretakers, and the active
agreem ent o f children and young people, which involve different
strategies. M uch research w ith children and young people takes p lace in
hom es and schools, which can also constrain consent and participation:
W hen we were conducting research into the rural poverty issue we
w orked through schools when interview ing children. Schools throw
up all kinds of dilemmas when looking at how m uch consent children
and young people have w hen taking part in research. W e had
em phasised to the headteacher that pupils should have a choice about
taking part and didn’t have to answ er questions if they didn’t w ant
to. But, when we came to do the interview s the room we w ere given
to use was next to the headteacher’s and pupils out o f habit w ould
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Stand outside of our room w aiting for us to call them in (R eport from
TCS project CPP W essex (W 3 p 2).
•

The infrequency of children and young people being involved in the
choice of research topic, or research design and m onitoring. M orrow and
R ichards (1996) argues that m ethods should be used that “encourage
children to interpret their own d ata”. Thom as and O 'K ane (1998)
suggest ways in w hich this could be done, for exam ple giving children
choices over the research instrum ents, returning to see children and
using a com bination o f individual and group processes, and involving
children and young people in young people in eliciting and selecting
com m ents from other children.
TCS projects have initiated several research projects w hich w ere co
designed w ith children and young people, and in w hich children and
young people ( ‘young researchers’) carried out the research and the data
analysis (for exam ple,

‘Y oung P eople and D om estic V iolence in

R otherham ’ (M arch 1999), ‘A rticle 12 R esearch’ (carried out in tw o
sites January to M arch 2000), and ‘Priority Search’ into children and
young people’s views on their neighbourhood in N ew castle 1999, in
w hich children participated in the data analysis). K irby (1999) identifies
several factors that help young researchers to gain im proved data in
research, including ‘speaking a com m on language’ and ‘sharing com oon
experiences’, and that in

researching

taboo

subjects

it

m ay

be

particularly beneficial to involve young researchers (see also A lderson,
1995).

How ever although the research may be carried out by young

people, research topics are usually driven by adult agendas, rep resen tin g
adults’ concerns because adults control resources and funding bodies
(Hill, 1997). How the research is presented may also affect w hether and
how it is com m unicated:
W riting a report at the end o f research doesn’t alw ays happen,
som etim es it is a video or display that children and young people
have produced. But reports are useful as they give a record o f w hat
was done and they are a way o f getting m essages out to a range o f

I^
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people. But reports can also sit on shelves and be ig n o red ... (Report
from TCS W essex project (W 3 p. 3}.
•

The need for researchers to attend to the em otional im pact for children
and voung people of their involvem ent in research. M ahon et al. (1996)
p o int out that participation in some research topics may be distressing.
H ow ever, participation may also be exhilarating as an experience and in
increasing the possibilities for change.

H ill (1997) notes that for the adult researcher, participative research w ith
children and young people involves specific attention to m ethods, ethics
and skills. In the epistem ology o f m y thesis, participative research is an
epistem ological practice that recognises different ways o f know ing.
Specifically, participative research with children and young people m eans
valuing their knowing at least as m uch as ad u lts’ knowing.

This understanding was the starting condition for m y research w ith children
and young people. As Davis (1998) indicates, a reflexive approach is
needed because of the im pact o f personal histories and traditions, and ways
of thinking about childhood and youth, and research. Participative research
also involves letting go o f some certainties, and constant vigilance; in m y
research activities with children and young people I som etim es slipped into
adult controlling and protection mode as I discuss in C hapter 7.
The last ‘starting condition’ I discuss in this chapter is the w ork o f ‘Child ir
the N eighbourhood Group in TC S’ w hich led to a new area of practice for
TCS, and from w hich developed the idea for the CASE studentship.

6.5 The ‘Child in the Neighbourhood’ Group
In the late 1980s a group of practitioners and m anagers in TCS form ed to
share com m on concerns about the relationship betw een children and the
neighbourhoods in w hich they w ere growing up. N eighbourhoods - the
local area or im m ediate streets w here children live - provide a space, or
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territory, and a place, or ‘belonging’, for children and young people. There
was grow ing evidence that children w ere being denied access to their
neighbourhood, especially in inner city areas. This was associated w ith
increasing danger from traffic, concern about drugs and crim e, physical
safety, and the deterioration in the physical environm ent. From these
discussions in TCS the group of m anagers and practitioners developed an
area o f practice term ed ‘The Child in the N eighbourhood’ (CIN ). This
reflected the ‘problem atising discourses o f childhood and y o u th ’ discussed
in Section 6.4.2, but also the influence o f system s thinking in recognising
connections betw een children’s behaviour, ad u lts’ perception o f that
behaviour and the environm ent.
CIN practice was recognised as having im plications for the w hole
organisation. The director of TCS w rote, “... as the new [ CIN] p ra ctice
developed, we realised that it was beginning to establish p rin cip les w hich
affected the w ay in which [TCS] was organised and m anaged" (Sparks,
1988).
The w ork o f the CIN group is im portant for m y researching, because m any
o f the same people were involved at the same tim e in the ‘round ta b le ’
proposal for my researching, and later offered hospitality fo r m y
researching. I see my researching as em erging from the C IN group,
carrying not only their ideas but also their expectations. N ick G ould noted
in his research into TCS as a learning organisation, that there w ere a
‘hierarchies of know ledge’ in TCS - "different values w ere a ttributed to
com m issioned research and to research indigenous to [TC S]" (m y notes o f
his presentation of the research {77}, see also G ould, 2000)). I w ondered
later w hether an expectation was that my research w ould legitim ate CIN
group work.
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6.5.1

The CIN Hypothesis

The CASE studentship cam e out of an unsuccessful bid for research funding
to develop the work o f the Children in the N eighbourhood Group. This bid
concerned research into a hypothesis developed by the CIN Group of
'neighbourhood as child developm ent system ’. Figure 6-3 is an iteration o f
a m ultiple cause diagram I drew to m odel the CIN hypothesis.
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Figure 6-2: A m ultiple cause diagram showing the fa cto rs leading to:
1. children becom ing adults alienated fro m society and resigned to
survival
2. increasing neighbourhood decay
3. health and societal problem s arising fro m children being denied
participation and positive place identity
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The arrows m ean ‘leads to ’^i

The hypothesis was that structurally and econom ically oppressed
neighbourhoods lead to adults feeling pow erless, and seeing children as
problem s. C hildren who experience adults view ing them as problem s
becom e alienated from their neighbourhood. This in turn leads to decay o f
the physical environm ent and anger tow ards adults. These children are then
denied opportunities for participation. Thus, adults’ tendency to see
children as problem s, and the decay o f the environm ent, are am plified.
W ithout opportunities for participation and positive place identity children
becom e alienated adults, resigned to survival. ‘V icious circles’ am plifying
p eople’s lack o f positive self identity are linked with those am plifying the
physical decay of neighbourhoods.

This hypothesis is based on the understanding that children and young
people need both opportunities to participate and ‘place id en tity ’ to becom e
happy and healthy adults. Participation and place identity are not defined in
the hypothesis. One m em ber of the CIN Group w rote elsew here o f place
identity that it was about being able to “ actively [use] the p h ysica l
environm ent in creating and m aintaining the s e l f ... self-involvem ent in the
p h ysical environm ent, . . . a choice o f belonging to place in a w ay that
sustain[s] ... existence as a p e rso n ” (A dam s, 1995; p. 165-166). A key
concern in children’s participation in project w ork conducted w ithin the
CIN H ypothesis was:

to listen carefully to w hat children w ere saying rather than im pose an
adult fram ew ork to w hich they w ere invited to respond (A dam s and
Ingham , 1998 p. 76, see also Callaghan and D ennis, 1997; D avis and
Ridge, 1997).

P h ra se s a re ta k e n f ro m th e C IN G ro u p N o te s . I p re s e n te d th is d ia g ra m a t th e C r itic a l
R e v ie w o f m y re s e a rc h in g in Ju n e 2 0 0 0 , T h is w as a tte n d e d by so m e o f th o s e in v o lv e d in
th e o rig in a l f o rm u la tio n o f th e h y p o th e sis. T h e y a p p ro v e d th e d ia g ra m .
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The w ork o f the CIN group { D J l} was based on the understanding th at “ a
rich sense o f place through time (neighbourhood, com m unity) is an
im portant fa c to r in a c h ild ’s developm ent o f identity and w holeness”.
There w ere m any different realities in society, shaped by different interest
groups based on relative power. In w orking w ith children and young people
TCS should offer "creative ways o f w orking with children and young people
to explore, prom ote and develop p o sitive change in their neighbourhoods
and influence w ider systems “ {D Jl CIN Group Position S tatem ent).

Thus CIN w ork as participatory practising with children and young people
involved redefining ‘reality ’, perhaps by changing the balance o f pow er,
and p e r se was considered to bring about changes. Because young people
and children w ere perceived to live as part of a neighbourhood, this needed
to be better reflected in project support for young people. A risk identified
in CIN w ork was that "young people m ight easily become a single issue
p o litica l m ovem ent”. Com m unity was seen as a ‘system ’, and a system
w hich could be used to influence other system s. Project access to the
com m unity system was often through children and young p eo p le’s voices
who had definite things to say about the place in w hich they grew, and
continue to grow , and about its future {DJ 8, N ew castle).

The difference betw een the CIN H ypothesis and other interpretations of
children’s participation, for exam ple in term s o f rights, is that the
hypothesis linked together participation and a positive sense of place as a
sense o f belonging:
not in the trivial sense of sim ply being there, nor as reduced form of
raw m aterial to be m oulded, nor as the possession o f the society or
state ... (but) in the sense that children do in fact participate ..., and
(this) constitutes a part of the social structure (Q vortrup, 1991 p. 14,
quoted by Henderson, 1995 in a TCS publication).
The hypothesis also placed adults and children in the same ‘w o rld ’, facing
the sam e issues. A lthough adults w ere postulated as seeing children as
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problem s, w hich triggers children’s alienation, this was not presented as a
necessarily adversarial relationship. The problem s w ere the circum stances
in w hich both adults and children live. The m etaphor of participation
represented in CIN Group work was particip a tio n is belonging in
neighbourhoods.

6.6 TCS as a “social justice organisation”
In the early 1990s TC S’ m anagem ent team declared that rather than child
care or w elfare TCS was to be described as a social ju stic e organisation.
This was reaffirm ed in the TCS C orporate Plan 1999-2002. Social ju stic e
concerns faij'ness (Bojer, 2000, Franklin, 1998).

A social ju stic e organisation can be interpreted as m eaning ‘TCS w orks for
social justice for others’ (and) or ‘TCS aims to em body social ju stic e in its
organising’. The first m eaning rather than the latter is im plied in the
C orporate Plan and the definition on the TCS w ebsite:

This is w hat we mean when w e call ourselves a 'social ju stic e'
organisation... Social ju stice is about helping one child, b u t taking
their experience forward so th at others don't have to suffer in the
same w ay... For example, we w ork w ith around 1,200 young
runaw ays, but by cam paigning on th eir b e h alf we aim to im prove
services so that all 100,000 children who run away every year w ill
have som ewhere to go for help.^"^
In the ethical principles entailed by m y constructivist epistem ology
participatory practising as social ju stic e could be understood as both
recognising “ the validity o f the [o jth e r” (Leonard, 1997 p. 164), and at the
sam e tim e increasing possibilities, or ‘life chances’. How TCS could
em body these in its organising is an im portant aspect o f m y inquiry in
C hapter 7. As with em ancipatory practising there is often the dilem m a th at
participatory practising and practising for social ju stice are them selves
situated w ithin disem powering and oppressive processes and structures. In
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C hapter 3 I w rote of my difficulty in em pow ering others when I was
w orking in w hat I experienced as a disem pow ering environm ent. G omm
(1993) w rites of the essential paradox in the term ‘em pow erm ent’:
To em pow er oneself ... is a perfectly logical idea, and we don't need
the w ord 'em pow erm ent' to express it. To em pow er som eone else
im plies som ething w hich is granted by som eone m ore pow erful to
som eone who is less pow erful: a gift o f pow er, made from a position
of pow er ... Those people who say they are in the business of
em pow ering rarely seem to b e giving up their own pow er: they are
usually giving up som eone else's, and they may actually be
increasing their own (p. 137).
K rippendorff (1995) points out that “m em ancipatory dialogue people are
neither alone nor can they he in c h a rg e ” (p. 129). As dialogical processes,
always open to being questioned, w orking in em ancipatory ways for social
justice does not fit well w ith the dem and for quantifiable output and
perform ance indicators in work organisations.

In 1993-4 a form alised m ethod o f planning, presenting and evaluating w ork
was introduced throughout TCS.

‘Justice O bjectives’ (JOs), w hich “we

believe all children are entitled to”^^ were identified to guide all w ork done
by TCS. These were revised in 1997 as:
•

a good start in life (JO l)

•

be protected (J0 2 )

•

be treated fa ir ly (J0 3 )

•

access to sufficient resources (J0 4 )

•

be listened to (J0 5 )

M y research was prim arily associated with the w ork done w ithin J0 5 :
All children and young people are able to participate in their
neighbourhood and in the services w hich affect their lives; their

^ In fo rm a tio n on T C S W e b site , F e b ru a ry 2 0 0 2 : h ttp ://w w w .th e c h ild re n s s o c ie tv .o rg .u k
Q u o ta tio n fro m u n d a te d p a m p h le t “Y o u can h e lp T C S : W e j u s t w a n te d y o u to k n o w ”
(re fe re n c e n u m b e r D A 2 3 1 0 ) a v a ila b le in 1996
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thoughts and w ishes are taken into account and they are able to m ake
inform ed decisions about their lives^^.
As I interpreted the JOs, 1 to 4 were about tackling sources o f unfairness in
term s of life chances for children and young people. J 0 5 , how ever
concerned a w ay o f practising for all JO work. In the course o f m y
researching, I visited and talked w ith practitioners and m anagers involved
w ith w ork w ithin other targets and JOs.

6.7 Conclusion
I set the scene for Inquiry Strand 4 by describing how the C A SE-student
partnership supported my research, and identifying some problem atic
issues, including how I constructed my role, and to w hat extent the
partnership could support w riting up the research. I also considered the role
of the research agreem ent, w hich relates back to C hapter 2, the
epistem ology of the research, and the extent to w hich codes and contracts
can capture practices and relationships.

In term s of the epistem ology of my thesis, changes in the status o f children
and young people goes hand in hand with changes in beliefs and
constructions of childhood. W hat I have sought to do in this chapter is ‘p u ll
on some threads’ in locating TCS and children and young p e o p le ’s
participation in discourses of childhood and youth, and those o f rights and
social ju stice

These are still radical issues and offer pow erful m etaphors

and ways of thinking about participation, but do not say all there is to say
about participation^^. I am left with two questions to take forw ard into my
inquiry in Chapter 7 :

A c tio n P la n s 1998, P la n n in g P ro c e ss T e rm in o lo g y , (T C S in te rn a l d o c u m e n t).
T h is is a te rm b o rro w e d fro m m y c ritic a l frie n d . P a la z z o li (1 9 8 4 ) d e s c rib e s th e r e f e r r a l
o f a fa m ily fo r fa m ily th e ra p y as lik e a lo o s e th re a d o f a ta n g le d b a ll. I f th e th r e a d is
p u lle d g e n tly th e c o m p le x in te ra c tio n s w h ich p e rp e tu a te a n d s u rro u n d th e p r o b le m
s itu a tio n s ta rt to b e u n ra v e lle d .
A p o in t m a d e by G eo rg e S m ith w ho co m m en ts th a t a lth o u g h d is c u s s io n h ad c o n v in c e d
h im th a t ' ‘th e rig h ts is s u e ” sh o u ld n o t b e “in a s e p a r a te b o x fr o m p a r tic ip a tio n a n d
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W hat m etaphors for participation are in use in TCS as well as
‘belonging in com m unities’, rights, social inclusion and social
justice?
W hat would it take for an organisation like TCS to embody
participation in its practising and m anaging?

in v o lv e m e n t”, h e “w o u ld n 't go d o w n th e ro a d o f sa y in g th e y s h o u ld be f u l l y in th e sa m e
b o x .” q u o te d in N a tio n a l Y o u th A g en c y (2 0 0 0 ).
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Chapter 7 Inquiry into participatory practising in
TCS

In tro d u c tio n

__________________________________________________ 7:209

7.1 Step One: Engage with people in conversations and activities___ 7:212
7 .1 .1
7 .1 .2
7 .1 .3
7 .1 .4
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introduction
I introduced the fourth Inquiry Strand in C hapter 6 by giving an account o f
the starting conditions. These included the CASE partnership and how this
supported my researching, a description of TCS and the w ork o f the CIN
group, and some of the discourses in w hich T C S ’ participatory w ork is

C hapter 7:209

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

situated. The question for the fourth Inquiry Strand, w hich was revised in
the conclusion of C hapter 5 is:

How can appreciating m etaphors in stories and pictures illum inate
and enhance children and young people’s participation and
participatory practising w ith children and young people in an
organisation w orking for social justice?
I identified two questions at the end o f C hapter 6 to guide my inquiry.
These were:

W hat m etaphors for participation are in use in TCS as w ell as
‘belonging in com m unities’, rights, social inclusion and social
justice?
W hat it w ould take for an organisation to embody participation in its
practising and m anaging?

T here are five parts to the inquiry in this chapter. These correspond to the
five steps in the m ethodology developed in C hapter 5. Each step includes a
set of activities. The first part of this inquiry is how I applied Step 1:
designing, setting up and participating in conversations and activities.

The second part, Step 2 is an inquiry into TCS as the contexts of these
conversations, using a grounded m etaphor approach and based on data
brought forth in Step 1. I explore TCS through four m etaphors evoked in
m y experiencing. The m etaphors are:
1. P ractising in TCS as looking in two directions at once
2. The structure o f TCS as m atrices struggling in hierarchies
3. C lotting protocols in TCS
4. M anaging in TCS as negotiating uneasy truces
T hese m etaphors are heuristic devices for further inquiry, as w ell as ways
of organising m y experiences. TCS was in a period o f flux and change,
some o f w hich related to external environm ental factors and others to
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internal issues including financial problem s. In my exploration o f the four
m etaphors I include an account o f these changes and developm ents.

The third part, Step 3, explains how I identified and clustered the m etaphors
of participation brought forth in the activities and conversations. The
m etaphors are presented in a series o f spray diagram s.

The fourth part. Step 4, is an exploration o f these m etaphor clusters in term s
of w hat they reveal and conceal, and their entailm ents for practising.

The last part, Step 5, involves developing a fram ew ork in term s o f children
and young p eople’s participation and participatory practising. T his is then
applied to bring forth a m etaphor com bination that may lead to the
em ergence of participation in different ways. This is the output o f this
inquiry.

In C hapter 5 I identified principles to be em bodied in these five steps.
These related to the ethical im plications o f the constructivist epistem ology
of the thesis, research w ith other people as conversations, and research as a
flo w o f experiencing in term s of my learning. In my inquiry I review how I
have em bodied these in my research practising.
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7.1 Step One: Engage with people in conversations and
activities
The four activities included in Step One include:

•

D esign engagem ents with people in their settings so that they m ay be
experienced as participative, and include invitations to describe their
organisational contexts and invitations to give exam ples and stories
about participation

•

D esign activities so that they m ay be experienced as participative, and
include invitations to draw pictures

•

Engage in conversations and activities w ith others to bring forth the
contexts o f conversations and stories and pictures o f participation.

•

C onstruct data: the researcher’s choosing of w hat among the m ass of
experiences in researching she pays attention to.

7.1.1

Designing and engaging in research
conversations

By ‘research conversations’ I refer to a range o f differently structured visits
and m eetings w ith people connected w ith TCS. These w ere prim arily,
although not exclusively verbal, and oral. I distinguish research
conversations and research w riting as tw o dom ains of languaging (K rogh
and Roos, 1995). H ow ever I include in research conversations letters and em ails exchanged in connection w ith the conversation.

Table 7-1 provides an overview of the conversations, activities and
‘reflexive reporting’ (C hapter 5) carried out in Inquiry Strand 4. These
included 15 project visits, and 25 ‘form ally arranged conversations’.
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Table 7-1: Time distribution and num ber o f research events during the
three-year p erio d o f my researching. X and Y refer to individual events.
P reparatory m eetings and return visits are not included.

1998

S teering Group
M eetings
Reports and short
papers for T C S
W orkshops and
presentations for
TCS
Activity group
m eetings X
M eetings with
critical friend Y
Project visits (first
or one off)

1999

FebJune

July D ee

X

X

X

X

JanJune

2000

July-Dee

Jan-June

July-Dee

X

X

X

X

XXX

XXX

X

X

X

XX

X

XX
YY

Y

X

XXX

X

XXX
YY

XX
YY

X

XX

xxxxxx

xxxxxx

xxxxxx
xxxxxx

xxxxxx
xxxxx

XX

XX

XXX

xxxx

Form ally
arranged
conversations.
Activities
with children &
young people or
with mixed
groups.

R esearch conversations included:

•

U nplanned inform al conversations about TCS organisation, history,
practice and people, for exam ple;

•

Inform al and unstructured conversations w ith those originally involved
w ith the research proposal about the contexts o f the research ;

•

A ll m eetings w ith Steering Group m em bers;
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•

V isits to projects to talk w ith groups or individuals about the w ork of
the project and my research;

•

Form ally arranged m eetings o f 45 m inutes to 2 hours w ith specific
individuals.

T here w ere overlaps. A lm ost all initial conversations w ere also project
visits, and I took up invitations to look round projects and talk w ith other
people. Two o f the form ally arranged m eetings were w ith TCS people who
w ere m em bers of the Steering Group.

I designed the ‘form ally arranged conversations’ and project visits in term s
of the questions I w ould ask and their purpose in consultation w ith the
CASE Studentship Partnership A ctivity Group (see C hapter 6, Section 6.2).
I identified individuals, projects and groups for conversations through
snow balling o f personal contacts, starting w ith steering group m em bers.
M ost o f these ‘form ally arranged conversations’ w ere w ith people who w ere
engaged in practice, or the m anagem ent o f practice designed to prom ote
children and young p eo p le’s participation. Som e people w ere also selected
for pragm atic reasons, to do w ith convenience o f location, and for political
reasons, to do w ith legitim ising my research.

A ll except two o f these

conversations took place in TCS offices and projects. M ost o f these
conversations w ere w ith single individuals. H ow ever three o f the
conversations w ere with project team s, when I w as invited to m eet the
w hole team and six included ‘serial’ conversations w ith different team
m em bers. A few took place over two or three m eetings.

A paragraph about the research was included in TCS M anagem ent te a m ’s
m onthly briefing in A pril 1999, circulated throughout TC S. This was
intended to legitim ise my researching and connect it w ith w ork being done
in TCS and prepare people to be contacted by me. I sen t out in troductory
letters requesting a m eeting. The letters included an in fo rm atio n sheet
about the research project, my background, the current re sea rc h questions.
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assurance of confidentiality, an outline o f m y plans for m y researching, and
m em bership of the Steering Group. To allow for flexibility and ‘sp ace’ I
had four questions:

‘Is there anything you’d like to ask about m y research ?’

‘Tell me about your role (or w hat goes on h ere)’

‘Tell m e how you came to w ork for TCS (or how the p roject started )’

‘Tell me about one or two experiences you’ve had o f w hich you
w ould say, th a t’s w hat (participation) is about’

On project visits the last question usually was not necessary but was
covered in discussion of 'what goes o n ’.

7.1.2

Designing and engaging in research activities

The research activities are listed in Table 7- 2 and differentiated from
research conversations in the terms described in C hapter 5. The research
activities include two in w hich I was invited as an observer-participant and
had no part in the design. Those that I instigated w ere co-designed w ith
people from TCS. A ctivities involving children and young people w ere c o 
researched w ith TCS people from projects. H ow ever I had resp o n sib ility for
the detailed planning and for conducting these activities.

For different groups these activities were planned around the use o f
pictures, draw ings, picture cut outs, photographs, role-play, and sm all group
w ork. The sessions w ere planned for betw een one and four hours,
depending on the purpose and the participants. All included several
activities w hich w ere selected in term s o f appropriateness (e.g. age o f
participants) and available resources. In the activities in w hich p eo p le drew
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pictures I used the same phrase, ''Tell me w h a t's going on [in yo u r
p ic tu r e ] T as in the project visits.

In the activity sessions w ith young people and adults I invited them in
groups of tw o or three to draw a ‘rich p ictu re’ o f the same specific
participatory experience, after explaining and showing them an exam ple
(see A ppendix 5, pictures 23 to 29).

I chose to use ‘rich p ictu res’ because they were less likely to evoke
judgem ents o f draw ing ability. A fter the pictures w ere drawn fo r all
sessions there was a ‘gallery ’ showing, and people talked about their
pictures, and w hat it was like draw ing them, and others asked questions.
B ecause of the num ber o f children in the first school session, the co 
researchers asked each child about their drawing and w rote w hat they said
on the back, and I did b rie f ‘vox p o p ’ taped questions and answ ers w ith the
draw ers (A ppendix 5, pictures 1 to 16). H ow ever in the second session
w ith a sm aller num ber o f children, after the draw ers had talked about their
picture everyone could ask questions.

C onversations and research activities are distinguished in term s discussed
in C hapter 5.
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Table 7-2: A chronological list o f research activities w ith a b rie f
description o f their contents. N um bers in square brackets refer to the list
data sources in A ppendix 2^^.
Date A ctivities
Sept. Design and facilitation of two workshops at a T C S J 0 5 conference for
1998 those working in J 0 5 . P a rtic ip a n ts w e re in v ite d to c o n s id e r ''the s o r t o f
th i n g s t h a t [ a n o r g a n i s a t i o n o r t e a m ] c o u l d d o to b e f u l l y p a r t i c i p a t i v e ' ' an d
"the s o r t s o f th i n g s t h a t p e o p l e c o u l d d o to f u l l y p a r t i c i p a t e in [ a n
o r g a n i s a t i o n o r t e a m ] w ith in th e m e ta p h o r o f th e p ir a te sh ip in J.M . B a r r y ’s

s to ry o f P e te r P a n {09}

May
1999
June
1999

Nov Dec
1999
Nov Jan.
2000
Feb
2000
March
2000

April
2000
April
2000

7.1.2.1

Design and facilitation and report back on a workshop with a group of
young people inappropriately housed, (part of TCS project work) using
cut out pictures and group discussion. {24}
Observation/participation: A day mountain biking with a group of young
people and project workers. This was planned to mark the end of
‘caution with support’ group for young people, work designed to prevent
further involvement in criminal activity, and 1was invited by the project
leader with the agreement of the young people. {25}
Observation: Two meetings of a church-based group of children, young
people and adults working together to on researching children and
young people’s views of their neighbourhood. When 1observed the
meetings the work was in the closing stages of planning presentation of
the results. By invitation {52}
Design and co-research, and report back of two school based sessions
with children, using drawing, photos and role play, co-researched with a
TCS proiect worker {58, 66}
Design and facilitation of a session in a TCS conference centre with
young people and adults from a TCS project about their experience of
working together, using rich pictures, followed by a short discussion with
the young people. {72}
Design and facilitation of the eyaluation of project -based young
people’s research into awareness in their local communities of Article 12
of the UNCRC. This included drawing rich pictures of the process of the
research, group evaluation as a dialectic, and individual interviews with
the young people to identify their own learning. {73}
Presentation of the research to small group of TCS managers using rich
pictures, as part of a day about organisational learning {76}
Facilitation, within the metaphor of ‘a voyage of discovery’, of evaluation
of work by young people and adults in TCS on TCS policy development
in a TCS conference centre (commissioned by TCS) including making
artefacts, small group tasks and discussion, large group plenary,
winding up exercises. {78}

Drawing up a Statement of Ethics

I was required under the term s o f the R esearch A greem ent w ith TCS to
provide a Statem ent of Ethics in respect o f research with children and

U n p u b lish e d d o c u m e n ts a re sim ila rly re fe rre d to in sq u a re b ra c k e ts w ith th e n u m b e r
p re fix e d b y ‘D ’. T h e y are lis te d in A p p e n d ix 3,
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young people. The Open U niversity did not itself require such a-statem ent,
nor have a body set up specifically to approve research and neither did
TCS. (See (M orrow and R ichards, 1996) for a discussion o f the lim itations
in available guidelines). D uring the period o f my researching, how ever,
guidance in the form o f a collection of papers “E thical research w ithin the
C hildren’s Society: E thical Practice” (The C hildren's Society, 1999) was
distributed w ithin TCS. This included m y Statem ent and a short p aper on
how I drew it up.

My purpose was to produce a statem ent that applied to adults as m uch as
children and young people, but that also took account o f differences
betw een adults and children. In the process of draw ing it up I w rote a short
paper about how I w ished to involve children in my researching. Two points
w ere then am ended follow ing two iterations. I then included this version
w ith inform ation about my research that I sent out prior to engagem ents. An
annotated version of the statem ent is included in A ppendix 4. M y statemeni
was subsequently adapted for use in TCS project work.

7.1.2.2

Constraints in engaging

There w ere sectors of TCS I did not reach, for exam ple those w orking in
finance and adm inistration and fund-raising. This was partly a consequence
of the ‘baggage’ in term s o f pre-judgem ents and susceptibilities that I
brought w ith me, and partly due to m ethods I used, but m ainly due to the
need to focus and m aintain boundaries around my researching.

Setting up the sessions w ith children and young people took m onths to
arrange, and I experienced this as lim iting the activities I could set up in m
researching. On visits to projects I inquired about the possibility of
m eeting children and young people they w ere w orking w ith. I was
particularly interested in how children and young people saw them selves
doing som ething participatively w ith adults.
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children and young people in my researching w ere m ediated by adults.
These w ere people in TCS projects and school. I did not need to obtain
parental consent because of the age o f the young people and the agreem ent
o f the school in loco parentis, but this could have been a further level o f
m ediation (see (Callaghan and D ennis, 1997)). The m inim um tim e it took
for me to arrange a session w ith young people was alm ost 3 m onths and two
preparatory visits.

B eing invited to m eet children and young people is being trusted. This is
especially the case in m eeting children and young people who the m ediating
adults know as vulnerable, as com pared w ith children and young people
that they know, for exam ple, as ‘school ch ild ren ’. For sessions {24} and to
an extent {72} I was ‘prepared’ by the project w orkers w ith respect to the
young p eo p le’s vulnerabilities, and arrangem ents m ade for support in case
they becam e distressed in my session w ith them . A ll except two o f the
invitations to be engaged w ith and engage children and young people in my
researching arose from those practitioners and projects who w ere involved
in setting up the research. These w ere located in the north o f E ngland so
there w ere additional tim e and logistical problem s.

W hen L (TCS project w orker) and I arrived for the first school activity
(Table 7-1, {59}), we found we w ere expected to w ork w ith a w hole class
of 24 seven year olds, the class teacher and a parent helper for the w hole
afternoon. This was despite my having spoken and w ritten to the teacher
about a ‘focus group’ of ten to 12 children. R ather than a carefully
structured series of activities, this was chaotic noisy m ix o f draw ing and
photographing, bracketed by a short sitting down session in w hich L and I
introduced ourselves, and a short sitting down session w hen the children
talked about w hat it was like doing som ething w ith other people, concluded
by a loud end-up exercise. At the end o f this session I arranged the second
‘focus group’ directly w ith the class teacher, how ever this was cancelled the
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day before the date we had agreed, and another could not be arranged until
the next term.

A fter consultation w ith my co-researchers from TCS, in the sessions w ith
prim ary school children I used the expression ‘children and adults doing
som ething together and having a good tim e’ in inviting the children to draw
pictures, rather than ‘participation’. I recognise this as an issue for the
subsequent juxtaposing of m etaphors and have clustered these separately. In
the conversations and activities I purposefully did not define w hat I thought
‘particip atio n ’ was. If asked for a definition I gave b rie f exam ples that I
introduced by ‘some people said this, others said th a t’.

A ll the young people, and alm ost all the people I talked to in TCS were
w hite; this reflected the reality o f the dem ography o f staff in TCS. I
recognise this as a constraint. M etaphors, as I discussed in C hapter 4, are
chosen in relation to peo p le’s culture, w hich includes their ethnicity. Thus I
am lim ited in terms o f the distinctions I can invite TCS to consider in th eir
practising. I claim that a developm ent o f the m ethodology o f my thesis
could be used to help draw out distinctions in the use and interpretation of
m etaphors by people o f different ethnicity, and that this could help learning
in TCS. A lthough the two school sessions included black children I did not
consider differences o f race and ethnicity in term s o f th eir pictures and
discussion in the activities. I noted in the first school session my discom fort
shared by my co-researcher when in response to a question from a boy
about w hy he had not received a handout on (Catholic) confirm ation
sessions given to m ost of the class, the teacher rem inded him that he was
M oslem {58/notes}.

7.1.2.3

Engaging and co-inquiry

In the conversations I reflected back the m etaphors I heard in the stories:

Chapter 7:220

A ppreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

W e try to have an opportunity for young people from p rojects to
com e together at w eekend of our (TCS m anagem ent team )
conference. One of my com m itm ents is to go to these w eekends.
I t’s often a struggle. B asically i t ’s a fun w eekend [with] ... some
serious bits for people to w ork on. F irst o f all this is about
experiencing w e’re in a project in a big organisation ... B ut w hat
strikes me at these m eetings is the care and com m itm ent th at young
people have for other young people. They will alw ays have lots of
ideas about the other things TCS have been doing. T h e re ’s alw ays a
session w here they are able to have some direct debate w ith me
...A bout two years ago they w anted to talk to me about the fact that
it was really tough when you com e out of care. W hat can w e do to
help? I asked them if they w ere in my shoes w hat w ould they do to
help young people. One o f things is that they w ould set up a fu n d ...
H elping people w ith going on courses, education etc. So I got about
£10,000 a year. Clearly from letters I get back from young people it
does m ake a difference. That was one thing we d id ...
(M arion: about your exam ples ... you talked about p articipation as
being in som eone else ’s shoes?)
W hat I understand is that m uch o f the w ork in projects do use this,
for exam ple, if you were m ayor, or head o f the local authority, w hat
w ould you do? {17/tape)
B ut I also review ed transcripts for ‘taken for granted’ m etaphors.

A characteristic of the telling o f stories in m y researching, and the research
activities was the enthusiasm with w hich people entered into these. People
becam e involved in their accounts o f their involvem ent and this excited me
too. There was, in the term s of my epistem ology, a flow o f em otioning in
these conversations, som etim es helped by sharing pictures.

R: (R and I are looking at a p ictu re or cartoon they are offering as a
m etaphor o f participation.) “ ...th e picture is that p articip atio n is first
about grown ups recognising that the young people a re n ’t sitting
around on park benches not doing anything. They are w anting to go
som ew here. They have huge energy, huge creativity, w h eth er they
are trying to blow it up with som e dynam ite or trying to scale it, or
ram m ing it. So ... participation for me or any part o f the organisation
is actually com ing alongside and w orking w ith them . N ot to say,
“Oh d o n ’t be so stupid, th ere’s nothing on the other side w orth
bothering about or don’t be so silly you are far too young to clim b
that w all” . B ut to understand how you are m eant to be in sp ired by it
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- their energy, w hy they see that wall there and why they w ant to get
through it, or clim b it or w hatever. I suppose participation is about
me participating and enabling them rather than som ehow me saying,
no, no don’t try and break that wall, why don’t you com e over and
have a consultation about som ething. Perhaps you say to the young
person if you place your dynam ite in this loose brick it w ill have
m ore im pact.
Me: Are you handing them the dynam ite?
dynam ite depicted in the cartoon)

(indicating stick o f

R:
W ell, I think we are. I think that th a t’s about participation
being about recognising the forces o f opposition that they face. For
m e participation that is in that picture is not (that) there are w inners
all ways for everybody, but that there are structural things that young
p eople’s participation is about changing. And unless there are
actually shifts in power, either that wall breaks or that person gets
out of that wall or w hatever then participation is not ju st
m eaningless, it’s damaging. And it’s reactionary and it’s controlling
and it’s a m eans of retaining control by adults. And i t ’s all the m ore
pow erful and dangerous because it’s racked up in this package that
w e’re then always be able to sell to them . So yes it probably does
include m etaphorically giving them dynam ite, at least giving them
effective tools to im pact on change.” {28/tape}.
In the second school session w ith ten year 6 children, I introduced the
session w ith some discussion about my ‘statem ent of eth ics’ and the
protection of p eople’s confidentiality, and invited them to choose a nam e
for them to be referred to in the session. Each o f them , and m y fellow
researcher from TCS, had a name badge w ith different colour slips on
w hich they could w rite their ‘re a l’ nam e and their ‘research nam e’. I had
planned that at the end of the session they could put back th eir ‘re a l’ nam e
as part o f the de-roling and returning-to-school process, and this part w ent
w ell. W e also had a big sheet of paper on the table on w hich everyone
w rote their nam es to act as a map during the session. This proved
unexpectedly im portant. Two o f the girls, to w hom their teacher had given
responsibility for leading the way and finding our room , chose to keep their
real nam es as their research name. Two best friends decided they w anted
the sam e nam e (Louise) as their research nam es, although these w ere
spelled differently. It was revealed in the name choosing that one o f the
boys had introduced him self to us with a pseudonym (Peter), but he also
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chose a different nam e as his research nam e (W indy). Two o f the children
based th eir research nam es on fam ous people (Bart Sim pson and D em i
M oore), and which w ere relatively easy to rem em ber. The rem aining two
boys changed their ‘research nam e’ two or three tim es during the session,
each tim e using a different nam e slip. One started as ‘G eorge C lo o n ey ’,
then becam e ‘Uncle R andy’ and ended up as ‘The U ndertaker’. E veryone
decorated all their nam e slips (which they also took away w ith them ), and
for some this took up quite a lot of the session. This seem ed to m e to be an
exam ple o f 'pow er to ’ in the sense that when people have some control over
their environm ent this generates energy and enthusiasm .

D raw ing pictures in particular provides m eaningful ways for the research er
to value other participants. I could say ‘G reat p ictu re!’ and that had m ore
m eaning for m e than thanking people for their tim e and interest.

C onversations about the pictures w ere also co-inquiries:
E xcerpt from discussion about ‘B art Sim pson’s ’ picture (A ppendix
5, picture 18)^°
B art Sim pson
B art: I drew this picture because me and my dad like playing on the
games a lot
Carol:
W hat are they playing?
B art G oldeneye
M arion: Has anybody got any questions?
The U ndertaker: W hat’s that there?
Bart: An aerial
W indy:
W here’s the tele?
Bart: I t’s there (pointing)...
The U ndertaker: W hat y o u ’re playing, how m uch does it cost?
(Everyone joining in w ith discussion about different gam es, w here to
get them , how much they cost)
The U ndertaker: Is it in an arcade? W hat is it, 50 inch?
Louisa:
How many tim es a day do you play on the p lay station?
Bart: A bout three
Laura:
So you are literally glued to the tele.
70

T h is ta p e w as p a r tic u la rly d if fic u lt to tra n s c rib e - e v e ry o n e w as ta lk in g a t o n c e a n d
th e re w as a lo t o f la u g h te r.
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Anna: And about how long?
Bart: A bout half an hour (group discussion about how long it takes
to play games)
D em i:Is that why y o u ’ve got yellow hair?
In C hapter 5.3 I discussed how research activities w ere richer conversations
than conversations that w ere verbal exchanges. In practice the activities
w ere also m uch m essier and risky. Things often did not go as planned, I
d id n ’t know what w ould happen and the different roles I refer to in C hapter
3 becam e blurred.

A fter the draw ing activities in the second school session I invited the
children to do a role play of a situation in w hich everyone w anted to do
som ething different and to see if they could w ork together. H alf the
children did the role play w hile the other h alf took some Polaroid photos
(one picture each) so we could talk about w hat was going on afterw ards.
Then the tw o groups swapped roles. D eciding on a situation took some
tim e, bu t looking at Demi L ee’s picture o f her fam ily w atching B rookside
on the TV (A ppendix 5, picture 22) I suggested that the situation was a
fam ily all w anting to use the same room to do different things. W e m oved
some furniture about, and the first group o f children got into roles (w anting
to w atch a TV program m e, w atch a video, listen to some m usic, do
hom ew ork etc.). The role plays w ere excellent, and evidently enjoyable for
the children from their feedback at the end of the session. B ut I becam e
very anxious as the role-played argum ents escalated and people got up from
their chairs. In the second role play I intervened when people started
pretend raising their fists at each other.

Reneau (2000) describes how

w atching his young son ‘Z ’ playing "excavates ...a n archaeology o f
discipline that is buried in m y se lf \ and that Z

confronts m e with the choice of m indlessly passing it on ... or
follow ing his lead, discovering ... the difference betw een navigating
by judgem ent and reacting by reflex (ibid. p. 130)
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In reflecting on my intervention w ith m y co-researcher from TCS
afterw ards I recognised that I had acted not so m uch because I thought
som eone w ould actually get hurt, but because I thought I ought to do
som ething - as parent, perhaps as teacher, but as adult acting w ithin the
objectifying discourses o f childhood I outline in C hapter 6.

R esearch interview s can be sites o f pow er struggles and resistances. As I
discuss in C hapter 3, my struggles w ere often w ith m y own tendency to
publicly forelock tug and privately be critical w ith senior m anagers and to
be awed by, and w ish to em ulate in th eir skills m any of the practitioners
w orking w ith children and young people. O f the resistance strategies
available, only one person eventually refused an interview (w ould not
reschedule one that she had cancelled).

Ribbens refers to Carol Sm art discussing "how she fe l t doubly oppressed in
interview s with pow erful men - fir s t as a wom an she was not supposed to
interrupt, and second as an interview er her role was supposed to be
passive" (Ribbens, 1989). W hile not experiencing any o f the research
conversations as oppressive in this way, I did interpret tw o particular
related sets of actions w ithin conversations as resistance strategies. The
first was directed at controlling the tim e available. In my request letter I
stated that the m eeting w ould take betw een an hour and an hour and a half.
O ccasionally I would have to wait for the person I was scheduled to m eet to
be available, up to a m axim um o f tw enty m inutes. On two occasions
conversations were only about forty m inutes because o f a late start and the
m inim um of an hour allowed. This not only lim ited the inform ation that
could be exchanged, but it changed the dialogic shape of the m eeting from
conversations around three or four topics, to short questions and longer
answ ers.

Short meetings also enabled people to stay “on m essage” , as I

cam e to think o f it, especially concerning their jo b descriptions and
organisational role, and lim ited the opportunities for me to ask exploratory
questions, and invite consideration o f ideas from other conversations.
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7.1.3

Data constructing, referencing and use in the
inquiry

D ata is ‘constructed’ by the researcher rather than found in the
environm ent. As I indicated in C hapter 1 and discussed in C hapter 6, in my
engagem ents w ith people I was concerned w ith understandings of
participation from people w orking in TCS and children and young people,
and w ith ‘w hat goes o n ’ in TCS as an organisation- the background context.
How I constructed the data for understandings o f participation is m ore
transparent than how I constructed the data for ‘w hat goes on in T C S ’. This
is partly because the exam ples and stories w ere already identified w ithin
research conversations and activities as about participation.

The other sources of data for understandings o f participation were my
observations of participation as this had been identified by the participants,
and m y own participatory experiences in the inquiry. I identified in
C hapter 3 that I was predisposed to listen to stories o f p eo p le’s
experiencing rather than to statistical data, and that from my histories and
traditions I was m ore likely to attend with a positive ear to tales o f practice
than tales of m anagem ent. A further issue is that the everyday tends to be
m issed in one-off conversations. People tend to talk o f what doesn’t w ork
fa th e r than w hat does, the exception rather than the rule. I needed to take
these points into account when m aking sense o f TCS.

7.1.3.1

Referring to people in the inquiry

I have striven to respect the confidentiality o f all those involved in my
researching, and to refer to the data in such a w ay that individual people
cannot be identified.

This has included changing the initials o f p eo p le’s

nam es and som etim es their gender in referring to them , and om itting details
such as their specific role or place o f work. In some cases this has involved
changing words for a quotation to m ake sense and I show w here I have done
this.

I decided to do this even w here people have given express perm ission
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for me to quote them . I could not as a m atter o f good practice offer
children or young people the choice o f not being anonym ous, even though
some w ished me to use their names. I did not w ant to put the pictures and
stories o f ‘children’ alongside those o f individually identified adults. The
point o f closure of my reflection on this was that no-one w ould be
identified.

7.1.3.2

Data omitted in the inquiry

As M cC lintock (1996) notes, fieldw ork is about relationship building. This
is enhanced by being interested in technical issues and practices and people
generally. M uch specific data about how TCS projects are funded, how
m any people w ork there, relationships in offices, histories o f pieces of
w ork, relationships w ith other agencies are om itted in the thesis.

In the conversations I asked how people cam e to w ork for TC S, or be
connected with it. This helped me to connect w ith other p articipants in the
conversations, to establish things in com m on. I also saw the question as
em bodying my respect for the other’s experiences, and taking the
conversation forw ard or "activating narrative production" (H olstein and
G ubrium , 1995). It was a useful bridge betw een w hat som etim es becam e
im personal, third-person accounts o f roles and processes, especially in short
conversations, and my request for exam ples o f p articipation from p e o p le ’s
own experiences. O ther than expressing appreciation for people sharing
personal inform ation with me, I did not ‘p ro b e’ the responses to the
question about how they cam e to w ork for TCS because this was not part o f
a system atic inquiry, and I do not include the responses as data in my
thesis.

A lthough I and other people took photographs in some research activ ities, I
do not include any photographs of people as data, or for illu stratio n in the
thesis for reasons o f confidentiality.
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7.1.4

Summary

In this application o f S te p l I described how I engaged with people in
conversations to bring forth exam ples and pictures o f participation, and to
bring forth understandings of TCS. The next step in the m ethodology is to
build a picture of TCS as the contexts o f the inquiry. This is im portant for
m aking sense of the m etaphors em bedded in the stories and pictures as they
have entailm ents for practising, and for judging m etaphors.
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7.2 Step 2: Explore the contexts of conversations
The activity in Step 2 is:

Explore the contexts of conversations through grounded m etaphors,
attending to the research er’s own predispositions.

A m ong the m etaphors o f TCS evoked in the inquiry, the ones I have chosen
to structure my exploration of TCS as the background contexts are:
1. Practising in TCS as looking in two directions at once
2. The structure o f TCS as m atrices struggling in hierarchies
3. C lotting p rocesses in TCS
4. M anaging in TCS as negotiating uneasy truces
I have chosen these because, in term s of m y appreciation o f TCS, they best
represent m y learning as this developed during the inquiry. The m etaphors
also represent my appreciation o f the effects o f the ripples o f changes as
they flow ed through TCS. A fter a series o f conversations and my attem pts
to m ake sense of TCS and the organisational changes my overw helm ing
feeling was

‘7 am confused about w hat is happening here". M y in itial

response was to think that maybe I needed to find out more. In a
conversation w ith a TCS m anager in June 1999, she said that rather than my
sense o f confusion arising from lack o f know ledge or understanding, I
m ight be "picking up {ihQ]confusion... and fe e lin g s o f a lot o f disillu sio n
and u n certa in ty” in TCS {26/notes}. In choosing the m etaphors I w anted to
express the confusions and uncertainties as I felt them in my research.

The topics o f these m etaphors also relate to the way in w hich I engaged
w ith TCS.
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Firstly I engaged predom inantly w ith practitioners and their m anagers in
Social W ork D ivision, w hich was only one o f five divisions in TCS.
Secondly my engagem ent w ith TCS was episodic and responsive rather than
system atic. That is, I did not set out to conduct an organisational analysis
in term s o f different aspects and dim ensions o f TCS, but to try to see it
through other p eo p le’s experiencing as they engaged w ith me in
conversation about TCS. So the topics of the grounded m etaphors reflect
w hat was significant for them at the tim e o f our conversation.

Thirdly, my conversations with m any people started o ff w ith me asking
w hat was their role. This was a good question to initiate discussion.
H ow ever people tend to think of roles in term s o f positions in structures.
M y learning about TCS from these conversations w ould have been richer if
I had planned a second question for all conversations about a different
aspect of TCS, for exam ple, what TCS is good at, or what people w ould like
to see changed.

7.2.1

Practising in TCS as looking in two directions at
once

‘Looking in tw o directions at once’ is the effect o f w orking in local
com m unities and being involved in situated practice, and at the sam e tim e
w orking in an organisation w hich has a centrally m anaged bureaucratic
structure sited some distance away. By choosing this m etaphor I im ply that
this leads to tension. For practitioners and project leaders taking account o f
directives from HQ, and even com m unicating w ith projects in other
geographical regions, at the same tim e as being involved w ith the
com m unity in w hich the project is situated involves a ‘Janus-faced’
perspective. As I discuss below there are significant differences betw een
how w ork in projects gets done, and the organisation is m anaged. I think
that this poses problem s for alignm ent in TCS, that is how people see w hat
they do in TCS as part of TCS as a w hole. "Through alignm ent, we becom e
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p a rt o f som ething big because we do w hat it takes to play our
p a r t”(fN tn g tx, 1998; p. 178).

In the first m eeting of the CASE partnership after I started the studentship
research, the discussion focussed on changes indicating a pow er shift "th ere's never been anything like this before" - from social w ork to
m arketing in the divisional structure o f TCS. The logo o f TCS had been
changed w ith some resistance from fundraising staff (K ennedy, 1998). The
m arketing and com m unications division had proposed ‘national in itia tiv e s’,
prom otable goals for TCS interventions and a ‘repositioning strateg y ’ for
the organisation (ibid.). These initiatives (later called ‘p ro g ram m es’) w ere
to be "flagship pieces o f w ork carried out nationally, to w hich p ro jects
contributed fro m their local com m unity based work".

M y struggle to understand how these national program m es related to ju stic e
objectives w hich drew on project w ork was shared by others. The w ork o f
some existing projects was not included in any o f the N ational Program m es.
A glossary o f TCS ‘planning process term inology’ {Dl} distributed later in
1998 defined the differences as:
Justice Objectives - describe the kind o f w orld we w ant for children
and young people...
Targets - identify the m ore specific areas of the ju stic e objectives
that we have decided to address
N ational Program m es - describe how we plan to achieve a target
R ather than being grounded in practice the ju stice objectives w ere now
fram ed as aspirational. N ational Program m es w hich also have national
outcom es, were designed to be "the m easurable im pacts o f our w ork"
(ibid.).

" ...O th er essential program m es and innovative w ork ... [provided]

the seed-bed fro m which national program m es could grow" (K ennedy,
1998).
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The im plem entation of national program m es led to an expansion of
practice, initially funded from T C S’s reserves and a shift to a national
focus. H ow ever I also saw national program m es and ju stice objectives as
two different and com peting discourses. This was how I made sense o f the
changes in TCS being talked o f as "the subordination o f practice to image
setting" {01/notes}, as "practice initiated and d irected by the m arketing
division", and as raising the question "w hether children or fu n d in g bodies
were the clients?"{TLoi&f

One of the replies to my question ‘w hat distinguishes a m anager from a
practitioner in T C S ?’ was that m anagers have perm anent contracts o f
em ploym ent {05/notes}. This was said jokingly, but it reflected the reality
of project work. All project w ork was tim e lim ited. The usual m axim um
period of funding was three years. A ction planning - the organisation-w ide
process o f evaluation and planning o f TCS w ork - w orked to a sim ilar
planning and evaluation cycle. N ational Program m es how ever each have a
different tim e period o f operation, another point o f differentiation.

The

‘C hild in the N eighbourhood’ program m e, as a num ber o f projects and other
associated organisational activities w orking tow ards the sam e ‘ta rg e t’, was
planned for a ten-year period.

Project w orkers were em ployed for particular projects, and if funding was
not agreed for the extension o f existing projects or new ones, their contract
of em ploym ent was not renewed or they w ere m ade redundant. So project
w ork could be seen as overlapping cycles of designing, enacting and
evaluating pieces of work, each cycle determ ined w ithin a linear tim e scale
of about three years.

H ow ever, in term s of national TCS, developing new

strategies, m oving forward, tim e is linear.

In practice there was more leew ay than this m odel suggests, as for exam ple
in the degree o f overlap betw een finishing one project and starting another.
H ow ever for som e people the experience of w orking for TCS was stop-start
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- being made redundant and then re-em ployed for another piece o f w ork a
short tim e later {80/notes}. I visited LP, a project w orker based in a TCS
project in the north of England three tim es during m y research because I
was especially interested in children’s participation in relation to their
spirituality, and LP had set up and was w orking w ith a group o f young
people on this. M y first visit was in July 1999 and I called in again in
O ctober. D uring the second visit both LP and I w ere in tears because she
had heard that project had come to the end o f funding and w ould probably
close and staff w ould be made redundant. The situation was still uncertain
w hen we m et again at the J 0 5 conference in N ovem ber. This was confirm ed
by other TCS people in February - despite the innovative w ork o f the
project around children’s spirituality being praised in the January 2000
issue o f the Society B riefing, and I w rote to LP w ith best w ishes for the
future. She w rote back saying she was being m ade redundant and looking
for other work, but faxed me in A pril 2000 to say she had ju s t been
interview ed for, and offered a senior practitioner post in the project. Som e
external funding had been found for the w ork and it was continuing for
another year. W hen I called in to see her in new offices six m onths later,
part of her new role was to find further funding. A lthough there had not
been a gap betw een her contracts o f em ploym ent w ith TCS it had been a
close call and a colleague had had a gap o f six weeks betw een redundancy
and reem ploym ent in the TCS project {37/tape; 53/tape; 82/notes}.

This is a pattern repeated in other voluntary organisations and statistics for
staff turnover in TCS were sim ilar to other national c h ild ren ’s charities
{65/tape}.

There is a difference betw een ‘project w ork tim e ’ and that o f m uch o f the
rest of the organisation. Project w ork often takes place in the evenings, at
w eekends, ‘out of w orking hours’. A few people w ork from th eir hom es.
In my experience, some project offices are som etim es only contactable
through an answ er phone service. This is a different pattern o f w orking
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from , for exam ple, HQ. Som e people, especially program m e m anagers
spend several days away from their offices, travelling the country.

Some projects w ere located over three hundred m iles from London. As I
started visiting them I was struck by the heterogeneity o f project life. The
buildings blended in w ith the surroundings, people often spoke with local
accents. The w ork of the projects was w ith the local com m unity, local
councils and other locally based agencies. I visited, for example:

•

M yrthyr T ydfil - crow ded open plan office on upper floor of a tow er
block in tow n centre, w ith graffiti scraw led on the battered lift.

•

M anchester - new ly designed and decorated, w ell-equipped sm art office
w ith sm all room s on the edge o f the tow n centre

•

Tw yford - the upper floor of a two storey chalet-style building, low er
floor occupied by the local planning departm ent, next to fields with
cows

There was an ‘ad hocness’ about these offices as belonging to TCS. The
w ork of projects is characterised by the physical geography o f the areas in
w hich they are situated, for exam ple the difference betw een those w orking
in rural areas and in urban settings. There are also differences in the
‘secto r’ environm ent of the different regions, that is those other
organisations concerned w ith the same issues for children and young people
and how they operate. Some projects received funding from the Single
R egeneration Budget, governm ent resources for targeted inner city
program m es. Others were still w holly funded by TCS; these included m any
of the J 0 5 projects. Some w ere financed through com plex arrangem ents
w ith other agencies. A social work m anager I talked w ith in the w est o f
England was m anaging tw enty-three contracts with other agencies in
respect o f project w ork (39/tape}.
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One o f the effects of this diffusion and dispersal was that some people in
TCS spent a lot o f tim e travelling especially those w orking in sparsely
populated areas and those at project leader level and above in social w ork
division. This puts pressure on tim e and money. A rranging research
conversations was som etim es difficult. Steering Group m eetings had to be
booked m onths ahead.

Several practitioners I m et had never visited headquarters (HQ) Edw ard
R udolf H ouse in London, where m ost o f the staff from the other divisions
w ere located. S taff induction program m es w ere located in the regions. H Q
is a 1960s brick building of three stories. D uring the period o f my
researching there was pressure on space. M any of the offices there w ere
open plan w hich I found initially disconcerting in conversations. The noise
from the air conditioning intruded into my audiotapes. There was no
canteen in the building and little shared space. In our conversation about
this GB said of HQ that "people come in and sit at their desks and then they
go /zome” {3 6/tape}.

Projects were ‘p u lled ’ tow ards their local netw orks and com m unities, and
‘p u lle d ’ tow ards the m anagem ent and support functions at HQ. There was
tension and resistance. TCS was described to me as being too centralised in
several conversations. Reports on im plem enting the C orporate Plan for
1999-2003 recognised the principle o f subsidiarity, and that frontline staff,

who are directly involved w ith children and young people,
supporters, volunteers and the public ... m ust have the delegated
authority to get on with the jo b s for w hich they are accountable and
the rest of TCS m ust be organised to support and com plem ent th eir
w ork (Society B riefing - Special E dition N ovem ber 1999)
These considerations - the distances in term s of geography and function,
the desire for subsidiarity, and the search for a form o f single identity pointed to the need for effective ways o f people com m unicating and
engaging w ith each other in different ways across different organisational
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structures. In the term s which I use in C hapter 2 section this concerns
opportunities for conversations in w hich people exchange m essages and
invitations and negotiate m eanings.

Practitioners som etim es did not know o f w ork sim ilar to their own going on
in other projects. G ould (2000) indicated from his research w ith TCS
projects that people identified a diverse range o f activities that helped them
integrate learning w ithin their professional activity. U nproblem atic
activities w ere "supervision provided through the chain o f line
m an a g em en t” and "joint w orking [w ithin the team or w ith w orkers from
other agencies] ” (ibid.). H ow ever "inter-team m eetings were cited as
som ething w hich were dijficult to p rio ritise but were im portant
opportunities fo r sharing exp erien ce” (ibid.).

People specifically m entioned the unselective flood o f w ritten and
electronic m aterial they received (05/notes; 19/notes; 32/notes; 55/tape}.
D uring 1998-2000 T C S ’ internal intranet was replaced in a rolling
program m e connecting sites to the internet. H ow ever there w ere delays and
m any projects w ere still not connected by m id 2000, including some of the
m ost distant from HQ. E-m ail addresses were not included in the internal
telephone directory and these appeared only available by word of m outh.

Som e of the issues of the exchange of m essages in TCS w ere brought out in
the evaluation of a piece o f TCS w ork involving children and adults that I
facilitated (see Chapter 5 section 5.4.3). One of the problem s identified in
the evaluation was the tim e delays in taking the w ork forward. This was
connected w ith duplications and om issions in com m unicating.

A final distinction in term s of TCS as a national organisation and
com m unity based projects w orking w ith children and young people relates
to different ‘tim e zones’ o f practising. B eing human is to continually
change; this is not ju st som ething that characterises children and young
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people. But for children and young people the process o f change is deeply
felt, rapid and em bodied in ways evident to observers. The long drawn out
process o f policy developm ent discussed above was em phasised in the rich
pictures people drew of their experiences (see A ppendix 5, pictures 24-27).
To authentically and m eaningfully involve children and young people, the
organisation needs to work in their tim e scales (G abriel, 1998a, Jam es,
1993), and with attention to aspects o f time that m atter to children and
young people (C hristensen, 2002). A telling com m ent m ade at the TCS J 0 5
C onference on 30 Septem ber and 1 O ctober 1998 was that this called for a
high degree of altruism from children, and that the Society should
endeavour to work w ithin children’s tim e scales, not ju s t those of adults.
The children and young people who participate in developing project w ork
w ill m ost probably not be the ones who directly benefit from it.

H ow ever "...helping one child" and "taking their experience fo rw a rd so
that others don't have to suffer in the same w ay" (The C hildren's Society,
2001) involve different tim e scales. This does not only apply to children.
For me the m etaphor points to tensions betw een the locally situated practice
of projects and the central m anagem ent of TCS, am plified by geographical
distance, different ways o f w orking and com m unication processes that in
many instances increased practitio n ers’ perceptions o f being at the m argins.
In M arch 2000 I m et up again with three project leaders in the N orth E ast of
England two years after my first m eeting w ith them . In our conversation
about changes in TCS from their perspective they agreed that the m ost
significant was that project w orkers, and particularly new m em bers o f staff,
saw them selves as being em ployed by the project rather than TCS {74a}.
In the term s in w hich I introduced this section, this is a shift in alignm ent
and points to increased fragm entation in TCS.
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7.2.2

The structure of TCS as matrices struggling in
hierarchies

This m etaphor is an organising m etaphor for the im pact o f the hierarchical
structure on practising as m anagem ent layers were inserted and rem oved
and new roles introduced.

1998-1999 was a year of optim istic expansion in TCS w ork, generated
through the N ational Program m es. A new post of O perations D irector was
created, responsible for the day to day w ork o f TCS, freeing the CEO for
strategic decision-m aking. A new tier of ‘social w ork m anagers’ was
inserted in the social w ork division, to be responsible for the day to day
m anagem ent of regional projects, so that regional heads o f social w ork
could focus on strategic direction in the region. There w ere then eight tiers
o f m anagem ent accountability betw een project w orkers and the governing
body, the Council. This was both a geographical and a hierarchical distance
- the people holding these posts in each tier m ight be located in five
different offices in different parts o f England and W ales.

A description I was given of the structure o f TCS was that it was a
com bination of m atrices and bureaucracy {4/notes}. H ow ever in my initial
appreciation of TCS, interdivisional work was isolated and exceptional.
People who worked in projects in the Social W ork division had little
contact w ith staff in other divisions, and people from other divisions rarely
visited social w ork projects.

I was form ing a picture o f the organisation as

a ‘G reek tem ple’ (Handy, 1985), the divisions representing the pillars and
‘senior m anagem ent’ as the entablature (Figure 7-2). Thus I particularly
took account of the developm ent o f the roles o f program m e m anagers.
These appeared to offer connections betw een the ‘p illa rs’.
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THE C OU NC IL
(approx. 20 members, chaired by the Bishop of Bath and Wells)
(Advisory group of young people set up in 2001)

HIEF EXEC UTIV E

CHAPLAIN M ISSIO N ER

S EC RETAR Y
HEAD OF PLANNING
& PLANNING UNIT
OPERATIO NS
D IRECTOR

C O M M IT TE E S
(General purpose,
divisional)

DIRECTORS OF 5 DIVISION S
FIN A N C E AND
A D M IN IS TR A T IO N
{Estates
m anagem ent)

M ARKETING AND
COM M U NICA TION S
(Publications, social
policy, archives and
records)

HUMAN
RESOU RC E
(Personnel,
organisation
development)

A PPEALS (Fund
raising, legacies,
shops, events)

SOCIAL W ORK (D IRECTOR)
(renamed 'Children and Young People's Division in

2001 )
PROGRAMME
MANAGERS FOR
SIX NATIONAL
PROGRAMM ES
(JOs) (created
1998-9)

DIVISION AL M A NA GEM EN T TEA M : Director,
policy standards and practice learning managers
and 4 Divisional Social W ork Managers responsible
for all locally based project work with children and
young peopie)(tier removed/posts redundant 2000)

REGIONAL (+ WALES) H EAD S OF S O C IA L W O RK
(reduced from 12 to 10 in 2000)
D EVELO PM EN T MANAGER for
children and young people’s
involvement in governance of
TCS (1999- )
-Council directed work

SOCIAL W ORK M A NA G ER S (1-3 per region)

PROJECT LEADERS (8 0-1 0 0 projects in total)

PR OJECT W ORKERS

Figure 7-1: A map o f the hierarchical structure o f the Social Work D ivision
in TCS drawn to make sense o f changes 1998-2000. SM T is the Society
M anagem ent Team. The lines imply accountability. Thus program m e
managers were accountable to the Operations D irector and supervised by
the Social Work Divisional M anagement team.
Figure 7-1 shows that The C hief E xecutive is responsible to the C o u n cil,
“the point of final respon sibility” of about tw enty trustees ch aired by a
bishop o f The C hurch of England. The two circles identify the tw o k ey
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m anagem ent groups: Society M anagem ent Team ^\ and The D irectorate.
(The Planning U nit was created 1999-2000). The w ork was distributed in 5
functional divisions, each headed by a director. The Social W ork D ivision,
the largest, em ploying about 800 people, was structured geographically into
regions w ith the exception o f Program m e M anagers posts w hich had a
national responsibility for the developm ent and co-ordination o f ju stic e
objective w ork and national program m es. In 2000 the num ber o f social
w ork regions was reduced from 12 to 10 w ith other staffing reductions and
the excision o f the divisional m anagem ent tier.

In 1998-99 Program m e M anagers w ere appointed to develop the w ork in
each of the six national Program m es. The posts w ere not highly specified,
so that there was room for people to ‘grow ’ their roles in practice.
Program m e M anagers w ere interdivisional in their w ork and operated
w ithin the discourse of social justice objectives, and national program m es.
B ecause many had recent experience o f w orking w ith children and young
people they had credibility w ith those w orking in projects. They also had
legitim acy in the m anagem ent levels o f the organisation because o f th eir
voice in corporate policy. There was potential in their roles for the
interpretations of the different realities in the organisation. I could also see
that they were w eaving netw orks through the divisional structure that m ight
be used by others too.

One of the responsibilities of the Children in C om m unities/!0 5 program m e
m anager was to develop a process for involving children and young people
in the governance of TCS:
Target 2: To dem onstrate how children and young people can be
effectively involved w ithin TCS's own planning and decision making
structures. (J05 targets for 1999-2000, internal docum ent).
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U su a lly referred to in practice as the ‘S en ior M anagem ent T ea m ’
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R esponsibility for im plem enting this rested w ith the Council, and SMT.
The Program m e M anager secured funding for a tw o-year secondm ent w ithin
TCS for a ‘developm ent m anager’ to m anage the starting o f the process to
involve children and young people in the governance o f TCS^^. Som e
projects w ere already involving young people in the recruitm ent and
interview ing of project staff. Their experiences w ere used to develop a
process in w hich children and young people, w ith people from social w ork
division and The Council, drew up a jo b specification, and then interview ed
applicants for the post of D evelopm ent M anager (C hildren and young
people participation initiative). In N ovem ber 1999, in the w eek the new
m anager started the job, she and I presented a w orkshop at a conference for
staff w orking in J 0 5 .

Inquiring into how children and young people could be involved in the
governance o f TCS illum inated som e aspects of m y structure m ap. F irstly
the map shows the governance structure of TCS as a traditional linear
m odel (B illis, 1989). This is “a chain which begins w ith a vision o f n eed
and ends w ith a provision o f a service which responds to th a t n eed via a
group o f s ta ff' (H arris, 1996). A lternatives outlined by H arris are
‘m em bership’ and ‘entrepreneurial’ m odels. The m em bership m odel is one
in w hich "'the chain foi'm s a closed circle” - those who govern are also the
recipients of the service - ultim ately a ‘self-help’ group. In the
entrepreneurial m odel those who govern are also those w ho d eliver the
service, the staff. W ithin H arris’s typology including children and young
people in the governance of TCS in a m eaningful rather than a tokenistic
w ay involves a change of m odel, if not to that o f m em bership, then to a
form o f dem ocratic governance. W ilson (1996) further argues the stru ctu re
m odel chosen "sets the internal context o f the organisation to a m ode o f
governance w hich in turn sets ‘the rules o f the g a m e ’fo r all o p era tio n s” (p.
91).
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S u b seq u en tly m ade a perm anent p ost.
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This partly explains why the principle o f subsidiarity appears to have been
so difficult to put into practice in TCS, or why it seems to work differently
for different things. For exam ple one project leader m ight be satisfied w ith
his degree o f control over the budget, w hereas a regional m anager m ight be
frustrated by not having the pow er to sanction the w ording o f an
advertisem ent for staff {29/tape; 26/notes}.

C ontexts, patterns in ways of acting, as W ilson points out, have history.
They are often developed over long tim e periods. So "m anaging change in
the internal context m eans unravelling a great deal o f organisational
history” (ibid.).

Secondly, I recognise an echelon structure in my map. Echelon structures
are authority structures in w hich an im plicit partnership agreem ent exists
am ong those on a superordinate level so that anyone on the higher level has
authority in relation to anyone on the low er level (Goffm an, 1966).
E chelon structures are efficient and protective, but they are not
em ancipatory. Two parent fam ilies can be considered an echelon structure:
M other and father are supposed to agree on how things should be
done. The children need not be consulted... Because the parents are
jo in tly responsible for the fam ily ’s direction, each feels pledged to
support the other. Should there be no prior agreem ent on a particular
issue, each parent is expected to respect any position taken by the
other ...In a w ell-functioning tw o-parent household, parents can
count on each other (W eiss, 1979; p. 72-73).
I claim that this model as still influential in how good tw o-parent parenting
is seen. This is to some extent supported by one o f the ‘stories o f
p articip atio n ’ gained in m y researching. This is about the involvem ent o f
children in deciding where the fam ily should go on holiday - an exam ple o f
p articipation, not everyday fam ily life {23/notes}.

In contrast, W eiss gives many exam ples of one parent fam ilies sharing
responsibilities betw een parent and children, children being consulted about
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fam ily decisions, and having a voice, in a w ay not open to them in the
echelon structure o f a two parent fam ily. Parents give greater w eight to
ch ild ren ’s w ishes and the children "as befits ju n io r p a rtn ers” are less
deferential tow ards their parents. In my social w ork with one-parent
fam ilies I found this was often the case, but usually not valued elsew here,
and frequently overw helm ed by problem s o f day to day survival.

I connect this discussion with a question I raised in the previous chapter,
‘how do I m ake sense o f an organisation?’ I w rote elsew here o f "the
dilem m a that em ancipatory pra ctice itse lf is situated w ithin taken-for
granted structures and system s” (Helm e, 1999). In my construing o f being
parented, and parenting, and w orking at school and w orking in
organisations, hierarchies and echelons seem so deeply em bedded that I
cannot see w hat an alternative structure w ould be. But I was concerned
w here children and young people could be located in and not ju st added on
to an organisation w ith these structures.

In m y m etaphor o f the structure o f TCS as m atrices struggling in
hierarchies I sought to m ake sense o f why it was that people in different
D ivisions in TCS seem ed to be w orking for different organisations, w ith
different objectives. I also saw the posts o f program m e m anagers
challenging the existing structures. These issues are developed fu rth er in
the next section.

7.2.3

Clotting protocols in TCS

This m etaphor was useful for connecting my understandings of how
protocols in TCS som etim es inhibited flows o f com m unicating and
processes in TCS. I saw the possibility o f program m e m anagers operating
outside these codes and protocols and w anted to explore this further.
W enger’s definition of reification - "the pro cess o f giving fo rm to our
experience by producing objects that congeal this experience into

C hapter 7:243

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

‘th in g n e ss’”- was helpful in seeing w hat was different about the role of
program m e m anagers in TCS (W enger, 1998 p. 58). By reifying
experiences “we create po in ts o f fo c u s around which the negotiation o f
m eaning becom es organised” (ibid). R eification is an indispensable and
pow erful process. But as W enger argues reification can ossify practices,
and fail to capture the richness of lived experience. As I discuss below the
clim ate in w hich people interact can also be ‘clo ttin g ’ in inhibiting m oving
on in TCS.

In B erger and Luckm an’s (1967) phrase, “’There we go again'

... becom es 'This is how these things are done'” (p. 76-77).

A w ay o f understanding protocols is that they are boundary objects betw een
com m unities o f practice (W enger, 1998). ‘B rokering’, as I discussed in
C hapter 6 is w hat people do when they connect com m unities o f practice:

1) B o u n d a ij objects - artefacts, docum ents, term s, concepts and
other forms of reification around w hich com m unities o f practice
organise their interconnections.
2) brokering- connections provided by people who can introduce
elem ents of one practice into another (ibid. p. 105)
Program m e m anagers provided brokering betw een project w ork and the
other divisions and m anagem ent structures in TCS. B rokering is a practice
‘on the edge’ and brokers’ contributions lie in “being neither in nor out”.

The concept of ‘the child’ is a boundary object for TCS. There are many
different perspectives, or constructions, o f ‘the c h ild ’ or ‘the young p erso n ’
in the contexts o f TCS practising and m anaging. A rguably these need to be
co-ordinated in some way for TCS to be seen as w orking for children and
young p eo p le’s participation or as a social ju stice organisation. I explore
this issue as an ‘uneasy tru ce’ in section 4.3.4 below . A ction Plans w ere key
boundary objects that connected w hat goes on in TCS projects with the rest
o f the w orld. They encoded inform ation about project w ork in a w ay that it
could be dealt w ith by other constituencies in TCS, for exam ple those
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w orking on practice standards (another set o f boundary objects) or
m easuring and evaluating cost-benefits.

B oundary objects reify processes. TCS has a history o f draw ing up rules
and regulations, for exam ple the innovation o f introducing regulations in
c h ild ren ’s homes in the early tw entieth century (The C hildren's Society,
1995). The book of personnel procedures was described as enorm ous
{55/notes; 65/notes}. The 1998 A ction Plans covered alm ost 200 typed
pages. The ‘B lue B ook’ o f policy and practice w hich includes for exam ple
the tim e that TVs have to be switched o ff in TCS residential care facilities,
featured as villain in rich pictures ({72} A ppendix 5, pictures 23 and 24 “the dreaded blue b o o k !”). Some descriptions o f project w ork are often
terse and form ulaic (see example in A ppendix 6.1) Rah an (2000) describes
the im peratives o f eighteenth century discovery as “shoot! classify! nam e!
d e sc rib e !” (sic p .26). There is some analogous process o f fixing in the
process of w riting down.

In W enger’s term s,

the problem of com m unication is one o f both participation and
reification, to be dealt with in term s o f opportunities fo r the
negotiation of m eaning w ithin and am ong com m unities o f practice
(ibid. p. 108)
In A ugust 1999, after a seven month planning process, SM T presented a
corporate plan for the next three years, “a m anifesto for TCS and hence, for
all those involved with TCS” . This is an inspiring docum ent. It reaffirm s
the com m itm ent to social justice, and shared purpose w ith The C hurch o f
England. It puts forw ard powerful m etaphors; “we need to operate w ith
children and young people at the centre”. The plan was presented and
discussed in regional workshop conversations for all staff. These g enerated
activities including an audit of social ju stice w ork in TCS. H ow ever w ithin
four m onths TCS “the car was driven into a brick w a ll”, as a m anager later
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described it {76/notes}. A financial deficit was revealed in late 1999. The
restructuring o f the organisation that follow ed was also a contraction.

The J 0 5 conference in N ovem ber 1999 was, for m e a tim e o f shared
sadness. The future o f some projects was uncertain. It was anticipated that
all the social w ork m anagers, who had only been in post for about a year
m ight be m ade redundant. The six m em bers of the social w ork divisional
m anagem ent team , one o f whom was a m em ber o f the CASE Partnership
Steering G roup, w ere given notice o f redundancy. In the next year the
eleven social w ork regions in England w ere reduced to nine, and there w ere
sim ilar contractions for staff in the Fundraising D ivision.

Even w hen redundancy notices w ere issued, how ever, they were not acted
on for m any m onths. The difficulty in TCS o f m aking hard decisions was
noted in three research conversations. A w ay o f understanding the focus on
process and difficulty in m aking hard decisions is the idea of a ‘hegem ony
of niceness’^^. A hegem ony is “an all pervasive, discursively m ediated
and consensual superstru ctu re” (K rippendorff, 1996, Grams ci, 1971). A
hegem ony is so pervasive it is alm ost never distinguished as such. It is
perceived as ‘norm ality’. It is, in the m etaphor I used in introducing this
section ‘a clim ate’. N iceness is about telling people w hat you think w ill
m ake them feel good about them selves, not confronting them and denying
any vulnerability (A rgyris, 1990).

In a hegem ony o f niceness doing things right (m orally) takes priority over
doing the right thing (effectively)(A ckoff and Pourdehnad, 2001). Thus it
m akes sense to focus on processes like consultation exercises rather than to
act on decisions w hich w ill involve upsetting people. C onsultation takes
place in too short a time scale to be effective, or people suspect that the
T h is term w as coin ed by T ony Brauer in his doctoral research at the O U , and referred to,
by one o f m y O U research supervisors during a S teering Group m eetin g. I h ave
d ev elo p ed the term for m y ow n use. I do not cla im this h egem on y as an e x istin g so cia l
co n d itio n but as an explanatory idea or m etaphor.
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decisions have been made already. The problem with this is that people w ill
get upset anyway. As LP said to me after TCS ‘hit the brick w a ll’ and they
w ere w aiting to hear if the project w ould be closed, any decision w ould be
better than none. The lim bo of being the holder o f a redundant post but still
em ployed was tellingly expressed as feeling like being “on death row ”
{69/notes}. In a telephone conversation w ith MN on 16 D ecem ber 1999, he
spoke to m e of “the rem oteness o f m anagers”, and that “surely [there
w ould be] som e vision, guidance, comfort, fro m the reaction [ o f senior
m anagers] to the reaction [ o f staff] to the effect o f changes now ”.

There are two further understandings I connected with the hegem ony o f
niceness. The first was W F ’s com m ent about interdivisional w orking, that
“the p roblem is, you c a n ’t beat anyone else up”, that is in the context o f our
conversation that there was no way o f ensuring the cooperation o f people
from other divisions, and this was frustrating. W J corroborated this “w e ’re a bit w et that w ay”, and added that some TCS m anagers did not
recognise the authority they had. The second understanding was S N ’s
identification of a “double bind” in the relationship betw een p rojects and
TCS as an organisation:

projects are doing very good w ork but they feel disem pow ered by the
organisation ... the organisation [TCS] doesn’t stop any one from
doing anything very much although people act as if they think it
does.
This was reflected in G ould’s TCS research w ith TCS projects, in w hich he
reflected that people were positive about experim entation but did not feel
that TCS supported them , for exam ple in learning from m istakes - even
w hen they had had experience of support when things had not w orked
{77/notes}.

A hegem ony o f niceness prom otes ‘undiscussibles’ in A rgyris and Schon's
(1991) term , which are:
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defensive routines, which may be defined as an policy or practice
that prevents organisations (and their agents) from experiencing
em barassm ent or threat and at the same tim e prevents them from
identifying and reducing the causes o f em barassm ent or th r e a t...
D efensive routines, at any level, are anti-learning (p. 94).
The standardisation of practice through roles and procedures is a
characteristic o f bureaucratic organisations. I understood that in part, the
em phasis on protocols and the use o f boundary objects was the result o f a
strategic decision to centralise m anagem ent, follow ing concerns about
organisational coherence in the 1980s. People com m ented to me that this
had gone too far, w hich is represented in my m etaphor of clotting
processes.

7.2.4

Managing in TCS as negotiating uneasy truces

I see truces as tem porary ‘agreem ents to d iffer’, spaces w ithin w hich people
can get on w ith w orking and living together in organisations and in
fam ilies, and recognising their differences. Truces do not resolve
differences, but in the process of getting on with life, differences becom e
seen as m ore or less im portant. R elationships can be seen as a continual
process o f renegotiations of agreem ents to differ, tacit and explicit. By
‘uneasy tru ces’ I mean those referring to differences w hich are em bedded in
the context, structure and processes and w hich are restated through practice.
Truces are a way of m anaging the consequences o f am biguities.

In my m etaphor of m anaging in TCS as negotiating uneasy truces I see it as
a netw ork o f ambiguous alliances and tensions. Some o f the am biguities
derive from the structure of voluntary agencies and the truces derive from
the em bodim ent of TCS in its contexts and in its internal processes. W ithin
this grounded m etaphor I explore divisions in TCS, betw een TCS and The
Church o f England, and betw een some perceptions o f the relationship
betw een TCS and children and young people.
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One of the uneasy truces related to my perception o f the relationships
betw een the different divisions in TCS as an alliance o f different countries.
This drew on the divisional structure o f TCS, (Figure 7-1) and an
appreciation of the different discourses in TCS that em erged in my
researching conversations.

T fic O U A c d

pt/L,

SrTtrr/

F igure 7-2: M y picture o f TCS divisions as an alliance o f d ifferen t
countries

In Figure 7-2 ‘Project L and’ is the social w ork division, and I thought of
that as including both social w ork and com m unity work. In C hapter 1 I
referred to a conversation in which a project leader said they w ere not
social w orkers. I understand the nam e o f the division to have been
reconsidered on several occasions, tw ice during the period o f the
researching^"^. In the social w ork division I talked to people who had
74

T he nam e was even tu ally changed in 2001 to ‘C hildren and Y o u n g P e r so n ’s D iv is io n ’.
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w orked in social work, teaching, youth work, com m unity work, com m unity
developm ent, youth and com m unity work, and probation. In m aking a
distinction betw een these I draw on my own practice experience. This has
perhaps sensitised me m ore to the differences betw een them than the ways
in w hich they are sim ilar. H ow ever I claim that there is a difference
betw een, for exam ple, how those w ith social w ork training characterise
their work, and those who describe their w ork as com m unity developm ent.

I put HR division adjacent to ‘projectland’ because approxim ately two
thirds of em ployees w ork in the social w ork division. Fundraising division
shares w ith social work division some o f ‘the pull to lo c al’; fundraising
staff also w ork in the regions and share office accom m odation.
TCS as countries rem inded an observer o f the B alkans.

My map of

B alkanisation is

the process o f dividing land into m utually hostile territories, and the
m etaphor recalled for me M intzberg’s use o f the term as one o f the “basic
pulls on the organisation” . He claim s that this is a particular characteristic
o f the divisionalised form o f organisations, in which each division has its
own structure (M intzberg and Quinn, 1991). C entral headquarters
m aintains “a sem blance o f control” over the divisions in this structure by
some direct supervision, but m ainly through perform ance control system s.
M intzberg also identifies a pull to standardise, w hich he particularly
associates w ith ‘m achine bureaucracies’ in w hich jo b s are highly
specialised.

R egardless of the form o f the organisation, there is a need for some
standardisation o f output and process in TCS, especially in how the work is
presented outside the organisation. This is, for exam ple, in order to
distinguish TCS from other voluntary sector organisations (Barnados, NCH
A ction for C hildren, N SPCC, Save the C hildren Fund and sm aller N G Os),
com peting for funding from the sam e purses, w allets, budgets and profit
surpluses.
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D raw ing on the m etaphor of TCS as ‘different co u n tries’, at a jo in t
w orkshop at a TCS conference, the developm ent m anager, CD, and I invited
w orkshop participants to “envisage TCS as ... lands w ith d ifferen t sorts o f
terrain and cultures and imagine jo u rn eys fo r children and young p e o p le ’s
participation in T C S ”. CD described in the conference report that:

W e particularly looked at the barriers in trying to cross the borders
and the incentives to doing so. The group actually 'drew ' a map,
w hich featured "attitude land" and "treat land". W e also likened our
journey to a gam e of snakes and ladders and used ladders to clim b
w alls representing barriers. W e identified that we needed "fortresstype" buildings to ask for help along the w ay during our jo urney
particularly given that we had identified 'sentries' trying to block our
entry to som e lands. W e also felt it was a steep clim b to the top and
we needed m ore than one "treat land".
The group also contem plated 'blow ing up' the continent using
dynam ite so that we could re-build the lands ! ! ! {D J6 }
D uring the period o f the researching, I observed som e conflict about how
the w ork o f projects was presented in w ritten form . On two occasions I was
given copies o f reports on project work, kept w ithin the project because o f
distrust about how they m ight be presented by the M &C D ivision. In
another conversation the concern was that M &C w ould reject the cover o f
the report w hich had been designed by the children who took part in the
w ork, for the official TCS design. I saw that this in turn was frustrating for
those in M &C division, but also had im plications for learning w ithin TC S,
if reports w ere kept w ithin projects.

The second ‘uneasy tru ce’ concerns the relationship betw een TCS and the
Church o f England. This relationship is acknow ledged to be am biguous
{41/tape}. Options o f becom ing a secular organisation or a ‘C h rist-c en tred ’
organisation, or continuing the am biguous relationship, w ere considered in
1999. The C orporate Plan reaffirm ed the relationship w ith T he C hurch o f
England.
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D uring the period of my research there were two w idely publicised
differences betw een The Church o f England, as represented by the
A rchbishop of Canterbury, and TCS.

In M ay 1998, TCS presented eleven

proposals to the Governm ent, in w hich as reported in The D aily M ail:

TCS preferred to define a fam ily as ‘an em otionally supportive
netw ork of adults and children, some of w hom live together or have
lived together ... M arriage had nothing to do w ith the reality of
fam ily life and no one should discrim inate by stating parents should
be m arried, it added. ... The views o f the charity put it on a collision
course with its president, the A rchbishop of C anterbury. (D aily M ail
M ay 5 1998, by-line Steve D oughty.)
The second difference, w hich had greater im plications for TCS, was its
decision to include lesbian and gay parents as prospective adoptive and
foster parents in July 1999. This was in line w ith the organisation’s Equal
O pportunities and A nti-D iscrim ination Statem ent (A ppendix 1.2), and a
m ove considered long overdue by m any {23/notes}. This was reported as

a m ove that has angered the A rchbishop o f C anterbury... A
spokesm an for the Church o f England said ‘As far as adoption and
fostering is concerned, the Church w ould still teach that a m arried
relationship provides the best environm ent w ithin w hich to bring up
children’ (The Times July 28 1999 p. 1)
It was covered as a front page item by several national new spaper. M any
TCS staff first heard o f the change from the day’s new spapers. It led to
particular problem s for those involved in fundraising, and reportedly a large
decrease in donations.

A further issue of difference concerns the Church of England as
representing traditional views o f the right o f parents to punish th eir children
- ‘to teach them right from w rong’. The right of parents to physically
chastise their children by ‘sm acking’ has been hotly debated in the UK, in
connection w ith several high profile court cases. Early in 1999 over 150
voluntary organisations, including B arnardo's, Save the C hildren, and the
N SPCC - but not TCS or NCH A ction for Children, agreed a cam paign for
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the physical punishm ent of children to be made illegal. This was nam ed the
'C hildren are U nbeatable' cam paign. The U nited Reform C hurch also
signed up to the cam paign, but not the Church of England.

T raditional fam ily groups reacted w ith fury, while M inisters sat
firm ly on the fence. (O bserver Sunday January 10, 1999)
I am aw are that staff in TCS have w orked for TCS to jo in the cam paign,
and consider any other position as inim ical for social ju stic e fo r children^^.

Paton identifies issues like these as ‘values issu es’, defined as

an organisational conflict w hich reflects em ergent or unresolved
tensions concerning the im plications o f a com m itm ent central to the
identity or m ission of an organisation, or betw een tw o such
com m itm ents, w here such tensions are perceived to have a clear
ethical dim ension (Paton, 1996 p. 31).
Thus TCS has com m itm ents to the ethical codes o f practice o f social w ork,
w hich are represented in the EO PS/A D Statem ent (A ppendix 1.2), and to
the C hristian values, as represented by the teachings o f the C hurch o f
E ngland.

Paton claim s that values issues have features w hich differentiate them from
other types o f organisational conflict:
i.

the participants may consider the other party as m orally
questionable, rather than foolish or m istaken.

ii.

values issues are often of greater significance to the organisation,
about ‘w hat we stand fo r’ - , ‘practising w hat we p re a c h ’. T hus, the
gay and lesbian carers issue led to questioning T C S ’s relatio n sh ip
w ith the C hurch o f England.

iii.

values issues are of personal significance. S taff who w ere
them selves gay and lesbian considered the ban on gay and lesb ian
carers - and the delay in changing the policy, a personal issue, th at
affected their loyalty to the organisation.

A lth ou gh TCS w as reported to m e as h avin g agreed to support the ca m p a ig n in early
2 0 0 1 , it w as not listed am ong supporting organ isation s in 2 0 0 2 .
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iv.

there is lim ited scope for com prom ise - w hich is why I chose the
term ‘tru ce’ to discuss these issues.

Paton argues that these aspects explain why values issues often involve
“p assionate argum ents”, and “outrage and bitterness” (ibid. p. 33), and that
they are prone to escalation. This accounts for the tone of some new spaper
articles, and my sense o f the relief and pleasure w ith w hich some people
have talked about the changes. The public profile of these values issues
betw een TCS and the Church poses challenges for m anagers. This is also
positive in the term s in w hich I discussed ethics in C hapter 6 since it keeps
issues of ethics and values an open debate in the organisation.

M y third uneasy truce concerns the relationship betw een children and
young people and TCS.

I relate this to my experience of the in v isib ility o f

children in TCS, and different m odels o f the relationship. Few children and
young people visited HQ, but I was also initially surprised not to see any
children and young people on the project visits. This was an experience
shared with som eone new to the organisation who had also been to several
projects {41/tape}.

T here w ere m any reasons for this. J 0 5 projects in particular w orked w ith
children and young people in their com m unities. Some places had specific
days for m eetings, visitors and adm inistrative w ork w hen the staff are not
busy w orking w ith children and young people. Often there was a need to
protect the confidentiality o f the children, young people and their carers.
T here w ere very recent and pressing concerns about the access o f
paedophiles to vulnerable children and young people. N evertheless I found
it surprising because of the contrast w ith m y experience w orking as a social
w orker. As a social w ork lecturer visiting social w ork students on
placem ent in a wide range of organisations, I often w aited for m eetings in
room s full o f children and fam ilies. In some TCS projects there was
tantalising evidence that children and young people used the buildings pictures, play equipm ent, brightly painted rooms.
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There is a paradox in w orking for TCS w ithout seeing any children. I could
see that this m ight be perceived as ‘preciousness’ by projects, and a degree
o f m ystique about w hat it was they w ere doing. I could understand that
other parts of the organisation m ight lay claim to the w ork o f projects, and
the contact w ith children and young people. Thus I could appreciate the
im portance of the involvem ent o f children and young people in the
governance of TCS, and also that this was risky.

Figure 7-3 is a sketch of three different relationships betw een children and
young people and TCS from my notes o f a conversation with a TCS
m anager {48/notes/tape}.

Cs

F igure 7-3: Sketches fro m fie ld notes o f three ways o f seeing the
relationship between TCS and children and young people .
In the first model projects are the interm ediaries betw een children and
young people and TCS. C hildren and young people only know TCS

C hapter 7:255

A ppreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

through projects, and this usually m eans project w orkers (see Gabriel,
1998).

The second model is a three-w ay relationship in which children and young
people are also seen to be engaging w ith TCS, not ju st with projects. This
certainly may apply to some children and young people, for exam ple those
involved in planning the governance work. But I do not think that the
structures or the culture in the organisation prom oted this m odel during the
period of the researching.

The third model is taken from the C orporate Plan, which states that children
are at the centre of our organisation.

Figure 7-4: “Becoming child-centred”, illustration o f “the
interrelationships between children and young people, TCS and wider
s o c ie ty ”. The Corporate Plan 1999-2002, TCS August 1999 p. 11 [D7].

These m odels are taken forw ard to Step 4 in this Inquiry.
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7.2.5

Summary

M y exploration of TCS through ‘grounded m etaphors’ surfaced som e issues
for an inquiry into understandings of participation in TCS. Firstly, looking
in two directions at once is an uncom fortable experience. I m ight expect
that practitioners w ould not consider TCS to em body participation. B ut the
role o f project m anagers as ‘brokers of p ractice’ offered possibilities for
m ediating this tw o-w ay gaze. A focus on protocols was part o f TCS
traditions, but these, and the hegem ony o f niceness inhibited practice
developm ents and learning. I considered that m anaging uneasy truces,
actually kept debate about im portant issues alive in TCS. Finally, during
m y research there w ere at least three different m odels for the relationship
betw een children and young people and TCS, w hich related to different
perspectives in TCS.

7.3 Step 3:ldentify metaphors of participation and
cluster them

The activities in Step 3 include:
a) Identify the m etaphors of participation in the exam ples, stories and
pictures, that is turn these into m etaphors o f the form ‘(participation) is
... (a journey, a battle, a safe place ...). Present some o f the stories and
pictures to others for the metaphors they perceive.
b) Group the m etaphors in clusters in term s of perceived sim ilarities and
dissim ilarities, being aware o f own predispositions and obtaining
feedback from others involved in the inquiry as to their perceptions.
Feedback to research participants the m ain m etaphors that appear to
researcher and invite comments. Review these com m ents, and reclu ster
the m etaphors.
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7.3.1

Uses of and responses to the term participation

I did not attend to all uses of the term participation encountered in m y
inquiry. As W illiam s points out ‘p articip atio n ’ is a "warmly persuasive
w ord"' w hich ''never seem s to be given any positive opposing or
distinguishing term" (W illiams, 1976 p. 76, quoted by N elson and W right,
1995). H ow ever, as with any injunction or exhortation, “Participate!” like
“E njoy!” can be experienced as bullying or usurping personal autonom y.

M etaphors can add value (Lissack, 1999). There are m ultiple
understandings of participation, some o f which draw on the ‘w arm th’
w ithout im plying any more than being in the same place at the same time.
For exam ple, the TCS Human Resources D irector w rote to TCS staff in a
letter accom panying a questionnaire for a review o f the rew ards structure
and developm ent of a new strategy^^:

I w ould emphasis that participating in this survey w ill not lead to
any direct consequence for your personal salary {DIO}.
A docum ent from TCS Society M anagem ent Team sent out to all staff refers
to their recognition of "the need fo r p articipative leadership" and thus their
com m itm ent to "m oving fo rw a rd through m utual understanding o f the
issues and developing appropriate processes" {D7e}. Participative
leadership, like ‘servant leadership’ (G reenleaf, 1970), referred to in
{55/tape}, and ‘leading from b ehind’ is arguably an oxym oron. This was
reflected in some stories which specifically spoke of participation as
incom patible w ith, or being outside hierarchical organisational roles and
responsibilities {31/tape; 45/tape}.

Com m enting on how the participation of service users was seen in the
1970s and 1980s, Richardson (1983) w rote
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not only was it seen as a key m eans o f ensuring fair processes and
creating better decisions, but the act o f participating w ould also
bring about fulfilm ent and understanding to those involved.
Participation like m otherhood, was clearly A Good Thing (p. 4-5)
C ornw all and G aventa (2001) identify shifts in participation in a
developm ent context w hich could also be seen to apply to practice for
children and young p eo p le’s participation. These are:

From beneficiary to citizen - as citizenship becom es part o f the N ational
C urriculum for education.
Project to policy - as the focus o f practice turns from w orking w ith
individual children to changing ‘system s’ (see C hapter 6 for TCS as a
‘social ju stice organisation’).
C onsultation to decision-m aking - as children and young people becom e
involved in governance issues and appointing TCS staff.
A ppraisal to im plem entation (for exam ple, for appointm ent o f a ‘young
m ayor’ in M iddlesborough in 2002).

P articipation has becom e a politically sensitive term , by w hich I m ean it
has been appropriated in social policies, linked w ith dom inant ideologies
such as ‘The Third W ay’ and social inclusion, and stipulated by funding
agencies as both prerequisite and yardstick.

For exam ple, a ‘key issu e ’

identified by a project in TCS Children in C om m unities Program m e
perform ance review was that:

Children and young people should not [just] be consulted for the
sake of satisfying funding criteria, i.e. SRB, G overnm ent
consultation docum ents. A ppropriate tim e should be given and a
m ethod of feeding back the response to children and young peo p le
agreed ({DR8}, m y clarifying term in brackets).
One m anager whom 1 spoke to could not at first think of an exam ple o f
participation, but eventually said that the opportunity for "free flo w in g

The aim o f this strategy w as to “g iv e a p o sitiv e lead in the beh aviour and cu lture w h ich
[the S o cie ty M anagem ent Team ] w ish es to see d ev elo p ed in the S o c ie ty ” (C orporate P la n
1 9 9 9 -2 0 0 2 , p. 15).
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discussion" in some m eetings was participative. H ow ever he thought that
the organisational hierarchy in general w orked against participation.

Six of the ‘examples o f p articipation’ w ere about m anagem ent practice
w ithin TCS. These were:

1. The introduction o f a new record keeping process (related by one
person, also discussed by me w ith two others) w hich was an
interdivisional process.
2. The inclusion of project adm inistrators in a staff developm ent
im plem entation group (related by two people).
3. The appointm ent o f the developm ent m anager for children and young
people’s participation in the governance o f TCS (told by three people
from different perspectives). This involved people across the
organisational hierarchy and children and young people w orking
together in developing the selection criteria and interview ing candidates
together.
4. "W orking together" to put forw ard guidelines for applying for external
funding, w hich involved people from different perspectives with
common interests.
5. The developm ent of action research in TCS .
6. C ollaboration with other agencies:
If we have issue inside TCS about change, one of things we do is ask
who else w ould be interested. There are collaborative processes
betw een TCS and Barn ados etc. W e did this recently about child
protection issues {17/tape}.
In telling the first four stories, people em phasised that w hat m ade these
participative was w orking with people from different parts, or different
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perspectives in TCS. I interpreted this as being unusual for them in their
w ork experiences. O f the record-keeping process VR said:

B asically I do feel there has been a pulling together, i t ’s the only
way I can describe it. Once the bridge, hill, had been actually
clim bed and we w ere all standing on the top o f the hill together,
looking out across the valley, and we could actually see w hat we
w ere looking at, w hat we were trying to achieve...
I do think there has to be partnership at two levels. T he first is ... in
term s o f funding and legitim ation ... and actually ju s t accepting the
need, being aware of w hat we w ere trying to do (and saying) this is
the problem , we recognise you perhaps have the skills and
techniques to solve the problem , here you go. Then [th ere’s] selling
the idea to others. You have to forge a partnership ...a t the end o f
the day the thing w on’t w ork unless they buy into it, agree to it, we
m ake that partnership w ork {46/tape}.
Part of the struggle in this story was to get people from other divisions
involved. In all these stories there was an elem ent o f w orking against
norm al practices, and perhaps doing som ething new. A nother com m on .
ingredient was enthusiasm , particularly in the story o f action research.

In

all these stories, som ething was being produced in the process o f
participation, a policy, a new w ay of w orking and so on. T here did seem to
be a real interest dem onstrated in these conversations for w orking
participatively in TCS, but not m uch opportunity.

7.3.2

‘Paradoxes’ of participation

I also took into account the ‘paradoxes’ o f participation. T hese w ere
inconsistencies or dilemmas noted by practitioners and others in term s o f
w hat counts as participation in different contexts. Paradoxes are not full
stops. In Chapter 4 I presented an argument that the creativity of m etaphor
arose from the inherent paradox of ‘is and ‘is n o t’. ‘Paradoxical injunctions’
given to families in systemic therapy are disruptive in im plicitly putting the
therapist on the side of change and “no change” simultaneously, and inspire
families to seek new relationships and organisations. Paradoxes of
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participation can be interpreted as opportunities for the emergence o f new
metaphors.

•

Participation m eans being able to choose not to participate.

•

Participation is about being free (unbounded in the choices available, or
able to Took outw ards’, or ‘step o u t’) and choosing to be constrained by
respect and care for other people’s view s and interests.

•

P articipation is about jo in in g in and standing back.

The first ‘paradox’ was reflected in the comments of a participant in the
‘pirate sh ip ’ workshop I conducted with TCS practitioners {09}. H e w rote
and spoke o f this later as “the interesting experience o f fe e lin g p ressu rised
to ‘p a rtic ip a te' in a w orkshop on the nature o f p a rtic ip a tio n ”. This "led
him to question how much choice we som etim es give young p eo p le and
w hether the choice not to participate necessarily m eans som eone has
nothing to contribute” {DJ6: ‘L e t’s get re a l’: a personal p ersp ectiv e’}.

The second ‘p aradox’ was reflected in m y observing w hat w ent on when T
was a participant in a m ountain biking day for young people, arranged by a
TCS project. The potential conflicts and possibilities o f people going o ff to
‘do their own th in g ’ was m anaged w ithin the group o f young people so that
everyone had a good time. I was not sure how this was being done; I
thought o f it in the m etaphor o f a ‘self-organising system ’ in that the
‘boun d ary ’ around the group was m aintained in the group.

The third paradox is reflected in some o f the pictures drawn by children, for
exam ple picture 16, A ppendix 5, in w hich the children are playing on the
sw ings and "the mums are chatting on the bench”. C heckow ay (1997)
w rites that the role of adults as allies o f young people is to "stand back, let
the young people do the w ork and take decisions, but provide essential
inform ation as needed”.

C hapter 7:262

A ppreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

A fourth paradox o f participation in respect of young people is that
children and young people participate in a society and culture always
defined by adults. This was reflected in conversations in w hich people
spoke of children and young p eo p le’s participation as always and inevitably
being qualified in term s o f their perceived com petence and the need to
protect them.

7.3.3

Review and feedback

The analysis in this chapter is only draw n from the exam ples, stories and
pictures o f participation elicited in m y research conversations and activities.
I transcribed the participation exam ples from tapes, and view ed the
pictures. For each one I identified one or m ore m etaphors from inquiring
‘w hat m etaphors o f (participation) help me m ake sense of this (exam ple,
story or picture) as about p articip atio n ?’ I then grouped and regrouped the
m etaphors to bring out sim ilarities and dissim ilarities. I decided not to
integrate the m etaphors from the stories and the m etaphors from the
ch ildren’s pictures so that I could consider them in juxtaposition.

The processes o f review and feedback that I engaged in w hile I was
identifying and clustering the m etaphors included:

i.

Presenting some stories and pictures along w ith m y proposed
categories of ‘jo u rn ey ’, ‘boundary m aintenance’, and ‘g eo g rap h y ’ to
a group o f J 0 5 practitioners and m anagers in a w orkshop at a TCS
conference in N ovem ber 1999; although there was no specific
feedback

concerning

these

m etaphors,

practitioners

expressed

interest (W orkshop feedback).

ii.

W riting to about 50 people in TCS w ith whom I had spoken,
proposing understandings o f participation in terms o f geography
(place) and ‘trust as boundary’. This included a short p aper on m y
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constructivist approach (included as A ppendix 7). I had four w ritten
responses to this letter, two o f w hich com m ented on the m etaphors
o f participation I had offered:

Do organisations have cultures w hich are either open or resistant
to participatory system s? The scientist R ichard D aw kins proposed
that there are ‘m em es’ [social genes] as well as biological genes perhaps there are also ‘orges’ w hich shape how organisations
develop and grow!? - the influence o f Edw ard Rudolf, (e-m ail
from JT (sic)).
It strikes me that it is m uch m ore m ulti dim ensional. G eography
is im portant b u t it is one factor in a com plex web of experience
that im pact on the w ay in w hich people construct their lives. In
some senses the idea o f geography is itself changing through the
developm ent o f such things as social m obility, easier and better
travel and of course the phenom enon o f the internet. Thus I
w ould be inclined to think that the m etaphors people use are m ulti
dim ensional in w hich o f course geography is an im portant
elem ent., and that geography m etaphors per se m ight be lim iting
in term s o f practice (letter from HP, 8 M arch 1999).
iii.

D isplaying the pictures from the tw o school sessions alongside some
stories for discussion at a CASE partnership Steering Group m eeting
(F ebruary 2000).

iv.

Presenting m y research in a presentation to TCS social w ork division
m anagers (April 2000). In this presentation I invited the m anagers to
read, view and discuss some o f the stories and pictures o f
participation. I then introduced ways o f clustering them in term s o f
space and place, illustrated w ith some im ages and m etaphors o f
geographical features. Finally, I invited the m anagers to draw rich
pictures of TCS from their perspective, and then to discuss these as a
w ay to introduce the idea of draw ing as a participative process.
Three o f the four m anagers present w ere aware that their posts w ere
about to be m ade redundant, and m y presentation follow ed the
session in w hich TCS was described as ''[a] car driven into a brick
walV’ (above. Section 7.2.3). I had not intended this session to
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generate m ore stories and pictures o f participation. I did not
consider the pictures as of ‘p articip atio n ’, and did not take them
away from the session. But the pow erful and shocking im ages to m e
at that tim e are reflected in the grounded m etaphors I chose to
structure my understanding of TCS in Section 7.2, and in the
question w ith w hich I concluded C hapter 6:

W hat w ould it take for an organisation like TCS to em body
participation in its practising and m anaging?
The rich pictures included:
•

TCS as a m odel trainset in w hich the carriages had com e apart
from the engine, and needed to be reconnected and ''put back on
the ra ils'\

•

TCS as a rubik cube in w hich the bits w ere all there, but out o f
order and children and young peo p le’s participation in TCS could
help rearrange the bits so that the pictures could be seen.

•

TCS as a sw im m ing pool in which children and young people
played and learned to swim in the pool, observed by their
fam ilies and by TCS staff as life guards, but w here the w alls o f
the swim m ing pool were covered by notices - “Do not run” , “Do
not jum p in the pool” .

•

TCS as a w asteland in a battle, w ith tanks rolling in and a
signpost in the m iddle indicating different (but personal, for the
person who drew the picture) directions out.

(Excerpt from m y notes).
I found this session, and especially the last picture, very d epressing a low point in the research - both in term s o f how I saw TCS in the
pictures and the gulf betw een perspectives on how things m ight
change.

V.

Review ing the research processes, and the stories and pictures o f
participation as discussed in Sections 7.1, 7.3.1 and 7.3.2, and som e
of the m etaphors for TCS in Section 7.2, w ith people from TCS and
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the OU System s D iscipline in the C ritical R eview o f the R esearch
(June 2000). The objectives and activities o f the C ritical R eview are
described in A ppendix 9, w hich also includes all the w ritten
com m ents from participants that w ere one o f the outcom es of the
review .

In this Section I have described the five form al ways o f feeding back to
people the m etaphors o f participation and the processes o f elicitation. I
have also indicated that some were problem atic in term s of the m ethodology
because issues w ere raised that I thought o f as ‘outside’ or ‘after’ the
research. I discuss this further in C hapter 8 in term s o f em bodying
participation.

7.3.4

Metaphor clusters

F rom feedback in these sessions, and reflection on other m aterial about
p articipation I regrouped the m etaphors in term s of relationships and
sensory m etaphors, and doing things together. At the same tim e I added
another collection o f m etaphors from m y observations o f what w ent on
w hen people were doing drawings together. The results are the four spray
diagram s in Figures 7-1 to 7-4. These diagram s form the basis for Step 4,
exploring and judging the m ain m etaphor clusters.

A few exam ples pointed to how participation is not necessarily a ‘g o o d ’
thing, for exam ple that it can be destructive. I decided to include these in
the clusters but consider these exam ples separately in discussion.
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Figure 7-6: A spray diagram of metaphor clusters where participation is
‘ways o f doing’
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W hile w orking on the final clustering in the first two spray diagram s I
recognised the distinction I made in Chapter 4 concerning orientational
m etaphors w hich draw on our physical experience o f our environm ents, that
is m etaphors about m ovem ent, and ontological m etaphors, that is those th at
reflect our experience o f our body as a container. The m etaphor clusters
particip a tio n as m ovem ent, and participation as having a voice reflect this
distinction . D raw ing on W ebster’s D ictionary definition, W enger (1998)
claim s that participation refers to both the process o f taking part and the
relationships w ith others that reflect that process - "it suggests both action
and connection” (ibid. p. 55). A story about teaching some children to sail
provided a particularly vivid exam ple o f action and connection:

There was quite a safety issue and we had them on the end o f a b it o f
rope ... I only had a m axim um of two boats so I could concentrate on
w hat they w ere doing, so the string has the m inim um o f distortion
and that they had some sense o f human contact even though they
w ere dealing w ith it ... So I w ould literally spend ... 2 hour slots up
to my neck ... w ith these kids on a b it o f string. That was one role
of enabling participation. O ther times I was in the boat w ith them ,
or I was in a m otor boat and they w ere in a [sm all sailing boat].
T h at’s m y understanding o f different types o f participation. D ifferen t
kinds o f close support, then they are o ff sailing around on th eir ow n.
{55/tape}.
P articipation as sensing/being sensed were by far the m ost used in
exam ples and stories. This m etaphor also appeared in som e o f the rich
pictures in which people w ere depicted gazing at each other (A ppendix 5,
pictures 24, 26 and 28). These m etaphors are predom inantly used in the
literature on children’s rights, especially ‘having a v o ice’, and this has been
used as an organising m etaphor for different types o f participation
((H adfield and Haw, 2001)). W illiam son and B utler (1997) w rite o f a " d e a f
ear po licy co n text” in w hich the voices of children and young people are
ignored (see also Kovesces (2000) for relationship m etaphors).
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Figure 7-7: A spray diagram o f metaphor clusters where participation is
‘drawing a picture together’.
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R obert Cham bers (1994) uses the m etaphor o f "group-visual energy” for
w hat happens w hen people engage in visual representations o f their
know ledge and judgem ents and preferences. I experienced this going on in
my research activities. Figure 7-7 looks at the different ways that
participation could be going on from m y observing.

I think the ‘e n erg y ’

arises in part from the diversity o f possibilities o f ‘doing som ething’
together that the draw ing process invites. Even when people drew
separately and alm ost in silence, there was still the experience of w orking
alongside, and the show ing of the pictures and talking about them . In the
class room the am ount o f energy seem ed on the edge o f chaos, especially as
some people finished draw ing before others. There is also p o w er to, in the
invitation to do a draw ing as I discussed in C hapter 5. (A lthough I
recognise that not everyone enjoys draw ing as such).

A further observation of people draw ing pictures together was that these
w ere designed, but the design em erged in the process of draw ing, and
talking about the draw ing. In one of the pictures drawn in m y second
school session, Louise and Louise-A nn, best friends who chose sim ilar
‘research nam es’ decided to draw together on the same sheet o f p ap er
(A ppendix 5, pictures 20 and 21). They drew a line down the centre o f the
paper "because i t ’s about night and day and we co u ld n ’t p u t it to g eth er”
and each w rote their headings and nam es at the top. L ouise’s picture is a
story in two scenes. People are w atching a horror film (The B one C ollector)
in the cinem a. Then later (underneath in the picture) in bed the d aughter
has nightm ares and sees m onsters under the bed and the door of the room
looks like a m onster w ith a big tongue, at least to me. The father com es in
to reassure the child and says, " I t ’s OK, th e re ’s nothing there”. In L ouiseA nn’s picture:

in the day the ice cream man comes down and asks if anyone w ants
an ice cream and the mums and dads come out and take the ch ild ren
to the park (tape)
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A m um w ith a tear in her dress pushes her child on the swing, and there are
"two boys swapping som ething and a dad w ith some shopping”, L ouise and
Louise-A nn talked and answ ered questions about their part o f the picture
separately, but together in saying w hy they had draw n the line down the
m iddle. In the discussion people com m ented and asked questions about
w hat adults and children w ere doing together in the picture, w hich was what
I consider we w ere taking-as-shared in our inquiry. People also asked about
details such as the patch on the skirt and the cat under the bed, and
questions ‘outside’ the picture, such as w hether Louise had seen the film
{"no, i t ’s a 15 [age lim it]”) {72/tape}(See also the discussion about another
picture in Section 7.4.4).
O bserving people draw calls attention to their m ovem ents, in respect of the
m aterials and in respect of each other. In C hapter 2 I referred to the
em bodied experience of teaching in the classroom , that is that learning is
enhanced by people’s awareness of th eir em bodim ent in the process. I
thought that this m ight be the same w ith participation. This is how I
understand K rippendorff w riting about com m unication:
... com m unication involves people - not only as participants, as
speakers and listeners, but also as observers of their own
participation in that process. This includes observing other
com m unicators as well ... It is the speaking o f com m unication that
the practices being observed and talked o f becom e com m unication
and that its participants com m it them selves to being in it”
(K rippendorff, 1997)
In C hapter 6 I wrote of the im pact o f ‘discourses of p articip atio n ’ in term s
of children and young people becom ing ‘social agents in their own rig h t’
(Prout, 2000). A longside this there is also a shift from children being
perceived as a body, to them being perceived as a voice (Lee, 2000). Lee in
p articular notes the effect of the 1991 C rim inal Justice A ct w hich perm itted
children to give evidence in court proceedings in the form of p re-recorded
video-taped interview s, rather than the c h ild ’s body p e r se being the
evidence. I reflected that in other contexts the m etaphor participation as
voice m ight conceal the embodied experience o f participation.
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Figure 7-8: A spray diagram o f ‘what M>as going o n ’ in 24 draw ings by
children o f ‘adults and children doing som ething together and having a
good time ’.

On the right hand side I listed in the words used by the children in talking
about their pictures:

The different activities that children and adults w ere doing separately in
the same location (eight of the tw enty two pictures were specifically o f a
playground or park, and eight more of outside play activities)
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•

The different activities that children and adults w ere doing together

The different activities that children and adults w ere doing in respect of
each other

•

W hat adults w ere depicted as doing to children.

For exam ple in a picture o f people in a pub, the adults were drinking beer
and the kids w ere drinking coke ({58/tape}, A ppendix 5 picture 13). Some
of the pictures drawn in activity {58} included m ore detail than I have
indicated but this has been om itted because it was not recorded at the tim e
and not obvious to me w hat is being depicted.

The list o f w hat adults and children are doing in respect of each other is one
sided. T his was clearly indicated in the pictures and discussion of them .
C hildren are w atched and looked after and played with. A nother issue I
particularly noted from the pictures is that except for the football m atch
w here a boy plays with his dad and there is an adult referee and spectators
(A ppendix 5 picture 3), the only pictures that clearly showed an adult
playing w ith a child was where there were only the two of them in the
picture.

This is only a partial analysis. W hat is m issing is the detailed, colourful,
w orked through attention to the site o f these activities w hich can only be
captured by looking at the pictures. It was this that evoked for me
p articipation as geography because o f the sense of space and place evoked
in the pictures. R oger H art points out that as adults we have forgotten the
fascination that small local places can offer and thus we have difficulty in
em pathising with children’s attitudes to place (Hart, 1978). The pictures
elicited in my research reflect children’s feelings about place as the site of
‘children and adults having a good tim e’. This appreciation o f the
im portance of place resonates with the work of the CIN Group described in
C hapter 6.
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A com m on them e of several stories o f participatory practice w ith children
and young people was that children and young people w ere ‘out o f p la c e ’,
for exam ple:

So you’ve got this huge mass o f young people on the street,
drinking, drugs, not a lot. I t’s ju st that the tow n council started
saying this is a seaside resort, ... and y o u ’ve got the sight o f the
young people on the street {60/tape}.
B eing considered to be ‘out of place’ like a w eed or disease, involves acting
in specific ways, for exam ple to eradicate or cure (C ressw ell, 1997). Thus
in the exam ple above, participatory practice was directed tow ards
establishing a place o f their own for young people.

7.3.5

Summary

I took forw ard my understanding o f participation as a continuous process,
as an em bodied experience, as a way of doing and relating, and the
im portance of place into the next steps of the inquiry.
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7.4 Step 4 Explore and judge metaphor clusters
The activities in Step 4 o f the m ethodology are:
E xplore the usefulness o f m etaphor clusters in term s of their contexts
and identify the constraints and possibilities afforded by the
m etaphors in term s o f practising. That is, consider the influences
that m ight affect choice o f m etaphors and explore the entailm ents o f
the m etaphor for practice and to w hat extent they offer new w ays o f
seeing participation, or challenge those understandings in use that
m ay be constraining.
M y m etaphor for this Step is ‘unpacking m etaphors’ o f p articip atio n ’^^. In
some research conversations, the exam ple or story of participation w as
introduced by a prologue about participation and the various other term s in
play - em pow erm ent, consultation. Some people expressed a difficulty in
m aking sense of social ju stice as more than political rhetoric. H ow ever as
one person said, " I f you understand the concept [of participation], you w ill
p u t it into your own language” {54/tape}. This is how I understand
p eo p le’s different use of m etaphors in their stories.

I start out by discussing w hat participation is not, that is the ‘anti
analogies’ brought forth in my research conversations. Then I explore four
m etaphor clusters identified in Step 3. A further three ‘attractor’ m etaphors
are explored in term s of w hat they reveal and conceal about participation. I
conclude with a discussion of how the relationships betw een adults and
children were constructed in the stories, pictures and m etaphors.

7.4,1

What participation is not

The difference betw een consultation and participation was a them e of
several conversations. For example, because JW had used both term s in her

T his is a phrase borrow ed from Murray and H allett (1 9 9 9 ) w ho in reporting their
research into the S cottish C hildren ’s H earing S y stem write o f the term ‘p a rticip a tio n ’
rem ain in g unpacked in m any em pirical stud ies o f children and y o u n g p e o p le ’s
p articipation. In particular they su ggest the failu re to d istinguish b etw een attend ance,
p articipation and con su ltation .
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Story of participation concerning the involvement of TCS adminstrators in
staff development, I commented: I got confused betw een particip a tio n and
consultation.

JW: That can be about who sets the rem it. C onsultation is w hen you
identify the specific task or focus for p eo p le’s engagem ent. I t’s
about who sets that focus, who do you have the discussions w ith to
start that process off. Does it ju st com e from the top down. W hose
agenda is it? It is com ing from top down? If th a t’s the w rong agenda
as perceived by other people th a t’s w here it can get lost. How do
you set the agenda that you go out for consultation w ith? The sta ff
developm ent [group] isn ’t the only group w ith same broad m ake-up,
that if you w ent to consultation w here the agendas had been draw n
from a range of perspectives.
M arion: M ore a participatory process? The other difference in
consultation is that th ere’s no guarantee that things w ill change, that
things fed back will change decisions. For me that w ould have to
happen for participation .. not sure ...
JW: Participation is a process; it’s a dialogue in w hich both parties
m ight be changed in that dialogue. T h ere’s learning on both sides.
I ’m not sure that always happens. On one side nothing m ight
change. If you start with polarised positions you still end up w ith
polarised positions.
M arion: You say oh I ’ll fill in this form but no-one is going to read
it?
JW: A participative process for me is when th e re ’s m uch m ore
engagem ent and exploration o f different perspectives. That m ight
m ean people m oving apart again, but perhaps not quite as far or they
agree to recognise the difference, or you com e up w ith a consensus
or agreem ent how to take things forw ard. One of the struggles in
m anaging an organisation like this is it is hierarchical, i t ’s not a
cooperative. A pure participative organisation m ight be a
cooperative... w here everyone has an equal voice, different roles b u t
no extra weight.
M arion: The other form m ight be dem ocratic organisation? T here is a
paradox about participation in organisations...
JW: And in social work organisations w here you p lace a high valu e
on confidentiality the paradoxes in that case! I w ant everything I do
and my practices to be com pletely secret but y o u ’ve got to tell m e
w hat you are doing all the time.
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Several people differentiated consultation as som ehow less satisfactory or
inferior to participation, as not "genuine p a rtic ip a tio n ”. C onsultation was
also described as som ething TCS was bad at {18/tape; 55/tape}. One
person talked of the "lip service” som etim es paid to participation in TCS,
w hich rem inded m e of an experience at a TCS conference:

...a new docum ent was being presented and I thought it was a jo k e,
you know , w hen someone said y o u ’ve got two w eeks to respond to
this. B ut it w asn’t ({41/tape} - conversation w ith MW ].
C onsultation was p a rtia l participation because the final decision rests w ith
one party (Patem an, 1970). At the same tim e, the difference betw een
participation and consultation is often elided in the reporting o f practice.
C hildren and young people are consulted by local authorities, planning
authorities and central governm ent, but p a rticip a te in their local
com m unities, in the governance o f TCS.

P articipation by invitation was also not thought to be genuine participation,
for exam ple having to "wo?'k to som eone e lse 's agenda ” in term s of
interagency w ork with children and young people {27/notes}. This is also
pointed out by Fitzpatrick et al. ( 1999):

M any adults who accepted the validity o f youth involvem ent had yet
to translate this into any change in their own behaviour ... They
expected young people not to participate on their own term s but to
adapt to existing structures, processes and language (p. 12).
N either was participation ‘pretending to lis te n ’:
At one particular point in [these proceedings] these young people are
allow ed to take part ... in a token way. A nd they usually stand up
and say things, which are absolutely brilliant, and then everybody
claps and we get on with w hat we are doing and totally forget about
w hat’s ju st been said. ‘Isn ’t that w onderful that young people can d(
jo in ed up w riting and they can really speak’. ... And in a w ay th a t’s
an act of very po lite violence against young people as it’s saying
w e’re pretending to listen to you, w e’re pretending to involve you
but we are actually not {36/tape}.
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N either is participation ‘throw ing people in ’ :

I was going to all kinds o f com m ittee m eetings ... and suddenly
introduced into these com m ittees w ere users ... that was the m ost
extraordinary experience because nobody did any kind o f preparation
for these people so there they w ere dropped into fairly form al
activities w ith highly articulate people ... I had a w hole range of
feelings about. I had a feeling it was basically right in some kind o f
deep sense but it was extrem ely irritating, it was u nfair to the people
concerned because there was no way in w hich they could m ake a real
contribution. It was like throw ing people into a pool who co uldn’t
swim and expecting them to do so {50/tape}.
These are three among several sim ilar exam ples. From my observations o f
participatory practice, and observing my own practice, this involves
constant vigilance for "polite violence” by adults tow ards children and
young people .

A further observation m ade in a research activity was that p articip a tio n as
inw ard-looking can be destructive because it m ay lead to not noticing w hat
is going on around you {9/notes}. Thus focussing on the participation o f
children and young people may lead to ignoring the need to do som ething
about ‘structural issu es’ and their social and physical environm ents. This is
sometimes discussed as a lim itation o f particip a tio n as rights (Hasler,
1995).

7.4.2

Alternative metaphors: participation as 'b ein g ’,
'doing’, constructing 'a (safe) place’ and
drawing a picture together

An outcom e of the first research activity I did w ith young people and TCS
staff was that participating was:
B eing the same

‘N ic e n e s s ’ (see Step 2) cou ld be considered a form o f ‘p o lite v io le n c e ’.
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• W orking at the same thing
• Enjoying the same thing
• A im ing at the same thing
({24/feedback/m y n o te s} - A ppendix 6.1).

In this first activity I prim arily used the term ‘sharing’ in inviting the young
people to think of ways o f participating, but I interpreted the participation
that w ent on in the session as both about doing som ething together and the
w ay in which people w ere relating to each other in doing it. The feedback I
had from practitioners in response to my proposed m etaphor clusters was
that participation needed to be in som ething to be m eaningful both to
children and young people and to practitioners. That is, as I understood it,
participation needs to be em bodied in action, not ju st talked about. T here
should be a purpose.

The distinction betw een doing and relating was brought forth again in a
conversation am ong the CASE partnership Steering Group w hile looking at
the pictures drawn by children in my research activities. The
interpretations focussed on the role of adults as they w ere depicted in
relation to children’s activities. Adults w ere perceived as "facilitating and
defining space, m aking it safe by being there ... that the im portant thing
was about adults being there while children did their own th in g ” {69/tape}.

GH said about the involvem ent of children and young people in the
governance of TCS:

[Participation] is not ju st about doing like setting up ... i t’s how I am
in the presence of children and young people. If you say to adults [in
TCS] ‘you need to think about the participation of ch ild ren ’ it’s like
‘w hat have I got to do th en ’ rather than ‘how I need to b e ’ {69/tape}.
An interpretation of the children’s pictures related to how they depicted the
place of participation. I connected this w ith the cluster of m etaphors about
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pa rticip a tio n as building, and in particular the stories in w hich these w ere
em bedded. "C onfidentiality agreem ents” w ith children on the streets
provided a safe place for them to talk about their dangerous lives. Trust
was about building a relationship in which children and young people could
have confidence that they w ere respected. The ‘happy su n s’ in m any of the
ch ild ren ’s pictures sm iled on the children and adults. Thus Sm ith (1982)
w rites that "participation is not a thing but a boundary that sum m arises a
relationship”.

The m etaphor of participation as constructing a safe pla ce provides ways
of seeing how children and young people and adults could p articip ate
together. Just as children and young people perceive their environm ents
differently from adults, and need different things from them (Spencer,
1995), so they have different things they wish to achieve from th eir
participation. Adults may see training and education as im portant, and
young people a change in adults’ attitudes tow ards them (F itzp atrick et al.,
1999). Jones (2000) w rites of how adults’ spaces "can be in som e w ay
‘o th e ra b le ’ in that children can use and reconstruct them w ith o u t... the
opposition o f adults” (p. 37).

P articipation as draw ing a picture together captured both the doing,
relating and place, in that it is a situated activity, w ith the addition o f
triggering enthusiasm and adding some fun. As a m etaphor it provides a
rich understanding of what it is like to participate, but it is not easy to
translate into practice, especially in what G regory (1997) refers to as
"coercive contexts”. That is, I could see participation as draw ing a p ictu re
together useful in establishing participative relationships, but not fo r
enabling children and young people’s participation w here this involved
challenging other people’s ways of thinking about children and young
people.
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7.4.3

Participation as a Charter of Rights, a tree and a
ladder

For participation w ork w ith children and young people, participation as
rights could be considered a paradigm atic m etaphor (Packw ood, 1994).
That is, it is not possible to w rite or talk about children and young p eo p le’s
participation w ithout reference to rights (see C hapter 2). P articipation as
rights is legitim ated through the UNCRC, and hum an rights legislation in
the European Com m unity. As I claim ed in C hapter 6, the notion of rights
in interpretations o f the UNCRC has expanded beyond ‘rights as valid
c laim s’. In juxtaposition with other moidigihors,, participation as rights is
both useful and constraining. This is discussed below.

The three ‘attractor’ m etaphors I have chosen to discuss include two from
TCS project w ork w hich have been w idely dissem inated, R otherham
Participation P ro ject’s C harter o f P articipation and the LARCH (Listening
and R esponding to C hildren Project in Leeds) tree. I also include H art’s
(1997) ‘ladder o f participation’ w hich was referred to several tim es in my
conversations, and appears in m any TCS reports. All o f these are useful
and engaging. They embed contrasting understandings and are m utually
illum inating. I also refer to the m etaphor of participation as belonging in
neighbourhoods, the m etaphor of CIN Group work, which was discussed in
C hapter 6.

In contrast w ith the CIN Group interpretation of participation as leading to
"transform ations o f rea lity ”, participation as rights leads to children and
young people’s participation in existing societal structures and processes.
This "im proves accountability, structures and responses”, as B ill Badham
w rites about the effective involvem ent of children and young people in
neighbourhood renewal (Badham, 2001).
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A rguably participation as zigArj highlights the difference betw een adults
and children; the rights o f children and adults can conflict. This is useful in
challenging ways of thinking. On the other hand it d oesn’t allow for seeing
how we (adults, children and young people) have com m on concerns.
Juxtaposed with the CIN hypothesis the m etaphor also conceals that the
separate worlds o f adulthood and childhood can be understood as
historically situated constructions to make sense o f perceived inequalities o f
experiencing.

R ights highlight the situations o f classes of people rather than individuals.
Rights are constructed as claim s for classes w hich people belong to at the
tim e of claim ing. That is, children and young people claim , or have
claim ed for them, rights fo r children and young people now, not in respect
of their potentialities or individual experiences. I can claim rights as a
hum an being, or as a w om an, b ut not ju st for being M arion.

O ther

m etaphors and stories of participation em phasise the specificity of
experiencing, for exam ple the need to em pathise w ith particular others and
the need to trust.

Lastly, rights prescribe norm s and draw on a particular understanding of
society. It may be argued that having rights assum es participation; legal
rights often exclude those who choose not to participate in the society
prescribed in rights discourse, for exam ple travellers. Participation as
rights may share with participation as social inclusion an idea o f a ‘one
society’. A itken (1994) w rites about children in schools that "good citizens
are children who conform to social norm s and group behaviour defined as
appropriate by the authority” (p. 89, quoted by Gagen, 2000). W hat counts
as being a good participant, like being a good citizen, a good student, and a
good baby and ‘being co-operative’ often m eans conform ing to, or
fulfilling other’s expectations and desires, or ‘doing w hat you are to ld ’, n o t
asking awkward questions or rocking the boat.
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A further issue concerning the language o f rights is that this tends to use
m etaphors that em bed conflict - e.g. ‘fighting for rig h ts’, ‘violating rig h ts’,
and dualism s - rights and responsibilities. H ow ever rights as entailing
responsibilities has been substantially challenged with regard to children
and young p eople’s rights, and UNCRC uses sensory rather than adversarial
m etaphors (see C hapter 6).

The R otherham Young P eople’s C harter o f Participation is a docum ent
w ritten for organisations and young people, abstracting from practice
experience in R otherham and elsew here. C harters are codes o f rights^^. In
the C harter young p eo p le’s participation is defined as:
•

H aving an influence

•

A cknow ledging and responding to difference

•

Encouraging people to share their interests

•

Gives some experience of sharing responsibility

•

Gives the opportunity to speak for yourself

•

Gives the chance to learn new skills

•

Gives you the incentive to change things

•

A llow s you to make your own decisions

The C harter includes specific guidance for action planning and was
distributed throughout TCS in 2000. As well as the m etaphors em bedded in
this sum m ary (participation as sharing interests, sharing responsibility,
speaking for yourself, learning etc.) other m etaphors for participation are
used in the discussion and practice exam ples in the Charter, for exam ple
"young p e o p le ’s participation is a com plicated jo u rn ey” (DR2 p. 14).

The

docum ent is introduced by a poem in which young people’s participation is

Charter: (a form al d ocu m ent) granting or dem anding certain rights, w ith radical
a sso c ia tio n s w ith the M agna Carta, the eighteenth century Chartist m ovem en t, Charter 77
cla im in g human rights in C zech o slo v a k ia and C itize n ’s Charters settin g out rights o f
se rv ic e users o f p u b lic se rv ices in 1980s UK .
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“boarding the k a rt” , and pictures of jigsaw puzzle pieces illu strate how the
principles of the charter fit together.

The tree m etaphor underpinned the TCS J0 5 /C h ild ren in C om m unities
conference in 1999 {62}. It was outlined in an introductory presentation
and we w ere invited to identify our own apples and butterflies as benefits
and caterpillars as barriers in evaluating our experience of the conference.
LP described the LARCH tree w hile we w ere looking at a draw ing o f the
tree in the project handbook:

W e took the tree as our starting point to try to explain to ourselves
and new members of staff how we put participation into all our w ork.
... The roots are the foundations of our work, beliefs and values ...
At ground level there is nurturing hence the w atering can and soil ...
The trunk is listening and responding. The branches are how
children and young people are em pow ered to participation ... The
leaves are grow th ... [this] applies to children and young people and
adults as the result of the process.
Then there are caterpillars which eat th eir way into w hat w e ’re
trying to achieve - negative attitudes, barriers and problem s. [But]
caterpillars are very good things so we argued about this. W e stuck
w ith caterpillars because they have a chance to change. They can
learn from the way we w ork and change into butterflies. So adults
feeling threatened can be changed, can take away w hat th e y ’ve
learned and apply elsewhere. Acorns are the benefit to children and
young people from participating ... {37/tape}.

C W td C e n t r e d
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Figure 7-9: The LA RC H Tree "C hild C entred
M odel o f P articipation" (icon illustj’ation fr o m
TCS Conference R eport 1999)
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The tree m etaphor highlights participation as a ‘living system ’ involving a
netw ork o f different processes (w atering, nurturing through soil, grow ing
branches and leaves) and entities (trunk, branches, leaves etc.). It evokes
the m etaphors o f ‘tree of life ’ and ‘tree o f know ledge’ and environm ental
sustainability:

The com post at ground level and the w atering can show w hat is
needed to help the w ork develop and ultim ately be sustained. They
represent environm ental factors w hich encourage and enable
participation {DJ7 ‘Participation: a fresh lo o k ’ }.
The m etaphor suggests, while not specifying ecological participation and
spiritual participation : "The kernel o f [the] fr u it is that we a ll becom e m ore
whole as hum an beings ...” (ibid., sic.) The tree m etaphor can also be
further extended and invite questions such as w hether there is a certain
inevitability in the em ergence o f participation in this netw ork of processes,
as the tre e ’s DNA brings forth the tree^°. In jux tap o sitio n w ith
participation as journey, and p articipation as constructing, the tree
m etaphor conceals participation as a purposeful activity. Trees ju st are.
They grow w ithout m aking choices in respect o f their grow ing. N eith er do
trees do in term s of their em bodim ent of th eir ‘tree-n ess’. The tree
m etaphor conceals participation as a praxis o f choosing and acting.

As exam ples of m etaphoricising and m etaphors m anifested in language, the
tree m etaphor is a chosen m etaphor. That is, it is recognised and extended
by those using the m etaphor as understanding participation in term s o f a
living tree. This includes identifying those aspects w hich are unlike, for
exam ple the am biguity of the caterpillar, and the use o f term s such as
represents and stands fo r. The charter m etaphor on the o th er hand is a
taken for granted m etaphor in the sense that aspects w hich are unlike are
hidden.

C harters are about the giving or acknow ledgem ent o f rig h ts by one

A variation w as offered by JT w ho questioned w hether som e o rg a n isa tio n s m ig h t h a v e
a “p a r t i c i p a t i o n m e m e ” , borrow ing Richard D a w k in s term^°, p r e d isp o sin g th em to be
p articip ative [7 1 /em a il resp onse].

Chapter 7:2^^

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

party to another. C harters set out responsibilities, outcom es and actions to
achieve outcom es. The developm ent o f ch ild ren ’s participation in local
governm ent decision-m aking has often been accom panied by charters
{62}(Johnson et ah, 1998). In com parison w ith the tree m etaphor, charters
are specified in term s o f rights and duties and w hat needs to be done, rath er
than how to be.

B oth C harter and Tree refer to barriers to participation (LARCH
‘caterp illars’) and benefits ( ‘apples’), and the set of principles for
organisations w ithin the C harter can be seen as the nurturing needed for
young p eople’s participation. B oth tree and charter m etaphors distinguish
betw een the practising for participation by adults or organisations, and the
experiencing of participation by children and young people. C hildren and
young people are "em pow ered to participation ” in the branches o f the tree,
and “given” and “allow ed” in the Charter.

The third ‘attractor’ m etaphor of a “ladder o f participation” (Figure 7-10),
unlike the tree and C harter distinguishes participation from other form s o f
relationships, and provides useful definitions o f different categories. I
claim that part o f its attraction relates to im peratives o f accountability in
the m anagem ent of practice and o f evaluating outcom es in term s o f inputs
of resources. Participatory practice and its success m ust be m easured in
some way in order to evaluate the w ork in term s of the o rg an isatio n ’s
m ission and econom ic constraints. W hat the m etaphor conceals is that a
judgem ent of w hether an experience is participatory or not can only be
m ade by those involved, such as children and young people.
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Figure 7-10: The ladder o f children’s participation (Hart, 1997 p. 41)
...
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enable groups o f children to work at different levels on different projects or
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In the ladder o f participation as interpreted by H art (1997), there are seven
levels each of w hich express increasing degrees o f initiation by children.
Thus the low est level is ‘m anipulation’ or deception w hich “refers to those
instances in which adults consciously use c h ild ren ’s voices to carry their
own m essages” (ibid. p. 40). The highest level is “child-initiated, shared
decisions with adults” in w hich it is the children or young people who
choose to collaborate w ith adults on projects w hich they them selves
initiated. O f the seven steps. H art considers the top four are “m odels o f
genuine particip a tio n ”. The fourth step, ‘social m obilisation - assigned but
in fo rm ed ’, which is involving children and young people in adult instigated
activities is borderline. This can only, for H art, be ju dged participatory by
those “within the culture who understands the p o litic a l sy ste m ” (ibid. p.

42X

H art and others who draw on sim ilar models (e.g. M orrow , 1998) em phasise
that w hich of the steps on the way up the ladder is appropriate is a m atter of
who is involved w ith w hat, and the ladder is a heuristic. N evertheless
adaptations of the ladder are used to make judgem ents. For exam ple. The
N ational Youth A gency's (2001) Standards for the A ctive Involvem ent of
Y oung People in D em ocracy identify three cum ulative “levels o f
perform ance” for local authorities in which the “advanced” level includes
young people ‘being canvassed, being consulted, representing, decisionsharing, implementing, and in itia tin g ’ in decision-m aking (ibid. p. 23).

T hese standards are ‘boundary objects’ in my distinction discussed in Step
2 o f this inquiry. No alternative understandings or m etaphors of
participation are offered. Thus as reifications they m ay becom e seen as the
only descriptions o f participatory practice, and then as the practice itself.
As is richly illustrated in this chapter and elsew here in my thesis,
participation cannot be reduced to formulas and single m etaphors w ithout
losing the dynamic possibilities of changing established orders and w ays o f
thinking. Turning processes into m easurable things m eans that claim s o f
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ownership and rightness can then be asserted. B ecause of the appropriation
of participation in political contexts, the NYA standards risk the
sedim entation and absorption of participative practices w ithin the
objectifying and problem atising discourses discussed in C hapter 6.

7.4.4

“Fun and games and serious business”:
constructions of children and young people’s
participation

In this section I discuss the understandings o f children and young people
and adults that w ere brought forth in the exam ples and m etaphors. This is a
two way process; childhood is distinguished from adulthood and vice versa,
that is, they are understood in relation to each other. For exam ple, a project
report included the statem ent that:

[children and young people] should be provided with social activities
together such as is taken for granted by adults (D J7 p.4 ).
This is a judgem ent that many adults’ lives m ight not sustain.

The distinction betw een participation as fun and participation as serious
came up in a research conversation with FG who said that children
participate for fun, and adults for a serious purpose {21/notes) (See also
N ixon, 1998). ‘F u n ’ appears in the pictures generated in my research as
sm iling faces or w ritten in. In activity {09/notes} my invitation to adults to
think of participation in the story of Peter Pan evoked both playfulness and
serious struggling with what it is to be a participant.

Two o f the c h ild ren ’s

pictures evoked a serious response in me and other people. The first was
the picture of an adult abusing a child; although the boys who chose to draw
this did so with great panache and subversive enjoym ent, it is a deeply
serious issue for children.
T ranscript of tape excerpt of discussion about this picture (everyone
talking at once som etim es). The picture was drawn by ‘U ncle
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R andy’ (UR), ‘W indy’ and ‘The undertaker’. ‘C ath’ is a project
w orker from TCS:
U ncle Randy: Our picture is about a teacher hitting a little kid”
(audible gasps)
Cath: W hy is the teacher hitting the child?
U ncle Randy: B ecause h e ’s done w rong
Cath: W hat’s he done th a t’s so wrong?
U ncle Randy/U ndertaker: H e’s been to school and h e ’s been (not
distinguished) (im plied fighting)
Demi: W hat m ade you think o f doing a picture like that?
U ncle Randy/U ndertaker: B ecause it looks good (laugh). B ecause
it’s an adult and child and we couldn’t really think o f anything else
and it [has got?] a few people h asn ’t it?
Louise: If you get in the teacher when th ey ’re fighting th ey ’ll ju s t
send them to the headm istress
U ncle Randy: It was in 1960
Demi: Oh yes that would be
U ncle Randy: Because it’s our [?w orld, ?will]
Anna: But people didn’t have haircuts like that in 1960
M arion: T hat’s actually true
W indy: Can I say it w asn’t m y idea (laughter).
U ncle Randy: I t’s a wig, because he d id n ’t w ant anyone to laugh at
his baldy head (laughter)
M arion: W hat are the people doing on this side?
U ndertaker:

W atching. T h ey ’re the people in the school.

U ncle Randy I t’s like an assem bly and th ey ’re w atching. A nd
th a t’s another teacher there, saying th a t’s ... th a t’s an OK teacher. ...
The second drawing was o f a draw ing o f a girl and her m other p lay in g in
the park, about which the artist m ade a point o f saying that the dad stayed at
hom e (A ppendix 5, picture 6). W ithout w ishing to read dram atic m eanings
into these I suggest that they indicate that ch ild ren ’s lived experiences
involve the same m ixture of serious business and having fun as ad u lts^ \
W illiam son and B utler's (1997) finding from their research that “w hat

Frank's (1 9 9 5 ) TCS research w ith you n g carers is one exam p le o f the h ea v y
re sp o n sib ilities carried by m any children and y o u n g p eo p le. (S e e also B o u ld in g , 1 9 9 5 ).
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young people sought fr o m adults was som e serious listening inside a fu n n y
s h e ll” resonates w ith the com m ent from a research conversation that,

w hat young people wanted for the jo b [of developing children and
young p e o p le ’s participation in the governance o f TCS] was
som eone who can be serious or can be fun {26/tape}.
Two constraints on or for children and young p eo p le’s participation w ere
specifically discussed by adults. The first o f these concerned the
vulnerability o f children and young people which m ight lim it their
participation in situations where they m ight be exploited by adults. For
exam ple, in the context o f discussing children and young p eo p le’s
participation in staff selection procedures as an exam ple of participation,
NC said:.

I think that I conclude that participation is never com plete ...
(Me: H ow would this apply to the involving o f young peo p le in
recruitm ent?)
Interesting ... I’m talking about face to face involvem ent
particularly. Not involvem ent in the processes because that d o esn ’t
create any problem s for us. (Me: D raw ing up jo b specs, sorting
through application?) Yes.
The danger comes in in face to face contact w ith applicants. Our
team recom m ended that there should be face to face contact in
residential settings. But we know that ... abusers are extrem ely
clever. If you expose children to an abuser you may have no control
or even any know ledge about w hat w ill happen. It m ay take a long
tim e before it does happen. So if we involve children in face to face
co n tact... we will expose children in some sense to this. And it’s a
degree o f risk that in one sense we don’t need to expose them to. In
term s of them being directly involved in m atters that affect them we
do need to involve them. So it highlights the dilem m a betw een one
hand ensuring they are protected and on the other hand ensuing that
they are involved in m eaningful ways in m atters that w ill directly
affect them , and recruitm ent of staff definitely w ill {54/tape}.
The second constraint concerned children and young p eo p le’s interest in
w hat they saw going on. Aspects of organisation business w ere not seen as
inappropriate p e r se in term s of children and young p eo p le’s participation
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SO m uch as likely to bore them. H ow ever as a project leader p o in ted out,
the organisation of m eetings as much as the content can discourage - and be
used to discourage - participation.

I w ent to m eet the tow n council and explained w hat I was doing and
said it w ould be really nice if young people could be rep resen ted on
the tow n council. They w eren’t very happy but they said w ell w e’ll
let it happen. O f course the young people got fed up w ith going
because it’s really boring. They were put on the very last agenda
item , not the first... W e invited the councillors to the young p e o p le ’s
m eetings but they haven’t taken it up {60/tape}.
To involve children and young people in TCS means that w hat goes on
needs to be m ade m ore interesting for them {67/tape}.

H ow ever w hat was clearly shown in the children’s pictures is th at ‘adults
and children doing som ething together’ can include them doing d ifferen t
things (Figure 7-5). Sometimes these are com plem entary or p arallel, for
exam ple, w atching and playing, holding the rope and skipping (e.g. pictures
1, 8, 15, 16). But other different activities are ju s t in the same ‘sp a c e ’, for
exam ple mums chatting and children playing in the playground, w alking the
dog and feeding the ducks in the park (pictures 2, 16).

I had planned at first to ask adults in research conversations for tw o
‘exam p les’ (stories) of participation, one of w hich involved children or
young people. H ow ever some people, particularly those based in H Q , could
not provide an exam ple involving children and young people in TCS and
perhaps could not think of, or choose to tell me about, any other experience.

People pointed out that in their role in the organisation they had no co n tact
w ith children and young people.

People who work in organisations like me have very little contact
w ith devalued people. [Participation ]can’t w ork if we d o n ’t address
that issue .
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Few children and young people ever visited HQ, and the tim e I visited H Q
there was little evidence of children and young people other than stylised
pictures on leaflets. I w ondered if in HQ young people seem ed like “the
legendaiy y e ti”, as a project leader described how the young people he was
w orking w ith seem ed to researchers {DU3}. Stories w hich did not involve
children and young people tended to be much less rich in detail, in im agery
and enthusiasm than those that did.

Only one person chose to draw on the experience o f being a parent for an
exam ple o f participation involving children and young people. This was a
m atter o f choice, and people use different strategies for m anaging the
boundary betw een w ork and home (N ippert-Eng, 1996). D ave W iles’
research with young people indicated that in com parison with
neighbourhood, school and politics, they “expressed m ost satisfaction about
their ability to take p a rt in decisions within the hom e”. In the children’s
pictures in A ppendix 5, almost all the adults shown are fam ily m em bers. It
was pointed out in one conversation that the experience o f your own
children could be very different from those w hom TCS was aim ing to help
so there was a risk of extrapolating. As I discussed in C hapter 3, slippage
betw een parenting and work experiences can be difficult to m anage. I
questioned, how ever, how those who did not have participative experiences
w ith children and young people made sense o f TCS participation work,
w here this was discussed and w hether there w ere opportunities for them to
be inspired by participatory practising in the same way that project w orkers
w ere. One m anager in HQ said that although they had planned to visit
projects and find out what people were doing, this was not given any
priority in term s of w orkload.

The final point concerns models or m etaphors o f the relationship betw een
children, young people and TCS. In Step 2, par. 7.2.4 of this inquiry I
presented three ways of perceiving the relationship betw een children and
young people and TCS:

Chapter 7:294

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

a) Children and young people living in their com m unities outside TCS,
relating to project w orkers - the reality for those children and young
people with whom projects w ere w orking directly and draw ing on their
lived experience;
b) A three-w ay relationship betw een children and young people,
practitioners and m anagers, such as that experienced by those w orking
for children and young people’s involvem ent in the governance o f TCS,
in a specific role, or as representative;
c) ‘Children at the centre’ from the C orporate Plan. This was also
described to me as children as “targets, the bulls e y e ”).
A fourth perception in relation to children and young p eo p le’s involvem ent
in the governance o f TCS draws on discourses o f ‘children as the fu tu re ’.
Thus children and young people’s involvem ent m ight help to rev italise TCS
{55/tape}. Christensen (2000) suggests that as the spirit o f life “the ch ild is
constituted as the agent or catalyst by which the survival o f the com m unity
is secured” (ibid. p. 42).

In Step 2, Section 7.2.2 of this inquiry I suggested that ‘the c h ild ’ could be
considered a boundary object, or “nexus o f p ersp ectives” in term s o f co- f
ordinating different constituencies in TCS, or in W enger (1998)’s term s,
‘com m unities of practice’. Com m unities o f practice are distinguished by
m utual engagem ent of participants, a jo in t enterprise that is defined by
participants in the process of pursuing it, and a shared repertoire of
routines, words, ways of doing things, gestures, sym bols, stories, m etaphors
that the com m unity has adopted or produced and w hich have becom e p art of
its practice (ibid, p. 72 ff.). O rganisations are constellations of
com m unities of practice w ith overlapping m em bership. For exam ple people
w orking in local projects in Social W ork D ivision w ere part o f that
com m unity, or com m unities, and of the particular 105 or N ational
Program m e. Boundary objects bridge betw een com m unities o f practice and
their outside world. They can foster collaboration or conflict. W enger
refers to the com petition for ‘ownership o f m ea n in g ’ of boundary objects as
processes of negotiation in ‘econom ies o f m ea n in g ’. “A ppropriation by
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some can entail alienation fro m o th e rs” (ibid.). The idea o f ‘econom ies o f
m eaning’ can be applied to some o f the issues I discussed as am biguities
and uneasy truces in C hapter 4.

Including ‘children’ in the title o f TCS is a reification. I had an experience
fam iliar to m any practitioners in TCS. On the journey back from the
m ountain biking expedition near N ew castle, I w ent round the coach w ith
my tape recorder doing ‘vox p o p ’ style questions and answers about the day
out. One of the young men took the recorder to speak into it, and w hen I
asked if h e’d finished he held on to the recorder briefly and said jo k in g ly
that because it was The C hildren’s Society, w asn’t everything for the
children?

One way of m aking sense o f the m odels o f the relationship betw een TCS
and children and young people is that these draw on different m eanings o f
different com m unities of practice in TCS, for example, there is the ‘project
ch ild ’, the ‘m arketing ch ild ’, the ‘fundraising ch ild ’, the ‘social p o licy ’
child, the ‘participatory child’

and so on. This could be understood as a

shift in ow nership of m eaning relating to a shift in pow er, or a renegotiation
of m eaning. Some o f these different perspectives are com plem entary, but
others may conflict.

A conference dialogue that I observed could have

been described as around the difference betw een the ‘D aily Mail ch ild ’ and
‘the Guardian ch ild ’.

7.4.5

Summary

In this step I explored four ‘alternative’ m etaphors arising from the
m etaphor clusters and three ‘attractor’ m etaphors in term s of their
im plications for practising. The main im plications w ere that participatory
practice includes attending to:

82

I re co g n ise this is already a term in use in TC S.
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•

How people are in respect o f each other, that is in term s o f their m utual
construing;

•

The em bodied of this m utuality in doing;

•

The com m onalities of people’s experiencing and their individuality;

•

The situatedness o f people’s experiencing together;

•

B oth the com m on concerns of children, young people and adults, and
their different concerns;

•

The anim ation o f boundary objects through appreciating these as
m etaphorical understandings of participation, or o f ‘the c h ild ’.

The next step is to return to the Inquiry question in order to ju d g e an
appropriate com bination of m etaphors for the enhancem ent o f practice in
TCS.
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7.5 step 5 Introduction
This is the final step in the m ethodology. The activities for this step o f the
m ethodology are:

a) D evelop criteria for ju dging com binations of m etaphors as a ‘set of
conditions for em ergence’ from the research question.
b) Identify com binations o f m etaphors inviting new possibilities for
practising.
c) O ffer invitations to apply these com binations in term s that take account
of:
1. The richness o f contextuality: m etaphors are m ore likely to be
taken up if they are richly contextualised, that is they are
presented in term s of the m eaningfulness for p eo p le’s
experiencing, w hich includes attention to opportunities for
em bodim ent and im agination;
2. C onstraints on the invitation being perceived as such;
3. The availability of space and tim e for conversations about
m etaphors.

7.5.1

Judge combinations of metaphors

The question for Inquiry Strand 4 is:

How can appreciating m etaphors in stories and pictures illum inate
and enhance children and young p eo p le’s participation and
participatory practising w ith children and young people in an
organisation w orking for social justice?

I noted from my research conversations and observations of practice, as
well as a literature survey, the wide and increasing range o f techniques used
in participatory practising with children and young people. CD talked o f
her experience that

C hapter 7:298

A ppreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

It does seem that w hen yon get in a room w ith other people from
external organisations i t ’s a sort of com petition in term s of who is
doing w hat for children and young people’s p articipation and w hose
m odel is the best w hen we should be looking at all the m odels and
taking bits from each to look at m odels o f good p ractice and how we
as organisations can best further the interests o f children and young
people and not further our own organisations {69/tape},
C D ’s concern resonates w ith w hat C leaver (1999) critically discusses as the
‘tyranny o f techniques’ in participatory developm ent:

‘P articip atio n ’ has been translated as a m anagerial exercise based on
‘toolboxes’ o f procedures and techniques, it has been ‘dom esticated’
away from its radical roots; we talk of problem solving, participation
and poverty rather than problem atisation, critical engagem ent and /or
class (ibid. p. 609) (see also Bell, 1994).
There is no shortage of good ideas, models and techniques fo r children and
young people’s participation in different contexts (for exam ple - am ong
m any - in N ational Y outh A gency, 2001, IIED, 2001, The C hildren's
Society, 2001, Johnson et al., 1998, W illow , 1996). E nhancing children and
young p eople’s participation is not a m atter o f proposing yet another set o f
techniques. N or w ould it enhance children and young p e o p le ’s
participation to propose a list of criteria for choosing a technique. In the
epistem ology of m y thesis each encounter is unique and the design o f
practice em ergent. W hat I looked to offer TCS from my research was a
com bination of m etaphors that w ould help practitioners in th eir designing
o f participatory practising.

From review ing my inquiries in the thesis, and reflecting on m y experiences
w hile carrying them out, I identified the follow ing three criteria for my
selection:

•

The com bination would reflect the main m etaphor clusters identified in
Step 3 of the inquiry, in order to represent the range of understandings
of participation at w ork in TCS.
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•

These m etaphors w ould be m eaningful for children and young people.
Thus I need to take into account their understandings o f participation as
I construed these from m y observations, conversations and research
activities.

The third criterion concerned the radical im plications o f children and young
p eople’s participation. As I discussed in C hapter 2, the idea o f children and
young p eo p le’s participation challenges constructions o f children and
childhood. A lthough children and young peo p le’s participation m ay be
espoused in governm ent policies, young people are easy political targets
and scapegoats to blam e for social problem s. So my choice of m etaphors
need to take into account that children and young p eo p le’s participation
involves challenging perceptions, and a change in the w ay that people know
children. Thus I judged that the third criterion should be that

•

The m etaphor com bination needs to take into account m etaphorical
understandings of learning and know ing as an em bodied and im aginative
process.

7.5.2

A set of conditions for the emergence of
respons-able participatory practice

I applied these criteria to the m etaphors explored in Step 4, and to the
pictures and stories brought forth in my research, including those from my
own participative experiences in the Inquiry. The four m etaphor cluster
that I propose as a set o f conditions foj' the emergence o f respons-able
participatory practice are, in summary:

•

purposeful activity - which is what participation is in

•

space for changing and owning

•

a safe place for learning
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recognition and respect.

These are only one possible com bination, and I recognise that they draw on
my particular perspectives on practice.

The four m etaphors are the tips o f iceberg clusters of m etaphors. In relatio n
to space, place and recognition I have clustered m etaphors as different w ays
of m etaphorically experiencing our environm ents. M etaphors th at relate to
how our bodies m ove are clustered under the space condition. Those th at
relate to how our bodies feel (warm, safe etc.) are clustered under p lace and
those that relate to the senses, specifically seeing, hearing and touching, are
clustered under the recognition condition. M etaphors could be m em bers o f
m ore than one cluster. P urposeful m ovem ent is a m etaphor for learning and
participation as jo u rn ey occurred in three research conversations (L akoff,
1987). Participation as a safe place drew on the CIN Group m etaphor (see
also H ollow ay and V alentine, 2000), but also to site o f learning.

In term s of children and young people’s participation I consider th at som e
conditions may need m ore attention than others. For exam ple, for y o u n g er
children purposeful activity and a safe place may be m ore significant. F o r
young p e o p le ’s participation the space to change and reciprocal reco g n itio n
may be m ore im portant (Hart, 1998).

The physical em bodim ent of a safe place and space to m ove m ay be m ore
im portant for children than for adults. This is because children are grow ing
and changing, and in their bodyhood m ore vulnerable than adults.

7.5.2.1

Purposeful activity

A purposeful activity is w hat participation is in. This is also w hat the
practitioner does when they respons-ably design conditions for the
em ergence of participation. Purposeful activity is som ething that p eo p le

C hapter 7:301

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

w ant to do. They may see it as useful in rational term s or as fun or as an
expression of their feelings for others or about them selves or a desire to
com m unicate. Thus it is not som ething im posed on people against their
w ill or sim ply w orking to a blue print. N either is it directed to one
achievable goal, or objective. Just as w ith stories, pictures and
participation, there is always som ething m ore that could be said or done.
G off (2001) suggests purpose may be better expressed as ‘a sense o f
purpose’: “when I weave process into my fa c ilita tio n practice, it is my sense
o f purpose that holds the threads to g e th e r”.

I draw a parallel betw een purposeful activity and w hat JH said in their
exam ple of participation as involving children and young people in the
selection of project w orkers and other staff:

I think that I conclude that participation is never com plete. It w ill
always be partial. [Why do you say that?] T h at’s my experience. I t’s
always been partial, not least because the m ethods o f consultation
and how [people?] participate w ill vary, and also of course if I
participate in som ething but the resu lt isn ’t as I like it I don’t feel
I ’ve been fully involved in participating in the process because
[then] it would go the way I w ould w ant it to {54/tape}.
W ith stories it is always possible to ask ‘w hat happens next? Pictures are
always open to further interpretations, other ways o f seeing.

H ow ever in engaging in purposeful activity people experience som ething as
taken as shared^^. This could be their subscribing to a m ission, or a set of
ethics, or a purpose, . W hat it is that is ‘taken as shared’ relates to the
contexts of the activity and those engaged in it and w hat is significant to
them . The exam ples of purposeful activities in my researching include:
telling stories, drawing pictures, designing activities and researching, play,
reflective and learning conversations. Purpose is realised through practice.
Everyone need not have the same purpose all the time. The draw ing
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sessions included a range of different purposeful activities in term s o f
design, the em bodying of the design in the process o f draw ing, the activities
depicted and the interpretation or storying o f how they did and w hat was
going on in the picture. This is a liberal interpretation o f purposeful
activity that can be applied to the everyday experiencing of children and
young people. A range of purposeful activities can be identified w ithin, for
exam ple one exercise, or piece of practice, or m anagem ent decision-m aking
process. Purposeful activity does not require people to be w orking together
on the same task, but for them to be som ehow in the same picture.

7.S.2.2

Space to change, choose and own

In form ulating the next two conditions for the em ergence o f p articip atio n I
am m aking a distinction betw een space and place. There is overlap in how
we use the term s space and place in everyday language. As I discussed in
C hapter 4, because of our physical m ake-up spatialisation m etaphors
structure many of our fundam ental thought processes and how we express
feelings and judgem ents and concepts. H ow ever there are useful
distinctions we make between space and place in languaging w hich capture
two different aspects of participatory practising and experiencing.

By space I mean space in w hich people are free to m ove around, space in
w hich they have tim e to think, space in w hich they can make choices and
decisions have not already been made, dinidfree space w hich people could
“occupy, define and decorate” if they chose (B reitbart, 1998). In space you
can go off in any direction. M N used the term “socially neutral z o n e ” about
w hat he saw was going on in some of the ch ild ren ’s pictures {69/tape}. B y
place I mean a specific location or site w here people can feel, for exam ple
com fortable, safe, protected and at home and have a sense of belonging.
A nother way of expressing the space-place distinction is the difference
betw een having room to move and having a room of o n e’s own.

83

I say ‘taken as shared’ rather than ‘shared’ with reference to discussion in Chapter 2;
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The space-place distinction is not either/or. A m etaphor that helps to see
how it is possible to have both space and place is of participatory practising
and m anaging as a “transparent u m b rella ”. A transparent u m brella
provides a dry place, and space for people to step out and engage w ith the
world. Space to change, own and choose draws on the m etaphors in Figure
7.5 in step 3, relating to m ovem ent, changing shape, changing place and
m aking and building. It draws particularly on the understanding o f
participation as ‘unleash in g ’, and o f people not know ing w hat is going to
com e out o f it, and participation as letting go - “not being in the driving
s e a t” and as “changing the w ay things are done h e re ”. Space includes for
exam ple people being able to choose not to participate.

In term s o f my participation is draw ing m etaphor, the space is the
invitation, the sheet of paper, the tools, and the m oving around. W hen we
move it is through time as well as space. W hen we say, “G ive me some
space!” we often mean m ore tim e rather than more legroom . A reiterated
them e of project reports relating to children and young p eo p le’s
participation is the tim e it takes. In Step 1 of this inquiry, and in C hapter 6
I drew attention to tim e as an issue in researching with children and young
people. I conclude that this is to do with contextual issues such as m ediated
access. R ather than time being a condition of itself for the em ergence o f
participation I consider that in some contexts it is a condition for the
bringing forth of space, place and particularly mutual recognition w hen that
challenges p eople’s constructions o f self and others.

7.5.2.3

A safe place to learn

The condition a safe place to learn and tiy things out draws as m uch on my
own experiencing and participant observations as the m etaphors in stories
and pictures. H ow ever w hat struck me in almost all of the pictures draw n by
children was the attention to place in terms of the detail and this also came

e p iste m o lo g y about how we k now other p eop le.
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out w hen young people talked about their experience o f participation. I
connect this w ith participatory practising that provides a p la ce that children
and young people can call their own, or have some control over, for
exam ple the caravan in w ork w ith trav ellers’ children {59/tape}, the drop-in
centre for young people {61/tape} (see also D J8). Sibley (1995) gives the
exam ple of adolescents have no place in being betw een childhood and
adulthood:

W hile [adolescents] may be chased o ff the equipm ent in the
children’s playground... , they may be throw n out o f a public house
for underage drinking (p. 34).
I also include participatory practising that is “setting a fra m e round the
p ro cess and enabling people to fin d their own p r o d u c t” {28/tape},
confidentiality agreem ents w ith young people {29/notes; D M 1}, and
boundary m aintenance. This is the tacit and explicit w ork that goes on to
keep people included while recognising them as experts o f their own
experiencing, and w ork to bring forth and sustain trust.

The other understandings I draw into the condition of a safe pla ce to learn
are o f participation as com petence building or capacity building. Thus
expecting people to participate in situations o f inequality can be “like
throw ing people into a p o o l who co u ld n ’t svv'im and expecting them to do
so ” {50/tape}. Safe places are for building confidence and trying out
protocol skills that can help negotiate space for change. They are “a
breathing space where you [a re n ’t] under the spotlight” {67/tape}.

In this appreciation of place it is not closed w ith fixed boundaries but
negotiated and may be facilitated. D oreen M assey (1994) argues that in the
current age references to a sense of place often draw on nostalgia for
“idealised eras when places were inhabited by coherent and hom ogenous
com m unities” and that we need a more progressive sense o f place.

She

suggests the term “m eeting place” (ibid.). H ow ever ‘p la ce ’ as I have
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outlined it here is for m eeting and for belonging and w here people have a
positive sense of self as well as place. A ‘safe’ place may be provided by
peer group or peer led activity, for example.

Safe p la ces are also places that people can speak from. The m etaphor, often
em ployed by R obert Cham bers, from participation in a developm ent context
o f ‘holding the stick’ is about providing a bounded place, w hich people
take turns to occupy, and a claim able space to speak their mind. Thus place
is also a position. A position is a starting point for thought, or inquiry
(DeV ault, 1999). In participatory practice, anyone’s position is as good as
anyone else ’s. As G off (2001) argues, this understanding is em ancipatory:

The non-participatory w orld controls the right to inquiry by locating
it in positions that are beyond the reach of anyone who is not
prepared to live their lives w ith some experiences o f alienated
servitude to secure the benefits of privilege (par. 14).

7.5.2.4

Reciprocal recognition

R eciprocal recognition refers to the sense o f self and sense of others, as I
described this in Chapter 3. This is the ‘togetherness’ of participation - the
voicing and being heard, the seeing and being seen, the gelling, and the
fairness, the equality of respect. This is the experience of w hich people can
say “... th a t’s good, th a t’s OK. I t ’s gone in a different m anner but my voice
has been recognised.” {41/tape}. However, as I also discussed in C hapter
3, this is em bracing without absorbing others into oneself.

A place in our thoughts and hearts is w here we hold people who are
im portant to us. In his discussion of usages o f ‘out o f p la ce ’ m etaphors,
C ressw ell (1997) links these w ith m etaphors that describe people and
actions in term s of weeds, disease and bodily secretions (see also D ouglas,
1996). The im portance of having a place and visiting and using other
p eo p le’s places (and the discom fort that this som etim es involves) is
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indicated in the stories o f participation told, for example, in A ppendices
7.2, 8.1, 8.2. Thus having a place is connected w ith reciprocal recognition.

I include in reciprocal recognition participation as being hand in hand, as
not leading the other and not taking the driving seat, and participation as a
conversation in w hich people turn together (see Chapters 2 and 5). In this
analysis, rights are valid claims to recognition.

7.5.3

Summ ary and review of steps 1 to 5

In Step 1 of the Inquiry I described the conversations in w hich I engaged
with people in TCS and children and young people to bring forth exam ples
and pictures of participation, and to develop an understanding o f TCS as the
background contexts.

In Step 2 I explored my experiencing of TCS through ‘grounded m etap h o rs’
evoked during the inquiry. These related to the difference and distance
betw een project practice and central m anagem ent, the roles o f protocols and
procedures in w hich som etim es practice was sedim ented, and the issues for
m anaging TCS as ‘uneasy truces’ in term s of its constituencies. I described
stories of participation in the m anagem ent o f TCS, and concluded that these
could represent enthusiasm for participation but lim ited opportunity.

In Step 3 I identified and clustered the m etaphors o f participation in the
exam ples and stories, w ith feedback from research participants. I took
forw ard my understanding of participation as a continuous process, as an
em bodied experience, as a way of doing and relating, and the im portance o f
place into Step 4.

In Step 4 I explored four ‘alternative’ m etaphors arising from the m etap h o r
clusters and three ‘attractor’ m etaphors in term s of their im plications for
practising. From juxtaposing these m etaphors and inquiry into w hat they
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revealed I concluded that respons-able participatory practice involved
attending to: how people are in respect o f each other, the em bodim ent o f
their m utuality in doing, com m onalities and individuality in experiencing,
the situatedness of people’s experiencing together, common concerns and
different concerns of children and adults, and the anim ation o f boundaiy
objects.

In Step 5 I set up criteria fo rju d g in g com binations o f m etaphors in term s of
the m etaphor clusters identified in Step 3, their m eaningfulness to children
and young people, and their m eaningfulness for learning.

This is the invitation I offer to TCS as the output o f Step 5 in Inquiry
Strand 4:
To adopt and adapt the set of m etaphorical understandings I offer as
conditions for respons-able participatory practising w ith children and
young people: purposeful activity - w hich is what participation is in,
space fo r changing and owning, a safe place fo r learning and
recognition and respect.
I am left with a question raised in C hapter 6, and two concerns that relate to
how such an invitation could be accepted, and the quality of the invitation.
The question is:

W hat it would take for an organisation like TCS to em body
participation in its practising and m anaging?
The first concern is the extent to which I have em bodied participation in
Inquiry Strand 4. The second concern relates to the ‘loose e n d s’ in the
knitting together of the Inquiry Strands, specifically ‘undiscussables’ such
as personal and contextual constraints on participatory inquiry, and
feedback from the Critical Review of the research. These issues are taken
forw ard to the final chapter of the thesis.
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8.1 Introduction
In this chapter I am first going to review and reflect on the thesis as
presented in the four Inquiry Strands. Then in the second section I explore
the m eta question I raised in C hapter 1 concerning my am bitions for the
research:

W hat would need to have occurred for this research to be second
person action research, or to embody research with others?
To help me do this I set up four questions, draw ing on proposals for
‘ecological n arratives’, that is “a way o f w riting a story o f social
phenom ena that em braces the stories o f its human constituents and can be
reem bodied in their liv e s” (K rippendorff, 1998, p. S.). M y exploration is
focussed around tw o related groups of issues:

1. ‘Structures and ‘structuring o u t’, in the w riting and other aspects o f
participatory inquiry: these issues draw on previous discussion of
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reification and boundary objects, but also relate to problem s in reporting
and presenting the m essiness of participatory inquiry in com plex
situations.

2. Pow er as undercurrents in participatory inquiry: understandings of
pow er have occasionally surfaced in the Inquiry Strands but I have not
articulated the w orkings of pow er in participatory practice and
researching w ith as I experienced this. This is despite, or perhaps
because of E pistem ology Claim 9, in which I claim interactions with
other people as presenting opportunities and constraints fo r
interpretation. As Ralph Stacey (2002) writes:

Since all human interaction ... is pow er related sim ply because w e’re
always constraining each other, then any change, any shift in the way
of thinking is going to shift pow er relations (p. 12).
This view of pow er is coherent with a Foucauldian concept of pow er as
existing in relationships and expressed in action, rather than as a
com m odity.

Conversations about pow er relations in some form may be

required for conversations about the set of conditions that are the
conclusion o f Inquiry Strand 4.

The questions and the m etaphors I use in my exploration of these two issues
are heuristics, that is, guides in my exploration and ways o f getting to grips
with unexplored aspects of my research, for exam ple the com plexity and
m essiness of the circum stances of my inquiries. M etaphors as heuristics
draws on the theory of m etaphor articulated in C hapter 4, and this is how I
used the m etaphors for research discussed in C hapter 5, for exam ple. An
organising m etaphor for reflection in this chapter is seeing the research
through an “understandascope” - standing back and seeing patterns and
m eaning in the research as a whole^^. I conclude this section with
“The u n d erstan dascop e” is a cartoon by M ich ael Leunig: a character lo o k s through a
te le sc o p e -lik e ob ject at an urban lan dscape teem in g w ith p eo p le. Schratz et al. (1995b )
su g g est that the d ism ayed look on the ch aracter’s fa ce is due to b ein g ''c a u g h t b e t w e e n
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im provem ents for the m ethodology developed in the thesis as a
m ethodology for researching with in com plex and uncertain contexts.
In the third section o f the chapter I return to my question:
W hat it w ould take for an organisation like TCS to em body
participation in its practising and m anaging?
I connect this question with the ‘m eta qu estio n ’ and draw on my
explorations to offer invitations and questions to TCS concerning the
em bodim ent of participation.

In the last section of the chapter, I identify questions for further inquiry
arising from the thesis, and proposals for application o f the m ethodology.

F urther reflection on the thesis was indicated by tw o contrasting responses
from people in TCS to drafts of C hapter 7. One person said they had
im m ediately used the set of conditions for their evaluation o f project work.
Thus, this outcom e had partially achieved one of the expectations o f the
research identified in Terms of R eference (A ppendix 1.1) and the C ritical
Review:

To provide a tool for all those who are responsible for practice and
its developm ent (to im prove conditions of children and young people
and those who facilitate learning) (A ppendix 10: 59).
H ow ever BC, from a w ider organisational perspective, responded that the
‘set of conditions’ did not appear to take TCS any fu rth er than Paul
M ainteny’s (1997) research, which I discussed in C hapter 1, especially in
challenging pow er relations betw een children and adults and in TCS. As
participants in the Critical Review briefly wrote:

[The] history of TCS and M arion’s interview s highlights that T C S ’
decision to involve children and young people in its decision-m aking
b e i n g a n o b s e r v e r a n d a w it n e s s " , reflectin g the role o f research in “t r a c i n g a n d
t r a n s g r e s s i n g " the boundary b etw een p ub lic and p rivate k n o w le d g e (p. 7 3 -4 ). (S e e

picture 31 in A pp en dix 5 for m y u se o f the m etaphor.)
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in governance is the key driver for change - change in attitude,
change in pow er of adults; tow ards social ju stice which is with, not
for children and young people! (A ppendix 10: 6).
B ottom up (participation of children)/ Top down (corporate
plans/assessm ent of project to headings) (tension/pow er) (Appendix
10: 14).
These responses, and feedback from my PhD supervisors and the thesis
exam iners triggered further reflection on critical aspects o f the thesis,
specifically participatory inquiry in circum stances o f com plexity and
uncertainty, and in respect o f power.

8.2 A review of the Inquiry Strands and claims arising
from the Inquiries
I have chosen to include a reflection on the developm ent of the thesis
structure as a synthetic issue because I w anted to think about w hat the
m etaphor ‘Inquiry S trands’ revealed and concealed in the w riting up of a
constructivist inquiry. The Inquiry Strands were then presented in the form
of a PhD thesis. This raised a further set of questions for me about the
lim itations of participatory inquiry in doctoral research. I start off with a
review of the Inquiry Strands then reflect on some o f the things that are
m inim ally referred to in the Inquiry Strand. O ther attem pts at a structure
are considered.

In C hapter 1 I set up the thesis as four Inquiry Strands. Each of these had
im plications for the next Inquiry Strand and also ‘o u tp u ts’ which could be
the basis for invitations.

The set-up up the Inquiry Strands is shown in

Figure 8-1.
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‘Outputs’ of the Inquiry
Strands

The four Inquiry Strands and
research questions

Inquiry Strand 1
What are the
implications of
epistemologically-aware
research for
‘researching with’?

Inquiry Strand 2
What are the implications
of self-aware research for
‘researching with’?

Implications for ‘researching with’ of a construcWist
epistemology:
• being self-aware;
. attending to different ways of knowing
. knowledge as embodied, enacted, imaginative,
‘satisfactory’, ethicality as responsibility anttTFïë
creation of possibilities.
# Interactions with others as offering invitations
and constraints
v

Implications for ‘researching with’: openness'
to learning, choosing the researcher voices,
useful ideas, awareness of meaning of\
context.
\

Inquiry Strand 3
How can metaphors
help in researching
understandings of
participation?

Inquiry Strand 4
How can understanding
metaphors of participation
in TCS help to improve
participatory practising?

A set of metaphorical
conditions for responsable participatory
practice.

Loose threads:
. Effects of
constraints and
resistances
• Complexity of
research contexts
• Mess and
uncertainty

Figure 8-1: The fo u r Inquiry Strands o f the thesis show ing how they were
connected in the thesis, the ‘outp u ts’ fro m each individual inquiry and the
‘loose th rea d s’ indicated fo r reflection in C hapter 8.

D eciding to present the thesis in four Inquiry Strands forced an order on the
mass of my experiencing during the research. At the sam e tim e the Strands
authentically represented the different aspects of my learning and research.
In particular, I claim that presenting the constructivist epistem ology as an
inquiry provides a solid ground for the choices I m ade in respect o f the
m ethods and conduct of the other inquiries. As an inquiry, I could focus on
issues specific to my research, for exam ple theories o f child developm ent
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and ethics, which I w ould have had to bring in later. The ethical injunctions
derived from the epistem ological inquiry provide a robust fram ew ork for
practice and this w ould be particularly useful for inquiries conducted by
practitioner-researchers. Codes of ethics m ay be recognised as necessary
but not sufficient - H usband (1995), for exam ple, w rites o f the ‘m orally
active practitio n er’ in social w ork who "recognises the im plem entation o f
professional ethical guidelines as desirable and as being perm anently
irreducible to routine". I claim that ethicality as a m atter o f epistem ology
provides a firm er foundation for practice than the concept o f ‘situational
eth ics’ (Punch, 1998).

The second Inquiry Strand into ‘self-aw are’ research offers an alternative to
m odels of reflective practice. ‘Self-aw are’ research as I have conducted
this in C hapter 3 is purposive in im proving my research practice (Armson,
1998). Self-aw are research includes reflection in w hich ''the interior
dialogue is grounded in present and fu tu re need as w ell as p a st and present
exp erien ce” (ibid. p. 13) w ithout this taking over the research itself. By
undertaking a self-aw are inquiry I could explore m atters of concern to me
in my research.

The first part of Inquiry Strand 3 adds to the theory of m etaphor put
forw ard by M cC lintock (1996). M y purpose was to develop a way of
researching with adults and with children and young people, draw ing on
m etaphor theory. This theory draws on Inquiry Strand 1; m etaphor is
considered to be ‘a way of know ing’. In the first part of the inquiry I
construct a theoretical basis for exploring m etaphors expressed in examples,
stories and pictures, and an understanding of how m etaphors them selves can
be invitational and participative. This is not intended to be a sophisticated
theory of m etaphor, but a way of draw ing on the qualities of m etaphor as a
cognitive process and expression. M y purpose is to put understandings of
children and of adults side by side so that these understandings can be
m utually illum inating. I claim that this is a functional theory that could be
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developed further, but w hich opens up possibilities for m etaphor inquiry
with groups of diverse m em bership.

The second part of Inquiry Strand 3 develops a m ethodology from the
theory of m etaphor in the first part of the inquiry, and my experiencing in
TCS, the contexts of my research, w hich is enacted in Inquiry Strand 4.
The inquiry both draws on my experiencing and helps me make sense of it.
W hat em erges in this inquiry is a m ethodology that I then apply to structure
my inquiry in Inquiry Strand 4, and that has been applied in that inquiry. I
claim this m ethodology as participatory, that is research participants are
included in four of the five steps in the inquiry.

Inquiry Strand 4 is a reconstruction of my research w ith TCS in term s of the
m ethodology. I ju stified presenting the Inquiry Strands in this order by
claim ing a) that the design of constructivist research em erges in doing of
the research, and b) that presenting the m ethodology as an inquiry enables
the research to be recoverable. I claim that the m etaphor m ethodology as
inquii-y reveals that there are many other ways in w hich I could have made
sense of what I did in Inquiry Strand 4. In this way m ethodology as inquiry
is sim ilar to Schon’s (1995) concept o f fra m e analysis. A pplying the steps
of the m ethodology enabled me to disentangle w hat I w anted to say about
TCS from the processes and products of engaging w ith people and bringing
forth exam ples, stories and m etaphors. I could also identify in my account
when and how other people had been involved - although this was
som ething I was som etim es unsure of while conducting the research and
discuss in Section 8.2.1 and 8.3 below.

A further advantage was that rather I could w eave in the literature in
different strands as I had used it, that is to show learning from texts as a
dynam ic of the research, rather than as a ‘stand alo n e’ literature survey. I
could also articulate how I arrived at the conclusion - the ‘set of
conditions’ for participatory practice - in a way that represented som e of
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the com plexity o f this. I do not claim the ‘set of conditions’ as a
sophisticated, all-purpose understanding of participation or of participatory
practice, but as an invitation to TCS to use the m etaphors that w ere brought
forth in the conversations in my research for further conversations with
children and young people and adults about participation in other
conversations.

8.2.1

Reflection on the four strand structure

In this section I reflect on some issues for choices in organising the writing
of the thesis. The thesis as structured was only one of many possible ways
of w riting about the research, and this structure developed in the process of
w riting and in conversations with my academ ic supervisors rather than from
conversations w ith people in TCS. Thus the structure reflects a particular
way of seeing the research, that is from my position as doctoral student, and
a particular readership.

W riting unfolds further interpretations and w riting could have form ed a
fifth inquiry strand. The structure of the thesis holds a lot of the ‘m ess’ and
uncertainties of the different aspects of my research, for exam ple with
respect to self-aw are inquiry and TCS as an organisation. The four
inquiries were not carried out in a sequence or in parallel. I started with
much of the m aterial on m etaphor eventually incorporated in C hapter 4. The
epistem ological inquiry and the self-aw are inquiry threaded through the
four years of the research. M ost of the inquiry with TCS took place in the
second year of the research, but the activity sessions with children and
young people spread into the third year. In my first thesis drafts I tried
w orking with a structure in which all aspects of the research em erged from
my research conversations, which felt at that tim e as how I had experienced
the research. B ut this was im possible to sustain since further
interpretations w ere unfolded in the w riting, the design continued to emerge
and the thesis needed to be w ritten. The shifts from seeing the research in
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the first year as a sequence o f activities to attem pts to ‘knit u p ’ a mass of
experiencing at the end of the third year are depicted in pictures 30 to 32 in
O

A ppendix 5. As I indicated in Chapters 3 and 5 , 1 tended to return to the
third person voice and the m etaphor 'research as discovery' as com fort
zones to cope with m y learning during research with TCS and in the
w riting.

M arshall and R eason (1993) describe how

even when [postgraduate] students seem to have taken on personal
responsibility for their inquiry and to have recognised th eir previous
attribution of authority externally, it is interesting how easily the
pattern of de-authorisation can recur. A ny m ention of exam iners, for
exam ple, can sw iftly trigger it (p. 125).
‘D e-authoring’ goes on in other contexts w here judgem ents m ay be made
about practice in situations of uncertainty, for exam ple in the form al
reporting of project w ork (see Appendix 8), the ‘hierarchies of know ledge’
at work in TCS (Gould, 2000a), and the concern of TCS practitioners to get
action research ‘rig h t’ when they were expected to be ‘action research ers’
(ibid., {62/notes}).

C onstructivist inquiry is a recursive process, that is, the learning about one
aspect affects others and vice versa. In m y first attem pt to bring fo r th the
m ethodology from my research in TCS, I applied Soft System s
M ethodology (SSM ) (C heckland 1998, 1999). SSM provides a structure
and a set of m ethods to develop a model of a ‘hum an activity sy stem ’. A
m ajor advantage of using SSM was that I could develop and rep resen t the
recursions through diagram m ing; I could show, for exam ple that m y
appreciation of m etaphor developed both in my engagem ents w ith people
and in reflecting on my own learning and there was feedback betw een these.

H ow ever using SSM did not work for two reasons. Firstly to provide a
rationale for using SSM I needed to construct another research question.
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Secondly, SSM draws on engineering m etaphors. As I discussed in Chapter
3 , 1 w ould choose different m etaphors from my histories and traditions.
F ium ara distinguishes betw een digital and analogic styles in language.
A lthough she applies this distinction to academ ic language and that of
everyday life I found it useful for m aking sense o f m y struggle with SSM.
A lthough I could apply SSM, I found it difficult to critique m y application
in term s of its usefulness, or make aesthetic judgem ents about how I had
used it. I was p ra ctised in using SSM, but not flu en t. But I chose to keep
inputs and outputs as organising m etaphors in the Inquiry Strands to
differentiate and then to connect experiences and reflection and learning,
although these m etaphors did not fit with my process m etaphor of
researcher as tricoteuse (C hapter 1, 1.5.4).

The prim ary advantage of the four strand structure o f the thesis is that this
‘com bed o u t’ the recursions in a way that enabled me to w rite the thesis. I
could show beginnings and endings, indicate convergence and some of the
ways in which the strands overlapped. A disadvantage, as well as the
problem of m etaphor viability, is that the strands do not capture what it was
like to be involved in the research. As Lakoff (1987) w rites about scientific
rigour in categorisation processes, "R igour leads to rigor m o rtis” (p. 11).
There is no place for some of the very rich experiences that triggered my
enthusiasm , or the ‘loose ends’ of unpursued questions and problem s. In
C hapter 3 I referred to H andy’s com m ent on ‘tem p le’ structures that are
insecure when the ground shakes. Crucially, the four Inquiry Strand
structure freed me up when I was bogged down in w orking out a coherent
fram ew ork for w riting which captured interconnections in m y inquiry and
some of the outcom es. H ow ever this freeing up - and the constraints of a
PhD thesis - were at a cost. The nouns of ‘in p u t’ and ‘o u tp u t’ took over the
verbs of ‘researching’ and ‘know ing’ (H oskins 1999) (see also Chapter 2,
Epistem ology Claim 8). Other consequences are discussed in the next
sections.
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8.3 Questions for reflections on participatory inquiry
and embodying researching with
In C hapter 1 I identified a ‘m eta-question’: W hat w ould need to have
occurred for this research to be second person action research, or to em body
research with others? This question arose from m y concern about the
slippage from my am bition for the research as ‘second person in q u iry ’ to
the ‘first person inq u iry ’ represented in the thesis. In m y accounts of TCS
as an organisation, of the shifts in focuses and m ethodologies and o f the
difficulties in w riting a coherent story of the research, I have shown the
com plexity and uncertainties in my research and the research contexts.
Some of this com plexity and uncertainty related to m y histories and
traditions as I discussed in C hapter 3. D octoral research also represented a
significant personal risk in that I was stepping out of an established w ork
role and ‘com m unity of practice’. I learned from my research in Inquiry
Strand 4 that participatory endeavours are often characterised by
com plexity of contexts, contradictions, uncertainty and issues of identity.

To help me reflect on second person to first person slippage I have
extracted four questions from Klaus K rippendorff’s (1998) proposals for an
"ecological n a rra tive”. K rippendorff’s proposals are designed to counter
the "pull o f m onologism ” in w riting and the theorising of other people in
research.

In everyday languaging, third person pronouns refer to those who are
absent ... theorising is responsible for estranging other from us (ibid.
p.5).
‘T heorising’ entails distancing the observer from the dom ain of observation
and from the theories them selves. The expectations that theories should be
consistent and rational reduces them to m onological constructions as the
product of one voice, and one logic (ibid. p. 3). K rippendorff (1999) argues
further that an aim of social scientists should be to "cherish incoherences ...
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to honour the necessarily indigenous nature o f human understanding" (p.
142).

In his account of social theories K rippendorff draws on appreciations which
I have discussed elsew here in the thesis, including that as ‘com m unications
in language’ theories are noi fo u n d hui constructed, discussed, rejected and
so on, and that theories serve social functions, and "transform their objects
in the process o f their com m unication” (ibid.).

K rippendorff chooses the

term ‘ecological n arrativ es’ because of the connections betw een ecology
and narrative: both arise from their m any constituents in the process of
distinguishing among interactions (ecology) or stories (narrative) in the
enaction of understandings or stories of the world. N arratives are always
incom plete because they are always extendable - it is always possible to
ask ‘w hat happened before, what happens n e x t? ’- and ecologies are always
larger that the w orld of any of their constituents.

The first proposal is that since observational accounts do not exist without
their narrators, researchers should use the first person pronoun and verbs to
make clear our active involvem ent. This proposal concerns w hat I
understand as ‘first person inquiry’, and which is represented in the thesis.
That is, I have w ritten in the first person and accepted responsibility for my
constructions; I have chosen rather than "backed in to ” the passive voice
(Fine et al, 2000). But an aspect m issing in the Inquiry Strands is my
observing of my own participating. I include this in discussion of pow er in
shaping m y inquiry and ‘being w ith ’ in Sections 8.3.1 and 8.3.2 below.

K rippendorff (1998) also proposes that "in ecological narratives we m ust
grant others their voices as w e ll”. One way of doing this is to report other
people’s own stories. But K rippendorff also argues that "recording a
polyphony o f v o ic e s” is not enough; sources m ust be given. N either should
stories be presented as inherently m eaningful; researchers should assume
positions as readers or speakers, but not interpreters, that is, the voice of the
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researcher should be m ade contestable. ‘The granting of others voices’ has
been a point of slippage from second person to first person in my thesis; I
reflect on this in Section 8.3.1 n terms of ‘structuring o u t’. Fine et al
(2000) add the question "have I described the m u n d a n el" in respect of
including other people’s voices and stories. In reflecting on this I realised
that there w ere aspects of TCS that escaped me, particularly everyday
processes that w ork well. In interview form ats people tend to talk of w hat
d oesn’t w ork rather than w hat does, the exception rather than the rule. As I
discussed in C hapter 7, other questions than ‘tell me about your ro le ’ m ight
have been m ore useful. This was also an issue for the scale of the research,
and the quality of my engagem ents, as I reflect in C hapter 3. If I were using
the m ethodology again on a sim ilar scale I w ould arrange to spend longer
periods of tim e with few er people. The num ber of different people
involved in my research was partly a consequence o f the political aspects of
my research (see Section 8.3.2 below).

The third proposal I consider here is that, "We m ust fin d w ays o f listening to
how others take w hat we m ay hear quite differently, how they respond in
ways we w ould not" (K rippendorff, 1998 p. 10). This m eans avoiding
censoring the voices of others and presum ing to know w hat they ‘really
m ean’. It also involves avoiding projecting our own theory on to others, but
to "take in and to echo w hat others tell us" (ibid.). In connection with the
same issue Fine et al (2000) ask, "Have some inform ants, co n stitu en cies/
participants review ed the m aterial with me and interpreted, dissented,
challenged my interpretations? A nd then how do I report these
departures/agreem ents in perspective?" In C hapter 7, 7.3.3 I list five
form al processes I used for checking out the m etaphors in stories and
pictures of participation. B ut these processes w ere opportunistic rather than
system atic, and conversations in which I alw ays had the last w ord (and in
the context, was bound to have the last word as the ‘thesis w rite r’). R eason
(2001) gives an exam ple of first person inquiries being system atised and
integrated w ith second person inquiry in an inquiry group. D avid (2000)
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points out in doing action research that practically it is im possible to
participate w ith everybody and to ask for reflection from everyone
involved. N evertheless I did not include in the m ethodology or enact in my
research a system atic approach to review ing the m aterial, or to how I would
incorporate the feedback. This is an issue for im provem ent in the
m ethodology developed in the thesis.

K rip p e n d o rff s (1998) final proposal concerns the status of ecological
narratives as political accounts, echoed by H erndl and N ahrw old (2000).

W hen researchers construct representations of the experiences of
others and then validate those accounts through form al disciplinary
codes, they engage in a social activity that affects and perhaps even
infringes upon the lives and subjectivity o f others.
That is, I recognise that my account can ‘re-en ter’ the social processes of
which it speaksand therefore should be understandable to the participants
and respectful of them. This proposal is em bodied in my accounts to
specific participants of my engagem ents with them , for exam ple those
included in Appendices 6 and 9. H ow ever, as an (adult) reader o f my letter
to ‘Mr. G ’s c lass’ (Appendix 6.1) com m ented, I co u ld n ’t write my thesis
like that. Polkinghorne (1997) advocates different versions of research for
different audiences. But, as I pointed out in Section 8.2.1, w riting is a
process of re-interpreting. In TCS participation w ork with children and
young people, other forms of reporting are often used, for exam ple
presentations, dram a and video.

In C hapter 3, I referred to Scheurich’s (1997) description of the "openness
at h e a rt” of interview s as conversations, and that in the w riting up of
research, the openness gets colonised by the research er’s own desires and
intentions. As an alternative Scheurich proposes the use of other form s of
expression, for exam ple poetry. R eflecting on this revealed to me a
judgem ent I had made concerning the contribution of children and young
people to a TCS conference on children’s rights. This contribution was in
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the form of a short play, and poems and songs. I had ju d g ed the one of the
songs as inappropriate because the content of the song had nothing to do
wth children’s rights or participation. But as a perform ance in those
contexts it was an expression of em bodiedparticipation', know ing the
perform ance as an expression of participation I could not then make
judgem ents of appropriateness. In response to my epistem ological question
from C hapter 2, is children’s know ing different from ad u lts’ know ing, and
in w hat ways? I suggest that in children’s know ing em bodim ent m d
im agination may be m ore to the forefront than in ad u lt’s know ing.

In term s of my distinction betw een objectivist and constructivist
epistem ologies in C hapter 2, pictures and dram a as ways of knowing - and
the knowing triggered by seeing these presentations, m ay be discounted by
those who privilege scientific, prepositional know ledge (for exam ple,
policy m akers). Fine et a l’s (2000) questions: “To w hat extent has my
analysis offered an alternative to the ‘com m onsense’ or dom inant
discourse? W hat challenges m ight very different audiences pose to the
analysis presented?” brings out other problem s. I consider this as an issue
for further research, and for im proving the m ethodology developed in the
thesis.

8.3.1

Structure and the ‘structuring out’ of mess and
multiple voices

At points in the thesis I have distinguished betw een codes and reifications
and the enactm ent of these codes in practising and participation. Theses are
‘boundary objects’ in the terms in which I discuss these in C hapter 7, 7.2.3.
In becom ing reified the dynamics of experiencing, participating and
practising can disappear, or becom e ‘reified o u t’. M y hypothesis for the
disappearance of the CIN Group is that this becam e ‘reified o u t’ in the
process of'translation into Action Plans, Justice O bjectives and so on. As
the boundary objects became the practice, practice could only be talked
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about in the term s of A ction Plans, which are directives, not conversations.
As the thesis becam e m y research, then I began to see m y research as
com bed out in the Inquiry Strands and the loose ends w ere invisible. In this
section I discuss w hat was left out in the thesis as a consequence of the
structure.

There are tw o issues for which there was no place initially in the Inquiry
Strands as I have presented them, another referred to only briefly, and an
issue of consistency in my invitations and the w riting o f the thesis. All are
im portant in my aim for the reader being ‘able to follow in my fo o tstep s’.
The first issue concerns my use o f pictures in my own reflecting and in the
research conversations in the thesis. Show ing people my own rich pictures
triggered their interest and their draw ing of their own pictures. D iscussion
and illustration of these, except for the last three pictures in A ppendix 5,
were om itted for reasons of space and coherence. B ecause of this om ission
I felt constrained in the extent to w hich I could urge the use of pictures in
form ulating the invitations for other researchers to take up the m ethodology
developed in C hapter 5.

The second om ission is how some pictures, particularly those I referred to
in C hapter 7 as ‘disturbing’ provoked conversations and the enactm ent of
the ethical position arising from the epistem ology of the thesis. For
exam ple, pictures 15 and 19 in A ppendix 5 were the focus of several
conversations before and during the C ritical Review. This om ission was a
m atter o f space in the thesis because of the com plexity of the explication.
But neither did an explication fit readily into one of the Inquiry Strands.
But the pictures were often the triggers and focuses of co-inquiries in my
research. I also saw using pictures as a way of coping with and show ing the
com plexity in m y inquiry and com m unicating this to other people.

A further constraint arising from research as thesis and the four strand
structure relates to the space available in a thesis for exam ples and
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illustrations from m y engagem ent with TCS. A lthough I advocate the use
of stories in the m ethodology developed in C hapter 5 1 have used very few
of those brought forth in my research in the thesis. E very one o f the events
listed in A ppendix 2 has several stories attached, and there are m any more
interstitial stories (Brown and D uguid 1984). A ppendices 7.2, 8.1 and 8.2
include exam ples of stories of participation to show how these developed in
conversations and from experiences. There are stories that becam e
narratives in my research, that is, they developed into several episodes - for
exam ple, my conversations w ith LP, skeletally referred to in C hapter 7,
7.2.1.

O m itting stories is largely a m atter of w ord length, and this is an issue for
qualitative research generally. In the final version of the thesis I wrote
stories back in, and included the pictures and other w riting in the
appendices, but then these stories often becam e illustrations for my
constructions, rather than voices (and pictures) of other participants. That
is, they were included to fit m y interpretations rather than as the voice of
other participants. (This is a criticism I have m ade of the use o f children’s
draw ings in some TCS publications). Thus the thesis is not a fully
developed "participant text" (Penn and Frankfurt, 1994), or a representation
of a ‘second person action inq u iry ’, since the voices o f others are often at
the m argins.

These issues are related to the regulations for the form and length of theses,
but also to choices concerning ways o f w riting and the foregrounding and
backgrounding of m aterial.

8.3.2

Power as a way of understanding com plexity in
participatory inquiry

A lthough I refer to pow er in different ways in the thesis I did not include
pow er as a focus of system atic inquiry in the Inquiry Strands. In this
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section I show some of the discussions about pow er in TCS from my
research conversations. These discussions indicated to m e how
understandings of pow er inhibit change in TCS, and have the potential for
creativity, and they are taken forw ard to support the invitations to TCS in
Section 8.4.

I then reflect on theories o f the w orkings o f pow er in relation to the shaping
of my research. I conclude by pulling out som e issues for participatory
inquiries. R ather than pow er being a fundam ental, or an irrelevance in
participatory inquiry, and while not denying its m aterial effects, I consider
the concept of pow er as useful in exploring com plexities.

The ‘hegem ony of niceness’ discussed in C hapter 7 conceals the workings
of pow er in the m anagem ent o f TCS (and in the CASE partnership). Kets
de V ries (1995) describes "m anaging by a m b ig u ity” as contributing to an
uncontrollable and unpredictable work environm ent and confusion. This
description resonates with G H ’s com m ent to me follow ing the Corporate
Plan w orkshops (see C hapter 7, 7.2.3), that

my feeling about [TCS] culture is that it generates two behaviours:
‘I ’m going to do what I want to anyw ay’ and ‘very adapted children’
who have to check out everything with everybody. There isn ’t a lot
in the m iddle {26/notes, with reference to Transactional Analysis
personality states (Berne, 1970)}.
One explanation of my question, ‘W hy is it that practitioners w orking with
others in anti-oppressive and em ancipatory ways so often talk about their
own m anagem ent as oppressive and d isab lin g ’ draws on my hypothesis of
the ‘hegem ony of niceness’, that is, that the am biguous m anagem ent style
that is an interpretation of organisational values, leads to confusion and
stress for em ployees. For exam ple, in the TCS C orporate Plan (1999-2002),
an attem pt was made to distinguish different relationships:
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U nlike our relationship with children and young people w here the
Society reaches out unconditionally, the relationship w ith its staff is
conditional as determ ined by the Society’s em ploym ent policies and
procedures and its contracts of em ploym ent (C orporate Plan p. 15).
B ut w ithin those conditions the Plan sets out dealing with staff in alm ost
the same term s as children and young people, as ‘reaching o u t’, ‘involving
and listening’, ‘overcom ing inju stice’, and ‘recognising and n u rtu rin g ’.
A character of Stanley R obinson’s (2001) novel about colonising M ars
asks:
If dem ocracy and self-rule are the fundam entals, then w hy should
people give up these rights when they enter the w ork place? In
politics we fight like tigers for freedom ...fo r choice ... for control
of our lives, in short. And then we wake up in the m ornings and go
to w ork and all those rights disappear (p. 146).
C rossing boundaries, as Sibley (1995) points out can be problem atic. "The
m ixing o f categories ... creates lim inal zones or spaces o f am biguity or
discontinuity" (p. 32-33).

In terms of children and young p eo p le’s participation in TCS, W J and SM
respectively said:

... A lot of it is to do with perceptions of system s and pow er that
staff bring. How do the people we recruit see the authority? D o the
people in authority recognise the authority we have. The CE will say
w e’re a non-hierarchical organisation. These [Society M anagem ent
team] are people who alm ost d o n ’t recognise the authority they have.
At same time ... about overspend and redundancies they forget the
human connection. Because th e re ’s no decent perform ance
evaluation we set up heroes and villains. Every tim e they get a
problem they chuck a post at it, w hether i t ’s child protection or ...
w hatever. Then they give the person 6 m onths and then they
m arginalise them in order to avoid change. {55/tape}
Somehow people get into a m indset that they can ’t achieve change,
that everything has to happen despite them which is n ’t helpful or
useful in terms of the w ork with children and young people. One of
my m ost frustrating experiences in TCS, I think I ’ve learned this
from w orking in TCS, pow er is not a jigsaw . I t ’s m ore like a river,
particularly creating power. There are different sources of pow er.
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for exam ple oppressive use of pow er clearly which one wants to give
up and decrease. But creative pow er is som ething one wants to
increase. W here one’s been a position w here o n e’s m anager hasn’t
been creatively pow erful in the Society, I h av en ’t experienced that as
em pow ering. I have been in a position where my m anager has not
been creatively pow erful and that doesn’t em pow er you. You need
your m anager to be creatively pow erful for you to be creatively
pow erful yourself {48/tape}.
I saw connections with B C ’s concern about the m eaning of m y research in
term s of pow er relations in TCS, and Shula R am on’s com m ent about "the
im possibility o f reconciling involvem ent and obedience" (my notes from
PIASP conference, L eicester M ay 1998). In term s o f E pistem ology Claim
7, C hapter 2, conversations o f involvem ent and conversations o f obedience
are different classes of conversation, that is, they em body different ways o f
knowing other people. As I describe in C hapter 7 certain practices in TCS,
for exam ple the use of ‘boundary ob jects’ such as specific reporting
form ats, and ‘standards’, privilege some ways of know ing over others.
Sim ilarly Newm an and Roberts (1997) consider that ‘evidence-based’
practice may lead to "pushing the views o f people who use w elfare service
to the epistem ological margins" (p. 290). A com m ent from the Critical
Review connecting participation and ways of knowing children and young
people was that.

[TCS] should value the assets children bring through participation energy, creativity, m ovem ent (not understood within TCS) (Appendix
10:59).

In so far as I had a policy with regard to p o w er in my inquiries, I thought of
pow er as m uch like participation in terms of the com plexity of
understandings and use of m etaphors. That is, like ‘p articip atio n ’, you can ’t
point to some thing and say, ‘th at’s p articip atio n !’, or ‘th a t’s p o w er!’
H ow ever, the understandings of pow er that I brought with me into the
research were contradictory. From my experiences as parent, em ployee and
student of m anagem ent (see C hapter 3) I thought of pow er in term s of
discipline ( ‘for their own good’) and control - albeit exercised from
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different bases (M organ, 1985). As O ’Connor (1995) points out,
participation in organisations by em ployees is "an especially paradoxical
fo rm o f change" (p. 217) because it runs counter to organisational practices
such as hierarchical decision-m aking, and selective inform ation exchange^"^.
O ’Connor describes the organisational change required for em ployee
involvem ent as a "system contradiction", which requires "tolerance fo r
’flo u n d erin g , and w illingness to accept m ore and m ore change, and in
which

processes are often ’out o f c o n tro l’, am biguity in the early stages;
blueprints and packages c a n ’t be used; processes are inherently
iterative, m volving tem porary states (ibid.)
- a description that encapsulates my experience of my research, and
resonates with stories of participation (for exam ple, those in A ppendices 7.2
and 8.1, and some of my descriptions of the research activities w ith children
and young people).

At the same time, as a legacy of systemic therapy training in the 1980s, I
thought of pow er as an "epistem ological error" or m yth in B ateson’s (1972)
term s (p. 488, p. 494), since, as I indicate in E pistem ology Claim s 1 and 8,
our know ing of other people (and their pow er) is a process of our
constructing. I ’d also taken on board that pow er as a linear concept is
unhelpful in understanding systems^^. As the epistem ology of the thesis
unfolded I saw all interactions with other people as pow er-related, so pow er
was in one sense a ‘given’ of participatory practice and participatory

In the th esis I do not draw on literature and research con cern in g em p lo y ee
p articipation, b ecau se m uch o f this is h eavily q u alified in term s o f organ isation al
o b jectiv es, or d oes not re co g n ise the ‘paradox’, or is con cern ed to ad vocate sp e c ific
m od els (se e , for exam p le, S a g ie and K o slo w sk y , 2 0 0 0 ). A u sefu l p oin t from H e lle r et al.
(1 9 9 8 ) in terms o f ‘system s ch a n g e’ is their co n clu sio n that organ isation al p articipation
requires a h o listic approach and a w id e range o f p articip ative p ractices.
T his understanding o f m y sid e-step p in g o f ‘p o w e r’ and co n n ectio n w ith m y h isto ries
and traditions was revealed to m e through reading F lask as and H u m p hrey’s (1 9 9 3 ) article
con cern in g the ‘p rob lem ’ o f p ow er in fam ily therapy.
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inquiry. It was there, but because it was everyw here I couldn’t see it as
significant.

Pow er was a term used in at least half of the research conversations about
participation, for exam ple that participation involves pow er shifts, giving
pow er to, and empowerment. Pow er was expressed as a com m odity, for
exam ple som ething that can be devolved. As I discussed in C hapter 5,
distinguishing betw een pow er over and p o w er to was useful in thinking
about research with children and young people. To m ake sense of
‘em pow erm ent’ in a school setting, G riffith (1996) distinguishes sim ilarly
betw een investm ent power, that is pow er that derives from hierarchical
position, and divestm ent power, which is "corporate and distributive ... that
regards change as constant and celebrates diversity" (p. 215). As he says,
divestm ent pow er is based upon an ethics o f dem ocracy. In his form ulation
this is sim ilar to the ethical position I derive from the epistem ology in
C hapter 2. In my research activities with children and young people they
identified the differences between adults and children in term s of size and
pow er to (drive a car, have a drink in a pub and so on), and organising
power, that is, the pow er to m obilise resources, construct boundaries and
help things to run {76/notes}.

As I illustrated in Chapter 6, 6.6, rather than highlighting the significance
of pow er, talk of ‘em pow erm ent’ may hide the com plexities in
understanding participation as a practice (see H um phries, 1997; G riffiths,
1998). Kothari (2001) argues that by the creating of ‘dichotom ies of
pow er’ such as 'adults have pow er and children have none', pow er is only
apparent in m aterial realities. Participatory approaches based on this
appreciation of pow er may not "unearth the p rocesses by which this
dichotom y occurs, and that participatory approaches them selves may
reproduce w ider pow er relations" (ibid. p. 140).
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A further assum ption I m ade was that in adapting R o d w ell’s (1998) model
for constructivist research the m ethodology w ould "redistribute p o w e r ”, as
R odw ell claim s, even though as she also w rites, “recognition o f p o w er
dynam ics are im portant in preparing adequate, appropriate responses to
the em erging p o litical dynam ics” (p. 218).

These understandings of pow er m ade it difficult for me to articulate how
the contexts of m y inquiries as I experienced them led to shifts in the
boundaries I was constructing around m yself as a researcher, and the
boundaries around my inquiry. P ow er in a constructivist epistem ology as
defined by Fisher (1991) is "the capacity [of individuals or collectivities] to
determ ine m eaning” and is structured recursively betw een p o w er holders
and pow er addressees (p. 55). F isher suggests that exercises of pow er can
be challenged by testing the pow er-a d d ressee’s presuppositions concerning
the m eaning of the pow er-holder, for example in dialogue. If the pow erh o ld e r’s m eaning is not accepted by the pow er-addressee, then the pow erholder has the options of im posing their m eaning, seduction or accepting
defeat. Thus the questions to be asked concerning pow er are not ‘how
much pow er do I have over you’, but “how do I construe our interaction as
constraining (or offering possibilities)”, and “how do I construe your
construing of our interaction in term s of constraints and p o ssib ilities” (see
Epistem ology Claim 9). That is, pow er issues are not so m uch about how
much pow er do you see yourself as having, but how much pow er do you see
others as having, and how much pow er do you think they see you as having.

F ish er’s explanation does not distinguish or account for how pow er w orks
in term s of em bodim ent, for exam ple in relationships betw een adults and
children. In contrast, Foucault em phasises that:

nothing is more m aterial, physical, corporal than the exercise of
pow er (Foucault, 1980 p. 57-58).
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as exem plified in "the w ork o f p o w er on the bodies o f children or soldiers”
(ibid.)

In C hapter 3 , 1 referred to F oucault’s w riting about pow er, specifically in
the context of ‘feelings (of practitioners) as pressurised containers’,
invoking his concept of ‘disciplinary pow er’ as it develops in professional
discourses and institutions,

in the form of a netw ork of relations from top to bottom , but also to
a certain extent from bottom to top and laterally ... This netw ork
holds the w hole together and traverses it in its entirety with the
effects of pow er that derive one from another; supervisors
perpetually supervised (Foucault, 1977 p. 176).
Pow er circulates, and individuals are "the vehicles o f power, not its points
o f application” (Foucault 1980, p. 98). R esearchers, practitioners, m anagers
are ‘conduits of pow er’. As SM ’s m etaphor of ‘a river of creative pow er’
indicates, pow er has two sides:

W hat m akes pow er hold good, what m akes it accepted, is sim ply the
fact that it doesn’t weigh on us as a force that says ‘n o ’, but that it
traverses and produces things, it induces pleasure, form s know ledge
... It needs to be considered as a productive netw ork which runs
through the social body, much more than a negative instance, whose
function is repression (Foucault, 1980, p 119).
D iscourses, for exam ple, those in relation to childhood and youth that I
discussed in C hapter 6, are created through social practices.

D iscourses as

‘Pow er/K now ledge’ work to create ‘subjectivities’ and to ‘norm alise’.
K othari (2001) points out, for exam ple, that conventions can develop in
participatory practices in which choosing not to participate becom es
deviant.

[As] our reflexive gaze takes over the disciplining role as we take on
the accounts and vocabularies of m eaning and m otive that are
available to us ... certain other fo rm s o f account get m arginalised or
sim ply eased out o f currency (Clegg, 1994, p. 279, my italics).
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Pow er always im plies resistances: "there are no relations o f p o w er without
resistances ... resistance exists all the more by being in the sam e place as
p o w e r ” (Foucault, 1980, p. 142). So exercising pow er over others will not
always lead to m odifying their actions; pow er is only one sided when the
possibility of effective resistance has been rem oved.

R ather than ‘pow er’ as a stand-alone concept and som ething that can be
seen in itself, pow er cannot be understood divorced from the local context
in w hich it shows itself - in professional discourses, everyday interactions,
in the way we are able to think about self and others, and in w hat it is we
choose to study (Flaskas and H um phreys, 1993).

In a related developm ent W enger (1998) considers pow er as a property of
social com m unities, that is, "in term s o f the ability to act in line with
enterprises we pursue” and concerning negotiations of m eaning and the
form ation of social identities (p. 189). He conceives pow er as having a dual
nature in deriving from pow er to belong - the identity of being a certain
person and being a m em ber of a com m unity, but also vulnerability in
negotiating and exercising control over what we belong to. This dual nature
involves tension.

I am going to draw on these understandings o f pow er - w orking in local
contexts and constructing identities, to consider three ways in which
workings of pow er in interactions shaped my research with TCS,
specifically in terms of constraining and enabling p articipatory inquiry.
These concern academic discourses, self-disqualifications, and the w orkings
of pow er in TCS.

The first aspect concerns the academ ic discourses in which my research and
identity as student and researcher w ere constructed. In the first m eeting
with TCS it was em phasised among us when participatory m ethodologies
were discussed that the first objective of my research was m y w riting and
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presentation of an academ ic thesis as sole author. Since I w ould be involved
in research training in the first year and w riting in the third, the research
w ith TCS w ould be carried out in the second. Thus there were constraints
on the tim ing of the research, how others could be involved as participants,
and the relative w eight of research with TCS and the w riting of the thesis,
and what counted as ‘legitim ate’ research activities, and w hat the local
research com m unity w ere interested in. Since I was based in a Technology
faculty, for exam ple, my research with children and young people was
considered as novel and exciting and I was enthusiastically supported in my
struggles with the epistem ology.

The second aspect concerns ‘self-d isq u alificatio n s’, that is w hat I saw as
legitim ate and disqualified in m y researching, and in constructing my
identity as researcher. As I discuss in Section 7.1.2.3 in term s of an
‘archaeology of discipline’ these choices relate to discourses beneath the
surface. For exam ple, a topic in conversations that I disqualified m yself
from concerned the religious beliefs of participants and how these
influenced people’s understandings of participatory practice. In C hapter 7 I
discuss the relationship between TCS and The Church of England, and at
tim es people referred to their personal beliefs and practices, but I ruled this
out as a private discourse of a com m unity o f w hich I was not a member.
N either did I ask people about their personal life and fam ilies; even at the
end of my research, after I had met people m any tim es I knew little about
their lives outside TCS. I felt this as a personal loss, especially in term s of
my aims for a participatory inquiry but I also saw this as outside my role as
a researcher.

The third aspect concerns the workings of pow er in TCS and how these
shaped my research. In mid 1998, when I preparing m aterial about the
research to set up project visits and interview s, Paul M aiteny’s (1997)
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r e p o r t w a s read by the C hief Executive of TCS, who was reported to me as
very concerned about how TCS was represented in it. This report unearthed
a history of vulnerabilities and insecurity for me, a rem inder o f som e o f the
‘Zeus n o d s’ experiences I discuss in C hapter 3, and o f the personal
riskiness of my research. In C hapter 3 I discuss the experience o f w atching
a teacher m aintain ‘h is’ order in a class, since I could not see w hat was ‘out
of o rd er’. N either could I see how Paul M aiteny’s report had been
disrespectful in representing TCS. I saw my fears echoed by people from
TCS. A lthough I had planned to interview m anagers at some tim e, this was
m oved forw ard, and efforts m ade for the Society M anagem ent Team to
legitim ise my research. R ecalling this experience, and despite an enjoyable
interview with the C hief E xecutive I was astonished by the suggestion that
TCS was a ‘non-hierarchical organisation’.

Looking back, I can see this as having other consequences, including a
scaling up o f the research, a review of my personal investm ent in the
research and a reinforcem ent of my ‘forelock tu gging’ to m anagers.
Rodw ell com m ent that for some people “their need fo r control m ay result
in efforts to prevent a fr e e flo w o f in fo rm a tio n ” and that political control of
inform ation prevents "the dialogue and change central to constructivist
in q u iry” (p. 219). A further consequence that also draws on m y personal
‘hegem ony of niceness’ as well as vulnerabilities was for my censoring
m aterial included in the thesis. Among m aterial not included is a
conversation thread concerning heroes and villains in TCS. In my account
of TCS in C hapter 7 and in my invitations in this chapter I have considered
the effects of m anagem ent practices rather than the practices them selves.
N either have I included critical m aterial from people who m ight be
identified. This is a choice made from aw areness of my biases, from how I
perceive my responsibility to other people (for exam ple, in term s o f
confidentiality), but also uncertainty about how the m aterial m ight be read.

This report is d iscu ssed in Chapter 1, 1.1. C op ies had b een sent out to p ro ject leaders
in v o lv ed in the research soon after com p letio n , but not to the C h ie f E x e cu tiv e.
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M etaphors I used to make sense o f my research included ‘threshold
crossing’ and ‘being in and out of step ’. These m etaphors articulated other
aspects of m y research, specifically m y observing o f m y participation in the
research, and that this was punctuated by shifts and gaps that were difficult
to express as a narrative. A lthough both threshold crossing and being in and
out of step m etaphors concern m ovem ent I also saw them as im plying a
hiatus. I could envisage w riting about my research as a list of border
crossings and recrossings.

In C hapter 5 I refer to ‘the flo w ’ o f experiencing during the research within
the m etaphor ‘research as dancing’. W hat this m etaphor reveals, and that is
elided or com pressed by the four Inquiry Strands is the tim e and tim ing of
this and other research of this type. These are issues rarely discussed in
research literature. C onle’s (1999) suggestion that "the outcome [ o f
research] seems to hinge on the in q u irer’s relationship to time and place in
life and research ” resonated with my experience during the w riting up of
the research. The m etaphor ‘research as dancing’ captured tim es when I
was ‘out of step ’ either with developm ents in TCS or with the research
tim etable.

8.3.3

Summary

There is one set of conclusions and an invitation arising from my reflections
in this section.

The set of conclusions concerns im provem ents to the m ethodology
developed in Chapters 5 and 7 as a participatory m ethodology, or a
m ethodology for researching with. In C hapter 5, 5 .4 ,1 identified a set of
principles for the conduct o f the m ethodology developed in Chapters 5 and
7. These were
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•

All research could be considered as conversations in that m eaning
arises in the process of engagem ent;

•

R esearchers need to attend to the flow of researching as well as to
discrete events and experiences

•

Ethical practice involves self-aw areness on the part of the researcher in
term s of her predispositions.

From my reflection in this chapter, as a participatory inquiry, two further
principles are indicated:

•

Prim ary forms of reporting the inquiry are required that em body the
different ways of know ing of the participants in the inquiry.

•

Feedback, or ‘play b ack ’ to other participants of the research er’s
interpretations - and attending to m eanings as they em erge in
conversations, should be designed into the research m ethodology; that
is, the interplay betw een the research er’s first person inquiry, and
participatory inquiry as a ‘second p erso n ’ inquiry should be system atic,
and not ju st happen when the opportunity arises.

The invitation concerns how the concept of ‘p o w er’ m ight be useful in
participatory inquiry. Firstly, ‘pow er’ and ‘em pow erm ent’ are attractor
m etaphors in terms of understanding participatory inquiry and practice.
That is, p o w er is an everyday language term w ith m eanings that directly
draw on our bodily experiences, and on our perceptions of social
institutions such as the law. I conclude that p o w er difference and
em pow erm ent are explanations of how things are, for better or for w orse,
but for seeing how things can be different other m etaphors are needed, for
exam ple those I propose at the end of Inquiry Strand 4, or "m ultiple
c a u se s” as represented in Figure 6.3, or form ulations such as F in n ’s
question quoted in Section 6.4.4, which although invoking the concept of
pow er also invites im agination:
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W hat m ight the m iddle-age and elderly scripts look like and how
m ight their deviance be defined if adolescents controlled the pow er
and resources to shape those im ages and experiences?
W here I do consider that understandings of pow er m ay be useful in
participatory inquiry is in articulating com plexity, that is the
interconnections betw een researchers and contexts, including the site of the
research, the discourses w ithin which the research is situated, the histories
and traditions of those involved, and differences in ways o f knowing other
people.

8.4 Invitations to TCS to embody participation in its
organising
The question that was left over from Inquiry Strand 4 was, w hat w ould it
take fo r an organisation like TCS to em body participation in its practising
and m anaging. To respond to this question I review Step 2 of Inquiry
Strand 4, that is my understanding of TCS. I then invite TCS to jo in up the
sites o f participation, to set up conversations o f participation draw ing on
m etaphor as a heuristic for exploring ‘possible fu tu res’, and ways of
storying practice. These invitations bring in the ways in which metaphors
and stories can be invitational and participatory from Chapters 4 and 5,
develop further the concept of conversations from the second and third
inquiry strands, and draw on discussion in the previous section of this
chapter.

From my exploration of the grounded m etaphors of TCS evoked in Inquiry
Strand 4 I noted the effects of distances betw een practising and managing.
This led to a need for ‘brokers between com m unities of p ractice’ to help
TCS to com m unicate with itself and betw een the different realities of
project practice and central m anagem ent. I considered the skills m anagers
needed in negotiating T C S ’ environm ents and ‘uneasy tru ces’ and suggested
these could be applied more effectively w ithin TCS. I introduced the
m etaphor of a ‘hegem ony of niceness’ to make sense of the apparent
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problem s in m aking difficult decisions. In Section 8 .3 .2 .1 gave exam ples of
the m ultiple understandings of the w orkings o f pow er in TCS, and also
indicated that some of these understandings inhibited change, and this
w ould require further exploration. I claim ed that practices becam e
sedim ented in protocols and reified in ‘boundary o b jects’. I conclude from
my experience of TCS that:

(i)

There is a serious need to address the grow ing gap betw een
practitioner ‘realities’ and those of TCS senior m anagers; this causes
problem s of alignm ent and constrains ''the sense o f the p o ssib le ” (see
Section 7.2.1)

(ii)

Participation is em bodied in some sites in TCS but not all;

(iii)

Some people have a richer appreciation o f children and young
p eo p le’s participation than others.

The issue in terms of participatory practising with children and young
people is not the enhancem ent of this practice in individual sites, but how
this is com m unicated and used as learning in and for TCS as a whole
(G ould, 2000).

8.4.1

Places and spaces for participation: m etaphor
playgrounds

A m etaphor for the role of a project m anager brought forth in a research
conversation was as a dry space. This was provided by a ‘transparent
u m brella’, so that project w orkers could do th eir w ork protected from
dem ands of TCS and partners, but which they could choose to ‘look u p ’ and
see. They could also choose to step out and engage with ‘what is com ing
dow n’. In this way project workers had p o w er to, and A nother m anager
said of an example of p a r t i c i p a t i o n , need i f they want to, to he
able to go to someone and say, make this more o f a concern” {41/tape).

There is resonance betw een this concept of m anaging and some
participatory practice with children and young people. I see this in practice
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w hich facilitates a space for children and young people to explore issues
and then to ‘step o u t’ and present their explorations to pow erful adults (e.g.
school council w ork - Y4). There is also resonance with practice which
helps young people to build transferable skills (Y oung P eo p le’s C harter of
Participation), m ediation and advocacy work, and for exam ple the setting
up of the L iverpool C hildren’s Bureau (L4).

In m y judgem ent participation was em bodied in the projects I visited in
terms of the m etaphors people used in their practising. H ow ever there are
other TCS sites and processes which I have experienced or of which people
have spoken to me which do not em body participation. For exam ple, once
"things were away fro m the individual in the organisation” they were no
longer participative.

A m anager said of significant issues that senior

m anagers should "let them be things that are visible, tangible, not to be the
province o f the fe w who only talk to a fe w ”.

The signs of sites of participation being disconnected are in how people
make further distinctions between them selves and their w ork and TCS.
These include the way people in projects distinguished w hat they were
doing - for exam ple getting on with life at the bottom of the sea, w hile the
storms of HQ w ent on overhead, and about how new w orkers saw
them selves as w orking for the project and not for TCS. A m etaphor used to
describe TCS was that it was "w oolly”, and since "loose wool is very w eak”
TCS needed "binding together”. I also relate this to the concern expressed
in projects about how project work was published in TCS and the reluctance
I perceived in some people to engage in conversations w ith other
‘com m unities of practice’ in TCS.

The site I experienced as most em bodying participation was the TCS
C onference Centre. I saw it used by people from all the divisions in TCS,
by volunteers and by children and young people. In term s of the set of
conditions proposed in C hapter 7, it is safe place in which there is space for
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m ovem ent. People talk of it as a nurturing environm ent, and at the same
tim e as the site of difficult discussions and hard w ork. If TCS were a
neighbourhood, the conference centre is the com m unity hall, playground,
church, park or w hatever constitutes the heart.

The site I have experienced as least em bodying participation is HQ. This
may be an expression of my alignm ent w ith practitioners rather than
m anagers. It possibly reflects that all m y conversations in HQ were with
individuals. M y perception of TCS was that HQ was ‘at the cen tre’ of TCS,
and this was an understanding reflected by others. I also perceived it as
w orking w ithin a paradigm of tem ple and a m achine bureaucracy, although
I saw signs of other paradigm s em erging with the developm ent of the
program m e m anagers’ jobs. In term s of em bodying participation I invite the SM T to bring forth and w ork with other m etaphors, for exam ple that of
TCS as a person, or as a neighbourhood, which relocate or refram e the
relationships betw een the sites and functions of TCS. A nother m etaphor
from a project in respect of the different pieces o f w ork carried on was that
of hub, spokes and rim {35/tape}. In em bodying participation, and TCS as
a netw ork of com m unities of practice, I w ould see the conference centre as
being the hub o f conversations. As I discussed in C hapter 4, m etaphors
have entailm ents and can trigger new understandings. For exam ple, in
C hapter 6 I referred to the m etaphor of participation used by the CIN Group
as belonging in neighbourhoods. Belonging has been interpreted by
W enger (1998) in terms of three ‘m odes’ for the developm ent o f learning
com m unities which I discuss elsew here in the thesis and w hich could form
the basis for exploring the m eaning o f TCS as a neighbourhood. These
include engagem ent in negotiations o f m eaning, im agination - "creating
im ages o f the w orld and seeing connections through time and space by
extrapolating fro m our own experience”, and alignm ent - "coordinating our
energy and activities in order to f i t w ithin broader structures” (p. 173-174).
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This invitation is also a general invitation to elicit and explore m etaphors,
to ask questions such as:

How is this m etaphor attractive (for exam ple Figure 7-4 “becom ing
child centred”)?
W hat are its entailm ents for our m anaging and practising and for the
participation of children and young people?
And to com pare, for example:

GH: We are a hierarchical organisation.
AR: And we are also a system {07/tape}.

8.4.2

Conversations of participation

M y second invitation is to bring forth conversations in which people can
tell and inquire into their own stories of participation. The purpose of these
w ould be to develop awareness of the sources of p e o p le ’s own
I

understandings of participation and non-participation and constructions of
childhood. People need rich stories of their experiencing in order to bring
forth new possibilities for practising and m anagem ent. P eoples’ know ing of
participation is evidenced in their practice, but also in the richness of their
own stories. "Em ancipatory discourse carries with it its p a st histoiw o f
successful em ancipations” (K rippendorff, 1989 p. 194). D eveloping
aw areness of participation is especially im portant for people in TCS who do
not have direct contact with children and young people in their work, and
for people joining TCS. In the terms in which I discuss conversations in
C hapter 2 learning goes on in conversations, and it is through conversations
betw een people and as brokered between com m unities o f practice (Chapter
7) that organisations can be considered to ‘learn ’. Learning for
organisations is enhanced through p eo p le’s m em bership o f m ultiple
com m unities of practice (W enger, 1998).
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How conversations enhance learning and create a future - im agining and
practising thoughts, em otions, im ages, behaviours and outcom es, people
begin to “create m em ory pathw ays that eventually w ill generate the actual
outcom es” "we rely on m emory fram ew orks fo r organising available clues”
(Berlin, 1996, p. 334).

In an organisation like TCS practitioners are the ‘face’ of the organisation,
not ju st betw een TCS and children and young people, but with external
local organisations. There is an issue for TCS about its organisational
coherence if those ‘on the boundary’ do not feel able to defend TCS to the
external w orld. D uring my research I was aw are of the am plifying effect on
the ‘boundary b lu rring’ of the series of re-organisations. Thus people
talked of being ‘sceptical’ about m essages from ‘the cen tre’.

HP w rote in response to m y question about the experiencing o f m anagem ent
as oppressive (see C hapter 3 and A ppendix 9) that organisations like TCS
were seen as having a prim ary aim - the m ission, and a secondary aim running the organisation:

The paradox is that som etim es those w ith organisational pow er are
more preoccupied with secondary aims and those with relatively
little pow er are not at all interested in the secondary aim and are
only associated with the organisation because of its m ission.
[response to DM9]
Those ‘m m anagem ent' were "responsible fo r organisational coherence and
integrity (especially at the level o f v a lu es)”.W h e r e there were conflicting
or contested values such as the gay and lesbian carers issue:

... even where those in m anagem ent have their priorities fixed in
m ission related work their views, values and decisions may be
different from those ‘in practice’ and different views m ay be
experienced as oppressive, (ibid.)
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I claim that these different understandings are experienced as oppressive
when they are not articulated, debated and debatable in conversations. In
C hapter 2 I referred to different classes of conversations, including that of
conversations of com m and and obedience. K rippendorff (1999) w rites of
these as involving ‘first order understanding’:

B ureaucracies, hierarchical com m and structures, and user
instructions succeed only when there is no difference betw een an
authority’s understanding and its su b jects’ understanding (p. 140).
Participation in com m unities of practice and organisations needs not only
an understanding of the w ork of the com m unity of practice or organisation,
but also an understanding of other p articip an ts’ understanding, or ‘second
order understanding’ (ibid.). In the constructivist epistem ology of the
thesis this is a m atter of ethics - granting to others the abilities I claim fo r
m yself (C hapter 2, Section 2.3). W here there are differences of
understanding in TCS, for exam ple with regard to children and young
people’s participation in TCS - w hether this involves doing or being
(Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2) - then opportunities for conversations and
exploring o th ers’ understandings are needed. This is not a m atter of
consistency, nor coherence (K rippendorff, 1999), nor of consensus (Ison,
1999), but o f ‘rem aining op en ’. In C hapter 3 I claim that ‘self-aw are’
research leads to being open in the same way.

A ttending to m etaphors, because of their am biguity provides space and a
safe place for sensitive inquiries. I invite TCS to use the m etaphors in the
‘set of cond itio n s’ which is the output of Inquiry Strand 3, to trigger
conversations about participation. In the same way that Reyes and Zarama
(1998) argue that speaking about learning "sets a fa vo u ra b le context fo r
lea rn in g ”, conversations about participation w ould increase possibilities for
participation.
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8.4.3

Storying practice and listening to multiple
voices

The reports of project w ork that I have read are about excellent practice but
often I have not been clear about how project w orkers w ent about the work,
w hat they felt about it and how they experienced it. For exam ple, reports
include evaluations by others involved but not by the authors. W hat is
m issing is ‘people participating in their own p articip atio n ’. In my
experiencing, when project leaders and others talk about their w ork they do
this, and they do it in their practising too. Shaw (1997) describes the
creative possibilities of story-telling in conversations, particularly when
"people w ork with the tension between stories told in hindsight and those
told in the m iddle o f actions and e ven ts”.

W here it is im portant to establish standards across w ork and to identify
outcom es first person w riting may not be appropriate. This is especially the
case where interagency relationships and funding m ay be jeopardised by
perceived criticism . H ow ever, it is from storied accounts that people learn,
both in writing and in reading.

G riffiths (1999) w rites o f "sm all tales o f

social ju s tic e ” that arise from practice as com m unicable and collaborative
learning. Stories, by "exhibiting exp la n a tio n s” rather than providing them
(Polkinghorne, 1988) invite other interpretations and applications. One of
the m ost helpful TCS docum ents in my research was a short paper from the
W essex Participation Project about research in schools. This connected
with and articulated my own feelings of unease about my research in
schools because it included an exam ple about interview ing children in the
head teacher’s office.

An issue that em erged from Nick G ould’s research w ith TCS projects,
which was being conducted at the same tim e as my inquiries, was the
m etaphor of an organisational memory (G ould, 2000). This was conceived
as a way of finding out and building on the learning and expertise w ithin
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TCS. An ‘organisational m em ory’ could be "m ore system atic than the fo lk know ledge o f individuals within the organisation a n d less susceptible to the
vagaries o f s ta ff turn-over” (ibid.). Some o f the CIN G roup work has been
carried away by people who have since left TCS. One o f the members of
this "defunct group” asked at a TCS conference in late 1999 "why this area
fo r ‘critical reflectio n ’ was overtaken, undone and consigned to the dustbin
o f h is to ry ” [DJ6]. This question triggered tw o responses from m y inquiries.
The f i r s t , w hich I discussed in Sections and 8.3.1 concerned the reification
of practice. The second concerns the way in w hich learning is ‘stored’.

In the constructivist epistem ology of my thesis, m em ory is not a bank for
the retrieval of inform ation but an active process o f construction and
interpretation. G iam battista Vico claim ed that m em ory has three distinct
aspects:

m em ory [memoria] when it recalls things; im agination
[fajitasia]when it alters or re-creates things; and ingenuity or
invention [ingegno]vjhen it orders them in a suitable arrangem ent or
context (Vico, 1744/1999; p. 369, interpretation in N eim eyer, 1994).
I suggest that to be useful ‘know ledge’ needs to be represented in an
‘organisational m em ory’ in a way that allows for re-interpreting and recontextualising. In the arguments presented in C hapter 5, stories invite
people to engage with them in a way that accounts of know ledge in
prepositional forms do not.

Story w riting is an art and it takes time. I am not suggesting that all w riting
about practice should be in the form of stories. H ow ever, for practitioners
and TCS to learn then people should be encouraged to give accounts of
their experiences in the form of short stories and vignettes. There do need
to be safeguards in recognition that this can be risky and requires trust on
behalf of both w riter and reader in term s of authenticity and respecting
people as experts of their own experiencing.
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8.4.4

Summ ary

These are the invitations I offer to TCS for em bodying participation in its
practising and organising:

(i)

To jo in up the sites o f participation in TCS by bringing forth and
exploring new m etaphors of TCS as an organisation;

(ii)

To open up conversations particularly for senior m anagers and new
staff around the question ‘what is the point of p articip atio n ’ and to
facilitate their engagem ent w ith their own stories of children and
young p eople’s participation;

(iii)

To em body practice experiences in stories rather than, or as well as,
other forms of recording and reporting.

In articulating these invitations, and in Inquiry Strand 4 , 1 have taken
p eople’s own stories and pictures of participation as evidences o f p eo p le’s
know ing of participation. I have also im plied that the quality of know ing is
indicated by the richness of detail and m etaphor use in the stories and
pictures, that is that this know ing is em bodied and im aginative.

W hat I take to be evidence of my know ing of TCS is that the invitations in
this chapter and C hapter 7, as well as being proposals for TCS, concern
‘how I can go on’ in taking the research forw ard (Claim 10, C hapter 2). I
claim ed that ‘conversations of participation’ could offer learning to TCS, as
well as individuals. In differentiating how organisations can be said to
know, and how people know, I want to say that this depends on the
m etaphor I choose to m ake sense of what ‘an o rganisation’ is. But I cannot
m ake that choice in respect of people and their learning, because that is an
ethical judgem ent in the thesis epistem ology, rather than a judgem ent of the
usefulness of a m etaphor. An ethical injunction arising from the
epistem ology was that I should grant to others the abilities I claim for
m yself. This is how I understand von F o erster’s com m ent that discoverers
and inventors can live together "as long as the discoverers discover
inventors and inventors invent discoverers”.

C hapter 8:347

Appreciating m etaphor for participatory practice

8.5 Thesis conclusions
There are two m ain conclusions and a reflection on participatory inquiry in
CASE studentship doctoral research.

Firstly, an inquiry into the epistem ology is required in constructivist
research in order to m ake claim s for the learning from conjtructivist
research and to provide an ethical basis. I w ould also suggest that an
epistem ological inquiry w ould be helpful for participatory practising and
participatory research not only to provide an ethical basis but also for
awareness that the outcom es of participatory practice cannot be predicted.

Secondly, the m ethodology developed in the thesis requires further testing
in the light of im provem ents added in this chapter but it has the potential as
a robust and flexible m ethodology to form the basis for research in different
contexts, and could be used in participatory practice with children, young
people and adults in m ixed groups.

W ith regard to participatory inquiry in CASE studentship research my
experience leads me to conclude that this requires a supervisory relationship
with at least one person in the partnership organisation throughout the
studentship, on an equivalent basis in terms of responsibility as the
academic supervision, especially for research in organisations as complex
as TCS. Bell (1998) particularly com m ent on the demands on students of
CASE studentships in m anaging relationships betw een CASE partners, and
that research is rarely com pleted within three years. The m essiness and the
time issues w ould qualify my invitation to practitioner-researchers to do
research of this type on the same scale.
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8.5.1

Questions for further research and applications
of the m ethodology

Q uestions arising for further research from the thesis are:

•

W hat other m etaphorical understandings o f participation are in use by
people and groups of people not included in m y research?

As I discussed in chapter seven, the scope of my inquiry is lim ited to the
languaging of w hite English speakers, and to those em ployed by TCS and
some children and young people. Further research w ould be needed to
explore the resonance of my set of em ergent conditions and th eir m etaphors
for people of other ethnicity and other languages. For exam ple, one of the
issues w here consensus was difficult to achieve in draw ing up the UN
C onvention on the Rights of the C hild was with regard to ch ild ren ’s duties,
and this is included in the C harter on the Rights and W elfare o f the A frican
C hild (Freem an, 2000). Im portant groups of people with whom I had
m inim al contact in my research with TCS are those w orking as volunteers
and fundraisers, and those in the Church of England clergy.

•

W hat (m etaphorical) understandings of pow er are at w ork in TCS?
W hat stories do people tell about the pow er they see others as having, or
about the pow er others see them having?

This question is directed to increasing the possibilities for change and
alignm ent in TCS, which may be required for the m eaningful involvem ent
of children and young people.

•

W hat forms of research reporting could capture participation as an
em bodied relationship, that is as a practice, and as a perform ance?
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•

W hat forms of research reporting could trigger enthusiasm o f
practitioners, m anagers and children and young people for further
inquiry rather than judgem ents of irrelevance (not w hat i t ’s like or what
we do), redundancy (you are telling us w hat we already know) or
im position (only taking account o f this because we have to) (the politics
of invitation)?

These questions draw on my discussion o f “ecological narrativ es” and my
concerns about w riting form s, and especially the thesis form in including
m ultiple voices.

Finally and not as a research question but as a "m arker o f a problem atic
a r e a ” Payne, 1995), I propose my question:

•

W hy is it that practitioners w orking with others in anti-oppressive and
em ancipatory ways so often talk about their own m anagem ent as
oppressive and disabling?

The m ethodology developed in the thesis, and as im proved from reflection
in this chapter could be used to explore other concepts taken as shared and
significant for practising and m anaging in TCS, such as ‘com m unity’ by
articulating the m etaphors in peo p le’s stories. As a participatory
m ethodology designed to include children, young people and adults it could
be used in action research for im proving neighbourhoods or in ‘conflict
w ork’.
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Appendix 1 Case Studentship Research Agreem ent
This AG REEM EN T is m ade this [17*'' day o f M ay 1999]
BETW EEN
(1) T H E O P E N U N IV E R SIT Y (a body established by Royal C harter) o f
W alton H all, M ilton Keynes M K7 6AA (hereinafter referred to as the
"U niversity");
(2) T H E C H IL D R E N 'S S O C IE T Y (a registered charity w ith reg istratio n
num ber 221124) o f Edward R udolph H ouse, M argery Street, London
W CIX O IL (hereinafter referred to as "TCS");
(3) M A R IO N H E L M E [...] (hereinafter referred to as the "Student");
W ho shall together hereinafter be referred to as the "Parties" or in the
singular to as the "Party".
W HEREAS
(a) The Parties w ish to carry out a three-year research project entitled "
C hildren C reating their Environm ents: m etaphors for organisational
change, learning and evaluation in the C hildren’s Society" and
accordingly wish to collaborate upon the term s agreed hereunder.
IT IS AGREED by and between the Parties hereto as follows: 1. D EFIN ITIO NS.
In this A greem ent the following terms shall have the m eanings ascribed as
specified hereunder:1.1 "the R esearch" shall mean research entitled " C hildren C reating their
environm ents: m etaphors for organisational change, learning and
evaluation in The C hildren’s Society" as further specified and agreed
betw een the Parties at Annex 1 hereof.
1.2 "Research Results" shall mean the thesis, reports, designs, know -how ,
inform ation data and copyright m aterial arising w holly out o f and in the
course of perform ing the Research"
1.3 "Confidential Information" means all com m ercial, technical or fin an cial
inform ation, technical data, m ethodologies, know -how or inform ation
w hich a reasonable person w ould deem to be com m ercially sensitive or
likely to harm the reputation of any Party hereto which is either d irectly
or indirectly made available by a Party to another Party in connection
w ith the Research.
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PERFO R M A N C E OF TH E RESEA RCH

2.1 The date o f com m encem ent o f the R esearch shall be 3"' January 1998
(w hich date is referred to in this A greem ent as the "Com m encem ent
D ate")
2.2 T he U niversity w ishes M arion H elm e ("the Student") studying for a
postgraduate degree to w ork on the R esearch, such w ork to be
supervised by one or m ore supervisors nom inated by the U niversity
(hereinafter referred to as "the U niversity Supervisor(s)") the reports o f
w hich w ill be subm itted for the award o f PhD degree at the U niversity.
2.3 The Parties shall take all reasonable steps to ensure satisfactory progress
o f the R esearch and its com pletion w ithin (3) three years of the
C om m encem ent Date.
2.4 The obligations of the U niversity and the Student shall be lim ited to the
exercise o f reasonable endeavours to ensure success o f the R esearch.
F or the avoidance o f doubt, how ever, it is hereby declared that: 2.4.1 there is no undertaking that the R esearch will generate any
p articular inform ation or guarantee that the R esearch w ill be
successful in achieving any particular result;
2.4.2there is no representation or w arranty that any advice w hich is
given by the U niversity Supervisor(s), employees or agents or the
use o f any inform ation provided in connection w ith the R esearch
w ill be free from infringem ent o f rights owned by parties who are
not parties to this A greem ent, and
2.4.3neither neither the U niversity nor the Student shall accept any
responsibility for any use made of or reliance placed upon any
inform ation generated by the Research.
2.5 The U niversity and the Student shall take all reasonable steps to ensure
that the R esearch is carried out in accordance with the established
policies and principles relating to Equal O pportunities (as produced by
the U niversity and TCS). The Equal O pportunities statem ent as
produced by TCS is attached hereto at Annex 2. In addition the Student
shall produce a w ritten ethical and Equal O pportunities statem ent to be
supplied to TCS.
2.6 The Student hereby recognises that the collaboration and R esearch is
contingent upon and subject to her:
(i) Satisfying police checks as are reasonably considered to be appropriate
for w orking w ith children and young people;
(ii) Inform ing TCS of any pending, actual and spent civil and crim inal
proceedings or convictions;
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(iii)inform ing an appropriate m em ber of TCS forthw ith should during- the
course o f the R esearch she obtain know ledge in relation to w hich she
reasonably believes harm has or m ay occur to any individual;
(iv)inform ing TCS of any inform ation w hich during the course o f the
R esearch com es to her attention and w hich she reasonably b elieves may
harm the reputation o f TCS.
3

REPO RTS

3.1 U niversity Supervisor(s) shall ensure that fully inform ative annual
reports of the R esearch are produced. Any other reports shall be
produced as agreed between the Parties.
4

P R O P R IE T O R S H IP

4.1 The R esearch R esults shall be the property o f the Student w ho m ay
(provided no C onfidential Inform ation is included or disclosed) w ithout
royalty or paym ent to TCS use the inform ation developed or produced
therein as part o f publications and/or teaching m aterials.
4.2 Subject to obligations regarding C onfidential Inform ation th e Student
grants the U niversity and TCS a non-exclusive non-transferable
w orldw ide royalty free licence to reproduce the thesis produced as a
result of the R esearch subject always to the reproduction therein and
acknow ledgem ent of all copyright notices and
acknow ledgem ents. W here the U niversity or TCS wishes to reproduce
and publish extracts o f the thesis then they shall first subm it the extract
to the Student in order to obtain the prior w ritten perm ission th ereo f
w hich shall not be unreasonably w ithheld.
4.3 In relation to any other m aterials w hich may be produced as a resu lt o f
the collaboration of the Parties and w hich are not wholly arising from or
directly associated with the Research or the thesis as specified herein the
copyright shall vest in the originating author(s) and any licences in
relation to such m aterials shall be the subject of further separate
agreem ent betw een the Parties.
5

C O N S ID E R A T IO N

5.1 B y way of consideration for the obligations incurred in accordance w ith
the term s of this A greem ent TCS shall pay the follow ing sums to the
U niversity at the start of the R esearch and on the first and second
anniversaries of the Com m encem ent Date o f the Research providing it is
to continue:
5.1.1

the sum of £4300;

5.1.2 in respect of Student travel, subsistence and accom m odation a
sum of £1500.
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5.2 The U niversity shall invoice TCS accordingly, such sum to be paid
w ithin 30 (thirty) days o f the date of receipt by TCS of each invoice.
5.3 In addition to the consideration in Clause 5.1 TCS shall m ake available
to the U niversity and to the Student such C onfidential Inform ation
ow ned by TCS as the Parties agree and consider as being necessary for
efficient perform ance of the R esearch.
5 .4 The U niversity and TCS each satisfy the criteria o f an 'Eligible B ody' as
defined under the V alue A dded Tax (Education) O rder 1994 and
therefore any sum due under this A greem ent is exem pt from the
application of V alue Added Tax thereon.
6

C O N F ID E N T IA L IT Y

6.1 For a period of 5 (five) years from the com pletion o f the R esearch the
U niversity and the Student agree as regards the C onfidential Inform ation
o f TCS hereto, to use its reasonable endeavours to protect it and keep it
confidential and in particular: 6.1.1

only use it for the purpose of the Research;

6.1.2

not to disclose it to any third party;

6.1.3 only disclose it to those engaged in the R esearch to the extent
that they have a need to know it for the purpose of the Research.
6.2 The obligations of this A greem ent shall not apply to C onfidential
Inform ation w hich:6.2.1

is already know n to the Student and/or the U niversity receiving
at the date of its receipt under this A greem ent and this fact can be
dem onstrated by docum entary records; or

6.2.2

is already or hereinafter becom es published otherw ise than
through the fault or negligence o f the Student and/or the
U niversity; or

6.2.3

is law fully obtained w ithout restriction as to disclosure and use
by the Student and/or the U niversity from a third party having full
rights of disclosure; or

6.2.4

is approved for release or use by TCS; or

6.2.5 is independently developed by the Student and/or the U niversity
w ithout the use of data provided by TCS.

6.3 Except in relation to the TCS's C onfidential Inform ation, the U niversity
and/or the Student shall be free to dissem inate and/or publish the
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inform ation developed or produced in the course of R esearch subject to
details of all presentations and copies of all theses, papers, articles etc
based on the R esearch R esults intended for publication w ill be sent to
TCS for comment. TCS shall have a period of fourteen (14) days from
receipt hereof in w hich to supply com m ent or raise any reasonable
objections to the same.
6.4 N otw ithstanding Clause 6.3 nothing in this A greem ent w ill be perm itted
to delay the subm ission for exam ination o f a thesis or dissertation based
on the R esearch in accordance w ith the U niversity's norm al procedures
for degrees of D octor or M aster. D isclosure through publication o f a
thesis or dissertation (w hich for the avoidance o f doubt shall include the
lodging of the thesis in the U niversity library in accordance w ith
U niversity R egulations) may be delayed for a period o f up to 2 (two)
years at the reasonable request o f TCS if the dissertation or thesis
includes any elem ent of TCS's C onfidential Inform ation, such period
com m encing from the date the thesis is passed.

7. W IT H D R A W A L BY ST U D E N T

7.1 In the event that the Student ceases to continue the Studentship w ith the
U niversity for any reason during the term of this A greem ent
representatives of the U niversity and TCS shall m eet to discuss the m ost
appropriate course of action to be taken.
7.2 If under the provisions of clause 7.1 it is m utually agreed to cease the
R esearch then;

7.2.1 The U niversity and the Student shall return to TCS any records
containing TCS's C onfidential Inform ation or if so requested certify
through a responsible officer that they have been destroyed. The
return or destruction of the records containing TCS's C onfidential
Inform ation shall not release the U niversity or the Student from the
obligations relating, thereto under this A greem ent;
7.2.2 The U niversity shall wind up the R esearch in an orderly fashion;
7.2.3 Subject to such sums as specified in C lause 5 being received by
the U niversity and such expenditure in relation thereto not having
been com m itted the U niversity shall return any such sum s (or p art
thereof) to TCS.
8 W O R K AT T C S 'S P R E M IS E S
8.1 In respect o f any of the Research carried out by the Student at prem ises
owned or controlled by TCS, TCS shall indem nify the U niversity in
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respect of any legal liability for death or injury to the Student directly
attributable to TC S's negligence.
9

T E R M IN A T IO N

9.1 The R esearch shall term inate:
9.1.1 upon expiry of three (3) years from the Com m encem ent D ate or
after such longer period as may be agreed in w riting by the
U niversity, TLC and the Student; or
9.1.2 earlier w ithout prejudice to the rights o f either Party for breach if
any Party to this A greem ent fails to m eet one or more o f the
obligations im posed by this Agreem ent.
9.2 T erm ination of the R esearch shall not affect the rights granted or
obligations incurred by virtue of this A greem ent.
10 G E N E R A L

10.1 No Party shall assign or transfer its interest in or obligations under this
A greem ent in whole or part w ithout the express w ritten consent o f the
other Parties hereto.
10.2 No alteration of the term s and conditions o f this A greem ent shall be
valid or effective unless contained in a w ritten docum ent made
subsequent to the date of this A greem ent and signed by an authorised
signatory of the Parties hereto.
10.3 It is hereby expressly declared and agreed that no Party hereto is the
agent of the other for any purpose w hatsoever under this A greem ent
and that the Parties do not intend to create a partnership betw een
them selves. No Party hereto shall hold itse lf out as the agent or
partner o f the other.
10.4 Com m unications w hich do not im pinge upon the terms and conditions
of this A greem ent and are of a technical nature and thus do not seek to
lim it or expand the nature of this A greem ent or the Research to be
perform ed hereunder shall be addressed to the follow ing named
persons (or to such other person as may from tim e to tim e be notified
by one Party to the other):
10.4.1 For the U niversity: Rosalind A rmson, Lecturer, Systems
D iscipline, Technology Faculty at the address specified in the pream ble
10.4.2 For TCS:
Nigel Hinks, D ivisional M anager (P ractice
Learning), Black House, Foxhole, D artington, Devon, TQ9 6EB
10.5 All other notices to be served pursuant to this A greem ent shall be
addressed as follows (or such other persons as m ay from time to tim e
be notified by one Party to the other): -
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Appendix 1.1 Research Agreement Annex 1 : Term s of
Understanding
C hildren creating their environm ents: m etaphors f o r organizational
change, learning and evaluation in The Children's Society
1.

B A C K G R O U N D A N D IN T R O D U C T IO N

1.1. This proposal has developed from the national programme of work within
The Children's Society based upon the "Child in the Neighbourhood". This
is partly about the impact of 'place' on children and young, people's lives
and place identity. TWELVE projects contribute to this using a range of
approaches. All are contributing to the participation of children and young
people in local decision-making processes, whilst some are engaging with
children on the quality of their neighbourhood experience. There is a belief
that 'neighbourhood' is a primary system that impacts upon children's lives,
and as participants in their neighbourhoods their development and quality of
life is increased and improved.
1.1

This work builds on that completed by the Open University into practitioner
experience of developing participatory decision-making with young people
in The Children's Society (Maiteny, 1996). It also develops work of a
theoretical and methodological approach using metaphors to enable diverse
stakeholders to participate in constructing environments '(McClintock,
1996); (Ison, 1994); (Ison, 1995).

1.3

This research would enable The Society to Iearn by addressing and acting on
such questions as:
What innovations are needed, in The Children's Society and elsewhere, so
that children can say that they have been listened to, and that their
participation in their neighbourhood or environment has been facilitated?
What are the potential outcomes and effects of such participation?
How do key professionals respond to such factors as age, ability to
understand in relation to young people's participation?
How do adults involved in the systems that directly impact with children
enable participation and become participants with children?
What relationship between projects, programmes and processes does an
Organisation like The Children's Society need to have so that children can
say that their own perceptions have been understood? ^

^ It is recogn ised that this clause id en tifies children
w hether their p ercep tion s have been understood. It
fram e and resou rces availab le may m ake it u n lik ely
children is a fe a sib le part o f the student's research.
on g o in g internal ten sion in the research d esign .
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What are the prerequisites of participation?
2.

A IM S A N D O U T C O M E S

The Children's Society and The Open University recognise that they have a
mutual commitment to, and responsibility for, enabling the student to submit the
PhD thesis within the period of the student's three-year ESRC funding.
2.1

R elationship to The Society’s A ction Plans

The Society's Action Plans place emphasis on the development and promotion of
approaches where children and young people can be listened to and can
participate. The programme will also contribute to the measurement of the
effectiveness of the participating project's agreed performance indicators. The
specific Justice Objective related to this programme is 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 (previously
6.3.1. and 6.3.2.).
2.2

Aim s and Objectives

The context of this research programme is participative action research with
children in their communities and the resultant organisations change within The
Children's Society. The primary focus of the student's research will be the
changing relationships within The Children's Society that participative action
implies.
The following objectives have been agreed:
To identify and develop a body of knowledge, experience and methodologies
that can be shared within The Children's Society
To analyse and evaluate current practice alongside the research proposed
within the Society's National Initiative 'Renewing Neighbourhoods' plan
To disseminate the findings to appropriate audiences and participating
agencies
To identify further research possibilities
To contribute to The Society's understanding of the ways that people, with all
their differences, are enabled to participate
2.3
Outcom es of the Research
The following outcomes have been agreed:
• Provision of research reports and workshops in conjunction with Society staff.
Any direct involvement by University staff would be subject to further
negotiation
• An extensive literature review
• Stimulus for further cycles of learning and action through critical reflection on
the practice of participative action with children
• Feedback on practice and learning that may enable the continued development
of practice within The Children's Society
• Enablement of wider dissemination of findings and training to other
professionals within this field
It is anticipated that there will be new understandings of participative action
research which will allow the Society to extend this work to include children as
participants.
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3.

M ETHODOLOGY

It is important to acknowledge the need for routine review at each stage and to
establish the successful achievement of each preceding stage. This will enable
appropriate flexibility of the process to respond to any significant changes within
The Children’s Society. Also to consider the learning generated.
SUM M A R Y OF STAGES
Propo.sed tim e scales for research student activities
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This is a plan that all parties will seek to work although there is some recognition
that slippage could occur at certain stages. It is recognised that providing there is
no dispute over any need for renegotiation of the time-scale then this is
acceptable.
4.

L E A R N IN G A N D D IS S E M IN A T IO N

The methodology will be designed to enable mutual learning- for the student and
The Children's Society to take place on a continuous basis once the initial
research training is completed. This is key to the early stages and it is important
that staff do not perceive the process as research undertaken from the outside 'to'
the work they are doing.
D is s e m in a t io n w ill in v o lv e p a r tic ip a to r y w o r k s h o p s w ith k e y s t a k e h o ld e r s ,
s u p p le m e n t e d b y fo r m a l rep o r t p u b lic a tio n and b y c o n f e r e n c e p r e s e n t a t io n ( s ) .

The student will be supervised by two members of The Open University's
academic staff. The supervisors will also be responsible, with the student, for
managing the CASE partnership. Any additional time and input from the
University would be the subject of additional negotiation. It may be appropriate
to hold seminars throughout the programme and to include members of staff from
the University as speakers/participants. This will only be done in collaboration
with The Society and with prior agreement over what material might be released
and who is credited and, where necessary, appropriate remuneration. Such events
will be developed collaboratively between the CASE partners.
5.

5.1.

PR O PO SA L M A N A G EM EN T AND R ESO U R CES

The student's research will be planned, designed and implemented by the
research student who will consult with the research supervisors and the
Activity Group. The Activity Group will comprise the student, the Regional
Social Work Manager and the Society's Practice Research and Learning
Consultant. Membership of this group will be guided by the principle of
continuity although it is recognised that members' roles may change.
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5.2. The Steering Group will be responsible for management of the CASE
partnership. It would aim to meet at least twice a year, or as necessary, to
resolve any structural issues or difficulties that may emerge that have not
been possible to resolve at the operational level of the Activity Group.
Any concerns over satisfaction or the management of the student's research
programme will be drawn to the Steering Group's attention immediately in
order that action can be taken. The Steering Group will comprise the
Divisional Manager (Practice Research and Learning), the Programme
Manager of Justice Objective 5 (formerly J.0.6), Regional Social Work
Manager, the student, and either or both of the student's academic
supervisors.
6.

P R O JE C T E D B U D G E T & C O STS

Costs to be paid on submission of invoices to The Children's Society, Region 1,
Tyne and Tees Regional Office, Suite L, Walker House, High Street, Stockton-onTees, Cleveland. TS18 IBG.
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Appendix 1.2 Research Agreement Annex 2: The
C hildren’s Society Equal Opportunities and AntiDiscrim ination Statement
1. As w ell as accepting its responsibilities under the Sex D iscrim ination
A ct 1975, as am ended 1986, the Race R elations A ct (1976), the
D isabled Persons (Em ploym ent) Acts 1944 and 1958, the Equal Pay
(A m endm ent) R egulation 1983, the Society is com m itted to the broad
principles o f social justice.
2.

A ll m em bers o f staff em ployed by the Society and all potential
em ployees w ill be afforded equal opportunities irrespective of th eir sex,
m arital status, sexual orientation, race, ethnic or national origin, colour,
trade union m em bership and agreed related activities w ithin The
C hildren's Society, disability, creed or age (below 65 and above 17).

3.

The C hildren's Society is com m itted to the eradication o f racism in all
aspects of its em ploym ent of staff.

4.

The Society seeks to im prove the opportunities available to w om en and
to recognise the skills and experiences o f wom en w hich have been
traditionally undervalued.

5.

Individuals regardless of gender will be encouraged to apply for all jo b s
unless there are genuine occupational qualifications w hich restrict a job
to one of the sexes.

6.

A person's sexual orientation w ill not be taken into account in
determ ining their conditions of service, suitability for recruitm ent,
prom otion, training or grounds for dism issal.

7.

The Society recognises the benefits to be gained from rem oving
discrim ination on the grounds of age. It is therefore com m itted to a
process of elim inating age stereotypes and assum ptions and w ill treat
em ployees and potential em ployees on their m erits regardless o f age.

8.

The Society w elcom es individuals who:
Thoughtfully and conscientiously respect its C hristian basis and values:
W ill recognise that The Society's work is an active expression o f the
Christian Faith and its values and
W ill, w hatever their own faith position and cultural background, w ork
with the Society in pursuing C hristian values through its w ork

9.

The Society will not tolerate harassm ent against any individuals
w hether physical or verbal and is com m itted to m aintaining grievance
and disciplinary procedures to deal effectively w ith any incidents w hich
m ay occur.
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Appendix 2 Data Sources: Research
conversations and research activities
This list provides an audit trail for the data brought forth in my researching
and w hich I have drawn on in constructing the thesis. It includes:
•

The num ber by w hich I refer to the research event in the text

•

The type of research event:
SG = steering group m eeting,
AG = activity group (or conversation w ith m em ber/s of steering
group),
CF = conversation w ith C ritical Friend,
PV = project visit
AC = arranged interview conversation
IC = inform al, unplanned conversation
A = activity

•

The date and location:
OU = Open U niversity,
P = TCS project base
AO = TCS area office
HQ = TCS headquarters in London
W = TCS conference centre in W orcestershire

•

The type of data for each event available to me in w riting the thesis (my
notes - preparatory, during or after the event, audio-tape, tape transcript,
pictures and documents discussed or given me etc.)

•

B rief description, including the aliases for people w ith whom I engaged
in the research event

D etails that m ight be likely to reveal personal identities have been rem oved
from the version included in the thesis.
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No

EVEN
T
TYPE

DATE & LOCATION

01

SG

6 /2 /9 8
OU

0 2a

P V /A
G

02b

PV

02c

IC
T ees

2 6 /3 /9 8 am
A O S tock ton -on T e es
2 6 /3 /9 8 p.m .
A O S tock ton -on T ees
2 6 /3 /9 8 p.m .
h otel Stockton

02 d

PV

DATA SOURCES

preparatory n otes +
a form o f m y C V for
TCS partners; m y
notes o f the
m eeting; C F ’s
notes
notes

DESCRIPTION

The first m eetin g b etw een m e,
p eo p le from TCS - FC and GJ - and
PhD su p ervisors, SH and SB (M W
from TCS w as u nable to attend)

C onversation w ith F C and G J about
TCS and their w ork

notes

C onversation w ith F C and tw o
project leaders S T and B J

notes

H otel bar co n v ersa tio n w ith
m anagem ent d ev elo p m en t trainer in
TCS
R egion al m anagers m ee tin g - G J,

2 7 /3 /9 8 am
P
N e w c a stle
2 7 /3 /9 8 am
P
N ew c a stle

notes
M eetin g agenda
notes

C onversation w ith N N , w h o had ju st
started w ork as a p roject w orker
w ith TCS
C onversation w ith B D , a research er
w ho w orked c lo se ly w ith but w a s
not em p lo y ed by TCS
M eetin g w ith su pervisor S B , G J and
M W to d iscu ss S tu dentsh ip C ontract
C onversation w ith p ro ject
m anager/C IN group m em ber J T
C onversation w ith n ew p ro jec t
leader
C onversation w ith p ro ject lea d er
and p roject w orkers
M eetin g w ith SB, G J a n d F C to
rev iew and plan
L isten in g to speakers and e n g a g in g
w ith TC S p eo p le in v o lv ed in 1 0 5
w ork during 2-day resid en tia l
con feren ce.
Tw o w ork shop s ( ‘P eter P a n ’) to
e lic it understandings o f
p articipation in TCS w ith w o rk sh o p
participants through Peter Pan story
m etaphor
C onversation w ith F C , and B C w h o
had ju st jo in e d the S teerin g group,
to d iscu ss m y research
C onversation about m y resea rch and
the project w ork w ith p ro ject s t a ff
in clu d in g G N , after team m e e tin g

02e

IC
N ew c
astle

03

AC

22^ ^ 98
B D ’s o ffic e

Tape
notes

04

SG

05

IC

notes
Contract docum ents
notes

0 6a

PV

2 9 /4 /9 8
W
1 6 /6 /9 8
P L iverpool
1 7 /7 /9 8 P B olton

06b

PV

M y notes

07
08

S G /A
G
105
C onfe
rence

17/7 /9 8
P W arrington
16^V98
A O Y ork
3 0 /9 /9 8 and 1/10/98
Sw an w ick ,
D erbyshire

09

A

notes

Tape and full
transcript
notes
A genda, speakers
and attendees, notes
Tapes o f speakers

Sw an w ick,
D erbysh ire

w orkshop scripts
m y notes, feed b ack
from participants
Photographs

30#^^

10

SG

1 1 /1 /9 9
OU

notes
Tape

11

PV

10/2 /9 9
P M ilton K eynes

M y notes

12

SG

2 4 /2 /9 9
W

M y report on the
first year o f the
research. Tape o f
m eetin g N o tes,
B C ’s notes
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ST, B J a n d A W

A p p en d ices

13

CF

3 1 /3 /9 9
OU

Tape
M y notes

14

AG

15

SG

1 /4 /9 9
AO
N ottin gh am
7 /4 /9 9
OU

16

17
18
19

A
(plan
ning)
AC
AC
PV

T ape, notes
C hildren ’s rights
m aterial
notes
F inal v ersio n o f
Studentship
C ontract
notes

20

1 6 /4 /9 9
P M ilto n K eyn es
2 3 /4 /9 9 HQ
2 3 /4 /9 9 HQ
6 /5 /9 9
P N e w c a stle

n o tes Tape
N o tes Tape
M y notes

PV

7 /5 /9 9
P R otherham

21
22
23
24

AC
AC
AC
A

1 1 /5 /9 9 HQ
1 1 /5 /9 9 HQ
1 3 /5 /9 9 HQ
1 9 /5 /9 9
Church in M ilton
K eynes

M y notes
Charter o f
P articipation
N o te s Tape
N o tes Tape
n otes
M y script
n otes
M y feed b ack

25

A

2 # ^ '9
H am m ersley F orest
near N e w c a stle

Tape (com m ents
about the day on the
bus on the w ay
hom e)
M y notes

26

AG

3 /6 /9 9
A O S tock ton -on T ees

M y notes

27

AC

T ape

notes

28

AC

T ap e

notes

29
30

PV
AC

Tape
T ape

notes
notes

31

AC

Tape

notes

32

IC

33
34

CF
AC

3 /6 /9 9
AO
N E E ngland
4 /6 /9 9
A O M idlands
1 0 /6 /9 9 N England
1 0 /6 /9 9
A O N England
11/6 /9 9
A O N England
1 1 /6 /9 9
P L iverp ool
1 6 /6 /9 9 OU
2 8 /6 /9 9
hom e o f in terv iew ee
SW England

35

AC

36

AC

37

PV

First m eetin g w ith F C a s C r it ic a l
F r ie n d after his w ithd raw al from
the Steering group
M eetin g w ith B C about m y research
and sp ec ifica lly h ow to in v o lv e
C&YP
M eetin g with M W , S B and contract
m anager from O U to w ork on
contract
M eetin g w ith G N to p lan a ctiv ity
sessio n w ith W ed n esd ay L unch Club
for h o m eless you ng p e o p le
Interview w ith m em ber o f SM T
Interview w ith m em ber o f SM T
C onversation w ith B J ab out p ro ject
work and plann in g o f in v o lv e m e n t
o f C& YP in my research
C onversations w ith p ro ject w orkers
in v o lv ed in d ifferen t asp ects o f
C & Y P ’s participation
Interview w ith m em ber o f SM T
Interview w ith m em ber o f SM T
Interview with m em ber o f SM T
S essio n w ith W ed n esd ay lu nch club
you ng peop le, G N and other T C S
project workers and v o lu n teers on
understandings o f p articipation,
u sin g cut outs and p ictu res
A t invitation o f B J I a cco m p a n ied a
group o f you ng p eo p le and TCS
project sta ff for a d a y ’s m ountain
biking. T his w as the fin a l e v e n t in a
p iece o f work w ith a ‘cau tion w ith
support group’ o f y o u n g o ffen d ers.
M eetin g w ith G J on return from
m aternity lea v e to d isc u ss research
and TCS d evelop m en ts
C onversation w ith K L about his
action research approach to w ork
with youth ju stic e
Interview w ith Program m e M anager,
PM
Interview w ith P roject L eader
Interview w ith S o cia l w ork m anager

Tape n otes
Tape n otes

Interview w ith D iv isio n a l S o c ia l
W ork M anager
C onversation w ith J T about h o w to 1
in v o lv e C& YP in m y research
j
C onversation w ith C F
1
Interview w ith S o cia l w ork m anager

2 8 /6 /9 9
P SW England

Tape notes

Interview w ith p roject m anager

2 9 /6 /9 9
HQ
1/7 /9 9 L eed s

Tape notes

Interview w ith m em ber o f TCS
D irectorate
Interview w ith L P about J 0 5 w ork

notes

1

Tape

notes
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38

9 /7 /9 9
G uisborough

C onferen ce
in form ation
n otes

G J in v ited m e to attend co n feren ce

on ch ild ren ’s rights arranged by
TCS for lo ca l a g e n c ie s in N E
England
C onversation over co n fer en ce lunch
with H P
C onversation w ith p ro ject leader
and team m em bers about their w ork
and p articipation
C onversation w ith m em ber o f
SW D M T
C onversation w ith m em ber o f
SW D M T

38b

IC

9 /7 /9 9
G uisborough

M y notes

39

PV

11/8 /9 9
P S E ngland

T ap e

n otes

40

AC

1 6 /8 /9 9 HQ

T ap e

notes

41

AC

1 9 /8 /9 9 O U

T ap e

notes

42
43a

CF
A

2 5 /8 /9 9 O U
1 /9 /9 9 P L iverp ool

T ape
n otes

notes

44

AC

T ap e

notes

45

AC

9 /9 /9 9 A O S
L ondon
9 /9 /9 9 HQ

T ape

notes

46

10/9 /9 9
AO E. L ondon

T ap e

notes

47

P V /A
C
IC

14/9 /9 9
H ull

n otes

48
49
50

AC
SG
AC

2 4 /9 /9 9 A O Luton
1 /1 0 /9 9 W
7 /1 0 /9 9 W . England

T ap e notes
T ap e notes
T ape notes

51

AC

8 /1 0 /9 9 HQ

T ape notes

52

A

1 2 /1 0 /9 9 (planning)
4 /1 1 /9 9 , 11 /1 2 /9 9
N e w c a stle
Parish church

M y notes
Prelim inary
an alyses o f
questionn aires

53

AC

1 8 /1 0 /9 9
P L eed s

T ape notes
C opy o f paper by

54

AC

T ape notes

C onversation w ith S W D M T m em ber

55

AC

2 1 /1 0 /0 0
A O W . M idlands
2 5 /1 0 /9 9 OU

Tape notes

C onversation w ith H um an
R esou rces D iv isio n ?? W J

56
57a
57b

SG
AC
IC

2 9 /1 0 /9 9 W
4 /1 1 /9 9 P York
4 /1 1 /9 9 P Y ork

Tape notes
Tape notes
n otes

M W , SB , a n d m e

58

A

9 /1 1 /9 9
L iv erp o o l school

59

P V /A
C
P V /A
C
PV

1 1 /1 1 /9 9 P S W ales

T ape, notes
16 pictures
Photographs
M y feedback
Tape
notes
Tape notes

M eetin g w ith tw o p ro ject w orkers
W F a n d C L to plan sc h o o l a ctiv ity
se ssio n s
C onversation w ith P rogram m e
M anager
C onversation w ith m anager in
fundraising d iv isio n
V isit to TCS A rch iv es S ectio n
C onversation w ith V R
C onversation s w ith TC S p roject
m anagers attending co n fer en ce at
H ull U n iv ersity
C onversation w ith S W D M T m em ber
M eetin g w ith G J a n d B C
C onversation w ith TC S C o u n cil
m em ber
C onversation w ith M arketing and
C om m u nications D iv is io n m anager
B y in vitation o f B J attended 2
m eetin g s o f ch ild ren, y o u n g p eo p le
and adults w orking to g eth er on
research in g C & Y P ’s v ie w s o f their
neighbourhood
Return v isit to co n tin u e
con versation w ith L P

LP

60
61

1 1 /1 1 /9 9 P S W ales
1 2 /1 1 /9 9 P
S om erset

C onversation w ith p ro ject m anager
C onversation w ith J 0 5 p roject
w orkers
A ctiv ity se ssio n w ith year 3 c la s s
(age 7) in L iv erp o o l sc h o o l

C onversation w ith p ro ject m anager
and p roject adm inistrator
C onversation w ith p ro ject m anager
and p roject w orkers
C onversation w ith p roject m anager

Tape notes
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1 6 /1 1 /9 9
S w a n w ick

62

J 0 5 /C h ild ren in
C om m unities
C onference: d etails
and notes
Script, n otes,
feedb ack from
participants,
report w ritten for
con feren ce report
Tape n otes
Tape n otes
Script, tape, 5
p ictures, 10 p h otos,
feedb ack
Tape
notes

63

A

1 7 /1 1 /9 9
S w a n w ick

64
65
66

CF
AC
A

2 5 /1 1 /9 9 O U
5 /1 /0 0 HQ
2 1 /1 /0 0

67

AC

2 7 /1 /0 0
N . England

68

IC

69

SG

2 8 /1 /0 0
N ottin gh am
9 /2 /0 0 OU

70

CF

1 0 /2 /0 0

Tape

71

Letter

F eb to M arch 2 0 0 0

letter
paper
4 w ritten resp onses

72

A

2 1 /2 /0 0
W

73

A

2 0 /3 /0 0
P
N ew ca stle

74a

AC

74b

IC

75

A

76

A

3 1 /3 /0 0
AO N E England ■
3 1 /3 /0 0 AO NE
E ngland
0 3 /0 4 /0 0
(telep h o n e)
2 3 /3 /0 0 (planning)
HQ
2 6 /4 /0 0
(evalu ation )
W

notes
Tape (part)
4 (rich) p ictures
N otes, script, report
for TC S, 3 (rich)
pictures, tapes o f
individual
in terview s
M y notes

A ttended co n feren ce as participant
and as group facilitator

J o in t p r e s e n ta ti o n w ith n e w
d e v e lo p m e n t m a n a g e r f o r in v o lv in g
C & Y P in g o v e r n a n c e o f T C S

C onversation w ith SM T m em ber
A ctiv ity se ssio n w ith 10 year 7
children (a g e 10) in L iverp ool
sch o o l
In terview w ith TCS d ev elo p m en t
m anager (y o u n g p e o p le m a n a g e r
in v ite d to m e e t m e d i d n o t c o m e )

M y notes
Tape notes
Part transcript
notes

M y notes
M y notes
preparatory notes
and script, report to
TCS and y ou n g
p eop le based on
p articipants’ notes

0 6 /0 4 /0 0

77

78

A

79
80

CF
CF

0 6 /0 4 /0 0
C on feren ce centre
C heltenham
2 8 /4 /0 0 OU
1 6 /6 /0 0 O U

presentation script
notes
Tape, n otes
Tape notes
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C onversation w ith B C about TCS
changes
6 m onthly steerin g group m eetin g
attended by all m em bers. TCS
fin an cial crisis, redundancies.
Issu es in letter to be sent out re m y
research
Letter I sent out to all th ose in TCS
w ith w hom I had had co n v ersa tio n s,
to say thanks you , to offer four
q uestions re participation and T C S ,
and en clo sin g a short paper on the
theory behind m y researching
A ctiv ity se ssio n w ith y ou n g p eo p le
and TCS sta ff about their w ork in g
together on p o lic y m aking
F acilitated the evaluation o f
research by four you ng p eo p le into
aw areness o f you ng p eo p le in their
neighbourhood o f A rticle 12 o f the
U N C onvention
i
C onversation w ith G J a n d p roject
m anagers about ch an ges in TCS
C onversation with G J
C onversation w ith B C to plan
C ritical R ev ie w o f research
F acilitation o f the re v ie w day o f TV
p o licy d ev elo p m en t, planned w ith
TCS SW D M T m em ber and sta ff in
m eetin g at HQ - 4 you ng p eo p le, 3
project sta ff and 3 sta ff from TCS
HQ.
O bserving presen tation o f research 1
into organ isation al learning and
participating in the d iscu ssio n and
contributing
|
P resentation o f m y research to
SW D M T and in vitation to draw rich
pictures o f TCS
1

A p p en d ices

2 7 /6 /0 0
F rien d s’ M eetin g
H o u se, L ondon
2 8 /9 /0 0 L eed s

preparatory n otes
P articip an ts’ notes

SG

1 9 /1 0 /0 0 O U
1 /1 1 /0 0 W C hildren
in C om m unities
C on feren ce (J 0 5 )

T ape notes
notes

CF
OU

3 /8 /0 1

T ape notes

81

A

82

IC

83
84

85

M y notes
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C ritical re v ie w o f m y research to an
in vited group o f 12 p eo p le from
TCS and the O U
C onversation w ith L P about
C & Y P ’s p articipation as sp iritu ality
L ast m eetin g o f steerin g group
A nnual TCS co n feren ce for
m anagers and p roject w orkers in
Children in C om m u n ities
program m e
M eetin g w ith critica l friend
fo c u ssin g on p ersp e ctiv es on the
C IN group and the m eth o d o lo g y o f
m y researching

A pp en dices

Appendix 3 Data sources - documents
Appendix 2.2 lists the internal or unpublished, or locally circulated documents
that were available or given to me at research events or subsequently sent to me.
These are linked to relevant research events, for example those relating to or in
which I obtained the document. Published or public sources such as books and
journal articles, TCS annual reports and publicity material are included in the
bibliography of the thesis.

Appendix 3.1
in TCS
D o c no.
DM 1
DM2
DM3
DM4
DM5
DM6

DM7
DM8
DM9

D M 10
D M 11
D M 12
D M 12

My reports and other writing for peopie

D o cu m en t title and date
M y curriculum vitae w ritten for the first m eetin g w ith Steering Group, in clu d in g
c h o ic e s m ade and d iffic u lt tim es February 1998
M etaphors and R esearch: short paper for m eetin g o f J 0 5 m anagers group, M ay
1998
The O pen U n iversity Research: P articipation, m etaphors, sy stem s, learning:
short paper distributed at J 0 5 co n feren ce 1998
O utline o f m y current thinking and prop osed research activ ities for d is c u ssio n by
the C ase Studentship A ctiv ity Group January 1999
R eport on the F irst Y ear o f the R esearch: report for S teering Group m eetin g
February 1999
R esearch w ith The C hildren’s S ociety: in form ation about the research in clu d in g
research q u estion s sent out w ith letters req u estin g in terview s and v is its, M arch
to D ecem b er 1999.
Ideas for In volvin g Children and Y ou n g P eo p le in the R esearch: d iscu ssio n
d ocum ent June 1999
R efle ctio n s on in terview s and project v isits: report for m eetin g w ith steerin g
group m em bers O ctober 1999
PhD P articipation R esearch with The Open U n iv ersity and The C hildren's
S ociety: thank you letter to in terv iew ees and p roject v isited in clu d in g four
q u estion s arising from my research (sen t out in February 2 0 0 0 )
Paper on the con stru ctivist ep istem o lo g y o f the research (February 2 0 0 0 )
i
Ten p oin ts about m etaphors and participation (for distribution at J 0 5 co n fer en ce
N ovem b er 2 0 0 0 )
j
S om e d ifferen t applications o f m etaphor theory in the participation o f ch ild ren j
and you n g p eop le (for distribution at J 0 5 co n feren ce N ovem b er 2 0 0 0 )
|
L etter o f in vitation to the C ritical R ev ie w D ay and short paper on the
d evelop m en t o f the research June 2 0 0 0

Appendix 3.2 TCS Internal Documents about TCS as
an organisation
D o c no.
D1

D2
D3

D ocu m en t title and date
The 1 9 9 8 A c tio n P la n s, setting out Ju stice O b jectiv es, action plans and targets |
for each p iec e o f planned work in TC S, in clu d in g g lossary o f terms (w ith
(
introductory letter from C h ief E x ecu tiv e dated 1 March 1998, receiv ed by m e in
S eptem ber 1998)
S ta f f D ir e c to r ie s, sp ec ifica lly ed ition s dated O ctober 1998, July 1999,
D ecem b er 1999 and June 200 0
W hy do w e need standards?’: short paper a v a ila b le at J 0 5 co n feren ce 1998
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D4

D5
D6
D7
D 7a

D 7b
D 7c

D 7d
D 7e

D 7f
D8
D9
DIO

R e o r g a n is a tio n o f m a n a g e m e n t o f S o c ia l W o r k D iv isio n J a n u a r y 1 9 9 9 (m em o
from d irector o f so cia l w ork dated 19 O ctober 1 9 98, lis t o f ap poin tm ents and
chart o f new structure)
S o c ie ty B r ie fin g , a m onthly n ew sh eet from the S o cie ty M an agem ent Team
(SM T ) sent out to all o ffic e s and p rojects in TCS
Church Strategy Paper
T h e C orporate Plan: A fresh v isio n for the future 1 9 9 9 -2 0 0 2 (A u g u st 1 9 9 9 ) and
a sso cia ted docum ents con cern in g organ isation al change;
N o te o f appreciation to all staff: e-m a il sent out to all TCS sta ff by th e D irector
o f O perations concerning the w ork shop s on the corporate plan 1 9 9 9 -2 0 0 2 and
organ isation al d evelop m en t o f TCS (23 Septem ber 1999)
Sum m ary D ocu m en t o f Corporate Plan (29 O ctober 1999)
S o c ie ty B r iefin g - S p ecial E dition: T he C orporate Plan and O rgan isation al
D ev e lo p m e n t sent out by SM T and co n cern in g the sum m ary d o cu m en t (11
N ovem b er 1999)
T he S o cia l W ork D irector and the M an agem ent o f S o cia l W ork: A G reen Paper,
circulated in TCS (19 January 2 0 0 0 )
D raft B r ie fin g sent out by SM T in resp o n se to '‘c o n fu s io n a n d d is m a y “ ca u sed
b y the Sum m ary D ocum ent, “th a t w a s n o t r e m o v e d b y th e S p e c ia l B riefin g " ' (21
January 2 0 0 0 )
Future S o ciety: W orking together to d eliv e r our corporate plan (n e w slette r from
H R D iv isio n about im plem en tation o f the corporate plan - o n e iss u e A pril 2 0 0 0 ).
In sid e out n ew sletter for TCS sta ff (Septem ber 1999; M arch 2 0 0 0 , M ay 2 0 0 0 )
T alk in g Shop N ew sletter South East R eg io n (about fundraising. A utum n 1999
R ole A n a ly sis Q uestionnaire and accom p an yin g letter from H R D irecto r for
re v ie w o f rew ards structure (2 8 /1 /0 0 )
S ee also [K ennedy, 1998 # 1 0 6 0 ]; [G ould, 2 0 0 0 # 1 0 4 8 ]; [A dam s, 2 0 0 1 # 1 6 5 1 ]

Appendix 3.3 Documents about TCS C IN /J05/C h ild ren
in Comm unities Programme
D Jl
D J2
D J2

DJ3
DJ4

DJ5

D J6

DJ7

C IN Group P resen ters’ notes from p resen tation o f the CIN Group w ork to the
S o cie ty M anagem ent Team 18 February 1997
Draft national ou tcom es N ovem ber 1999
The C hildren ’s S o c ie ty ’ M y V o te C ounts T oo C am paign in form ation sh eet (an
o n lin e survey for children and y ou n g p eo p le about their en v iro n m en t O ctob er
1999 to January 2000)
C hildren ’s participation and im provin g our dem ocracy: m em o from Program m e
M anager to Head o f Planning (2 4 /4 /1 9 9 9 )
Program m e and contract for the p ro cess o f recruitin g the co -o rd in a to r for
in v o lv in g children and you ng p eo p le in the d ecisio n -m a k in g o f T C S (M ay
1999)
It’s not fair: young p e o p le ’s re flec tio n s on ch ild ren ’s rights: report by C arolin e
W illo w on research on you ng p e o p le ’s p ersp ectiv es on im p lem en ta tio n o f the
U N C onvention on the rights o f the C hild (2 0 0 0 )
C hildren and Y oun g P e o p le ’s P articipation in T heir N eig h b o u rh o o d s and
C om m unities A nnual C onferen ce R eport N ovem b er 1999 (distribu ted in M ay
2000)
Children in C om m unities Program m e A nnual C onferen ce N o v em b e r 2 0 0 0
‘Snakes and Ladders: Barriers and op portu nities for ch ild ren ’s p a rticip a tio n in
their co m m u n ities’ (M ay 2 0 0 1 , p ages unnum bered)

See also [M aiteny, 1997 #700]; [Gabriel, 1998 #1337];[B adham , 2001
#1687]
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Appendix 3.4 Material from projects about their
practice, listed by project
P roject location .

T itle

LDl

B righ ton
L eed s

LI

L iverp ool

First Stop K eep ing S a fe P roject A nnual R eport 1 9 9 6 -9 8
B e lie f in their N eigh b ourhood : R eport on a P ilo t Study
Autum n 199 9 -S p rin g 2 0 0 0 (draft)______________________
P oem s from L iv erp o o l 8 C hildren ’s R esearch Group 19951996
C hildren’s N ew s S p ecia l E d ition July 1997
Proposal for Future TCS W ork in L iv erp o o l, R eg io n 3,
R eport to D iv isio n a l O perations Group (9 July 1998)
L iverpool C hildren ’s Bureau F ea sib ility Stu dy (13 January

D o cu m en t
referen ce

L2
L3
L4

2000 )
L5

LOI

L ondon

L02
Ml
M2

M anchester

M3

M4

M5

M Tl

M erthyr T yd fil 1

M T2
M T3

MD
N1

M iddlesborough
N ottin gham 1

N2

N3
R1

R2
R3

Rotherham 1

_

C itizens N ow : A R eport into C h ild ren ’s P articipation in
L iverpool (D o es the C ity need a C h ild ren ’s Bureau?)
(received January 2 0 0 1 )_______________________________ _
Children and N eig h b o u rh o o d s in L ondon Program m e
Annual R ev ie w 1997
L isten in g to C hildren and Y ou n g P eo p le (paper p resen ted at
J 0 5 co n feren ce 19 9 8 )__________________ ____________________
Safe in the C ity co n fid en tia lity p o lic y
Safe in the C ity equal op portu nities p o lic y
Child Prostitution: p rotection not p ro secu tio n - article
published in In sid e Out (TCS sta ff p u b lica tio n ) O ctober
1996
Running the Risk: b riefin g paper su m m arisin g fin d in g s o f
TCS national research con cern in g children and you ng
p eop le w ho have run aw ay from hom e and are liv in g on the
streets (fu ll report p u b lish ed by TC S in 1998)______________
L eaflets: Y oun g p eo p le w ho runaw ay or are on the street;
W ill a child or you ng person you know go m issin g this
w eek?
V ideo: K ids in B e d lin o g (undated, receiv ed N o v em b er
1999)___________________________________________________
The C hildren’s S erv ices Plan 1 9 9 7 -9 8 M erthyr T yd fil
C ouncil
Peer M ediation: A Training M anual for Primary S c h o o ls
com p iled by The C hildren ’s S o cie ty in M erthyr T y d fil
(undated, received N o v em b er 1 9 9 0 ___
C hildren in C om m u nities North E ast - in form ation le a fle t
An Ideal W orld (evalu ation q uestions for children and
you ng p eop le in v o lv ed in ‘ideal w orld e v e n t’ co n su lta tio n ) i
C hildren’s R ights W orksheets: “S om e alien s have lan ded ir
N ottingham . There are no children w here they com e from .
T h ey ’re trying to find out what it ’s lik e b ein g a ch ild in
B ritain”
A ll about you: q uestionn aire for children about th e m se lv e s
and the TCS p roject and the p eo p le w ho w ork there________ I
L isten to Y oung P eo p le in Rotherham : A Sum m ary o f the
needs and rights o f y ou n g p eo p le by Jeanne B ain, T he
C hildren’s S o ciety (Report: 1996)_________________________
Y oung P e o p le ’s Charter o f P articipation (p ilo t ed itio n 199<
9, and final published version distributed in TCS in 2 0 0 0 ) |
Y oung P eo p le and D o m e stic V io le n c e in R otherham
(Report: M arch 1999)
________________________
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W1

W e sse x

W2
W3
Y1

Y ork

Y2
Y3
Y4
Z1
Z2
Z3

Z4

Others

J 0 5 W ork at the C hildren’s P articipation P roject W essex
(paper from J 0 5 co n feren ce 19 9 8 )
In v o lv in g children and y o u n g p eo p le in action research short paper by R ach el Grant and Jim D a v ie s
E thical Statem ent R egarding R esearch and R esearch
R eports (June 2 0 0 0 )
‘L isten in g to children; the v o ic e o f d isa b led y ou n g p e o p le ’
short paper distributed at J 0 5 co n feren ce 1998
Take 10 (A u dio Tape)
Inform ation about PA C T
E valuation R eport on S ch o o l C oun cil at N o rth field S ch o o l
(M arch 1999)
The N ew sle tte r F am ily P la cem en t P roject, B illin g h a m
(sum m er 1999)
The T ransitions Project (Southport): E th ics, R esearch and
P ractice L earning (paper presented at J 0 5 co n feren ce 1 9 9 8 )
The C hildren ’s S o ciety E d ucational R eso u rces: V icto ria n
H istory E ducation R esou rce Pack: KS 1 (1 9 9 9 ) (from J 0 5
con feren ce 1999)
The C h ild ren ’s S o ciety in T elford Inform ation b o o k let
G99!%

Appendix 3.5 Unpublished or unreferenced papers
about practice developm ent and research
DUl

R efle ctiv e P ractice and A ctio n R esearch (July 1999) s h o r t p a p e r f r o m S o c ia l

DU2

The d evelop m en t and evalu ation o f in n o v a tiv e p ractice w ith in the C h ild ren ’s
Society: p rogress to February 2 0 0 0 (February 2 0 0 0 ) a r e p o r t o n th e w o r k o f a

W o rk D iv is io n a l M a n a g e m e n t T ea m

r e s e a r c h e r f r o m U n iv e r s ity o f B a th w ith th r e e T C S p r o j e c ts

DU3

DU4
DU5

‘The urban p ractitioner and participation in research w ithin a streetw ork
co n tex t’: draft paper by R oger A dam s and A ndy M cC u llo u g h (July 1 9 9 9 ) sen t
to m e for com m en ts, and R oger A d a m s’ n otes for p resen tin g the paper
Participation in d ecisio n m aking: a research report by D a v e W ile s (research er)
distributed in TCS in 1999
‘A P ractition er’s T a le’, draft paper by Pam L yth e, p roject w orker in L e ed s sen t
to m e for com m en ts A ugu st 1999
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Appendix 4 Annotated Statement of Ethics and
Principies in Researching with Children and
Young Peopie
1. The views and voice of children and young people are of equal value to that of
adults involved in this research.
This is similar to [Grundy, 1998 # 1 6 0 2 ] "s ‘parity p r in c ip le ’ which is about
equality between researchers and other participants in action research. I did not
want children and young p e o p l e ’s views to be in a ‘special corn er’ o f the research
or in some other way different [DM7].

2. The researcher will respect the experiences and views that all others bring to
the research, including children and young people, and will respect the
differences between them and the researcher, for example in age and ethnicity.
Respect does not imply agreement. I drew on the idea o f domains o f knowledge
and experience.

3. The methods used in the research, including the way that things are written
down and said, will be chosen so that everyone is included. Methods will
include sharing and making stories through activities, pictures and drawing as
well as talking and writing. The researcher will ask for, and act on, feedback
about whether people feel included, because this is a very important part of
her learning.
I wanted my researching to be a participative experience f o r all o f us who were
involved.

4. Children and young people’s involvement in this research is separate from,
and will not directly affect, any other involvement they may have with The
Children’s Society’s projects.
5. Nobody will be involved in the research without their informed consent. This
means that everyone knows:
• they can choose not to participate
• they can withdraw at any time
• what they must do if they choose to participate
• what will happen to the information that they give while they are involved in
the research
This list reflects three o f [Homan, 1991 # 1 6 1 2 ] ’s fo u r elements in informed
consent; information (also in point 7), comprehension, and voluntarism. The
fourth element ‘com peten ce’ is covered in point 3. [Roberts, 1993 #1611]
particularly stresses the importance o f the ability to withdraw f o r children and
young people.

6. All information will be regarded as confidential. It will not be used so that
people can be identified, without their recorded agreement.
There are only two situations when information might be shared with some
one else without this recorded consent.

Appendix

4-22

A p p en d ices

• Firstly, the researcher as student, might talk to her two supervisors about
particular interviews and experiences to help her own learning.
The
supervisors and researcher will regard this discussion as strictly confidential.
• Secondly, all people have a right to be protected from harm. If the researcher
believes from what she hears or sees that anyone might be in danger or is
being abused, then she will take action. For children and young people this
will mean telling someone working for The Children’s Society, usually the
project manager, with the knowledge of the children or young people
concerned.
Because confidentiality is always bounded, I wanted to be as explicit as possible
about when I would, as a matter o f course, share information. The secon d point
was especially important f o r TCS managers and practitioners and their duty o f
care and protection with regard to the children and young people with whom they
are working.

7. Those involved, including children and young people, have a right to know
what happens to the information they provide through their involvement in the
research. The researcher will report back on what she has learned to all those
involved and invite further comments.
1 did report back in terms o f my own learning and invite comments, but d id not
receive any.

8. The research is expected to help The Children’s Society to improve practice
and the researcher in getting a PhD. However not everyone directly involved
in the research may benefit from it. This might particularly include children
and young people, who are growing up and who may only have a very short
connection with The Children’s Society. To thank them for their involvement
they will receive a gift. This will be negotiated with each group and will
usually be some stationery or chocolate or gift vouchers, or whatever is most
appropriate.
O f all the points, this was the one that generated most interest and difference in
responses. I saw this as a principle o f reciprocity that specifically recognises the
difference between the adults and children involved in the research. For adults,
involvement in the research was either included in or an optional extension o f
their work f o r TCS. This was not the case f o r children and young pe o p le who
might not expect to get anything out o f the research at all. There are a range o f
different views and practices. [Holmes, 1998 #958] disapproves o f person al gifts
but distributes sweets. [Mahon, 1996 #863] supports the giving o f gifts in this
way but not that this should be mentioned beforehand. [Thomas, 1998 # 7 2 9 ]
decided to p a y children f o r their participation in activity days o f research, but not
f o r individual interviews “any more than [they] did f o r [their] adult s u b je c ts ” (p.
344). I did not see the gifts as an exchange f o r information, but as thanks f o r time
and attention. Those TCS practitioners I worked with supported this.

W hat I did in the p rocess o f drawing this up
I had already w ritten and d iscu ssed w ith others a short paper on the in v o lv e m e n t o f
children and you ng p eop le in the research [D M 7]. This w as to cla rify m y id ea s, and for
p ractitioners w ho w ere h elp in g me to contact you ng p eo p le. The o rg a n isa tio n did not
its e lf have any procedures or code o f eth ics in research w ith ch ild ren. T h e research
agreem ent b etw een m e, the organisation and the Open U n iv ersity s p e c ific a lly in clu d ed a
requirem ent to p rovide a Statem ent o f E th ics, w hich w ould m eet the o r g a n isa tio n ’s le g a l
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re sp o n sib ilitie s and standards towards the children w ith w h om it is w orking, and a
requ irem en t that the research w ould be conducted in a ccord an ce w ith the o rg a n isa tio n ’s
E q u al O pportunity P olicy. In thinking about this I drew on m y p reviou s ex p erien ce o f
research (m ain ly w ith adults), and o f practice (in w h ich co n fid en tia lity is ex p lic itly
r e c o g n ise d to be alw ays q u alified - p oint 6), and from tea c h in g and the u se o f learning
agreem en ts. It w as im portant to me that I w rote on e statem ent, w hich had m eaning for
the ch ild ren and you ng p eo p le, for m e, and for the organ isation , and w hich was
h o m o lo g o u s w ith the research (reflected in p o in t 3). I did not w ant to w rite different
statem en ts attem pting to co n v ey the sam e m ean ing in d ifferen t lan guage and form ats.
N eith er w as this to be a ‘w ish lis t ’. M y in ten tion w as that the statem ent should speak for
both in ten tion s and actions. F in din g the w ords took the m o st tim e.
I read texts about ethics in qualitative research, p articu larly th ose that to o k a critical
stan ce, and used exam p les from their ow n research. Punch (1 9 9 8 ) is particularly h elp fu l,
but others, e.g . R obson (1 9 9 3 ), had surprisingly little d iscu ssio n ).
I look ed at sim ilar
research , particularly a series o f articles in C hildren and S o c ie ty , H ood, K elley et al.
(1 9 9 6 ), Thom as and O'Kane (1 9 9 8 ), M orrow and R ichards (1 9 9 6 ) the w ork o f P riscilla
A ld erso n (A ld erson and G ood ey 1996), participatory research w ith children and you ng
p e o p le (B o y d en and E nnew 1997) and also texts w ritten for practitioners rather than
research ers (G reig and T aylor 1999)and talked to p e o p le w ho had done research with
ch ild ren and you ng p eo p le, w ho gave m e further id ea s for referen ces and about
p rob lem atic issu e s. I look ed at cod es o f eth ics from relev a n t organ isation s (e.g . B ritish
P sy c h o lo g ic a l S o cie ty ), and found som e m ore ex a m p les on the internet (Illin o is
D ep artm ent o f C hildren and F am ily S erv ices), and also m ed ica l research, and issu e s o f
in form ed con sent.
I w rote a draft, based on the p rin cip les o f co n fid e n tia lity , inform ed con sent and then at
the su g g estio n o f my supervisor, I reflected on the assu m p tion s and b elie fs w hich I held
on w h ich this w as based (or the ‘m eta’ eth ics w hich w ere in form ing th ese statem ents) and
rew rote it. I then sent the secon d draft to som e p eo p le I w as w ork in g with and asked for
com m en ts and feedback. T he feedback resulted in som e ch an ges, although these w ere
m ain ly to do w ith the w ording, but also h elped m e in cla rify in g the d ifferen ces b etw een
b ein g a researcher and b ein g an em p loyee, w hich had b een blurred in som e research I had
don e p rev io u sly , and to com e to an understanding o f the statem ent as b ein g about the
relation sh ip b etw een m e as the researcher in v itin g others to jo in m e in the research, and
the ch ild ren and young p eop le (and others) b ein g in vited to jo in . I am now send ing out
the statem ent w hen I am arranging to con tact children and y ou n g p eo p le, and w ill be
in trod u cin g it at the b egin n in g o f in terview s and fo cu s groups w ith children, you ng
p eo p le and adults, and it is still developin g.
O ne o f the m ost taxing q u estion s was w hy I should w rite a statem ent for on ly one group
(ch ild ren and you ng p eop le) with w hom I w as research in g, rather than ev eryb od y. To
co m e to an understanding o f this I returned to som e o f m y earlier w riting about the
research , and the p roposals. T his is reflected in the first p o in t, w hich co m es from an
understanding o f the p osition o f children and yo u n g p eo p le in so c iety .
H o w ev er I
d ecid ed that I w ould write the points in such a w ay that they cou ld b e read as referring to
an yb od y, and I w ould exp lore the m eaning o f this d iffer en ce w ith th o se w ith w hom I was
research in g.
I saw the statem ent as an opportunity to draw a boundary round the
research , w hich w ould be clear to everybody, and to in clu d e what w ould not be included
as w e ll as w hat w ould be (e.g. point 4).
A lm o st all practitioners with w hom I have shared the statem ent have been m ost p o sitiv e
about the last point, w hich m ay be seen as not b elo n g in g in a statem ent o f eth ics.
H o w ev er for m e it reco g n ises the d ifferen ce, w hich is d iffic u lt to ex p ress, b etw een
ch ild ren and adults. It also, lik e points 2 and 7, in d ica tes the d ifferen ce b etw een the
researcher and children and young p eo p le. On re flec tio n , perhaps I should in clu d e a
re co g n itio n o f w here w e are the same (although I do not k now what this m ight be yet).
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Appendix 5 Pictures generated in the research
I am including pictures of all the tw enty-tw o draw ings by children
generated in the research activities and two sets o f rich pictures draw n by
young people and adults:
•

To include other people’s voices in the thesis through their pictures and
stories, alongside my own;

•

To show the diversity of responses to my invitation to draw a picture of
adults and children doing som ething together, and the diversity o f
interpretations of experiences in pictures;

•

To acknowledge the work that was put into them and to say thank you to
those who drew them and those in TCS who issued the invitations w ith
me;

•

Because they were beside me as I w rote the thesis to rem ind me o f good
times and inspire me in the w riting.

The pictures were drawn on large sheets o f paper size A1 or A2 using felt
tip pens. I then had the pictures photographed digitally and also printed out
as glossy photographs. I have subsequently scanned the photographs
electronically, removed from each picture the names of the children except
for those who used their ‘research nam es’ and included in typescript any
description w ritten on the front or back o f the picture.
The effect of these processes is that firstly the pictures appear roughly the
same size. O riginally there was great variety. For exam ple, M who drew
‘football’ folded his paper into four first, whereas A and E used the w hole
sheet for ‘school trip ’. Secondly the background in all the photographs is
pinkish grey instead of white. The colours are less vivid than in the
original pictures. Because of this and the reduction in size, some o f the
detail has been lost particularly in ‘H appy2000’ and ‘duck feed in g ’ and the
rich pictures.
N um bers 1 to 16 were drawn by a class o f year 3 (approx. age 7) children
[58]. Num bers 17 to 22 (and no. 9) were drawn by a group o f ten year 7
(approx. age 10) children [66]. The description w ritten on each picture is
the w ords used by those who drew when they were asked w hat the picture
was about. The ‘nam e’ of each picture was assigned by me in order to
rem em ber and refer to them.

Appendix

5-25

Appendices

"There are lots of adiits and cWldren enjoying a day out in the play park.
There are fish jumping A o u t in the pond æ d the sun is shining like a
diamond star,"

1: Diam ond star
. ,
J
i

K a id b Two achJts and
some cNIdren are in the
pah( feeding the ducks, The
mums and dads have gone
^ P ” out and they are being I
' looked after by friends of
their parents"

J
(t^ - 4
^
'

A

%
2; Duck feeding
This is about a dad and Ws d i d playmg
footba# in a football pitch. There are lots of
children but only one adult The dad was
playing for Scotland and the kids for frigland.
The dad tripped up the boy and got a red
card. The score was 2 al,"

Eus
I

.i

1 ' F o o t b a ll

A n n p n r liv

.

Appendices

TU-

Vt

\ ,7 iXÆ. ■■ cjçQ^" &U- V^ovaXS %.

p e o o -.A
4 0 o r X '.o ù .

p c £ )p .a

o y j-J iX i
O ù . «o
ô f \ , T f o r a . va » . C C K - M ^ a

» aO c x m
'• â A o x 'f i ^

ffS -Q .

'

r,

4; The Funkv H ouse
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5: Six in the park (“children and adults are playing in the p ark ”)

*Thfe is a little girl going to the

park with her mum.

The dad
has stayed in the house,"

6: Going to the park w ith mum (and not dad)
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7; Going to the park w ith mum and
sister

"Mjm and sister are tfling ^«nging) the baby i p saying, "One, two,
three, upP

8: Swinging the baby

"V

9. Sw inging and sliding
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V
C

"Children and acWts are
gohg on hoSday".

10; Going on holiday

A and E ; "This is a s ( W trip. All the children
are lining up to come offthe bus, They are going
into the forest. The bus isinthe background',

«

Î

11 : School trip

A

'X

L' "Mum and kid playing in the rain"

K: "Him, child and child's friend play
in the siai"

12: R ain and sun
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'This is a pub. The adults are drinking
alcohol and smoking and the chidren ans
drinking coke. The p i i is open 24 hours
i-

a day. The pub is called The Dead House',
The pub's phrase is'Happy 2 0 0 0 '" ,------ ^

'

-4 -V
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13: Happy 2000

Î
"Mum and daughter are
skipping together*

14: Skipping together
Having a pretend fight - adults watching and chidren
fighting

15: Pretend fight
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This is about children and
adults ebj eying a day at the park. The mums
are chatting on the bench, there is a pond and a happy sun

uJi.

16: Happy sun

iJK j

W E e in l

17: Adults and children on the Big W heel (celebrating the M illenium )

18: Dad and son playing ‘G oldeneye’
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Sk

19: M ohican
j

l y j j j f i l 6ü

-flCvA

20: N ight: w atching ‘The Bone C ollector’ and being com forted by
dad after a nightm are
21: Day: playing in the park

A

fttw' ^ Vt*'22: W atching ‘B rookside’
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P ic tu re s 23 to 26: “ R ich p ic tu re s of (TV ) policy-making to g e th e r”
These rich pictures w ere draw n by three different groups o f the experience o f
w orking together on policy-m aking in respect o f access to TV by young people
in TCS projects [72], [76]. The top picture was draw n by a group o f three
young people, the m iddle picture was drawn by one young person and two
(young) TCS staff m em bers from the project w here the young people were
based. The bottom tw o pictures were draw n by a group o f two m anagers from
the project and one TCS HQ sta ff member.
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Pictmires 27 to 29: R icîi p ic tu re s o f doing A rtic le 12 research to g e th e r
These rich pictures w ere draw n by three different groups o f the experience o f
w orking together on research into young peo p le’s aw areness o f their
participation rights under A rticle 12 o f the UlSl C onvention on the R ights o f
the Child. The top picture was draw n by tw o project w orkers who were
involved in the design o f the research. The m iddle and bottom pictures w ere
drawn by pairs o f the young people who w ere involved in the design and also
the interview ing and recording o f the research [73].
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Pictures 30 to 32
These are exam ples o f rich pictures I drew to help me make sense o f my
experiences in my research, tow ards the end o f years 1, 2 and 3.
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Appendix 6 Examples of feedback
Appendix 6.1

Letter to W ednesday Lunch Club

This is my feedback to the young people and project w orkers in activity
[24]
To those who were there when I visited on 19 May, thank you very much for
doing the exercises with the pictures and for the discussion and feedback.
(I’m doing research into new ways in which young people can be included (if they
want to be) in their community, and their voice heard by people who make
decisions, and how they can become decision-makers themselves. At the start of
this. I’m collecting different ways of thinking about joining together and sharing.)
This is to tell you some of the things I learned in the session, and to ask for
any m ore com m ents from you, if you have them.

Pictures of different p eo p ie : what could they be doing together ?
I put your answers under rough headings to check out with other people
and to add to.

‘Being’ the same
One o f the things that has co m e up in
my research is that so m e p eo p le se e
that in order to w ork together,
a d u lts need to get so m eth in g out o f it
for th em selv es
but that w hat y o u n g p e o p le need is
fun.

b ein g in film s, featuring in m agazin es
b i-sexu al
in an advert for cam el cigarettes b ecau se
th e y ’ve got the hump

all tarts, all models
in prison

W orking’ at the same thing together

D o you agree w ith this and that in
order to w ork together :

trying to understand Hugh Grant and friend
Y oun g p eo p le need to have fun

starting a women’s clu b
Y es

team m em bers

No

□

A dults need to get so m eth in g out o f
it for th em selv es
Y es
□
No
a

Enjoying the same thing
orgy
cocain e
having a laugh
ta lk in g /so cia lisin g
sport

A ny com m en ts ?

Aiming at the same thing (for
themselves)
•
•
•
•

□

glory hunters
sh ow in g w hat they are good at
p osing
racing
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W ays o f sh arin g things: I asked for ideas about different things that could
be shared. A t the moment I ’m still collecting these and what each one means
for how people behave towards each other. This is what you suggested
sharing the same family
sharing a bed (good and bad)
a toilet
a toot
sharing music (can’t do this with a deaf person or someone who doesn’t like
it)
sharing knowledge
sharing information
sharing your love
sharing the earth
sharing views
sharing daylight
sharing a bank account (would you do this with anyone ? Could be a wife or
someone you trust. Children have to share an account with someone in the
family)
sharing your germs
a teacher
The last question I asked was w hat do you think should be done to m ake
sure that young people have a voice and are listened to.
(Som eone suggested doing away with the police but not everyone agreed.)
If you have any more ideas. I ’d really like to know them , and include them
in w hat I write. This will be for The C hildren’s Society, but also for
conferences and (I hope) books.
Comments:
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Appendix 6.2

Letter to Mr. G's class

This is the text of the letter I sent to thank the children who w ere involved
in activity [58] - M r. G ’s year 3 class.

Dear Everybody,
L and I came to see you a month ago, on November 9,to find out what
you thought about people doing things together.Thank you very
m uch indeed for the pictures and the photographs and your ideas. I'm
sending the photographs back to Mr. G, but I hope it will be all right if I
keep the pictures you drew until after the Christmas holidays. I'm
,hoping to use some in m y book, but don't know how to do it at the
moment. There's also a copy of the tape - but it's difficult to hear what
people are saying because of the noise.
I learned m any things about participating and children and adults
doin g things together from you:
• D oing things together is good because
> you can get help w ith questions,
> you can do things faster,
> you have com pany,
> you can make new friends together,
> if people are fighting if som eone else is there they can
stop the fight,
> if som eone is upset or feelin g sad or crying you can go
and ask them to play w ith you,
> if som eone is a friend they are helping you and y o u can
share their love.
• You said the differences betw een children and adults are that
children are sm all and adults are big (and you sh ow ed this in
the pictures), and adults can do som e things that children can't
(go to pubs and drink beer (and this w as clear in one of your
pictures), and drive cars) and they know more.
• W hen you think of doing things together, you think of the place
w here it happens, and this is im portant. For exam ple, lots of
people drew pictures of adults and children together in a park,
and other pictures were about p eop le together in a pub, or a
club, or a football pitch, and there w as lots of detail in the
pictures about this (whether the sun w as shining, or it w as
raining, or there w as a rainbow, w hat w as in the p laygrou n d ,
w hether there were ducks on the p on d , the nam e of the pub
and the club and w hat they looked like, the flags at the football
ground).
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•

D oin g som ething together doesn't have to include a lot of
action, or even m uch talking. People can just be w alk in g in the
park, or havin g a drink or a m eal, or just b ein g together. But it
can also be about doing som ething very active, like skipping, or
p layin g a sin gin g game or jogging or p layin g football or going
on holiday. This m ight be different for different p eop le. W hen
you w ere draw ing the pictures, som e p eop le m oved around
and talked a lot more than others.
• In m ost of your pictures, and in your stories about the favourite
things you do w ith people, the adults w ere m um s and dads
(not friends, aunts and uncles, teachers and so on).
I w ill ask
the next group of children I talk to about this - about the
difference betw een doing things w ith m um s and dads and
other adults.
• It is difficult to know w h at to call adults w h o com e into the
classroom , w h o aren't teachers or parents. Because w e aren't
teachers, L and I thought w e'd like to be know n by our first
nam es, but everyone (except Mr. G) called us "Miss"! We didn't
m ind this - it rem inded us w e were in school - but 1 think w e
felt w e should behave like teachers, until L got everyone to
sh out their nam es at the end.
I hope everyone has a good time in the Christmas holidays.
Yours sincerely

Marion Hebne
PS Thanks also to Mr. G and to Mrs. S (apologies if I have her name
wrong) for all their help.
cc. L , T h e C h ild re n 's S ociety
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Appendix 7 Two ways of describing project
work
The first extract is a report on the participation w ork o f a regional team
taken from the ‘Outcom e Data Sum m ary’ o f the TCS perform ance review of
the Children In Com m unities Program m e 1996-1999 [DJ6]. The D ata
Sum m ary was distributed in M ay 2000.
The second extract is the transcript o f part o f m y research conversation w ith
a project leader from this regional team concerning one o f the pieces o f
w ork reported in the ‘Data Sum m ary’ (Supporting Young People) [59/tape].
R eferences to specific places have been rem oved.

Appendix 7.1
Extract A from the ‘Outcome data
sum m ary’ relevant to the work of the project team from
TCS Performance Review 1996 -1 9 9 9 Children in
Communities Programme (J 0 5 )
[Regional Diocesan] Team
M a jo r a c h ie v e m e n ts
•
Funding was secured in 1997 for a new th ree-year Partnership b etw een the ...
D io c e se and The Children's S o cie ty to end on 31 M arch 2 0 0 0 .
• The project w as su cc essfu l in m eetin g its b ud geted in co m e target each year and in
obtaining funding b eyond that target. T his w as attributed to the p ro jec t’s g ood track
record, and carefu lly planned fun din g a p p lication s and n eg o tia tio n s.
•
B u ild in g on the exp erien ce and sk ills gained during the past partnerships and
cap italisin g on netw orks and contacts already esta b lish ed , the project team en ab led
and em pow ered children, you ng p eop le and their fa m ilies to respond to their n eed s.
W orking alon gsid e com m unity groups across three co u n ties, u sin g com m un ity
d evelop m en t techn iqu es to address Justice O b jectiv es 1 and 5, the w ork o f the Team
resulted in [eigh teen projects in three c o u n tie s]...
•
The fruition o f a p roject brought a new or im proved fa c ility that had b een id en tified
and researched by the com m unity. R ecords sh o w ed that p rojects w ere w ell-a tten d ed
and enjoyed com m unity ow nership, resp ect and cred ib ility .
•
The p rocess by w hich this was ach ieved brought about a personal grow th w ith in the
in d ivid u als in v o lv ed , as sk ills, co n fid en ce, and m o tiv a tio n w ere d ev elo p e d .
E valuation s sh ow ed that com m unity groups w ere w ell supported, p ro v id in g an
opportunity for p eop le to be heard w ho had little ex p erien ce o f b ein g liste n e d to
before.
•
C om m unity groups underwent training, gained certific a te s and in so m e ca ses w en t
back into em p loym en t as a result o f the training and co n fid e n c e b u ild in g w ith in the
project.
•
T hroughout the three cou n ties the team w as re sp o n sib le for the p rom otion and
facilitation o f parenting program m es in clu d in g the training o f v o lu n te e r s...
T h is
resulted in th irty-five courses p rovid in g support at every stage o f the fa m ily life
cy c le .
•
E valuation s sh ow ed that the p roject a ch ieved a raisin g o f aw areness w h ich w as
needed b efore a change could b egin .
•
Through a partnership w ith the D io ce se , the p roject d ev elo p ed g ood re la tio n sh ip s
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•

•
•

•

w ith clergy, p arish ion ers and children. T his p rovid ed the p roject w ith a sound basis
for their w ork w ith churches in v o lv in g the application o f p roject k n o w le d g e o f child
care to en su re that ch ildren h ave a g o o d start.
T he p roject also d ev elo p ed con sid era b le exp ertise in in v o lv in g y o u n g p eo p le directly
in d e c isio n m aking and d ev elo p m en t o f fa c ilitie s to m eet their n eed s. T h e p roject
w as su c c e ssfu l in d ev elo p in g yo u n g p eop le's fora, you ng p eo p le's centres and
in crea sin g their participation in d ev elo p in g the n eigh bou rh oods in w hich they lived .
W h ilst w orking a lo n g sid e com m un ity groups to a ch ie v e their aim s, fu n d in g has been
attracted in the range o f £ 6 0 0 ,0 0 0 o v er the past three years.
T o a ch ie v e the ab ove the p roject had one fu ll tim e p roject w orker in [one county]
w ith part-tim e p roject w orkers in [the other tw o]. T he p ro ject’s target is for a full
tim e p roject worker in each C ounty. D esp ite sta ffin g ch a n g es, (tw o n ew team leaders
and tw o n ew p roject w orkers), the project w as proud that the team rem ained
com m itted during a very u nstable tim e both w ithin the team , and w ithin the
C hildren's S o ciety as a w h o le.
T he team expanded to in clu d e four s ta ff m em bers w ho w ere based at the ... F am ily
C entre.

Key learning: systems
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

W hen w orking w ith com m un ity groups agreem ents or contracts needed to be
form alised , so that p rogress could be rev iew ed and an e x it planned.
C om m unity groups can be em pow ered and can p ro v id e quality p ro v isio n for their
com m u n ities. In so d oing, they gain cred ib ility in the e y e s o f the lo c a l authority.
C om m u nity d evelop m en t has the p o ten tia l to tailor-m ake p ro v isio n to suit a
com m un ity's needs, yet, the resu ltin g p ro v isio n can fa il to fit into e x istin g sy stem s.
Thus, e x istin g system s have had to ch an ge to m eet the n eed s o f the com m un ity, for
exam p le, P P laysch em e b en efits children from 1 - 1 6 years old.
T w o satellite projects, [one in C] and Supporting Y o u n g P eo p le in [A ], h ave show n
that the v o ic e o f the you n g person can be heard. Y ou n g p eo p le, in both in stan ces,
w ere in vited to attend m eetin gs o f their resp ectiv e Tow n C o u n cils and to m ake
inform ed com m ents on issu e s arising during the m eetin g s.
Trust m ust be b uilt w ith com m un ity groups b efore progress can be m ade.
M uch can be ach ieved by u sing resou rces w ithin the Church.
C om m unity
d ev elop m en t as a m eans o f a ch iev in g the practical outw orking o f faith is m ore
e ffe c tiv e ly practised w hen clergy p ractice com m un ity d ev elo p m en t w ithin the
Church.
T hroughout the p roject’s com m unity d evelop m en t w ork, it co n tin u a lly ch a llen g ed
system s and structures and encouraged com m unity groups to respond in a sim ilar
m an n er...

Key issues; strategic planning
•

•

F unders needed to appreciate that com m unity d ev elo p m en t is an o n -g o in g p ro cess
w hich it is d iffic u lt to evaluate w ithin a lim ited tim e-sca le. The im pact o f project
w ork w ill be m uch w ider than evalu ation s show , e.g . P arenting - w e can m easure the
num ber w ho attend, and so licit their personal ev a lu a tio n s, but w e cannot readily
m easure the im pact it has on their children and their ch ild ren ’s children.
In a rural area coverin g a huge geograph ical spread it w as u nrealistic to h ave parttim e project w orkers. A large turnover in project w orkers w as in the past related to
part-tim e work and in stab ility o f funding. A turnover o f sta ff has the p o ten tia l to lead
to in stab ility w ithin projects.
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Appendix 7.2 Extract B: A story of participation from
a TCS project leader
My comments and questions are in Italics. This story followed a discussion with
the project leader and the project administrator about the work they did, history
o f project, funding issues, connection with other agencies, especially the Church,
and other projects in TCS.
We’ve got a very nice seaside resort. It became the in thing for the young people
there to hang around the harbour at night. I think they were just hanging around
the street but it became very popular to them, and for the parents from the
surrounding rural areas to actually drop the young people off and pick them up
again. So you’ve got this huge mass of young people on the street, drinking,
drugs, not a lot. It’s just that the town council started saying this is a seaside
resort, ... and you’ve got the sight of the young people on the street. And the
young people maintained the line saying, we’re bored, and the press interviewed
them and they chose the young people that were quite disaffected to interview.
And everyone said, oh typical of these young people.
The local school had been doing some peer led education, and addressing issues
such as alcohol, and it was completely peer led. And they were actually finding
possible solutions. Two issues - young people were putting together packages
they were taking to other schools and this was very successful. There was a lot of
support from the Health Council, and health promotion felt well we are doing as
much as we can inside school, involving young people in decision-making about
issues that affect them. But that’s not good enough. We need to take this
participation, addressing these issues, out into the community. And there’s a real
problem here ... So we need the young people themselves to address this issue.
That’s where we were asked to get involved in this project. So I met with the
head teacher and health promotion and we decided we could get involved. And
our role would be to take the project out into the community.
The first thing I did was to meet with a group of the young people in the school
and asked if they wanted us. They said yes. I said we couldn’t do it on our own.
So we had an open meeting in the school. A lot of professionals came. There was
a lot of support and we had the go ahead then to do a piece of work. There were a
lot of young people outside the peer led education group. I said give me your
names and I’ll write to you and we’ll have a meeting. At that stage the head
teacher said just a minute, they’ve got homework to do on a Monday and
something else to do on a Tuesday, and I realised then it was going to be a bit of a
struggle. But we had our first meeting, but again we were on school premises,
because that’s where the young people wanted to meet. They felt at half past
three they didn’t want to go anywhere else. We had a few meetings in the
community hall, then we went into the common room. They were happier there.
We had a lot of young people - probably 45- 50 a time. It was very difficult to
cope with such large groups.
And I started talking to them and doing exercises and games and trying to find out
what was the problem and it was somewhere safe to go. And I said, there are only
a handful of you here, what about the rest. We had the most articulate people,
because the school wouldn’t really allow me access to anybody else. They said,
yes, we need to find out what they want. So we started putting together a
questionnaire. The young people wrote to a lot of outside organisations asking if
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they’d like to contribute to the questionnaire, to find out what it’s like to be a
young person living in the town. That was the idea of the questionnaire. They
were getting the support of letting them know what was going on, and they chose
the questions they wanted to put in and what they didn’t want to be put in. They
translated the questionnaire. The young people were criticised at a later stage as
to why there were no questions on sex. And I said they didn’t want any questions
based around sexual habits. And there were no questions on healthy eating. But
again that was of no interest to them in their community at the time.
So they put the questionnaire together and it was delivered to every child in the
school by the young people. There was no teacher involvement. First of all they
went to each age group in the school, the young people themselves and then they
delivered the questionnaires and then they took it back. So hopefully we got some
sort of questionnaire that hadn’t been ?.
(So it w asn’t mediated by the teacher or somebody else in authority?).
It was very difficult to make this happen. It took a long time ...to put together the
questionnaire, to get the staff to agree to what we were doing. We had to send
letters home to parents to say this was happening. The head teacher tried to put a
stop to it. She wanted to look through the questionnaire to make sure it was
appropriate. She did want us to take one out about bullying. But we didn’t take
anything out ... We got 600 questionnaires we could work on.
...The young people themselves collected the results and then put them into report
form. But this wasn’t good enough for them. They wanted to present it now to
professionals, they wanted to let them know. And they wanted to do it through
art, dance, theatre. So at this stage I had to bring a lot of professionals in to help.
And we attracted funding that was based on celebrating the neighbourhood, and
we managed to put together a whole week of experience. We brought in a
storyteller, a musician to put together music, a photographer, a dance worker ...
all of whom worked with the young people. And they put together a production
that was called Ts there anybody out there?’ and it was all about the reality of
living on the estate and it was performed to an audience of professionals and non
professionals, the director s of education and social services, health authority,
they all listened. It was extremely powerful, the message that came across. We
got a video. It was very moving. Every single part was an experience that they’d
worked on. It wasn’t a script. There were the skills of the storyteller ... but it had
all come from the young people.
It was wonderful. They were able to tell the community what they wanted. It was
of course a drop in centre and that’s what we are taking forward. We are working
with young people. We brought together a group of adults who will support the
young people through this. And it’s the adults of course who can attract the
funding, but working to the young people’s agenda. We’ve identified a builder.
H e’s great, the young people like him. The building will be leased from the local
authority. But I don’t think any of this would have happened if we hadn’t raised
awareness through the performance and the report. The report has gone out to a
lot of agencies, a lot of people have requested it. It’s been used as part of the
Children’s Services Plan.
... I ’ve moved on from the project. Our project worker’s concentrating on getting
the drop in centre forward. The young people who were involved in the beginning
had moved on so we’ve got a new group and it’s keeping the interest.
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(It’s not something you can ever leave and say, yes w e’ve done that?)
They’ve got links now with the town council and I went to meet the town council
and explained what I was doing and said it would be really nice if young people
could be represented on the town council. They weren’t very happy but they said
well we’ll let it happen. Of course the young people got fed up with going
because it’s really boring. They were put on the very last agenda item, not the
f ir s t... We invited the councillors to the young people’s meetings but they
haven’t taken it up. But I do think there are a lot more people interested, a lot
more people wanting to make contact for research purposes and we have to decide
whether we do it or not. But yes I think definitely they have raised the awareness
of what it is like to be a young person. They went to a European conference in
Belfast, which was quite a learning experience.
(What interests me is this broad development from the original concern that was
picked up by the school)
I think the school didn’t know what they were letting themselves in for. I think
looking back they might not ... they went with it but not willingly. Letters flying
backwards and forwards. [The headteacher] was trying to put a stop to it. I had a
lot of meetings with her and tried to reassure her. This did make newspaper
headlines, the performance. And this was, 50% of young people in the town take
drugs. They picked up on things like that and the school was horrified. They
wanted me to write to the paper and say put an apology. But I said I can’t do that
because if the young people are saying 50% of them have tried drugs at some time
then that’s the truth. Very difficult with the school. Still dodgy relationships, but
we are getting there. A lot of support from the church there, with the vicar being
part of one of those groups.
(It’s interesting that many stories o f participation have an element o f struggle
within them)
It seems a really good idea in theory. They read children should participate more.
They think they’ll do it as a token.
(But this happens in other contexts ... It is almost that you have to have some
difficulty fo r it to be more powerful learningl)
In our case as well, we work with people in communities who may not be
acceptable to other organisations. So there’s a conflict of personalities there,
which seems to take over what we are trying to do. So the chairperson of the
adult support group wasn’t perceived as the type of person that should be in
charge. She was full of life and energy, slightly hippyish, but that’s not the sort of
person they want portrayed as lives in the town. (They wanted a suit!) Perhaps
with a hat on! They said you can’t have this person working with young people
because they say she smokes cannabis. But it’s very difficult because we work
with everybody and if they really believe in young people and want to take their
ideas forward ...
(There are two other things that relate to stories o f participation. One is that i t ’s
located. For example, the school common room. You had a place fo r the young
people to be there. How is it safe fo r them?)
I suppose it was the trust that I built with them. It took a long time. I suppose it
was also that I listened and kept to their agenda. It wasn’t a case you can’t have
that. I spoke to them at the beginning I said there are some things we will not be
able to do because we’ll talk about it and we’ll have to say was this practical, can
we do it, quite realistically. But I think it’s building up trust and finding a safe
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place where they felt comfortable. ... there was something wrong with the
community hall, but the common room was great.
But I became unhappy with the common room because as long as we were on
school grounds the head teacher had control, and I did try to persuade them and
explain why because everything they tried to do socially, they tried to have a
beach barbecue and things like that, the head teacher would say no. I was getting
quite confused here because this was an activity after school and yet the head
teacher had an influence here. S o l said shall we try to take this meeting to
another venue, social services were getting quite interested so maybe they’d let us
have a venue. But it didn’t work.
{ T h a t w a s a c h o i c e in s p i t e o f. I t d i d t o a n e x t e n t w o r k t h e r e .

D i d th ey c a ll y o u by

y o u r f ir s t n am e?).

Yes, we sat on the floor, there were crisps and pop. There was quite a lot of
freedom about the format the meeting was going to take and what we do. I think in
the end we were sitting round a table, we were taking minutes. But in the
beginning they had freedom to decide.
... I think we started with these rules, we should be democratic. ... We are talking
about a long time. They wanted to achieve something. I’d probably make contact
with them every two weeks. I had about 5 different projects going on at different
stages. At the beginning they said they wanted to see me about every two weeks.
Although they had meetings they had others when everybody could turn up. I
can’t quite understand this. Everybody could join but they did have these other
sort of meetings when anybody could come.
( T h a t ’s i n t e r e s t i n g b e c a u s e i t i s a r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t o p e n m e e t i n g s o f t e n a r e n ’t
o p e n re a lly ? )

I was a bit puzzled about that. Every time, how could we have an open meeting?
It did work.
(B u t th e r e is a d if fe r e n c e b e t w e e n s a y i n g e v e r y o n e ca n j o i n a n d h a v in g a n o p e n
m e e t in g w h e n y o u ca n j u s t tu rn u p ? ).

They did have meetings in their lunch hour, but they wanted me to attend as well.
And we had the OK from school to do this and she (head teacher) stopped it.
I had a lot of trust there. They would tell me a lot of things that were going on in
the school. They used to come to the office sometimes. I miss them, but they’ve
moved on now. They’ve grown up. It’s difficult when you meet them in the
street. They’ve probably changed their hairstyle. They know me but ... you don’t
instantly recognise them. Then they are disappointed.
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Appendix 8 Stories of participation (exampies)
Appendix 8.1

Story from programme manager

First example - this didn’t have to be participative... S used to work [in a
government department]. Basically we did a Jim’11 fix it for senior staff from
[two government departments] to go to [two TCS projects]. S came with, this is
what they want to see. My view was clearly there was some negotiation. I needed
to find out what the projects felt and policy issues [about the government
departments]. And what any other issues were. How you make it OK for others,
what’s comfortable for them. A lot of background papers needed to be written.
While we were doing it there was a clear attempt for that to be a participative
process from local people through to project staff through to S and the [civil
servants]. So what would come out of it should be acceptable to both sides. [The
civil servants] would have been keen to meet larger numbers of children but due
to the school day it wasn’t possible in [one project], whereas it was possible in
[the other]. So in [the first project] we took them around the area.... What was
important about it was that we had quite a substantial exchange beforehand that
was mediated and both sides were prepared. The real sense of participation came
when the visits were taking place and afterwards. There was a very awkward
point where young people returned from going round the estate for lunch and it
wasn’t clear how the conversation was going to start, but they [civil servants]
moved around between groups of local residents and it worked very well. And
they came back to a smaller team to sum up the day. In [the second project] they
had a couple of smaller meetings and both worked well because they seemed
prepared and people were able to have an exchange. Another interesting thing [the first project visit] was very much around the table. The sting in the tale that
the project leader had prepared, he’d done a questionnaire about the educational
background of the [civil servants] and that was shared around the project. That
wasn’t itself participative, but it opened up a whole discussion about expectations
and jobs which we were able to follow through. We asked them for their
assumptions about each other and what they would do differently. Apart from a
larger meeting... we’d have liked to have ongoing dialogue, invited reps from
both groups to go up to [the government department] to work on ... policy with
the ... advisers. As a piece of participation, you work with people who have been
excluded and ask them to think through some of the barriers they faced which was
a tremendously participative idea. The value is not only that it’s happened but it’s
potentially an ongoing process. Breaking down stereotypes. Also it’s the idea
that it’s not just local people who need to [change]. It’s a reversal.
(Marion: being able to put yourself in other people’s places, see through their
eyes. It takes courage?)
Yes - watching the teenagers waiting for a meeting. Also everyone had had to
take a long journey to get there. I was fascinated watching parents cramming into
a child’s play room ....
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Appendix 8.2 Mountain biking in Ham m ersiey Forest
(excerpt from my field notes)
BJ, a project leader whom I’d met a couple of times invited me to go with a group
of young people and project workers on a day’s mountain biking in a forest about
45 minutes drive from the city. S o l booked two nights in a hotel near the project
and arranged to meet up with a couple of other people the day after the mountain
biking, and a meeting in Nottingham on my way back south.
BJ had also talked about inviting the TCS Marketing Director, but she didn’t
come. The trip was to mark the successful conclusion of a cautioning group, that
is project work with a group of young people who have been cautioned by the
police for criminal activity. Project workers had been working with the group for
several weeks to develop alternatives and help prevent further involvement in
crime.
There were about 12 young men and 3 young women, four project workers, three
of whom I knew, and me. BJ had told me earlier we weren’t going to stop on the
way because they’d had problems before with the young people taking stuff from
shops - not in a critical way, more like ‘this is how it is’. We were collected with
provisions from several locations by coach. The number of young people who
turned up at collection points was noted with occasional disappointment by BJ.
On the way from the city to the forest, most of the young people gathered at the
back of the coach, the lads on the back seat, excited, joshing. I was apprehensive
about the mountain biking, being overweight and unfit and knowing how silly I
look in a cycle helmet. I was also apprehensive about my failure sometimes to
understand what people are saying and to appreciate whether they were jokes or to
be taken seriously. Because I speak something like BBC English people usually
understand what I say so it’s embarrassing if I don’t understand them. It’s like
thinking you know the way somewhere then it looks a bit different; there is an
assumption when you speak to someone that they will understand, that there will
be a connection. With people who speak differently I feel unaligned at first. I
think M introduced me but I could not remember how he did this. However by the
end of the biking day I was tuned in.
We arrived, we claimed bikes that would do from the hire shop. People started
cycling around madly. A lad and I haggled about a bike. He asked if I was with
them. We put on helmets with varying degrees of resignation. We set off along
the road to the woods, leaving Martin behind to set up the barbecue. It was
starting to rain. We kept more or less together, me and Carol and two of the girls
at the back. The bigger lads cycled on ahead. There was some reminding from BJ
and Carol about how we should stick together and about wearing helmets. The
cycling was fine and it felt really good to be one of a big bunch.
In the woods we caught up with a group of lads and BJ where the path went over a
stream. Some of the lads had got off their bikes and were investigating the stream
and discussing what to do, complaining about the weather. Some were for cycling
down the stream. There were some raised voices. One lad set off down the
stream, but when others didn’t follow he came back and then in twos and threes
everyone set off on the path again. I was intrigued about what had gone on.
There were a couple of other occasions later, one when there was a choice of
routes, and later after we’d eaten and some people were playing cricket in the
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rain, when it looked like some people might go off on their own, and some
arguing. It wasn’t that BJ or the other project workers intervened; in fact they let
everybody get on with it. But somehow the lads sorted themselves out so that
everybody ended up together.
Most of the lads removed their cycle helmets soon after we set off, and were
advised by the (adult) project workers to put the helmets back on. I found myself
in a dilemma, since I was just there for the ride. S o l compromised by just
suggesting lads put their helmets on when they asked me to carry the helmets (as a
few did) rather than accost them.
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Appendix 9 Letter with questions arising from
the research and “Participation Research” Paper
This letter and short paper w ere sent out to fifty people in TCS with w hom I
had had conversations. The letter included a sum m ary o f my appreciation
of the conversation, including the ‘stories of participation’ and em bedded
m etaphors.

TheOpen
University

System s D iscipline
Centre for Complexity am
Change
The Open University
W alton Hall
Milton Keynes
MK7 6AA
Telephone (01908) 274066
Direct Line (01908) 655121
Fax: (01908) 652175
Telex 825061 OUWALT G
Email: M.F.Helme@open.;
Website: h tt p : //w v w tec.open.ac.uk / ccc

Faculty of Technology

Dear «FIRSTNAME»
PhD Participation Research with The Open University and The C hildren’s
Society
I am writing to everyone I have interviewed and talked with in The Children’s
Society to thank you and to tell you briefly what I have been doing since then, and
will be doing in the next year. This is also to invite you to continue the
conversation, and to ask you for your thoughts on four specific questions which
have come up for me from the stories and conversations and observations. The
questions are about participative action in organisations, communities and groups,
and concerning children and young people. I’ve included a paper written to go
with this letter, which outlines the development of my thinking, and the theory
underpinning the research.
What I want to offer in this research is a different way of understanding the
relationship between research and practice and the management of practice, and
specifically a challenge to the idea that reality is ‘out there’. The philosophy and
theory on which the enquiry has been based has been difficult for me to explain in
conversations - my understanding has unfolded in the process of doing the
research. I hope the account in the paper and the questions will continue
conversations and trigger your enthusiasm, in the way they have done for me.
Firstly, I did enjoy and find helpful «INTERVIEWVISIT» «INTERVIEWDATE».
«INDIVIDU AL_COMMENTS ».
j
Since the beginning of the research in 1998 I have interviewed about forty peoplej
in The Children’s Society and met many more, I have also visited about 15
projects, read many documents from projects about practice, and some about the
organisation. Now I’m reviewing what I have learned from this, and recording the
metaphors people have used in stories of participation. There are still some more
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interviews to do with children and young people, and some people I would like to
talk to again, but this should be completed by mid February. For the next twelve
months, most of my time will be spent in writing up the thesis. However I propose
to invite people to some workshops next year to share the methodology and the
learning and especially how these could be moved forward into practice and the
management of practice. (Because of the changes in The Children’s Society it
hasn’t felt right to do this during the last few months).

Question 1: Why is it that practitioners working with others in antioppressive and emancipatory ways so often talk about their own management
as oppressive or disabling or somehow irrelevant?
I came into the participation research with this question out of my own
experience, and it has echoed with what some people have said to me about The
Children’s Society, and with others who work in social work, community
development, teaching. There are many different ways of interpreting this, for
example, in order to make sense of working directly with children and young
people (or people in another oppressed-against group) to get their voice heard, do
adults need to see themselves as somehow oppressed too? Is this to do with how
people (and the organisation) deal with the strong emotions felt by practitioners?
It seems to me that there are some different understandings of the relationship and
relative value of ‘practice’ and ‘management’ and that this may, for example,
affect communication between “management” and “practice”, and whether
messages are heard and acted upon.

Question 2: How can people engage with and develop their own stories of
participation to effectively promote social justice for children and young
people?
The stories that people tell of participation, and the metaphors within the stories about the struggles in sharing of different views, the battles with others to get
children and young people’s voices heard, the journeys of mutual learning, the
freedom of people being able to speak for themselves and the containment of ‘safe
spaces’, are at the same time ways of making sense of past experiences, and
frameworks within which action is taken and future experiences will be
interpreted. Rich stories embody rich understandings and the potential for sharing
and generating new ideas. The richest, most detailed and descriptive stories that
people have told me about participation have usually been about their direct
experience working with children and young people. Not everybody can have this
particular experience, but I would argue that to promote social justice either
directly in communities or through systems and social policy changes needs an
awareness of the rich possibilities of participation, and that this might be
developed through reflection on own experience with other people.

Question 3: Do geographical metaphors have an especial resonance in making
sense of participation?
This question links together several issues. The idea for the research project first
came out of the Child in the Neighbourhood group in The Children’s Society over
four years ago, but for some time it was difficult to connect the work of that group
with where I saw the research going. In listening to people’s examples of
experiences of participating, it has been very exciting to see how many include
geographical metaphors - of place, of landscape, of difficult journeys with hills
and walls to be climbed. In the pictures that children drew me of ‘adults and
children doing something together’, the ‘where’ stands out (parks, football
pitches, under the rainbow, pubs and clubs). A very powerful metaphor of the
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process of participation embedded in some stories is that of ‘putting yourself in
somebody else’s place’. There are echoes with geographic metaphors of
‘displacement’, for example, ‘weeds are flowers in the wrong place’, and
‘unconventional life styles for which there is no place in society are dangerous’.
This may connect with the previous question, as a way of accessing own
experiences of participation. It also needs to be considered alongside other ‘root’
metaphors of participation, for example, as using the senses (different views,
having a voice, being heard etc.) and participation as a battle.
A subsidiary question that arose from my observations is “does participation reach
a plateau?” Once everyone starts agreeing is there is less participation - e.g.
people stop coming to meetings? Does the energy that comes from participation
arise out of the differences between people? If there is too much attention to
getting agreement then is there a corresponding loss of enthusiasm? (There is
more discussion of this in the paper).

Question 4; How can space be found for new metaphors to emerge in
organisations?
A metaphor for organisations is ‘networks of collective action’. The purpose of
management in organisations can be understood as the co-ordination and control
and direction, of the networks and/or the collective action. In the process of
doing the co-ordinating, controlling and leading, certain ways of talking about the
work of the organisation - metaphors and stories, become dominant and
legitimate, and others become marginal, or no longer acceptable. For example,
the Corporate Plan circulated in July this year emphasised that ‘children and
young people are “at the centre” of the Society. Changing job titles is often used
in organisations to bring about rapid change; for example many local authorities
changed the job titles of social workers to community care co-ordinators in the
early 1990s.
The issues for me here are, firstly that I think several metaphors need to be in
play, rather than one or two, because dominant metaphors can be stifling. As is
often said, organisations need to be adaptable and “fleet of foot” in response to
unpredictable and rapid changes in the environment in which they operate. There
needs to be space for new ways of thinking and talking about practice and about ]
management to emerge.
Secondly, there is a particular question about participation in organisations. This
can be seen as a paradox because it runs counter to practices such as hierarchical
decision-making and selective information exchange. Some of the stories of
participation that I have heard are about people doing things together so that
everyone’s voice can be heard, in spite of the efforts of others, either explicitly or
surreptitiously, to control or sabotage the process. This control or sabotage
sometimes involves the exercise of power - for example, so head teachers deny
access to rooms for young people to meet. Often it is institutionalised through
policies and practice, arising from stereotyping children and young people as, for
example, immature or irresponsible, or through a particular understanding of !
“children needing to be children”.
Thirdly, this question evokes for me particular concern about ways of talking
about changes in organisations. How can metaphor makers in powerful position
ensure they meet their responsibility to consider how others might understand the
metaphor? For example, many ways of talking about reducing the number of
employees - as downsizing, right-sizing, re-engineering, restructuring etc. imply
that people are things or objects. Metaphors have implications, but these may be
different for different people. How can people discover differences in their
interpretations of metaphors? It seems to be that this can only be discovered
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through a participatory process. I would also tentatively suggest that sometimes
‘new’ metaphors emerge within a closed group, a sort of ‘hot-house’, which are
difficult for others to grasp and difficult to question because there is no shared
context.
I would welcome your views on these questions, and the paper, or any other
aspect of the research. Please e-mail me at M.F.Helme@open.ac.uk, or write to
the address at the top of the letter.
With best wishes for the New Year, and thanks.
Yours sincerely
Marion Helme

Participation Research
This paper is an outline of my thinking behind the research, and the emergence
of the process of making sense of what I ’ve been learning from talking with
people working for The Children's Society, with some children and young
people, and with others, and from a lot of reading. In the paper I make
connections between participation and learning, discuss research as a sort of
DIY building process, and link this with social justice, within constructivist
philosophy. Finally I connect this with metaphors and stories, as ways in
which we make sense of the jum ble of our experiences, which can lim it our
thinking but also offer new ways of seeing and doing. The ‘stories’ referred to
in the paper are usually examples of experiences of participation that I have
‘collected’ from meeting people during this research project, although some
are from documents too.
This is work in progress! There are many loose ends. This paper is intended as
an invitation for you to think about some of the same issues, to get enthusiastic
about them too, and to continue conversations.
How is participating like learning?
In the research I am working within a constructivist philosophy, and drawing
on ideas from systems theory, from theories of metaphors and stories and from
participative action research. I first became excited about constructivism
because it offered a different way of teaching. So in my university teaching in
the last couple of years I have changed the way in which I use reading and
ideas and methods. Previously I tended to act as if teaching was somehow
about transferring or transmitting ideas and knowledge from one source (texts,
me) to another (students), or about organising student activity. Instead I have
tried to listen to students and invite them to use reading and me and activities
as resources for them to construct their own learning. One metaphor for this
process of helping others learn is ‘scaffolding’ and it’s also described as
‘making learning possible’. This is a struggle, especially in a framework
within which outcomes (numbers of students and pass/fail rates) appear to be
valued more than the process of learning, and with inflexible time constraints.
But it is much more stimulating and engaging, and it’s been encouraging for
students to say in class “now I see what this is about” in actively making sense
of theories through their own experiences, and to have this reflected in
assignments.
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In many of the stories about participation it is talked about as involving
learning, for example developing skills in making decisions and speaking out,
or as a process of learning together, or like learning, as being about change.
The tension between process and outcome is mirrored in some of these stories
too. Some writers on participation, for example some of those writing in a
developm ent context, imply that for participation to be ‘authentic’, it needs to
have a specific purpose, a successful and measurable outcome, such as
presenting a report, setting up a sustainable school council, changing housing
policy etc. At the same time there are heroic stories of community action,
which I would call ‘participative’, which does not achieve its immediate goal,
for example in stopping the building of a road or a dam, or changing
oppressive social policies. Just looking at outcomes often ignores learning,
particularly the learning about yourself, which may come out o f failure or
disappointment as much as from success^. Neither does attention to immediate
outcomes account for the ripple or critical mass effect in the longer term.
Almost all the teaching I do now includes reflective practice, either as the
module theme or in the assessment criteria. A question often used to test
students’ learning at the end of the course, and their commitment to put it into
practice, is, “W hat would you do differently now?” This has had some pitfalls;
legitim ate responses could be, “nothing, because what I ’m doing is OK”, or
“avoid getting into difficult situations”.
From my understanding of
constructivism I now have a'm ore useful question to evaluate learning and
uncover the process, which is “what alternative choices for action are available
(to you) now?” This draws on the ethic of constructivist philosophy, ‘create
possibilities’. In thinking of participation as learning, a similar question could
be equally helpful in evaluating practice that aims to ‘make participation
possible’, for example “what possibilities for action have been generated for
(you and) others through this work?”, “what doors are open that were closed
before?” (remembering that before you can open a door, and before you go
through it, you have to see it as a door, not just a wall decoration). I suggest
that this question should be used in evaluating changes in social and
organisational policies too.
How is research like do-it-vourself construction?
Discovering “constructivism” as a researcher has also been liberating and
exciting and difficult. My first experiences of research were about translating
local “social problems” into numbers in order to obtain resources for a
solution. However this sort of approach really became unstuck in researching
an MBA project on developing a marketing strategy for a local authority
Human Resources unit, which was required to “operate on a trading basis” andsomehow become independent. Most classical marketing texts and research!
were based on a logical-positivist paradigm, on a linear model of a series of
steps. This was little help in a situation in which, for example, nobody knew^
how much anything cost, the term ‘custom er’ aroused some strong negative
responses, no-one was quite sure who the customers were, and the customers
^ A m on g the q u estion s ou tside the sco p e o f this paper is the lin k b etw een spirituality and
the exp erien ce o f participating. M y current thinking is that the co n n ectio n b etw een
in v o lv em e n t w ith others and se lf-k n o w le d g e , and the ‘spiritual appreciation o f
w h o le n e s s ’ w ith w hich system s thinking b egin s m ay illum in ate this lin k , but w ould
w e lc o m e further ideas.
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refused to behave like customers (they kept asking the HR unit what thev
wanted and they didn’t have any money anyway).
N either did the
recommended scientific and objective research methods allow an account of
my own personal investment in the future of the HR unit, and how I and the
others involved were struggling in the endless meetings to make sense o f what
was happening together, and our mixed feelings of loss, fear and hope. The
expectation of the HR managers of my research was that I should find the
“prescriptions” in the outside world (how other people did it). I observed that
although these were listened to politely, they were never taken any further. A
discussion might start but was then hijacked by the old interpersonal and
intersectional rivalries, blaming of others, and so on^.
This experience was recalled powerfully in the paradoxes which have emerged
in the conversations in the ‘participation research’, for example:
>

participation means not having to participate;

>

participation is about being free (unbounded) and about being safe
(bounded)"^;

>

participation in organisations is a paradox because participation is about
openness, and organisation is about Control;

>

the participation of children and young people is a paradox because society
and culture are (always) defined by adults;

>

the responsible researcher is not responsible for what follows from their
research;

>

objectivity can only be attained through subjectivity.

But paradoxes are not full stops. Like the ‘paradoxical injunctions’ given to
families in systemic therapy, they can be interpreted as invitations to ‘think
beyond’ current ways of understanding and really exciting. It is my contention
in this research that constructivist theory offers a way of proceeding.
A^ constructivist philosophv
I understand learning and knowing as processes of making sense of our
experiences, not about finding out about a true ‘reality’ which is separate,from
ourselves. We make sense of, and act on, new experiences through reference to
how we’ve interpreted previous experiences. For example, someone said we
have the sort of organisations that we have because of the education system we
^ W hat I did was construct a m eth od ology based on the to o ls to hand (e .g . th e o rie s o f
group p ro ce sse s, system s and com p lex ity theory, m arketing and learn in g, in te rv iew s,
questionn aires and som e quantitative an a ly sis), and ended up w ith a learn in g strategy
w ritten in m arketing lan guage, by w hich tim e a different future for the unit had em erg ed
from w ithin the unit.
A nother question ou tside the scop e o f this paper is about the nature o f the b oundary, and
particularly about that w hich m akes it ‘s a fe ’ to participate, for ex a m p le m utuality and
relation sh ip s o f trust. I w ould w elcom e your v iew s on this too.
^ ‘A ’ is b ecau se there are m any different interpretations o f ‘co n stru ctiv ism ’ (n o t in c lu d in g
con stru ction ism and social con stru ction ism ). So although the n ext paragraphs read lik e a
textb ook , th ese are th em selv es my construction draw ing on a num ber o f d ifferen t
accounts, for a particular purpose, w ithin a sp e c ific context.
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have - with headteachers in their own rooms behind desks, differentiation
between teachers and students etc. In this way of thinking, learning is not
about storing up ‘truths’, but of useful personal knowledge. Meaning - making
sense - is constructed both internally (individually), and socially (with other
people). We make sense of experiences through processes of interpretation
(what could it mean) and making distinctions (is it different), and, echoing
Piaget, of assimilation (seeing new experiences from the viewpoint we already
have), and accommodation (changing our viewpoint in the light of new
experience).
The principles informing this research draw from constructivist theory, and, I
would argue, a social justice perspective. Firstly there is a recognition of the
legitimacy of different perceptions and ‘voices’. There is no one ‘rig h t’ way
of seeing and doing things, no one ‘best story’ of participation - however this
does not mean that one course of action might not be more appropriate, more
useful, than others in the circumstances. Secondly the intention is to generate
choices, to ‘create possibilities’, in providing an opportunity to take different
perspectives, from those we already have, and from the dominant ways of
seeing things (“this is how we always do things here”). Choices for actions
come out of different ways of talking about experience, and through the stories
and metaphors of other people. This is similar to the way that for adults in
powerful position to hear the voice of children and young people and do
something about it, they have to be able to ‘see through their eyes’, whether
this is about the state of the local park, or what it’s been like living in Belfast,
or ju st being ignored etc. So, for example, decision-victims become decisiontakers. Thirdly, within the constructivist framework, ‘there is no research
independent of the researcher’. It is I, for example, who am framing this
writing about the research, the theory and the methods, and the puzzles. It
would not make sense to say this research is scientific, or objective. However
that does not mean it cannot be rigorous, valid, generalisable and valuable.
Neither does it mean it cannot be collaborative, a sharing of different
perspectives, and the development of shared possibilities for future action.
M etaphors and stories in inquiry
In constructivist theory, language is central in constructing what we
understand as our ‘reality’. We create and make sense of our “reality” through
metaphors and stories and imagery. In sharing stories and metaphors with
other people we communicate our understanding - how we see the world, and
we can create shared meaning.
M etaphors are ‘talking of one thing in terms of another’. There is a lot of
evidence that children can understand metaphors ‘as soon as they can be
tested’, provided they have enough knowledge of both of the ‘things’ - the
domains - on which the metaphor is based. Metaphors are not only used
intentionally in poetry - “I wandered lonely as a cloud”, but also all the time in
everyday language, for example. Article 12 of the UN Convention on The
Rights of The Child says “the views of the child” should be given “due
weight” , choosing a visual metaphor for ideas and understanding, and the
m etaphor of weight for importance.
We can, for example, only talk of
abstract ideas like understanding and importance through metaphors; they
make these ideas concrete and discussible.
The term ‘participation’.
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understood as a metaphor, implies some thing that is made up of parts. In
talking about participation we use other metaphors, for example children and
young people ‘having a voice’, and ‘being heard’. Metaphors express ‘the
inexpressible’, things and ideas for which there is no other way of talking, e.g.
computer mouse, W ebsite etc.
Concepts and the metaphors used to talk about them, are inextricable, and an
attention to metaphors can reveal social and cultural ‘ways o f knowing. For
example, in everyday ways of speaking, ‘u p ’ or ‘more is better, so we talk
about feeling ‘up’, about important things being ‘high on the agenda’, (and in
reverse, about being ‘downcast’, ‘in low spirits’, ‘only little’). In this research
I have done two sessions with children in school. At the beginning, to get
things going, I have asked ‘what are the differences between kids/children and
grown ups/adults?” Unsurprisingly the most frequent answers are ‘adults are
bigger’ and ‘adults know m ore’.
Metaphors also organise; for example A rnstein’s ladder of participation puts a
lot of different ideas about participation into one coherent, related framework.
Perhaps most importantly for this research, using different metaphors offers
the possibility of re-describing experience, seeing it differently, which then
creates new possibilities for action.
At the same time, metaphors and stories can act as constraints, if they become
dominant and pervasive. They have entailments, so that A rnstein’s ladder can
become interpreted as a chain of hierarchical goals - going ‘up ’ the ladder.
Particular metaphors can become the only legitimate way of seeing things.
There is some criticism about what appears to be the only way of thinking
about children that underpins the present government’s social and educational
policy, that of ‘children as the (economic) future’. One of the arguments is
that this fails to consider children’s experiences as children in the present.
Metaphors are powerful and influential - Aristotle suggests that slaves should
not be allowed to use metaphorical language, and metaphors are frequently
used by politicians (’’the wind of change”, “the third way”). They can also be
subversive, for example my terrifying headteacher Miss Bedson was known to
us as ‘Bedsocks’.
In the interviews I have been asking people for examples in stories and
pictures, rather than metaphors, because firstly I don’t think that we often talk
in isolated, individual metaphors, and few people are able to come up with
them if asked. Examples and stories have metaphors embedded within them
(for example, a story about a piece of J0 5 work might include metaphors of a
journey, battles and wars, snowballing etc.). Another reason I have chosen
examples and stories is that stories organise in ways that are different from
metaphors. Stories have a time element, and a plot ( ‘we were asked to
evaluate the local authority procedures, but we said we would only do this if
children and young people were involved, and they eventually agreed; then we
invited everyone to a meeting and this didn’t work because ... so then we ... “
etc.). Perhaps the most important argument for stories is that the telling of
metaphors without a context can be misinterpreted or seem meaningless to
others, because they are culturally specific and depend on shared domains o f
knowledge. The same metaphor can have different meanings, or none, in
different contexts.
Marion Helme January 2000
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Appendix 10
Critical Review of Research:
Questions and Comments
The critical review of the research [79], was a day of discussion in London about
the research in June 2000 to which the CASE Studentship Steering Group invited
practitioners and managers from TCS, people from the OU Systems Discipline and
some of the young people involved in the research. The day was planned with
members of the Steering Group, and facilitated with one of my supervisors from
the OU.
Objectives of C ritical Review
To review the research before completion;
To connect the research with practice and management in TCS and explore
relationships between research and practice;
To give Marion (as the researcher) an opportunity to test and develop some of
the key discoveries from the research.
Outcomes” - what we anticipate will be achieved by the end of the afternoon
What Marion has done in the research - the methodology and the findings will be clear to those present;
We will have considered together the research from our different perspectives
We will have moved on in our thinking about participation in TCS and other
organisations, from the research discoveries so far;
We will have contributed to the development of the research and helped
Marion to finish this part of it by giving critical feedback.
{Excerpt from letter of invitation to TCS and OU people. Young people were
nvited through TCS staff attending the review.)
Seven people from TCS, six people from the OU and my son (at that time a
psychology student) came to the Critical Review. However none of the young
people invited could come on the day, except for my son.
I introduced my research as a developing story in which many there had been
directly involved,
1 put up picture boards of drawings, photographs and
quotations from the research conversations and activities to invite conversations
about participation, reflections on research and practice and ideas of what to do
next. People were then invited to write down on post-it notes ideas and questions
triggered by my introduction and pictures and stick them up for all to read
(activity A). People were then invited to choose a theme that interested them and
discuss in small groups specific questions which I considered useful for me
(activity B):
•
•
•

What are the important issues in this theme?
How could this be written up so people will read it?
What could be done next? By whom?

The collated comments and questions from individuals and groups were typed up
from their notes written on the day. These comments only represent the part of
the discussion that was recorded. Different groups took different approaches andI
have not attributed the comments to individuals or groups. The numbering of the
comments is for ease of reference only.
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C o m m en ts/Q u estion s

About the research and TCS (A)
1.

W hat is our com m on interest? Participation? Our v a lu e base? TCS?

2.

W hat con stitu tes children and young p e o p le ’s p articipation in the co n tex t o f the d iscu ssio n
around this table?

3.

W hat is the goal? Is it to b en efit kids or fee l g ood about ou rselv es? D o k ids w ish com m un ity
based in v o lv em en t and stop there?

4.

W hy organ isation s (fo c u s in this research)? (A thou ght from ... ch ild ren p articipating in
w hat?). Is it b ecau se o f the TCS as con tex t for research ... or acad em ic traditions?

5.

T he tw o them es? 1) help others participate 2) have ex p erien ce o f p articipation

6.

H istory o f TCS and M arion ’s in terview s h ig h lig h ts that TCS d ecisio n to in v o lv e children and
you n g p eo p le in its d ecision -m ak in g in governan ce is the key driver for ch an ge - ch an ge in
attitude, ch an ge in p ow er o f adults; towards so c ia l ju stic e w hich is w ith, not for children and
you n g p eop le!

7.

Ju stice O b jective 5 says “able to participate in se rv ices and n eig h b o u rh o o d s” - w hy often
called ‘are listen ed t o ’? W hy abbreviated to ‘able to p a rticip ate’? R em o v a l o f p articipation
as core value to periphery program m e.

8.

C hange o f fo cu s “from in ju stice to ju s t ic e ” [in TCS w ork - com m en t in group d iscu ssio n ];
w hat is this story and w hat d oes this form ulation o f it represent?

9.

[C hildren and you ng p eop le] alienated from so c iety - but is that too sim p le? D o they
d ev elo p their ow n cu ltu res/society ... ev en on lin e ... D o w e m ean by the so c iety ? Can their
so c ie ty be validated? M aybe there are “co n n ectio n s” across from ‘s o c ie t y ’ but m aybe
d isto rted /co -ev [? ] up etc. (say som e teachers, probation, neigh bou rh ood, m ilkm an etc .).

10. The barrier o f ‘p rotection o f ch ild ren ’ m aking it d iffic u lt for sta ff to c o n n e c t w ith ch ild ren.
W hen do p ro fessio n a ls b ecom e part o f the problem - i.e. ‘o n ly w e know h ow to do it . . . ’
(non -p articipative)?
11. ‘N eed boundaries for p articipation ’ - w ider d issem in a tio n / understanding o f this is n eed ed .
12. F orce for change: w e ’re lik e Barnado’s but sm aller —> w antin g to con stru ct a d ifferen t story.
13. A ctio n plans ^ child in the neighbourhood
14. B ottom up (participation o f ch ild ren )/ Top dow n (corporate p la n s/a ssessm e n t o f p roject to
h ead in gs) (ten sion /p ow er)
15. C om m ents: “it w as in teresting when these 2 m et” O range - p ips sq ueaks! T h is is in terestin g !
16. M etaphors - entropy - ‘clo sed m etaphors’. D o es this m ean p rescrip tive o ver m etaphors
(ju dgem ents) or is it cla ssific a tio n term?
17. E ntropie m etaphors - cau sin g halts in the con versation s. A fe e lin g o f w hat do you do next.
18. R o le o f geograph ical m etaphors in participation?

Understanding participation (A)
19. D o you have a d efin ition o f ‘p articipation ’ that you have w orked with?
20. P articipation is not a tran sitive verb - “I have participated y o u ”. It e x p o se s the o rg a n isa tio n
to risk - adults have to relinquish control - do d ifferen t thin gs to w hat it m ight o th erw ise do.
21. C h ild ren ’s p articipation in what?
22. W hat con stitu tes ch ild ren ’s participation in TCS a ctivity?
23. I f participation is good for children and young p eo p le w hy not for ev ery o n e e lse ? Is this
represented by anything in TCS?
24. W hat is/are the verb(s) associated with “p articipation ” ?
25. P articipation is h igh ly contextual - as is taking re sp o n sib ility
26.

... so is childhood

27. P rerequisites for participation: inform ation, sk ills (a sser tiv en ess, co m m u n ica tio n ), a c c e s s ib le
structures, transparent p ractices
28. V alu e the assets children bring through p articipation - en ergy, crea tiv ity , m o v em en t (not
understood w ithin T C S).
29. P articipation w ithout listen in g or action d o esn ’t w ork
30. ‘The p rocess is m ore im portant than the o u tco m e’ - is it ‘d oing so c ia l j u s t ic e ’ co m b in ed w ith
other p rin cip les - a ccess to inform ation, b ein g listen ed to, spiritual and em o tio n a l n eed s?
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31. W hat are the threats/opportunities from re ify in g “p articip ation ” in the organ isation al
m andate o f TC S?
32. K e ep in g children ‘in m in d ’ - h ow can this be real?
33. C hildren v /b ec o m e adults, i.e. do p articipating children b eco m e p articipating adults?
A ssu m p tion that children all want to p articipate - do they? Shou ld th ey w ant to?
34. H o w do you m easu re the su ccess o f a p a rticip ative schem e? I.e.. S ym p tom atic v.
adaptational v. p rocess etc.

(B)
35. Q u estion v. an sw ers - questions p erh ap s/often m ore im portant
36. C on texts - can core p rin cip les be id en tified ?
37. Sharing o f id eas b etw een p rojects and also over tim e (but o ften d iffic u lt in p ractice); how
con tin u ou s sh ould program m es be? W hat gen eralisation s can be m ade?
38. H ow can id ea s/sto r ie s be dissem inated?
39. N eed to ask q u estion s in all projects

Things missed or missing from the research (A)
4 0. W h ich you n g p e o p le are b ein g referred to w hen the term ‘y o u n g p e o p le ’ is used? H ow dc
you accou n t for d iversity?
41. It w ould be en orm ou sly valuable to d ev elo p the thinking on research in g w ith
ch ild re n /in v o lv in g them in research
42. A bou t w hat le v e l o f interaction, p ractice, feedb ack , con tact etc. has there b een w ith black
and eth nic m inority children, y ou n g p e o p le and adult p ro fessio n a ls? (It’s ju st that this
m eetin g is very w h ite!)
43. H m m m , there d o e sn ’t seem to be m uch here about the ro le/fu n ctio n o f w orkers in p rovidi
m etaphors, interpreting them and m aking participation so m eth in g that children and young
p eo p le fe e l p o sitiv e about.
44. W h o se m etaphors? Children v. practitioners? - (b asis for n eg o tia tiv e understanding betw e
children and practition ers about participation)

“ Abstract issues” and “ others” (A)
4 5 . Are the ex p erien ces o f children rather than ad u lts’ interpretations o f the ex p erien ce o f
children con sid ered sig n ifica n t in this research?

!

46. P ractitioners starting from children and y o u n g p e o p le ’s p ersp ectiv e - B U T children and
you n g p eo p le starting from ad u lts’ p ersp ectiv es - eth ica l im p lica tio n s?
4 7 . G overnance is not to be caricatured as us getting them to jo in in our b u sin ess. P rojects a
TCS are often com m u n ities o f interest already for children and you ng p eo p le; w e are a |
reality in their liv e s. M any are w anting to be m ore in v o lv ed and participate w ithin TCS

(B)
4 8. N eed to evalu ate through m ulti-stakehold er evaluation w hether children and y ou n g p eop l
feel able to participate rather than see p articipation as a tech n ica l p ro cess or indicator.
4 9 . L earning from research into continued eth ical research w ith (not on) children and y ou n g
p eo p le (con tin u in g to inquire into all our practice)
50. The research raises q uestions about reco n cep tu a lisin g participation in terms o f con text
dep en dent q uality o f relation ship s, i.e. q u ality o f relation sh ip s w ith p la ce (perhaps as
‘en a b le d ’ by TC S) quality o f relation ship s w ith TCS etc.

Questions that emerged (B)
5 1. TCS [should] take resp on sib ility for u sin g the research it co m m issio n s [how ?]
5 2. D o es (any) research m ake a d ifferen ce to TCS practice?
53. H ow to d eliver research output so that i t ’s u sefu l/u sab le?

How could this be written up?(B)
54. In w hat w ay h as/cou ld the notion o f boundaries be u seful?
55. W ill the papers be produced in an a cc essib le form at to be readable by n on-acad em ics?
56. W hat practical w ays can M arion take to incorporate the rich n ess o f her m aterial in her
th esis?
57. Is the research able to ‘travel in tim e ’, that is be p erceiv ed as relevan t to the p ractice
q u estion o f 2 0 0 0 in TCS when its b egin n in gs are back in the 1980s?
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58. C onstraints on this. L ots o f it (the research) may be im portant for PhD - fin e - but not all
this relev a n t for TC S. That can be OK. W ho is the research for? R esearch is a p o litica l
p ro cess. Id eo lo g y ‘d ead ’ p rovid es us w ith a problem for ask ing ‘w h y ’ q u estio n s
S o cia l
ch an ge, rights ju stice/a ca d em ic rigour - an op position ? -> R esearch as lea d in g to
a ction /ch an ge - how far do this though? -> S om eth in g short
59. T o p rovid e a tool for all th ose w ho are resp o n sib le for p ractice and its d ev elo p m en t (to
im prove con d ition s o f c& ) and those w ho fa cilita te learning.
60. R ec o g n itio n o f the in n ovative nature o f this research collaboration (agreem en t). L ink to
q u ality p ractice in novation n eed s to be articulated. D o n ’t w ant to lo s e this (w rite it up as
p ro ce ss). Learning and exem plar tow ards en ab lin g m ore and better eth ica l partnerships.
M od el o f w orking collaboratively: h ow can this be d ev elo p ed and translated to other
con texts?
61. M od el o f d issem in ation - not ju st a research report at the end but p rocess o f en gagem ent
throughout.
62. T ranslation from general to loca l and back (program m e)
63. W ho n eed s to read it? = For w hom d o es the research h ave im plication s?
64. T o be built into d esign for continued learn ing and not ju st adding to ‘report p ro d u ctio n ’
(p r o ce sses such as recruitm ent, induction, quality (in sp ectio n )
65. There is a major ten sion b etw een the lan g u a g e a ccep tab le (or n ecessary) for acad em ic
purposes and that w hich is h elp fu l/u sefu l/understandable to TCS as an organ isation and for
th ose p eo p le w ho w ork for it.

What next?
66. M arion has experienced a trem endous rich n ess. A re there fo llo w -u p in itia tiv es (oth er than a
th esis) to learn from this experience?
67. W ho takes resp on sib ility now? M arion - th esis agenda, TCS - (national outputs n eed ed to
g iv e authority)

Comments on children’s pictures (A)
68. W hy did they say ‘yeah le t’s draw ch ild a b u se’? S eem s worth exp loring. F elt, ev e n in j?,
that this sid e needed voicin g. Or even - as a reaction for researcher - ‘eh, th is ’ll
p lea se /d isp lea se h er’. A ll interesting.
69. C hildren figh tin g, adults w atching. Is this the c h ild ’s v ie w - adults v ie w /lo o k on during our
w orld/im portant activities. This is very in teresting.
70. W hy d o e sn ’t sch ool feature as part o f ch ild ren ’s representations o f p articipation?
71. Re sc h o o l not featuring in the pictures - w hat language did you u se to trigger the acts o f
draw ing? W here w ere the pictures drawn? It sounds lik e the act its e lf was o n e o f
p articipation, so if done in school perhaps the act participating with adults (in a sc h o o l
settin g) w as too im m ediate to represent.

Comments on my pictures and presentation(A)
72. I lik e the idea o f a kind o f psychodram a, d ifferen t actors in the drama o f M a rio n ’s research,
putting their view .
73. L iked the countries analogy for TCS depts. E sp ecia lly Sw itzerland
74. M arion ’s map o f TCS looks lik e a sort o f ‘B a lk a n s’ - w ith all that im plies about an
u n fold in g history.
75. R ew ards review - what do you think the use o f the term “participate” m eans w hen u sed by
TCS in this way?
76. C heck in g o f visual representations (e.g . m aps)?
77. C larify w hich audience it is for.
78. M arion to address/TC S to w ork out how to re ce iv e it (thesis/report).
7 9 . Is this all about relation ship s and valu in g relation ship s in a m ean ingfu l w ay?
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